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A bill to increase the debt limit of the United 
States, to provide for the Federal taxation of 
future issues of obligations of the United 
States and its instrumentalities, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 20). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE 
Under clause 2 of rule XXII, the Com

mittee on Claims was discharged from 
the consideration of the bill (H. R. 1497) 
for the relief of the heirs of William H. 
Peters and Washington Reed, and the 
same was referrfd to the Comn;tittee on 
War Claims. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BEITER: 
H. R. 3063. A bill for the erection of a public 

building at Cheektowaga, Erie County, N.Y.; 
to t he Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

By Mr. NORRELL: 
H. R. 3064. A bill to amend the project for 

flood control of the lower Mississippi River 
adopted by the act of May 15, 1928, as amend
ed by the acts of June 15, 1936, August 28, 
1937, and June 28, 1938; to the Committee 
on Flood Control. 

By Mr. RANDOLPH: 
H. R . 3065. A bill to amend the act of Con

gress approved July 14, 1932, entitled "An act 
to amend an act of Congress approved June 
18, 1898, entitled 'An act to regulate plumbing 
and gas fitting in the District of Columbia' "; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.-

H. R. 3066. A bill to amend an act to pro
vide for a union railroad station in the Dis
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

H. R. 3067. A bill to amend the act of Con
gress approved May 3, 1935, entitled "An act 
to promote public safety on the highways of 
the District of Columbia by providing for the 
financial responsibility of owners and oper
ators of motor vehicles for damages caused 
by motor vehicles on the public highways in 
the District of Columbia, to prescribe penal
ties for t he violation of the provisions of this 
act, and for other purposes"; to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

H. R. 3068. A bill to amend an act entitled 
"An act to provide that all cabs for hire in 
the Dist rict of Columbia be compelled to 
carry insurance for the protection of pas
sengers, and for other purposes," approved 
June 29 , 1938; to the Committee on the Dis
tiict of Columbia. 

By Mr. BOYKIN: 
H . R. 3069. A bill granting permanent total

d isability rating to veterans suffering serv
ice-connected tuberculosis disability if such 
disease remains active after 2 years' hos
pit alizat ion; to the Committee on World War 
Vet erans' Legislation . 

By Mr. McGEHEE: . 
II. R . 3070. A bill to aid the several States 

in making, or for having made, certain toll 
bridges on the system of Federal-aid high
ways free bridges, and for other purposes; to 
the Com mittee on Roads. 

By Mr. DISNEY: 
H . R. 3071. A bill to amend certain provi

sions of the Internal Revenue Code relating to 
man ufacturers' and producers' taxes on gaso
line and lubric~ting oil; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H. R. 3072. A bill amending section 3460 of 
the Internal Revenue Code; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROBS! ON of Kentucky: 
H. R. 3073. A bill relating to the payment 

of principal and interest on certain loans 

made by the Federal land banks and the Land 
Bank Commissioner; to the Committee on 
Agdculture. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials 

were presented and referred as follows: 
By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legisla

ture of the State of Montana, memorializing 
the President and the Congress of the United 
States to consider their senate joint me
morial No. 2, with reference to democracy; to 

· the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio: 
H . R . 3074. A bill granting an increase of 

pension to Georgian D. Harris; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COLE of New York: 
H. R. 3075. A bill granting an increase of 

pension to Arzilla A. Bailey; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GEHRMANN: 
H R . 3076. A bill for the relief of R. Stern; 

to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. GORE: 

H. R. 3077. A bill for the relief of the Leba
non Woolen Mills, Inc.; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

H . R. 3078. A bill authorizing the President 
of the United States to appoint Sgt. Alvin C. 
York as a colonel in the United States Army 
and then place him on the retired list; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HEFFERNAN: 
H. R. 3079. A bill conferring jurisdiction 

upon the .Court of Claims of the United States 
to consider and render judgment on the claim 
of the Cuban-American Sugar Co. against the 
United States; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HEIDINGER: 
H. R. 3080. A bill granting a pension to 

Be:rtie E. Williams; to the Committee on Pen
sions. 

By Mr. McGEHEE: 
H. R. 3081. A bill for the relief of Ervine J. 

Stenson; to the Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 3082. A bill for the relief of Mattie E. 

Baumgarten; to the Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 3083. A bill for the relief of Billy H. 

Quin; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. RAMSPECK: 

H. R. 3084. A bill for the relief of Hugh C. 
Russell; to the Committee on Claims. 

H. R. 3085. A bill granting a pension to Lina 
S. Terrell; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. SMITH of West Virginia: 
H. R. 3086. A bill for the relief of Harold 

E. Marquis; to the Committee on· Claims. 
By Mr. SABATH: 

H. R. 3087. A bill for the relief of Et hel 
Cohen; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SACKS: 
H. R. 3088. A bill for the relief of Harry 

Solomon; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. SASSCER: 
H . R. 3089. A bill for the relief of Marie B. 

Neale; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. SCHWERT: 

H . R. 3090. A bill for the relief of Marian 
Cichy; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

By Mr. THILL: 
H. R. 3091. A bill for the relief of Martin J. 

Price; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. VINCENT of Kentucky: 

H. R. 3092. A bill for the relief of the widow 
and children of Dr. Joe M. Ferguson; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 1941 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. James A. Reeves, s .. T. D., presi

dent, Seton Hill College, Greensburg, Pa., 
offered the following prayer: 

Father, creator of the world, redeem
ing Son, and sanctifying holy spirit, we 
ajore Thee. We acknowledge Thy end
less .30vereignty. We trust in Thee. "At 
sundry times and in diverse manners" 
Thou hast spoken to mankind, particu
larly through Thy only begotten Son. 
We thank Thee for this revelation deep
ening our knowledge of Thee and nurtur
ing our love of Thee. 

We cherish Thy utterance. We rev
erence Thy word as the source of the 
law that prevails amongst us. In this 
law we see the unfolding of Thy ·dear 
providence, heartening and strengthen
ing us, caring for us in sorrow and in 
joy. 

Let Thy kindly grace brighten our un-· 
derstanC.ing and quicken our love for 
Thee, so that Thy blessed word may ever 
safeguard the law whereby we live. 
Help all men to revere that law. Help 
them to revere the ways in which it is 
made. This, too, is Thy gift. It is a 
holy gift. We are grateful. 

Be mindful, 0 Lord, of all who make 
the law. Give them light and strength. 
Be mindful of the institutions that em
body it. Keep these safe. Let them en
dure. Be mindful of all Thy people here 
and everYWhere; they are redeemed by 
the worshipful blood of Christ, who with 
Thee and Thy holy spirit abides ever one 
God. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

IDENTIFICATION TO ENTER NAVY DEPARTMENT 
BUILDING 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Acting Secretary of the Navy: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, January 31, 1941. 

The Honorable SAM RAYBURN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

MY DEAR MR. SPEAKER: The Navy Depart
ment has just instituted a change in the 
security system heretofore in use for the pro
tection of the contents of the Department 
building. 

You, of course, agree that, under the cir
cumstances, improvements in that respect 
were not only desirable but essential. 

One of the most obvious features is one 
requiring identification of visitors; i. e., all 
persons not regularly employed within the 
building. It goes without saying that it is 
my desire that no annoyance .of any kind 
will be caused any Member of the Congress 
or their representatives when they have oc
casion to visit the Department. With that 
object in mind and further for the protec
tion of the employees who are charged wit h 
the responsibility of executing the plan, I 
request that you acquaint all Members of 
the House of Representatives with the neces
sity of their identity being made known upon 
their entry into the Department building. 
The place established for that purpose is just 
inside the main entrance, Eighteenth Street 
and Constitution Avenue. 
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Every effort will be exerted to keep at a 

minimum any delay or inconvenience which 
the formality may cause. 

Thanking you for your cooperation, and 
with the assurances of my highest esteem, 
I am, 

Very sincerely yours, 
FoRRESTAL, 

Acting Secretary of the Navy. 

CARGO-VESSEL CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table House 
Joint Resolution 77, entitled "Joint reso
lution making an appropriation to the 
United States Maritime Commission for 
emergency cargo-ship construction, and 
for other purposes," with Senate amend
ments, and concur in the Senate amend
ments. Pending that, I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for 2 nlinutes to ex-

, plain the amendments. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

Virginia asks unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 2. minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. 

Speaker, this joint resolution provides for 
the construction of 200 emergency cargo 
vessels by the Maritime Commission and 
was passed by the House on January 24. 
The matter was considered on the :floor 
at that time, and I assume is fairly 
familiar to the membership. 

The Senate added several amendments. 
First, they struck out the language which 
provided that the Maritime Commission 
might dispose of the shipbuilding facili
ties the Government is erecting especially 
for this program. The Maritime Com
mission says that so far as it is concerned 
there is no objection at this time to that 
language going out. If it is necessary 
to amend it in the future we can do so. 

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

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. TABER. Is it not a fact that all 

of these facilities are paid for out of 
funds that have been allotted by the 
President out of his emergency defense 
appropriation? 

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. That is 
correct. 

Mr. TABER. And this language would 
not apply to those funds. 

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. The al
location of $36,000,000 the President has 
made to the Maritime Commission for 
these facilities is from the contract au
thorization in his emergency fund and 
the appropriation to satisfy that contract 
authority is in another act, so I believe 
this language would not apply to the 
$36,000,000. 

The Senate enlarged the provision 
which the House wrote into the bill on 
the floor providing that no one should 

. work on this program who advocates the 
·overthrow of the Government of the 
United States by force or violence; the 
Senate clarified the House language and 
added a penalty clause and provides for 
affidavits which seem to· be acceptable. 

The Senate also added $65,000,000 of 
contractual authorization for the Com
mission's regular merchant ship program 
for which there is a Budget estimate now 
pending. It was put on this joint reso
lution in the Senate in order that the 

Maritime Commission might go forward 
with its plans to have under contract 200 
ships by June 30, 1941, under the long
range program. Of these 200 vessels, 180 
have been contracted for to January 20, 
1941, at a total cost of $446,430,000. The 
total contract authority heretofore 
granted to the Commission aggregates 
$495,000,000. The Commission has left 
in the total contract authority, therefore, 
$48,570,000. Contracts are in process for 
20 more vessels at a total cost of $101,-
880,000, which would require new au
thority of $53,310,000. The difference 
between this sum and the $65,000,000 
granted consists of $2,940,000 to provide 
for additions and adjustments in con
tracts and $8,750,000 to provide against 
the contingency of having two Navy 
transports costing this sum and con
tracted for by the Commission at the 
request of the Navy charged to the Com
mission's contract allotment for mer
chant ships. 

Another amendment authorizes the 
Maritime Commission to construct, re
pair, or equip vessels for any agency of 
the Government to the extent that such 
agency has authority by law to do this on 
its own account, and specifies that such 
work done for any agency shall not have 
the effect of diminishing the Commis
sion's contract authority for its own pro
gram. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Cer
tainly. 

Mr. TABER. I think there is nothing 
in these amendments that should result · 
in controversy. 

The second amendment, with reference 
to a prohibition against the employment 
of Communists, does not change the lan
guage of the House bill, but adds other 
language which shows how a presump
tion that they are not Communists may 
be established by afiidavits. 

The third provision relates to merchant 
ships. I understand the Subcommittee 
on Independent omces had hearings on 
this matter of contract authorization 
and that the subcommittee is unanimous 
in approving the set-up. It is designed 
to speed up the merchant-ship construc
tion program. I do not, therefore, be
lieve there should be any controversy on 
the matter. 

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. The 
gentleman, therefore, has no objection to 
agreeing to the Senate amendments. 

Mr. TABER. I have no objection. 
Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen

tleman yield? 
Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. RICH. Did we understand the 

gentleman from Virginia to say that the 
Senate amendment struck out the lan
guage that the Maritime Commission 
shall have authority to sell these vessels 
to private individuals? 

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Just the 
reverse; they struck out the language 
which gave them permission to sell, not 
the vessels but the new facilities they are 
going to build on which these vessels will 
be constructed. 

Mr. RICH. The gentleman means the 
shipyards that are being constructed 
now? · 

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Yes; 
that is right. 

Mr. TABER. It seems to me that Con
gress or somebody ought to keep a pretty 
good watch on that, because the con
struction of these facilities will increase 
the value of a lot of property in some of 
these States that will be very vital to the 
welfare of this Nation; and I do not think 
we should proceed to give that to some 
State, because they might lobby to get it. 
We ought to be very careful on that. 

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I may 
say to the gentleman that can be fully 
protected. 

Mr. RICH. In what way? 
Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. As point

ed out by the gentleman from New York 
the funds which are to be used for thes~ 
facilities were not contained in this bill, 
but were allotted out of Presidential 
funds; therefore the language in this bill 
would be ineffectual even if left in there. 
If Congress desires to take some action 
on it, we will have to do it in some sub
stantive way. It was not reached by this 
language, so that striking out the lan
guage does not involve anything now. 

Mr. RICH. Are we to presume that 
the gentleman, one of the most valuable 
men in the House, will look after this . to 
see that we get legislation which will not 
permit this Commission to deal with any 
States or subdivisions to give these ship
yards away? 

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I assure 
the gentleman we will do the best we can. 

[Here the gavel fell.l 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the title of the House joint resolution. 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. WooDRUM] to take from the 
Speaker's table House Joint Resolution 77 
with Senate amendments thereto? ' 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Page 2, lines 21 and 22, after "otherwise)," 

insert "and." 
Page 2, line 22, strike out ", and sale or other 

disposition." 
Page 8, line 5, strike out all after "laws:" 

down to and including "violence" in line 10, 
and insert: . "Provided further, That no part 
of this appropriation shall be used to pay the 
salary or wages of any person who advocates, 
or who is a member of an organization that 
advocates, the overthrow of the Government 
of the United States by force or violence: 
Provided further, That for the purposes here
of an amdavit shall be considered prima facie 
evidence that the person making the amdavit 
does not advocate, and is not a member of an 
organization that advocates, the overthrow of 
the Government of the United States by force 
or violence: Provided further, That any per
son who advocates, or who is a member of an 
organization that advocates, the overthrow of 
the Government of the United States by force 
or violence and accepts employment the sal
ary or wages for which are paid from this ap
propriation shall be guilty of a felony and, 
upon conviction, shall be :flned.not more than 
$1,000 or imprisoned for not more than 1 year, 
or both: Provided further, That the above 
penalty clause shall be in addition to, and not 
in substitution for, any other provisions of 
existing law." 

Page 8, line 15, strike out "this act" and 
insert "section 1 of this joint resolution." 

Page 3, line 17, strike out "herein." 
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Page 3, line 17, after "for" insert "in section 

~ of this joint resolution." 
Page 4, after line 2, insert: 
"SEC. 3. In addition to contract authoriza

tions for carrying out the provisions of the 
Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as amended, 
contained in previous acts, the United States 
Maritime Commission is authorized to enter 
into contract or contracts for the purpose of 
carrying out the provisions of said act in an 
amount not to exceed $65,000,000." 

Page 4, after line 2, insert: 
"SEc. 4. The Commission is authorized to 

construct, reconstruct, repair, equip, and out
fit, by contract or otherwise, vessels or parts 
thereof, for any other department or agency 
of the Government, to the extent that such 
other department or agency is authorized by 
law to do so for its own account, and any 
obligations heretofore or herea.fter incurred 
by the Commission for any of the aforesaid 
purposes shall not diminish or otherwise af
fect any contract authorization granted to 
the Commission: Provided, The obligations 
ncurred or the expenditures made are charged 
against and, to the amount of such obliga
tion or expenditure, diminish the existing 
appropriation or contract authorization of 
such department or agency." 

The Senate amendments were agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

TIME OF MEETING 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet tomor
row at 11 o'clock, and that when it ad
journs tomorrow it adjourn to meet on 
ll'riday at 11 o'clock. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. McCoRMAcK]? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object
and, of course, I am not going to object, 
because I believe the House wants this 
additional time for consideration of 
amendments to this very important bill
I would like to ask the gentleman from 
Massachusetts if he can at this time in
form the House what the program will be 
for next week, assuming consideration of 
this bill will be out of the way by that 
time? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Assuming this bill 
takes all of Friday, of course it will be my 
intention to ask unanimous consent to 
adjourn to Monday. The bill from the 
Ways and Means Committee is next in 
order. This is the bill increasing the 
statutory debt limit. · 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Does 
the gentleman expect that bill to be 
finished Monday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes. There are 3 
hours' general debate, and, of course, 1 
hour on the rule. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. It will 
probably go over until Tuesday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I was mistaken. 
There is no rule. There are 3 hours' gen
eral debate. I do not know whether it 
will be finished Monday or not. But it 
will be finished Monday afternoon or 
Tuesday. After that there will be the 
Treasury an~.~ Post Office appropriation 
bill. That is the program. 

Mr. COOPER. I may say to the distin
guished gentleman it is the purpose of 
the Ways and Means Committee, by 
agreement of both the majority and mi-

nority members, to finish the bill Mon
day to increase the debt limit. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I have received in
formation that it is desired to finish the 
bill coming out of . the Ways and Means 
Committee on Monday, and after that the 
Treasury-Post Office appropriation bill 
will be considered. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is it 
expected to take up the balance of the 
week with that bill? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I know of no 
other business to come up after that next 
week at the present time; so I assume 
that debate on that bill will probably be 
continued for some time. 

Mr. FISH. There is no intention on 
the part of the minority to in any way 
obstruct or delay consideration of the 
bill we are now considering, but should 
it take more than 2 days would we go 
over until Saturday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. This bill should 
be disposed of this week, and, unless it 
is disposed of by Friday, I would feel 
constrained to have a Saturday session. 

Mr. FISH. I understood the gentle
man to say he would ask unanimous con
sent to adjourn over from Friday to Man- . 
day. I hope it will be disposed of by 
Friday night; but if it is not, I suppose 
you would want to finish it on Saturday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. It is very apparent 
that, so far as the hearings and debate 
are concerned, everyone is satisfied, and 
we want that feeling to continue. If 
the bill is not disposed of under the 
5-minute rule by Friday, we will continue 
on Saturday. 

Mr. RICH. If it is the intention of 
the House to increase the statutory debt 
limit from $49,000,000,000 to $65,000,-
000,000 in 1 day, how long will it take 
tb.e Congress to increase it further? 

The regular order was demanded. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. McCoRMACK]? 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object--

The SPEAKER. The regular order 
has been demanded. 

Mr. MICHENER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I always yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from Mich
igan. 

Mr. MICHENER. As I understand, 
then, this limitation of debt bill is com
ing up Monday, and the purpose is to 
finish it on Monday, which will prob
ably mean that we will run rather late 
on Monday. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Of course, I do 
not know how long the debate will con
tinue under the 5-minute rule. 

Mr. MICHENER. If it is not finished 
on Monday, it will be concluded on 
Tuesday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. It is my hope, in 
view of information I have received while 
engaging in this colloquy, that the bill 
will be disposed of on Monday. 

Mr. MICHENER. Therefore it is im
portant that we be here Monday and 
Tuesday. 

Mr. McCORMACK. For those who are 
interested in that bill, it is important that 
they be here. 

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

There was no objection. 
NATIONAL YOUTH ADMINISTRATION 

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

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Speaker, the National 

Youth Administration, frequently the ob
ject of bitter attacks by those unfamiliar 
with its work and the personnel in charge 
of its activities, is in my juC:gment mak
ing a splendid contribution to the se
curity and welfare of the Nation through 
its wise sponsorship of a national health 
training program. 

The unprejudiced people . of Wisconsin, 
who for over 40 years have pioneered 
social and economic reforms now ac
cepted as the law of the land, note with 
great pleasure the fact that N. Y. A. 
has recently added to its staff, in Wis
consin engaged in building health, two 
of the world's outstanding athletes. 

I refer specifically to Chuck Fenske 
who holds the world's record for 1 000 
yards, the world's record for three-qua~ter 
mile indoors, and who jointly with Glenn 
Cunningham holds the world's record 
~or t~?-e mile run. Chuck Fenske, always 
Identified heretofore with the University 
of Wisconsin, holds the national indoor 
mile championship, having won eight 
straight meets in the year 1940. 

Walter Mehl, an outstanding, na
tionally known distance runner, grad
uated from the University of Wisconsin, 
Department of Education, in June 1940. 
He holds the American and intercol
legiate and Big Ten record for 2 miles is 
the national 1940 champion cro~s
country runner. He holds the national 
A. A. U. record for 1,500 meters and re
cently won indoor events at B~ston and 
New York. 

These two young men are outstanding 
sources of inspiration for the youth not 
only of Wisconsin but of the Nation, and 
I am happy to state that they are both 
now employed by the National Youth 
Administration in charge of health de
velopment under N.Y. A. auspices in the 
State of Wisconsin. 

Wisconsin and the Nation are proud 
of Chuck Fenske arid Walter Mehl, and 
we are especially pleased to announce to 
the Congress and the country that in 
the year 1941 and hereafter these young 
men in all athletic competition will 
proudly wear the colors of the National 
Youth Administration. The hundreds of 
thousands of young people · throughout 
the country engaged in National Youth 
Administration health projects will con
tinue to receive great inspiration from 
the marvelous ability and leadership of 
these two outstanding athletes. 

I congratulate N. Y. A. in its ability 
to attract to its service such outstand
ing young Americans. [Applause.] 

DIES COMMITTEE 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. 

Speaker, when the majority leader told 
of the program for next week, not one 
word was said about the Dies resolution 
which has been introduced. Every day 
brings fresh evidence of the urgent need 
to keep the Dies committee on the job. 
The thousands of "fifth column" agents 
in this country are always at work. They 
have not delayed their subversive ac
tivities for 1 minute. The minions of 
Stalin and Hitler want the Dies commit
tee killed. Lacking the power to kill the 
committee, they want the maximum de
lay in authorizing the committee to go 
ahead with sufficient funds for its in
vestigations. The majority of this House 
should have acted long ago in the matter 
of continuing the committee. The "fifth 
column" alone has been served by the in
excusable delay in this matter. 

As a member of the committee, I 
should like to ask some member on the 
majority side of the Committee on Rules 
to tell us when this resolution will be 
reported and when it will come before the 
House. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. COX. 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 Geor
gia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, in response to 

the statement just made by the gentle
man from New Jersey, may I state that 
I know of no disposition on the part of 
the Committee on Rules to withhold for 
any unreasonable length of time report
ing the resolution which was introduced 
a couple of days ago by the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. STARNES] continuing 
the Dies committee, I believe there is a 
probability that action will be taken by 
the committee on Friday of the present 
week. If this is done, we will come in 
and ask for immediate consideration. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
two requests: First, I ask unanimous con
sent that on Tuesday, February 11, after 
the disposition of business on the Speak
er's table and following the legislative 
program of the day, I may be permitted 
to address the House for 20 minutes on 
the subject of the Dies committee. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
and, of course, I shall not object, I under
stand that we are going to have general 
debate on next Tuesday, anyway, and I 
suggest that the gentleman get time dur-
ing general debate. · 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. If I can get time 
during the general debate, I shall not 
penalize the House and myself to stay 
here until 5 o'clock. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DICKSTEIN. As my second re

quest, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-

sent to address the House for 1 minute 
and to revise and extend my remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
[Mr. DICKSTEIN addressed the House. 

His remarks appear in the Appendix of 
the RECORD.] 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. EDWIN · ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my own remarks in the RECORD and 
include therein a recent editorial by Mr. 
P. L. Clark, of the Norwich Sun. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my own 
remarks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include therein a short editorial on 
the St. Lawrence seaway. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my own 
r£'marks in the RECORD and include 
therein an address delivered by Postmas
ter General Walker. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my own re
marks in the RECORD and include therein 
an address I delivered over the radio on 
the bill H. R. 1776. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEONARD W. HALL. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my own remarks in the RECORD and in:.. 
elude therein an address by Gen. John 
C. McDonald. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my own 
remarks in the RECORD and include 
therein an address by Dr. Marts, presi
dent of Bucknell College. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my own remarks in the RECORD and 
include therein a discussion on How 
Shall We Finance the Defense? by Mr. 
Gorham Munson, in his weekly news let
ter entitled "Men First." 

· The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali· 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I also ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the RECORD 
and include therein a brief excerpt from 
the findings of the Malvern Conference 

of the Leaders of the Church of England, 
which was recently held in Great Britain, 
presided over by the Archbishop of York. 

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

There was no objection. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali· 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, may I say that I believe this 
excerpt, which I shall place in the REc
ORD from the findings of the leaders of 
the Church of England, is a document 
of the most profound significance. In 
view of the circumstances under which 
these religious leaders met and in view 
of their vision of the paramount impor
tance of a deep and profund application 
of the principles of our religious faith 
to their problems and the problems of 
the world, their words are worth read
ing by every Member of Congress. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my own 
remarks in the RECORD and include 
therein a short table. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the Delegate from Alaska? 

There was no objection. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to proceed for 1 minute. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, in making 

the statement showing the administra
tion going into the red $26,925,000,000 in 
less than 8 years, I also thought of the 
resolution which is coming up here on 
Monday next asking us to increase the 
national debt limit from $49,000,000,000 
to $65,000,000,000. Where are you going 
to get the money? 

I think we have had the greatest spend
ing--spree in the entire history of the 
World by the New Deal from March 3, 
1933, to date, and I do not know how long 
it is going to take you to reach a debt limit 
of $65,000,000,000. I do not believe it is 
going to be long if you keep on at the rate 
you are going now. I have asked many 
times, Where are you going to get the 
money? Nobody seems to try to answer 
that question. Nobody on that side seems 
to care.- All you think about is spend, 
spend, spend, and raise the roof on this 
debt limit. A crime to future genera
tions. Such inefficiency, such waste, 
such extravagances I have never seen. 

Now, can anybody on the other side of 
the House tell me when in the world we 
are ever going to try to cut down ex
penses and economize? It can be done, 
if you have a will to do so. Look at the 
Budget as given by the Budget Bureau 
for this year and you will see that you 
are going to have greater expenditures in 
regular functions of government this year 
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than last year. Yet you let the people 
believe they will be less. The greatest 
debt in the history of the Nation is going 
to come to the country next year and 
nothing is being done to cut it down. 
What are we going to do, Mr. Speaker? 
I herewith give you the record to date of 
the Roosevelt administration, the great
est spending record of all the world, not 
alone of this country: 

Roosevelt deficit 
Mar. 4 to June 30, 1933 _____ _ 1934 _______________________ _ 
1935 _______________________ _ 
1936 _______________________ _ 
1937 _______________________ _ 
1938 _______________________ _ 
1939 _______________________ _ 
1940 _______________________ _ 

1941 to Jan. 10--------------

$892, 600,000 
3,965,991,685 
3,575,357,963 
4,763, 841,642 
2, 707,347, 110 
1,384,160, 931 
3, 54~ .• 267,954 
3,611, 056, 036 
2,482,601,589 

8 years less 54 days ____ 26, 925, 245, 920 

This means the average for each of the 
8 years in the red, $3,365,655,740. 

This means each month of the 8 years 
in the red, $280,471,312. 

This means each day of the 8 years in 
the red, including Sundays and holidays, 
$9,349,044. 

This means each hour of the 8 years in 
the red, including Sundays and holidays, 
$389,543. 

This means each minute of the 8 years 
in the red, including Sundays and holi
days, since Mr. Roosevelt became Presi
dent, $6,492. 

Think of it, every minute since Mr. 
Roosevelt took office he spent more than 
the country received by over $6,000 a 
minute. That would mean a grand sal
ary for a man with a family for a year. 

Where are you going to get the money? 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the RECORD and to include an 
address delivered by Col. Russell L. Max
well, Administrator of Export Control, 
before the Export Managers Club of 
New York 0n January 21, last. 
· The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

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

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SABATH. I should like to reply 

to the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
THOMAS] who evidently has raised the 
question as to why the Rules Committee 
has not acted upon the resolution to con
tinue the Dies committee. I reached the 
floor just as my colleague and fellow 
member of the Rules Committee, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. CoxJ, was 
replying that in all likelihood it would be 
taken up Friday. 

For the information of other Mem
bers-! am sure that the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. THOMAS] is now aware 
of this-1 want to point out that the res
olution to extend the life of the Dies 
committee was introduced on January 6, 

and another resolution introduced by the 
. gentleman from Alabama [Mr. STARNES] 

on February 3, which is just 2 days ago. 
As all of you know, there are many reso
lutions now pending before the Rules 
Committee that were received long before 
this one. 

In the case of these resolutions it hap
pens that I have not received any request 
for a hearing from the chairman of the 
Dies committee nor from any of its mem
bers. It is true that yesterday a gentle
man talked to me, but it was not the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DIES], the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. STARNES], 
nor a member of the Dies committee. 
It was the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
CoxJ, who asked that action be taken on 
the resolution even before it had reached 
the committee. 

In my opinion legislation now pending 
before this Congress is far too important 
to be interrupted by other matters. I 
have also felt that inasmuch as the Dies 
committee has not held hearings for sev
eral months, and as the chairman is not 
even in the city, the resolution certainly 
did not call for early action by the Rules 
Committee. It has always been the pol
icy of the Rules Committee to have before 
it the chairman of any committee intro
ducing a resolution, and I certainly hope 
that when this resolution does come up 
the engagements outside of Washington 
of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DIES] 
will not prevent his being here. 

I cannot promise the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. THOMAS] that the reso
lution will come up on Friday, although 
it is possible it will come up then. How
ever, it may not come up until Saturday, 
or possibly Monday. In any event, I 
want to make my position clear that I 
feel that any Member desiring to be heard 
on the matter of the continuance of this 
committee should be given the oppor
tunity. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to revise and extend 
the remarks I expect to make in the Com
mittee later in the day by including cer
tain excerpts. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HoFFMAN asked and was given 

permission to revise and extend his own 
remarks in the RECORD. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed for 1 min
ute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection lo 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOFF1\1AN. Mr. Speaker, I want 

to ask the chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee a question. When this 
bill is passed and becomes a law, what, if 
anything, are you going to do to get pro
duction on that $46,000,000 order that is 
with the Allis-Chalmers in Milwaukee, 
Wis., for war materials that the Presi
dent wants? What are you going to do 
to get production on that order? 

Mr. BLOOM. I understand the gen
tleman is asking his question of the chair
man of the Foreign Relations Committee, 
so I would advise him to go over to the 
Senate. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. You just pass the 
buck. 

Mr. BLOOM. You asked the chairman 
of the Foreign Relations. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Will you open that 
factory? For 8 days or more Harold 
Christoffel, a Communist, has prevented 
somewhere around 7,500 men from work
ing on orders for defense material. Has 
tl:)e majority party the courage to open 
that factory and get production? 

Mr. BLOOM. Your question was ad
dressed to the chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. And it has not been 
answered? 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. JARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the RECORD and to include a 
short editorial. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request Of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 
CURRENCY EXPANSION 

Mr. RANKIN of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANKIN of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, answering the distinguished 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RicH] 
as to how we are going to balance the 
Budget, I desire to say that we will never 
do it on the present price levels or until 
we either take this gold we have buried in 
the ground in Kentucky, issue currency 
against it, or issue currency against the 
credit of this Government, until we ex
pand that currency to such an extent as 
to restore commoditg prices to their nor
mal level, and in that way restore the 
Nation's income. 

Until that is done we are simply going 
to continue to go into the red. So far as 
I am individually concerned, I am for a 
currency expansion that will raise farm 
commodity prices to their normal levels, 
restore the prosperity of the American 
people, and enable us to balance the Na
tion's Budget and to meet our other obli
gations. [Applause.] 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the RECORD and to include a 
statement by Mr. George B. Sowers on 
the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence seaway 
project. 
. The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
PROMOTION OF THE DEFENSE OF THE UNITED 

STATES 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the state 
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of the Union for the further considera
tion of the bill (H. R. 1776) further to 
promote the defense of the United States, 
and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 1776, with 
Mr. COOPER in the chair. 

The Clerk reported the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. At the end of the 

debate on Tuesday, February 4, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. BLOOM], 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, had consumed 5 hours and 18 
minutes; the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. FisH], ranking minority member of 
the committee, had consumed 5 hours 
and 58 minutes. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BLOOM]. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. GIBSON]. 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Chairman and my 
fellow Members of the House, I am fully 
conscious of the fact that I .am a new 
member of this body. I have no desire 
to become conspicuous, but on the con
trary most sincerely desire the very op
posite. However, I am fully conscious 
of the fact that I am the representative 
of near 300,000 of as good American citi
zens as the Anglo-Saxon blood affords, 
as loyal patriots as God has ever graced 
a democracy with, and that I am the only 
medium through which their will may be 
expressed in this branch of Congress. I 
am further cognizant of the fact that not 
since the banners of the red, white, and 
blue have waved over a free people in our 
democracy has there been before the 
National Congress a bill of the magni
tude in importance of the proposed lend
lease bill that is before this body now. 
In the present world conflict there are 
definite signs that when God grants that 
civilized peoples of the world may breathe 
the air of peace again, there will be a 
new world order. In this important hour 
in our national life when destruction 
stands on the very threshold of democ
racy, were I to fail to record in the pages 
of history of this body my full support of 
this measure for aid to Britain I would 
feel cowardice creeping on my soul and 
that I was an unworthy servant of my 
people. 

If liberty-loving people of democratic 
faith are to mold this new order and 
reassure the God-fearing peoples of the 
world their right to live in peace with 
the courage of the statesmen of old, then 
the democracies of the world must pre
vail against totalitarian advocates in the 
present European conflict. God forbid 
that we should ever permit our posterity 
to become subjected to the terror of an 
age in which the damnable and mad
dened theories of government of the Nazi 
reign. I have said before, and let me 
repeat, that I had rather see my wife and 
babies buried and follow by their side 
than to know that they had to live under 
the dictatorial powers of Hitler or others 
of his ideals of government. 

Our burden and responsibility is too 
great to try to laugh it off. We need not 

seek to kid ourselves, we cannot do it. 
It is great to boast of the powers of 
America to conquer, but please let me 
remind you that the America you see 
conquering any of her aggressors in your 
dreams of optimism, is a United America, 
one and inseparable in thought, purpose, 
and action. The life of our democracy 
is now calling for national unity. The 
maxims of heroism found throughout 
the history of this great commonwealth, 
I remind you, was not wrought in a 
divided house. The Nazi onslaught 
against free and representative govern
ment was well planned in advance and 

· is a dangerous one. Even though crazed 
and maddenetl by their desire to enslave 
the world, we must not discount either 
the military genius nor purpose of those 
at the head of the Nazi regime. 

Let me state here that seemingly the 
opposition to this bill have viewed and 
are discussing it, as a theory, when in 
truth and fact it is a problem, and its 
proponents are facing it as such. There 
is no one more opposed to the delegation 
of undue power to any one person than 
I; as a theory J.t is destructive, but we 
are facing a national crisis and emer
gency which we as a brave people must 
meet. The time consumed over the pas
sage of this bill stands as full proof of 
the fact that to administer aid to 
Britain by the Congress would be a hope
less undertaking. We would revert to 
the days of Nero and my able colleague 

· the gentleman from New York, HAM 
FISH, would fiddle while democracy per
ished. It is imperative that power to act 
quickly be vested in some individual and 
certainly our President and national 
leader is from every analysis the proper 
individual. By the authority of his office 
he is by necessity informed in interna
tional military questions more fully than 
the Congress could expect to be. Re
gardless to your personal like or dislike 
of Mr. Roosevelt he has proven himself a 
worthy and courageous leader, and one 
in whom the populace have utmost con
fidence. As has been stated from the 
floor before the grant of this power to 
the President is not an innovation. Just 
as great powers hav.e been delegated to 
several former Presidents since the early 
life of our democracy. 

·Before proceeding further let me say 
that I favor the provisions of this bill 
and full aid to Britain short of men. I 
have said before, and say now, the place 
for American youth is on American soil 
and not under European soil. I favor the 
use of American materials instead of 
American men with the full hope and 
confidence that with our material aid 
the totalitarian powers will be crushed 
without American blood being spilled 
even on American soil. 

With a conquered Europe · and 
strengthened resources, it is credulous to 
assume, even for a soothing effect on our 
nervous system, that Germany with 
Japan as an ally would not seek new 
fields to conquer in the Western Hemi
sphere. There is but one answer to the 
present international status, it is a death 
struggle between totalitarian and repre
sentative forms of government, one must 
prevail, the other must perish, there is 

I\O middle ground. Shall democracy with 
all its heritage and glory fade from the 
world, to leave as a marker of its la
mented tomb, bought at the price of the 
blood of innocent mothers and babes, an 
enslaved people-my answer is "No." 

How simple it is to say that if Hitler 
conquers Britain he will not secure by 
such means as are necessary the posses
sions of its Empire, with all their re
sources, to conquer what the English 
mothers and babes suffered to protect. 

We as representatives of our people 
cannot permit ourselves to be soothed 
into that dreamless sleep that would 
cause us to trust Hitler or any of his emis
saries, by the wild statements of Colonel 
Lindbergh and others of his school of 
thought, which, if by us can be considered 
as in good faith must be considered and 
accepted as born of ill-advice. We are so 
often told that we could not be invaded
accept this as true if you may. Let me 
remind you that England has not been 
invaded, but its land has been drenched 
with the tears of helpless women and its 
air terrorized with screams of horror
stricken babes-her national soul 
shocked from bottom to top. 

Why and on what premise should we 
assume that we would be spared the fate 
of other peace-loving democratic people 
at the hands of a victorious Hitler in all 
of his mad lust for innocent blood? 
Power means more to him than God and 
all of His love. Trust him if you must, 
and see the soul of man crushed and the 
liberties of man perish before his ever
increasing fire of hatred and destruction. 
If it takes my blood and my life to defeat 
his purposes and program of human slav
ery, let it go. If it takes aid to Britain, 
let it go. My heart goes out to Brit
ain-she is fighting the common cause 
of all the God-fearing, peace-loving peo
ple of all the world for that standard of 
peace, security, and liberty that was 
bought by the blood of the heroes through 
the ages. May God give her gallant peo
ple continued courage, hope, power, and 
might to hold the banners of her democ
racy above the mud, mire, and dust of a 
lost cause and enslaved people. When 
you think of death at its worst, it cannot 
compare with life in an age in which all 
the heritage of American liberty and tra
dition lie buried beneath a Nazi flag. 

I am young in this body but old in my 
faith in democracy and in the belief that 
nothing has ever been gained by bowing a 
head or a heart to a tyrant. I love peace 
and hate war, but hold national and per
sonal honor above blood, and before I 
would appease a monster whose only pur
pose was to banish love from the earth I 
would give my blood with a smile. 

No tyrant has ever yielded to appease
ment, nor will Hitler; he hears only the 
voice of force and will yield only to its 
demand. 
· With the courage of the gallant states
men who have gone on before and with 
full faith and prayerful hope that I am 
right, I shall cast my ballot for the bill 
that is before this body, H. R. 1776, in 
the serenest confidence that I have served 
my people and the cause of love and 
Christianity well. May God guide us 
through these trying hours and grant 
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that no American blood shall be shed in 
this great confiict. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. IzAcJ. 

Mr. IZAC. Mr. Chairman, the inter
national situation may be likened today 
to a man struggling in a rapidly moving 
stream, we on the shore attempting to 
throw a rope to save him and a bystander 
responsible for his pred:cament standing 
by and saying, "It is all right to throw the 
rope but don't touch the end." Up to 
20 centuries ago and the coming of the 
Christian era, we had the same philoso
phy that is trying to be brought back to 
the world today. I refer to the philoso
phy of force, the pagan philosophy. The 
only thing that mattered in those days, 
according to our histories, was that right 
could only be submerged by might; 
that nothing mattered except might; 
that he who had the might was strong 
and would prevail. It was not until the 
coming of the Christian era that we had 
a change of philosophy, and that new 
philosophy that we call the Christian 
philosophy or the democratic-philosophy, 
if you will, has been having. its troubles 
ever since. During the Dark Ages we saw 
a reversion to the old philosophy of pa
ganism; and coming to a more recent 
time, the time of Frederick the Great, 
we saw the glorification of war as his 
watchword. He builded on the theory of 
force, and he -built well. In later times 
the Kaiser did likewise, and· many of us 
felt the pressure exerted by that mon
arch; but at no time in the history of 
the world of the last 2,000 years, has 
there been such a threat against the new, 
the Christian, the democratic philosophy, 
as there is at the present time. The 
most terrifying onslaught of all history 
is on the march today. You may ask me 
if it is our province to stop that, whether 
it is our will to stop that, or our ability. 
I do not know. I do not know how you 
feel about it, but I am convinced that aU 
we have that makes life worth living is 
encompassed in that new philosophy of 
which I speak, and I shall explain what 
I mean. It is simply the American way. 
Let us contrast it for a moment with the 
other way, the totalitarian way. 

On our Saturday nights our working
man can go to the :.)()ss and get his check. 
He can convert it into all of the things 
that he and his family need. He can 
get that pay check in coin of the realm. 
He can get it under our free institutions, 
and spend it for even recreation and the 
movies-spend it for whatever his heart 
desires; it is his pay for decent working 
hours and decent working conditions. 
On the other hand, contrast with that 
the situation in Germany. Hitler says to 
the workingman there, "You work as long 
as I tell you to work," and it is usually 
12 hours a day. He tells them that they 
must work not 40 hours a week, but 6 
or even 7 days a week. And at the end of 
that time the workingman gets a chit of 
paper which say::;, "With this you can get 
so much food and so much clothing." 
They even tell him for whom he may 
work and at what he may work. 

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

Mr. IZA.C. The gentleman will pardon 
me if I decline to yield. On Sunday 
morning you and I can go and worship 
in any church that we desire, but you 
cannot do that in Germany. Look at the 
record that Hitler has made with the 
Lutheran Church, with the Reverend 
Niemoeller. That reverend gentleman is 
still in a concentration camp; and then 
there is the cardinal archbishop of 
Munich, a Catholic prelate. They still 
have barbed wire around his mansion, 
and they still dictate the kind of prayer 
book out of which one shall pray. If 
there is ever an election in Germany, I do 
not know about it; but on last November 
5 you and I faced an electorate with no 
fear in their hearts as to how they might 
be treated if they did not vote for you or 
for me. That is the difference that I try 
to ~how today-the difference between 
democracy and totalitarianism; between 
the new philosophy, the Christian philos
ophy, and the old pagan philosophy. I 
do not want to see that prevail in this 
world. I will go the limit against it. 

Now, let us look at the military situa
tion for a moment. I have heard, as you 
have, that the Monroe Doctrine was cre
ated for a certain purpose. I have to 
disagree with all the purposes I have 
heard advanced on the floor during this 
debate. The naval strategists realize 
that as long as we have had the British 
Fleet supreme in the Atlantic it has not 
meant any depredations against our lib
erties. For over 100 years that :fleet in 
being in the Atlantic has given us an 
opportunity to go about our business as 
we saw · fit. Why do you suppose we 
never feared the British Navy, even in 
times when our Navy was not at all com
parable? Simply because Canada lay 
unprotected on our fiank. We could 
overrun her. England could not have 
prevented it. We had something with 
which to combat an aggressive British 
Fleet. But change the equilibrium in the 
Atlantic and what have you? You have 
another nation coming in-over which 
we have no counteracting power. 

When the debate was had on the fioor 
about aid to Finland I first mentioned 
the advantage, in my opinion, of giving 
aid to Finland, stopping the Russians 
where they were, not that I hated Russia, 
but I did not want to see another power 
come into the Atlantic, and if they had 
gone through Finland, Sweden, and Nor
way could not have stopped them, and 
they would have been at the North Sea 
and had access to the North Atlantic. I 
offered then to give little Finland tanks, 
even destroyers, if we had to loan them
anything to help keep the equilibrium in 
the Atlantic. Then later on we saw the 
Germans come into this theater. They 
have access to the Atlantic now and you 
see what a threat it is to us. I under
stand, although I did not hear the 
speech of Hitler the other day, that he 
said, "You had better not send your ships 
over here because I will sink them." He 
could not say that after our destroyers 
got into action in the World War, be
cause he did not have access to the At
lantic. .Occassionally a submarine got 
out, yes; but it was no threat to us. 
Twenty or more of their submarines were 

destroyed and they soon called a halt. 
Almost 2 months before the armistice was 
signed German submarines returned to 
home ports, on the surface, :flying the 
white fiag. They could not compete with 
American destroyers. But now it is dif
ferent. Now, in the Atlantic, as I say, 
you have a new power, and that power 
sits there right athwart the line of com
munication between us and the democ- . 
racies if we want to help them. What 
are you going to do about it? 

[Here· tbe gavel fell.J 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

the gentleman from California 5 addi- . 
tiona! minutes. 

Mr. IZAC. Mr. Chairman, it is true the 
British Fleet is still in being, and as long 
as it is in being it is perhaps possible for 
her to protect the stream of arms and 
munitions we send, but I predict if this 
bill is not passed you will see a negotiated 
peace, which in no way will curb the on
ward maich of Hitler and the totalita
rian nations. [Applause.] But I think 
this bill is going to be passed. I would 
like to see fewer amendments even than 
those placed on this bill by the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. I am thinking 
of the man struggling in the center of 
that stream and I would like to see us 
take hold of the end of the rope and 
pull him ashore; not just standing by, 
and when Mr. Hitler says "Do not touch
that rope," to quail before his threat. 
· It can be done in this way. Our hemi- · 

sphere-the Western Hemisphere-be
gins at the longitude of zero, Greenwich. 
Who is he to say that we cannot exer
cise our rights in that hemisphere? The. 
Atlantic_ Ocean is our ocean just as much 
as it is anybody else's ocean. Is some
one going to tell us we can go just so far 
and no farther? By giving power to the 
President to declare that the combat 
zone exists no longer west of Ireland we 
can take our ships that far, and I will 
guarantee you will have freedom of the 
seas, when you build up the Navy as 
you are building today, and neither Mr. 
Hitler nor anybody else can prevent aid 
going to the democracies if it is in our 

· will to take those things there. They 
say it may mean war. My friends, you 
cannot tell, and I cannot tell, whether 
the passage of this bill means war or 
peace. We do not know. But I want 
to say that it is not in your power, and 
it is not in mine, to prevent war. I lost 
all patience with my people when they 
came to me during the last campaign 
and said, "Please don't get us into war." 
I said, "Don't look at me. I am not 
getting you into war, but there is one 
man who has the power to do that, and 
that is Mr. Hitler. Look at him." 

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

Mr. IZAC. I would rather not yield, if 
the gentleman will pardon me. 

Now, that is the situation as I see it; 
I went through the last war, as did most 
of you. I hate war. I do not want to 
see war co:rpe to my country again. 
Sometimes, however, you do not have the 
power to say whether there will be a war 
or not; and I think one of those times 
is now. I believe it is in the hands of 
the dictator powers-Japan, Mussolini, 
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and Hitler-to say whether we are going 
to be dragged into this war or not; a~d 
one overt act on their part can cause 1t. 
Did you not read the other day where 
they dropped some bombs on the out
skirts of Dublin? Poor little Ireland was 
not doing anything to cause that. All 
Mr. Hitler has to do to bring us into his 
war is to send an aircraft carrier or a 
merchant ship with a few planes aboard, 
if he has not any like ours that can cross 
the ocean and drop his bombs on New 
York City'· and what are you· going to 
do about -it? If he wants to get us into 
war he will get us in, and you and I can
not 'prevent it. This is the situation that 
I say is fraught with all kinds of danger, 
and I am not going to quail before a fel
low like this because I think there are 
so many other eventualities that might 
happen that are worse that I do not think 
it is worth considering. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? . · 

Mr. IZAC. I hope the gentleman will 
pardon me if I do not yie1d; I have but 
a minute left. 

One other thing I should like to say, 
and then I am through. We have heard 
so much discussion on this I am not 
certain I can bring you any new 
thoughts, but on this subject o~ inter
national law let me say that mterna
tional law is ~nly a set of rules by which 
nations can get together after their 
troubles are over and see how much they 
owe each other. That is all its effect is, 
even though some say that international 
law may prevent our doing some things 
that are to our interest to do. In the 
present-day world Hitler, Mussolini, and 
every other ruler abroad ignores inter
national Jaw and the rules and regula
tions drawn up in accordance with those 
general basic principles at the first drop 
of the hat, at any time it pleases them .so 
to do. Let us not therefore be too cir
cumspect about that ourselves. Let us 
say, ''Here is our hemisphere .. we will do 
as we please in this." And I Will go along 
with my friends for freedom of the seas 
in all parts of the world when you give us 
a navy sufficiently large to maintain that 
freedom of the se·as. We are close on 
that now. When we have it I would re
fuse to permit Mr. Hitler to say where my 
ships will go and when. I trust this Con
gress will make up its mind once and for 
all time that we will not be dissuaded 
from that decision by any dictator, aD:d 
that this way of life we call the Amen
can, the Christian, or the democrati.c w~y 
of life, will prove to be so supenor m 
every way to the totalitarian way that our 
people will cling to it and rather fight 
than give it up. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yie~d 

15 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
LMr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, through
out this debate we have been delighted, 
regaled and instructed by expression of 
views dt Members on both sides of the 
aisle, each of whom has added something 
tangible in this discussion, and each of 
whom is sincere and unselfish in the in
tent to do the utmost for the welfare 
of our country in this time of its peril. 
The House of Representatives is a tol-

erant body, a true cross section of the 
American people. Let us hope tha~ be
fore we finally send this amended bill to 
the other body there will be a feelin~ of 
practical unanimity that we are umted 
behind this bill and that all reasonable 
objections have been removed. . 

The national-defense bill, for which I 
intend to vote does not change our status 
as a nonbellig~rent. Nor is it a device to 
get us in war without consent of Con
gress, as claimed by the gentleman froll} 
New York. Nor does it involve the sur
render of our war-making powers to one 
man. We are not at war. In my judg
ment this is not a war Congress. Only 
Congress can declare war. President 
Roosevelt is Commander in Chiei of the 
Army and Navy. If the President· wants 
war instead of peace he would not have 
to waste time on Congress. He could 
order our Navy to Singapore or Gibraltar 
the same as President William McKinley 
sent the Maine to Havana in 1898; the 
same as President Woodrow Wilson 
ordered American sailors and marines to 
attack Vera Cruz in 1914; 180 Mexicans 
were slaughtered and 19 Americans were 
killed and 63 wounded. This was with
out action of Congress. He could order 
our warships to escort merchant vessels 
into the English Channel and clear the 
sea Janes from Boston to Liverpool. 
Other Presidents have sent troops into 
Haiti, Nicaragua, China, and other coun
tries to fight and without any act of Con
gress. Every American President has 
always had tremendous powers in the 
field of foreign relations. The Monroe 
Doctrine was not an act of Congress. It 
was the act of an American President 
who proclaimed this country would fight 
if any Old World power tried to take any 
territory in this hemisphere. Americans 
hold that doctrine as binding and as 
sacred as any act of Congress. 

This debate is one of the most im:.. 
portant ever waged in the American Con
gress. In his fascinating autobiography, 
Pilgrim's Way, Lord Tweedsmuir, Gover
nor General of Canada, before his death 
a year ago, wrote something strikingly 
prophetic about the United States. "If 
America's historic apparatus of govern
ment is cranky," he wrote, "she is capable 
of meeting the instant need of things 
with brilliant improvisations." This bill 
to promote the defense of the United 
States by providing aid to Great Britain
to any country iri fact whose defense is 
vital to our own defense-is precisely for 
the purpose of meeting the instant need 
with improvisations. We face unparal
leled dangers and unprecedented Con
gressional action is required to avert 
them. President Roosevelt frankly 
stated in his press conference that while 
he does not crave the powers compre
hended in this bill, it is indispensable 
that someone should have them in order 
that swift action may be possible. Speed 
in our aid to Great Britain he maintains 
is the all-urgent need. Foes of the ad
ministration cry "dictatorship," and that 
this bill gives President Roosevelt power 
to declare war. These charges are not 
true. 

To those who shout or write ''dictator
ship" I quote Emil Ludwig, a very great 
German who loved his fatherland. He 
said-

Only those who have not lived in unfree 
air would speak of President Roosevelt as a 
dictator. 

There is nothing in this amended na
tional-defense bill which makes for war 
or dictatorship. The purpose of the Mc
Cormack bill, H. R. 1776, is to enable our 
Government-not our private bankers
to continue to aid nations whose defense 
we consider vital to our own defense, even 
though such nations cannot at the time 
pay for such supplies in cash. This au
thority permits of speedier action than 
could be had after various debates and 
discussions in both branches of the Con
gress. If our President wanted war in
stead of peace, he could involve this Na
tion in war, and no act of Congress could 
prevent it. . 

There are those who claim that Ger
many, prior to 1916, was traditionally 
friendly to this Nation, and that Great 
Britain never offered assistance to the 
United States. They should study his
tory. In the year 1888 the United States 
and Germany were at a tension over coal
ing rights in the Samoan Islands. We 
had had a treaty for the use of the harbor 
since 1872, and that was amended in 
1884, giving us exclusive rights in the har
bor of Pago Pago for a coaling station. 
The Germans sent three warships and 
proceeded to take over the islands and 
denied our vessels the use of the harbor. 
Congress did not act, but the President 
immediately sent three warships and 
they entered the harbor and lined up 
broadside to the Germans. The Ameri
can Commander told any of his crew who 
were German that they could go ashore 
during the fight. About a third of his 
men went over the side. This threw the 
advantage to the Germans, and one 
morning when the guns were all loaded 
and things were about to explode, the 
British cruiser Calliope steamed into the 
harbor and lined up with the American 
ships broadside to the Germans, cleared 
for action and the British Commander 
called the crew to quarters. That stop
ped at the moment what certainly would 
have been a war with Germany, and 
directly afterward an act of God, a ter
rific hurricane, scattered the warships of 
the three nations. 

At the outbreak of the Spanish-Ameri
can War the German Kaiser sounded out 
the British Government on a proposition 
to assist Spain. This German effort did 
not meet with success. Then directly 
after the Battle of Manila Bay, in May 
1898, Admiral Dewey awoke one morning 
to discover that the German Government 
had reinforced its warships in the bay 
and Germany had a stronger fleet than 
his little squadron. Furthermore, the 
German admiral, Von Diederichs, took a 
hostile attitude. Admiral Dewey ordered 
a shell fired across the bow of the Ger
man cruiser when the German Admiral 
insisted upon steaming into a section of 
Manila Bay barred to his fleet by Ad
miral Dewey's orders. The American Ad
miral sent a hurry call for the battleship 
Oregon. Simultaneous with this, Von 
Diederichs asked the Commander of a 
small British squadron in Manila Bay 
what he would do if Germany took a 
hand in the affair and helped out the 
Spaniards. The English commander 
then uttered some very weighty words. 
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He simply said, "Blood is thicker than 
water." The battleship Oregon completed 
coaling at Hawaii and left under sealed 
orders. The day the Oregon left Ha
waii Von Diederichs and his German 
Fleet moved out of Manila Bay. 

I am unalterably opposed to sending 
American boys to fight on European bat
tlefields. What is the future of America 
if Hitler wins? What of the future if we 
stop our aid to Great Britain, or delay? 
If Hitler reduces Europe and England to 
slavery and dominates the ocean lanes 
and the commerce of the world, what 
hope is the:re for the American way of 
life, for our peace, and for the mainte
nance of prosperity and contentment? 
Today thousands and thousands of chil
dren are marching to the schoolhouses of 
this land. Their liberty, their supremacy, 
and their happy and peaceful future are 
sweeter to us than the fragrance of the 
sweetest flowers. What hope is there for 
their future if we stand aside now and 
permit the lights of democracy to go out 
in Europe? My boy is 18. He will surely 
serve in this war if there should be a war. 
Yet what hope is there for him 10 years 
from now, or for his children 20 years 
from now, if we fail to senri planes, mu
nitions, guns, food, supplies to Great Brit
ain and China, who are fighting valiantly 
against the evil forces that would crush 
democracy in our time? No one can posi
tively know what road we should take to 
maintain peace and preserve democracy 
in America. My choice is to support 
President Roosevelt, who said: 

I have one supreme determination to keep 
war away from the Western Hemisphere for 
all time. It is for peace I have labored, and 
it is for peace I shall labor all the days of my 
life. 

Will the dictators in their arrogance 
bring the war to us the same as they 
brought it to Poland, Holland, Belgium, 
Norway, and Greece? We are a peace
loving people, but certainly no people on 
earth loved peace more than the Nor
wegians and the Dutch. Norway had 
not waged war in 102 years. Holland 
had not been involved in any war in 147 
years. They did not want war. Hitler 
took the war to them. 

National defense is not a political 
issue--it is a national necessity. Never
theless, the most compelling issue in the 
recent campaign from a national stand
point was that of foreign policy. Not
withstanding the highly patriotic posi
tion taken by Mr. Willkie, the rejection 
of President Roosevelt would have been 
interpreted by dictators as a repudiation 
of American foreign policy. The over
whelming reelection of Franklin D. 
Roosevelt and a Democratic Congress is 

· a clear mandate for the continuance of 
the forthright and unswerving foreign 
policy of President Roosevelt and our 
great Secretary of State, Cordell Hull, 
for the maintenance of a two-ocean navy, 
our first line of defense, as the mightiest 
in the world, and for the unflinching de
fense of the entire Western Hemisphere 
from all threats of djctatorship aggres
sion. I will uphold the hands of our 
President in the maintenance of the in
tegrity of our institutions and help write 
into history, not of war, but of humble 
people, their life, liberty, and pursuit of 
happiness. 

LXXXVII-37 

I am · much opposed to using American 
warships to convoy British merchant ves
sels, and I want all Americans to be 
compelled to remain out of European war 
zones. Nevertheless, every President 
from George Washington to Franklin D. 
Roosevelt has had or has exercised au
thority-and the Constitution gives the 
authority to the Executive--that might 
precipitate war regardless of the act or 
wish of the Congress. Obviously, the 
purpose of this bill is to accomplish the 
more e:tlicient use of our resources to 
achieve national defense without war. 

. As Congressman at large from Ohio
representative of nearly 7,000,000 con
stituents-in this time of grave danger 
to our Republic, to our security, and to 
our way of life, I am determined to do 
my utmost to keep war 3,000 miles dis
tant from our shores. Let us strengthen, 
not weaken, the hands of the Commander 
in Chief of our Army and Navy so that 
no dictators will dare attack us. 

House Resolution 1776 bears a pro
phetic number. H. R. 1776 is a virtual 
declaration of independence through 
Great Britain from the dictator powers. 

This is our hour of decision. Some 
folks who now cry dictator, if they had 
their way, might experience Hitler as a 
dictator. Delay is dangerous. Hitler 
fears the industrial strength of America 
added to that of Great Britain. This is 
an emergency that calls for the utmost 
speed. The crisis confronting this Na
tion is more menacing than that faced 
by the North following Bull Run and 
before Gettysburg. In fact, had . the 
South won the War between the States
we in Ohio refer to it as the Civil War
there would have been two American 
democracies instead of the United 
States; but if Hitler triumphs and con
trols the Atlantic, our free institutions 
are face to face with the destructive 
forces of .:mtocracy. There might be no 
democracy. Our way of life-our stand
ard of living for which our forefathers 
fought and builded-will be torn down. 
Great Britain is trusting Winston 
Churchill. We in America must place 
our trust in Franklin D. Roosevelt. The 
industrial force and strength of America 
behind the manpower of Great Brita.in 
will enable Britain to stave off destruc
tion and disintegration without the loss 
of an American soldier. The British 
Navy plus American bombers manned by 
the Royal Air Force will enable Great 
Britain to continue . its naval blockade, 
and in the end launch an air offensive 
over Germany and the hollow shell of 
nazi-ism will collapse. Then it is for 
American leadership to point the way
to chart t.he course-to help build the 
road through· the jungles of Old World 
hates and desires for political aggran
dizement-to a just and lasting peace 
in this desperate, war-weary world. [Ap
plause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Missis
sippi [Mr. COLMER]. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Missis
sippi [Mr. COLMERJ. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Mississippi is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. ·Chairman and 
Members of the House, I am as keen in 
my desire to assist Great Britain and the 
other victims of aggression at the hands 
of the Axis Powers as any man on this 
floor. And while I am none too happy 
over the necessity for the enactment of 
such legislation as that now under con
sideration, I am reluctantly driven to the 
conclusion that in going along with this 
legislation I am accepting the lesser of 
the two evils offered-the necessity for 
aiding Great Britain with the risk of be
coming involved in the war which that 
course involves, or accepting the other 
alternative of running the risk of allow
ing Great Britain to be defeated, thereby 
leaving America alone to withstand the 
onslaught of the totalitarian powers. 

For more than a year the United States 
has been successful in its determination 
to prevent being drawn into the mael
strom of World War No. 2. The fact that 
it has been enabled to stay out of this 
war is attributable to the fact that on 
November 4, 1939, the Congress of the 
United States passed the so-called Neu
trality Act, which provided that Ameri-

. can ships should not enter the combat 
zones. I am convinced beyond the 
shadow of a doubt-and you will agree 
with me-that had it not been for the 
fact that Congress in its wisdom saw fit 
to pass this law, we would have been in 
this war long before now. You and I 
know, in the light of past experiences and 
with the knowledge of the temper of the 
American people, that had our ships been 
allowed to freely enter these danger 
zones, innumerable American shipS 
would have been sunk by the Axis Powers 
and America today would be in the war. 
Lesser nations have been content in this 
and in previous wars to permit the. sink
ing of their ships with the attendant loss 
of the lives of their natiomi,lq and the dip
ping of their flags into the sea; but the 
people of America-proud of thei:::- herit
age, conscious of their vast resources, and 
resplendent in the knowledge of past 
achievements-are unwilling to with
stand the shock to their national pride of 
permitting the sinking of American ships 
and the loss of American lives by a for
eign belligerent. How long do you think 
a proud American people would tolerate 
the repeated glaring headlines which 
would appear in the press daily advising 
an inflamed public of the loss of Ameri
can ships and American lives? 

Mr. Chairman, with this in mind, I 
have endeavored by . discussion with 
members of the Foreign Affairs Commit
tee from the inception of this legislation 
to write into it a provision that the mate
rials of war which this legislation pro
poses to give Great Britain shoUld not be · 
delivered iil American bottoms. I think · 
such a provision should have been writ
ten into the bill in the committee. Fail
ing in that, I will offer at the appropfiate 
time such an amendment for the con
sideration of the House. The amend
ment which I propose to offer is as 
follows: 

Page 4, after line 5, add a new paragraph, 
as follows: 

" (e) Nothing in this act shall be construed 
to authorize or permit any of the defense -
articles herein provided for to be transported 
to belligerents in American vessels." 
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In the consideration of this amend

ment, no doubt, we will meet with the 
argument by those in charge of this leg
islation, which they have heretofore ad
vanced, that there is no necessity for such 
an amendment. That the bill does not 
specifically authorize the transportation 
of such materials in American bottoms. 
Our answer to that argument is that, if 
there is no such authority, either specifi
cally set out or implied, the amendment 
can do no harm. However, I might point 
out, the legislation is so broad in its scope, 
its ·powers delegated are so numerous
both specifically and by implication
that there is grave doubt whether or not 
such power is conveyed in the bill. Again 
I would like to say that this amendment 
is in line, and on all fours with, the 
amendment adopted· by the committee 
with reference to the convoying of ships · 
by our war vessels. I am advised that the 
committee, in the consideration of this 
bill, took the position that they, no doubt, 
will take here, that there was no power 
either suggested or implied with reference 
to the convoying of ships written into the 
bill. And yet the committee saw fit to 
adopt the so-called convoying amend
ment. 

Frankly I think that the committee 
should accept this amendment. They 
argue that it· is not the purpose of this 
legislation to convey these articles in 
American vessels. Then, if that be true, 
what harm could there be in its adop
tion? Moreover, the committee, no 
doubt, will argue that this proposed leg
islation does not repeal the Neutrality 
Act, which prohibits our ships from going 
into combat zones. My reply to that 
argument is that the multitude of Ameri
can citizens who are apprehensive of this 
bill and its broad powers will have their 
fears allayed by an affirmative reaffirma
tion and redeclaration of American for
eign policy as set out in the neutrality 
law prohibiting American ships from en
tering the combat zones. 

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

Mr. COLMER. I am delighted to yield 
to my distinguished colleague from 
Georgia. 

Mr. COX. The gentleman has made 
a most excellent statement. I trust he 
will offer the amendment he has referred 
to. If he will offer it, I have the confi
dence to believe there will be enough 
Members to follow him to adopt it by an 
overwhelming majority. If the commit
tee sponsoring the bill does not accept 
the amendment, it ought to. 

Mr. COLMER. I agree with the gen
tleman that the committee should accept 
the amendment. I tried to get them to 
agree to it, but, so far, my efforts have 
been unavailing. 

If such an amendment is adopted-! 
do not care whether it is in the particular 
verbiage I have proposed-but I think 
the adoption of such an amendment 
would be the most constructive thing 
we could do. I have no pride of author
ship or verbiage in the matter so long as 
the principle is embodied. 

And let me say in this connection that 
I propose, if I do not have the opportu
nity to 'offer this amendment, to vote for 

such an amendment, whether it comes 
from this side of the aisle or from that 
side of the aisle. [Applause.] And I 
want to say in furtherance of that that 
I took occasion some several days ago to 
criticize-well, that is a littJe strong per
haps-but I did take occasion to rise on 
this floor and make some remarks about 
the partisan attitude that was being de
veloped in the House on this legislation. 
I am happy to see as this debate pro
gresses that less and less partisanship is 
being shown and a finer spirit of patriot
ism is being evidenced. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize the full sig
nificance of the traditional method of 
legislating by committees and the full 
import of our traditional adherence to 
recommendations of .departments and 
bureaus who sponsor the legislation which 
comes before the Congress. But I would 
remind you that in the final analysis it 
is to the Congress and not to the depart
ments and bureaus, or even the President 
himself, that the people of America look. 
And it is the Congress of the United 
States which the people of the country 
hold responsible for the legislation en
acted. Now I appeal to you as sovereign 
representatives. of the American people 
in this hour of gravity and peril to the 
young Republic. I appeal to your sense 
of responsibility. I appeal to your pa
triotism. I appeal to your initiative and 
your spirit of independence. Is there 
anything sacred about a bill which is re- · 
ported from a committee? Shall we sur
render in toto our responsibility simply 
because a department of the Government, 
regardless of how much respect we may 

-have for that department, has said to a 
committee of the House that the lan
guage of the proposed legislation shall be 
just as it was handed to the c;ommittee, 
and beyond that we should go no further? 
Let me put it this way. Suppose the 
State Department had said to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs that they 
thought such a provision should be in the 
bill and had put it there. Can you con
ceive for one moment of such language 
being stricken from the bill? Or again, 
had the Foreign Affairs Committee, of 
which the distinguished gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BLooM] is chairman, 
written this very provision into the bill 
when it was brought to you here on the 
floor of the House, can you imagine that 
it would have been stricken? Or, finally, 
suppose the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. BLOOM] were now to arise-as I 
think he should-and say that the com
mittee accepts this amendment, do you 
think there would be any objection from 
this House? Now let's just use a little 
plain horse sense about this matter. Are 
we, the 435 Representatives of one hun
dred and thirty-odd million American 
citizens, to surrender completely to a de
partment, to a committee, or even to 
one man-the distinguished chairman of 
the committee-our right to legislate on 
this important subject? I repeat the 
query: Is there any sacrilege in our 
adopting an amendment to this bill to 
which the only objection raised is that 
it is unnecessary? Who knows whether 
it is necessary or not? 

Mr. FISH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLMER. I am compelled to yield 
to the distinguished gentleman under the 
circumstances. 

Mr. FISH. I read in the newspapers a 
day or so ago that a spokesman for the 
White House said there will be no amend
ments in the House, that there were 
enough votes to pass the bill unamended, 
but they would make concessions in the 
Senate. Does not the gentleman think it 
is the duty of the House to legislate it
self? 

Mr. COLMER. Of course, I am not 
_ advised about the first statement the gen

tleman makes. As to his last statement, 
it is self-evident. It is the duty of this 
House to perform its own legislative func
tion, and simply because this particular 
piece of legislation has been dumped into 
the lap of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs is no reason why it should be 
adopted in that particular form. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

the gentleman 3 additional minutes. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLMER. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. BLOOM. Is there anything in this 
bill that gives the President the right to 
do anything that the gentleman's amend
ment applies for? Does not the Neu
trality Act at the present time provide 
for just what your amendment states? 

Mr. COLMER. Does the gentleman di
rect that inquiry to me? 

Mr. BLOOM. Yes. 
Mr. COLMER. I wonder if the gentle

man would think I was facetious or pre
sumptuous if I answered that by direct-
ing an inquiry to him. · 

Mr. BLOOM. I would be very glad to 
try to answer it. 

Mr. COLMER. Immediately preceding 
the point where I propose to offer this 
amendment is another amendment 
which states in almost identical language 
that "Nothing in this act shall be con
strued to give power to convoy vessels." 
Carrying this matter further, may I ask 
the gentleman if there is anything in the 
legislation that gives the power to convoy 
vessels? 

Mr. BLOOM. I will answer the gentle
man in this way. There has been so 
much talk about that matter that the 
committee thought it would put that in 
there just to allay fear; but there is noth
ing in this act, and there is no reason for 
an amendment, which grants power of 
that sort in there, and the Neutrality Act 
specifically provides· for that. In my 
speech of Monday I covered the question 
that the gentleman raises. 

Mr. COLMER. The gentleman admits 
then that there is nothing in the legis
lation that would authorize the convoy
ing of ships and that that was put in 
there to allay fears and to reaffirm and 
to redeclare the policy of this country 
with reference to that particular item. 
Is that right? 

Mr. BLOOM. Yes; that is correct. 
Mr. COLMER. Then would the gen

tleman have any objection to a reaffirma
tion and a redeclaration of the foreign 
policy as set out in the Neutrality Act 
which is on all fours and in line with the 
gentleman!s statement on this question of 
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keeping our ships out of the combat 
zones? 

Mr. BLOOM. We can write a bill of 
"don'ts" if that is what the gentleman 
wants to do. There are certain rights 
given to the President as Commander in 
Chief under the Constitution. Do you 
want to put in here that we give him or 
grant him these rights over again? You 

. can go very far on that. You could say 
that this does not give the President the 
power to do this or that, and we could go 
on down and enumerate a hundred dif
ferent things, but please rememqer the 
Constitution is written practically the 
same way as stated in there. 

Mr. Chairman, I have taken up quite 
a bit of the gentleman's time and I yield 
the gentleman 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COLMER. I yield to the gentle

man from Georgia. 
Mr. COX. May I make the inquiry 

of the chairman of the committee spon
soring this bill whether he objects to the 
amendment to which the gentleman 
makes reference and which he says he 
is going to offer to the committee? May 
I say to the gentleman, further, that he 
has stated to the House and to the 
country that this is not a war bill, that 
this is a peace measure? 

Mr. BLOOM. That is right, except I 
did not say it was a peace measure, it is a 
defense measure. 

Mr. COX. All right. It has also been 
stated that the convoying of ships or the 
transportation of equipment in American 
vessels would certainly get this country 
into war. The gentleman's amendment 
is intended to prevent the doing of those 
things which the gentleman and his col
leagues say may be provocative of war. 
In view of that statement, and in view of 
the position the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BLOOM] has taken, is he op
posed to the amendment that the gentle
man from Mississippi will offer? 

Mr. BLOOM. I will answer that in this 
way: The committee yesterday, today, 
and tomorrow morning has met and will 
meet to consider all suggestions and all 
amendments that are offered. I will be 
very glad to take the gentleman's amend
ment, present it to the committee, and if 
the committee should decide to agree to 
the gentleman's amendment or to act 
upon it, that is all right with me. 

Mr. COLMER. I think that is a very 
fine and fair statement from the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 

gentleman 2 additional minutes. The 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BLOOM] 
meant by his last statement that the ma
jority members were called together. 
There has been no call of the minority 
members. · 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman from 
New York is making quite a few state
ments here. Naturally, the gentleman 
knew that I referred to the majority 
members of the committee. 

Mr. COLMER. May I say to the dis
tinguished chairman of the committee 
that I assume from what has been said 
here that, he will have the cooperation of 

the minority members in the adoption of 
such an amendment. 

Mr. FISH. We hope that this is a non
partisan bill. 

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

Mr. COLMER. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. MICHENER. It was impossible to 
hear what the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Cox] said when he was on the floor 
a moment ago. Possibly he covered the 
same ground. In answer to the gentle
man from New York [Mr. BLOOM] who 
says there is no necessity for the amend
ment to which the gentleman from Mis
sissippi has referred, may I call attention 
to the fact that that is correct as far as 
the law today is concerned, but if this 
lend-lease bill becomes a law, that part 
of the Neutrality Act which is in existence 
today will be suspended or waived in the 
discretion of the President. 

Mr. BLOOM. No; not at all. 
Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I am 

firmly convinced that such an amend
ment written into this bill would be the 
greatest safeguard against this country 
becoming involved in war of anything 
that we could do. Let me remind you 
again that the one thing that has kept 
this country out of war to this date has 
been the keeping of our ships out of the 
combat zone. And I now make so bold as 
to predict that the day we allow our ships 
to go into these zones that day America 
actively and overtly enters the war. 
Aside from our desire to prevent the 
sacrifice in blood and money of such a 
war, the tragedy lies in the fact that 
America is not prepared for war. It 
seems to me that the greatest task that 
lies immediately ahead is a diplomatic 
·one. We should see to it that America 
should stay out of this war at least until 
it is prepared to fight. God permit that 
·we may stay out entirely. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 

gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
RoBERTSON] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of North Dakota. 
Mr. Chairman, members of the Commit
tee, I cannot find myself in agreement 
with this bill in its present form. It seems 
to me that in order to correctly approach 
the question involved in this bill we must 
start with the beginning of the opening 
day of this session of Congress. It was 
on that particular day that I took my 
oath of office as a member of this body, 
and in that oath I was bound to "support 
and defend the Constitution of the United 
States against all enemies, foreign and 
domestic, to bear true faith and alle
giance to the same," and to "faithfully 
discharge the duties of the office." 

I assure you that it shall constantly 
be my endeavor to keep inviolate both 
the spirit and the wording of that oath. 
I have been impressed by the debate on 
both sides of this great question these last 
several days. I had hoped that on a 
matter so important as this, we would 
find ourselves in spirit at least in unity. 

I would regard this as an important 
and forward step both for the welfare of 
this country and for the countries this 
bill is desfgned to assist. The wording 

of this bill states in understandable lan
guage that its intention is "to further 
promote the defense of the United States, 
and for other purposes." 

I have been impressed with the unity 
of purpose of all who have spoken on this 
bill insofar as their desire to aid Great 
Britain is concerned. I, too, share this 
view, and I am glad to find that on this 
particular point there is general agree
ment. 

It seems to me that we must for a 
moment briefly analyze what is transpir
ing in the world that brings to us what 
the administration seems to feel is the 
need for this bill. I am inclined to think 
that there is going on today a great 
struggle that can be called a revolution 
of principles of government. That revo
lution is being led by the German chan
celor and his associates. It is , in fact, a 
contest between the totalitarian types of 
government now so general in Europe, 
and for which the German chancelor 
stands as the speaker, against the democ
racies or the democratic plan of life, of 
which our American system is one. 

There are many in this land who look 
with suspicion upon England. I am rea
sonably familiar with the history of the 
long span of national existence of the 
British Empire. I recognize that a na
tion with a history so long, that ha& 
played so important a part in the affairs 
of Europe, will by the very nature of 
things be adjudged guilty before the world 
of many mistakes. It is not my purpose 
here to attempt to defend the errors of 
England and her empire, and I am willing 
to include in that catalog another im
portant event known as 1 '176. But it is 
my profound belief that the German 
Chancelor has committed more far
reaching crimes against the free peoples 
of Europe in the period . of the last 12 
months than was done by the British 
Government over a period of a thousand 
years. 

So I, too, join with the others in a sin
cere desire to give every possible ass.ist
ance to Great Britain as she fights val
iantly today with her back against the 
wall. 

The German Chancelor has publicly 
proclaimed his intentions, which are, in 
effect, to create a new world order, and we 
are left to assume by his remarks that he 
will mark the trestleboard as to the new 
kind of world order in which the nations 
of the world must live. Surely few Amer
icans who hear these remarks and observe 
this revolution in government can fail to 
show an ever-increasing sympathy to
ward the democracies. 

We have the word of the administra
tion that the United States is already 
giving Britain all the aid possible to give 
without impairing our own national 
preparation. The passage of this bill, 
therefore, will not in itself either in
crease or speed up that aid; first, because 
such aid is already being extended to 
the limit of our capacity to produce; and, 
second, because such aid will no doubt 
continue to be extended whether we pass 
this bill or not. It s.eems to me, there
fore, that the crux of this situation is 
not, as the administration supporters 
would have you believe, the matter of the 
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aid to Great Britain. We can give all 
aid to Great Britain without the passage 
of this bill, by simply passing a measure 
extending to her and other democracies 
such gifts, loans, and credits as this Con
gress deems essential. 

So the real point at issue is not the 
question, in my mind, of whether we can 
extend greater aid to England. It seems 
to me the people of the country are over
whelmingly in favor of extending such 
aid. The real issue raised by this bill is 
whether or not we, as Members of Con
gress, are going to grant these vast and 
unrestricted powers to the President. 
Are we ready to abdicate our constitu
tional authority, which each of us as
sumed when we took our oath of office, 
Republicans and Democrats alike, and 
entrust the lives of all the people of this 
Nation to the judgment and wisdom of 
one man? Are we, ladies and gentlemen 
of this Congress, elected representatives 
of the people, going to surrender these 
rights which are vested in us by the 
Constitution which we have sworn to up
hold? That, to me, is the issue that must 
be met as we meet to debate and discuss 
this bill known as 1776. 

In my honest judgment, much as I 
desire to continue our material aid to 
Great Britain, and much as I desire to 
see Great Britain stop the German Chan
cellor in his march of destruction, I feel 
that there rests upon our shoulders a 
correspondingly greater responsibility, 
and that, the preservation of the Consti
tution of the United States. The pas
sage, therefore, of this bill would, in my 
humble judgtpent, be an act of abdica
tion by the Congress and the surrender 
of constitutional prerogative to the Chief 
Executive. Conduct of the foreign policy 
of the United States is vested in the 
President and the Department of State, 
but the founding fathers imposed upon 
this executive power two very important 
checks: Treaties with foreign govern
ments require the ratification of the Sen
ate, and the Congress alone was given 
the power to declare war. In effect, this 
bill sets aside these two safeguards. It 
would authorize the President to enter 
into agreements with foreign govern
ments, wider in scope than even treaties, 
without seeking the advice and consent 
of the Senate as provided by our Con
stitution. It would authorize the Presi
dent to engage the armed forces of the 
United States in undeclared wars at his 
own discretion without permitting the 
Congress to pass upon this most vital of 
all the issues; and thus I find myself, as 
I study this bill, drawn between two 
forces; a profound desire to assist Eng
land, and even more do I desire to pre
serve the democracies of our own United 
States. 

I hold for the President a high regard, 
and an equally high regard for his office. 
I recognize that in our America we abide 
by a majority rule. I recognize that the 
President was elected by a majority vote. 
He is my President', and he is your Presi
dent. It is our duty to support ·him as 
the President, but likewise it is our duty 
to "support and defend the Constitution 
of the United States against all enemies, 
foreign and domestic, to bear true faith 
and allegiance to the same," and to 

"faithfully discharge the duties of the 
office." 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. SWEENEY] such time as he may 
desire. 

Mr. SW~ENEY. Mr. Chairman, I . 
have a mandate from the voters of the 
Twentieth Congressional District of 
Ohio, whom I have the privilege of rep
resenting in this distinguished body, to 
vote against this vicious war-involving 
measure known as H. R. 1776-God save 
the mark. What an ironic gesture to 
identify the lend-lease, give-away bill 
with 1776. Our own American Revolu
tion is associated with the spirit of 1776, 
which year brought forth our immortal 
Declaration of Independence. 

In the congressional election of 1940 
I presented my candidacy for reelection 
solely on the basis of no war and no war 
involvements. Democrats, Republicans, 
and Independents rallied to my support 
and elected me by a majority of 44,000, 
with full knowledge of my consistent 
record during the past few years in op
posing every step bringing us nearer to 
war. My constituents had full knowl
edge that every metropolitan newspaper 
in my district who were daily urging the 
country to become engaged in the blood 
business of Europe fought my reelection. 

I vigorously denounced the lifting of 
the arms embargo, permitting the sale 
of war supplies to belligerent nations on 
a cash-and-carry basis. I protested this 
measure as a violation of our neutrality 
law and a step that would only serve to 
prolong the war and ultimately hasten 
our entrance into the conflict. 

I strongly opposed the policy of peace
time conscription of manpower and char
acterized that measure in debate as the 
very negation of democracy. The hulla
baloo raised by the advocates of peace
time conscription about a foreign power 
invading our shores within 60 or 90 days 
has since subsided, and the 60 days passed 
with no invasion, as did the 90 days. The 
opponents of the peacetime conscription 
law have been consistent in their protest 
that a voluntary plan of enlistment with 
adequate pay would produce an army of 
manpower sufficient to repel any invad
ing force that sou&ht to invade in a mili
tary way the United States of America. 

Recent events appear to justify the 
prediction of us who warned that a peace
time conscripted army would soon be used 
as an expeditionary force to pull the 
chestnuts out of the fire for Great Brit
ain and once more "save the world for 
democracy." 

We now predict that the lend-lease, 
give-away measure would invest in the 
Chief Executive the power to involve us 
in actual participation in the war. Never 
in the history of this Republic, nor in 
the history of any democracy, even in the 
history of Great Britain itself, has any 
legislative body, be it a congress or a par
liament, attempted to delegate in peace 
or wartime such tremendous powers as 
this measure seeks to invest in one indi
vidual. I care not how sincere or pa
triotic any President of the United States 
may be, such power must be kept within 
the Congress. We are actually in the 
war once this bill is passed. 

The authority to use our ships to con
voy vessels carrying munitions and war 
supplies through the actual war zones 
is bound to bring an attack upon our 
naval vessels by the powers now at war 
with Great Britain. 

The authority to open our shipyards, 
docks, and naval bases for the repairing 
of warships belonging to Great Britain 
brings the war actually to our very door 
in Brooklyn, Boston, Norfolk, and every 
other naval base that may be opened for 
such a convenience to a belligerent 
power. 

The authority to lend or lease any and 
all of our vessels, air bombers, and arma
ments to any nation whose defense the 
Executive deems necessary to the defense 
of the United States makes us the banker 
and the policeman of the entire world. 
The incidents that will flow from the ad
ministration of such power will un
doubtedly force our American youth to 
any portion of the globe where we by 
our own belligerent acts, with chips on 
our shoulders, will impose our will and 
our philosophy, be it for good or evil, 
upon other nations. 

One could not expect to constantly and 
without provocation punch Joe Louis, 
the champion of the world, without the 
pugilistic Mr. Louis returning a blow in 
kind. The analogy is perfect. 

As a free people we despise the pagan 
philosophy of the totalitarian form of 
government, and we despise-at least, 
should despise-the selfish imperialistic 
philosophy of Great Britain, who con
trols three-fourths of the world and 
nearly one-half of the world's popula
tion. Our money, our blood saved Brit
ain in the last World War and made pos
sible her security as a world power. For 
that we received from the same officials, 
who are now begging us to once more 
save imperial Britain, the contemptible 
designation "Uncle Shylock," because we 
dared to remind our former ally of the 
huge war debt due this country. 

Before we pass this bill we may well 
ponder over the statement of Ambassador 
Joseph Kennedy, that "democracy is 
dead in Great Britain." We are told 
that our first line of defense is the Eng
lish Channel. We may well inquire just 
what sort of government or democracy 
we are about to save, if we do become 
involved in the war. Behind the chalk 
cliffs of Dover will there be a national 
socialistic state, a Fascist regime, or the 
time-honored imperialism we have ob
served since Britain became the mighty 
empire that she is today? 

Before we once more come to the aid 
of a tottering empire, may we not make 
bold to ask if you are the last bulwark 
of democracy the proponents say you are, 
that the newspapers say you are, and that 
your statesmen claim you are? What 
are your war aims? Will you continue 
to keep in subjection 400,000,000 human 
beings in India, who are clamoring for 
independence? Will you continue to 
keep in subjection embattled Dutch 
farmers-the gallant Boers of South 
Africa? Will you continue to encourage 
a dual form of government in Ireland, 
fostered and kept alive by religious big
otry and the mighty hand of your mili
tary strength? Will you continue, as 
Mr. Winston Churchill said recently, not 
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to relinquish 1 inch of your far-flung 
empire? These are questions some of 
us would like to ask before we take the 
fatal step in once again going to your aid. 
May we ask the further question, If you 
are a democracy, when did you become 
one in the fullest meaning of the term? 
Would you want the world to forget that 
only 20 years ago, under the leadership 
of your statesman, Lloyd George, you 
combed the slum sections of London and 
other English cities to pick up the worst 
types of humanity, paid for with your 
bounty and designated as the "black and 
tans," whom you sent into Ireland to 
plunder, rape, and destroy a peaceful, 
religious people whose only crime was to 
appeal to Your Majesty's Government for 
that God-given freedom which you now 
so valiantly boast you desire to secure 
for the world? Will you explain why, 
despite the fact you had a mandate to 
protect the Czechoslovak Republic and 
Poland, you permitted these countries to 
be conquered without lifting a finger to 
assist? The Czechoslovak Republic, 
France, Poland, and the other countries 
were in a true sense democracies, com
pared to your boasted democracy, and 
you stood by while they fell, contributing 
only a shower of paper pamphlets on 
Berlin from your boasted military bomb
ers. All of this we in the United States 
know full well, and with tragic implica
tion, hence we ought to know what demo
cratic form of government you are fight
ing to preserve in Europe-the Europe of 
today. 

We can and do sympathize with the 
poor people of England, and I dare say 

- the poor people of Germany, who ar€ not 
responsible for this war and who at night 
crawl into the bowels of the earth for 
shelter from aerial bombardments. The 
ruling class of Great Britain and France 
made possible Hitler's ascendancy and 
enabled him to build up the mighty mili
tary machine he is reputed to control 
today. Thank God, so far as it is known 
the United States had no part in the 
creation of a Hitler any more than we 
had to do with the creation of a Musso
lini, or a Stalin, or in other days a 
Napoleon. There is no obligation on our 
part to destroy these dictators. The his
tory of Napoleon presents a striking ex
ample of what happened to a dictator 
who sought to impress his will upon the 
people of the world. Left alone, they 
will destroy each other. - Whether we will 
it or not, our actual participation in the 
blood business of Europe spells the doom 
of our democracy and paves the way for 
what most students of the situation pre
dict a rise in communism throughout the 
world. 

I am not a pacifist in any sense, but I 
believe like Col. Charles Lindbergh that 
the good offices of the United States,_ to
gether with the other neutral powers and 
the head of Christendom, Pope Pius XII, 
should exercise every influence in the 
interest of a negotiated peace before the 
world is thrown into shambles . • 

Since my nembership in this House I 
have supported approximately a billion 
dollars each year for national defense. I 
am wholeheartedly in favor of our present 
defense policy, the building of a two
ocean Navy, and the strong increase in 

· the military sphere of our national de
fense, and to make the United States the 
greatest power on earth in the field of 
aviation. To that end I subscribe to the 
defense of the Western Hemisphere. 
While I did not support the measure to 
subsidize the South American republics 
with a loan of $500,000,000 through the 
Import-Export Bank, believing as I do 
that you cannot buy goodwill, and that 

- the chief industry of most of the dictator 
countries in South America is revolution, 
nevertheless I am in favor of more cordial 
relations with our Latin neighbors to the 
south and with our Canadian neighbors 
to the north. 

This measure is for the purpose of giv
ing all possible aid to Great Britain, even 
though the name of that world power 
does not appear in the text of the bill. 
Great Brit.ain is crying out for ships and 
more ships. Her next cry will be for men 
and more men. She has hundreds of 
ships now engaged in ocean traffic in the 
Orient, in African trade, and in the At
lantic, that she could very well put into 
service. But because . of her selfish in
terests and fearful she may lose some 
small portion of the world trade she domi
nates she calls upon generous Uncle Sam 
to provide the ships for her war purpose 
and invite the loss we will have to assume 
while she minimizes her loss by carefully 
keeping her mercantile fleet away from 
the scene of conflict. -

I believe when this conflict is over we 
shall have to sit around the table with the 
nation or nations who emerges as victor 
to discuss our economic and industrial 
problems. In the meantime it is my con
Viction that our forces should be kept 
intact and not weakened while we are en
gaged in the defense program, which is a 
program, we have been told, for the de
fense of the United States and the West
ern Hemisphere. 

I honor the charge of the warmongers 
designating public officials like me and 
my colleagues, who place the interest of 
the United States first above every other 
nation on earth, as appeasers, pacifists, 
and what not and reaffirm we have no 
second choice, America comes first. 

During the last World War certain 
Members of Congress who voted against 
our entering the war were threatened 
with physical violence and in some cases 
personally attacked. Time is a great 
healer. Every Member of Congress who 
voted against the war measure that 
brought us into the last war has been 
vindicated, and their action acclaimed by 
representatives of the American Legion, 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, and other 
organizations made up o:" men who went 
over the seas to bare their breasts for 
what they thought was a sacred cause. I 
firmly believe it will be the same with 
those of us who are against war involve
ment. Unjust criticism we expect to 
meet. Selfish interests who expect to 
profit by war will assail us at every turn. 

Speaking for myself alone, I have regis
tered a solemn vow that I would never 
under any circumstance vote for the 
shedding of a drop of blood of one Ameri
can boy in this war business unless our 
beloved country was the victim of an 
attack by an invader. I am glad, Mr. 
Chairman, to cast my vote against this 

measure, and to keep the record straight 
of consistently defending the land of my 
birth by trying to prevent the destruction 
of our manhood, the disunion of our peo
ple, and the collapse of our democracy by 
a man-made war. 

One of the major causes of our par
ticipation in the last World War was the 
loans to warring nations by the interna
tional banking firm of J. Pierpont Mor
gan and others. Graciously we declared 
a moratorium on the war debts in De
cember 1931. Not one red cent has been 
paid on these obligations save the token 
payments made by gallant Finland. 

I ventu::e to predict that this terrible 
holocaust in Europe was brought· about 
by the same international bankers, who 
are now receiving hundreds of millions of 
dollars per year on their private loans, 
while Uncle Sam, figuratively speaking, 
plays the role of the beggar with the tin 
cup, shunned and cursed by the prosper
ous banker as he passes by. 

It is significant that J. Pierpont Mor
gan does not appear on the front pages 
during these strenuous days. He is re
puted to have reorganized his interna
tional banking concern and that the 
spearhead for the negotiation of loans 
with foreign powers is the junior partner, 
Thomas Lamont, one of the most vocifer
ous war mongers of the Nation. 

Lest we forget, it was Mr. J. Pierpont 
Morgan who happened to be in Europe 
negotiating with the powers that be when 
this terrible war struck the Continent in 
September 1939; and if we remember. it 
was the same Mr. Morgan, the interna
tional banker, who helped arrange for the 
visit of the King and Queen to the United 
States in June 1939. His picture ap
peared in every newspaper in the country 
when he attended the garden party at the 
British Embassy in honor of Their Maj
esties when they visited this Nation's 
Capital. 

Our country with one-third of its popu
lation ill~clothed, ill-fed, and ill-housed 
should be more concerned with its do
mestic affairs than involvement in a 
quarrel which is not of our making. Our 
10,000,000 unemployed are now the for
gotten me:h of the administration. Our 
W. P. A. workers and our bread lines are 
now things of the past. Vicious cuts in 
the appropriations to sustain agencies of 
the Government for the protection of 
the unemployed and those on relief are 
now under consideration. Everything is 
relegated to the popular slogan of na
tional defense. While it is true that this 
tremendous program may absorb many 
skilled workers who are now on W. P. A. 
and relief, every Member of Congress 
knows that in his respective district there 
are hundreds, aye thousands, of unskilled 
men and women who will never be able 
to receive steady and gainful employ
ment in their lives under our present eco
nomic system. 

Because I do not want to see the total 
collapse of the one remaining democracy 
in the world, save the Swiss Republic, 
with every force at my command I regis
ter my protest as an American citizen 
and as a Representative in Congress 
privileged to speak for hundreds of thou
sands of inarticulate citizens. 
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Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. HINSHAW]. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, the~e 
are a good many things in both domestic 
and foreign affairs that should give us 
s0me pause these days. One of the 
things I have been wondering about is 
just what sort of a democracy we ~re 
going to be fighting for or are helpmg 
others to fight for. The Malvern resolu
tion, which my colleague the gentleman 
from California [Mr. VooRHIS] has ob
tained unanimous consent to place in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, according to 
Time magazine, tt.e issue of January 20, 
was virtually unanimously sponsored by 
the Archbishop of York, 23 of the Church 
of England's 98 bishops, including top
ranking London and Durham, 14 deans, 
and a total of some 200 other churchmen. 

The article in Time magazine · states 
that this resolution calls for the unifica
tion of Europe in ~ cooperative com
monwealth, communal ownership of the 
means of production, all of which spells 
communism to me; and on the negative 
side it condemned the profit motive, 
which I understand to be the mainspring 
of capitalism. 

The article further stated: 
Profit system condemned: Christian doc

trine must insist that production exists for 
consumption. • • • To a large extent, 
pt·oduction is carried on not t? supply the 
consumer with goods but to brmg profits to 
the producer. • • • 

Further: 
The monetary system must be so adminis

tered that what the community can produce 
is made available to the members of the com
munity, the satisfaction of human needs 
being accepted ar the only true end of pro
duction. 

I recognize that the gentleman from 
California is interested in the monetary 
feature, but I should like to· know 
whether a cooperative commonwealth of 
Europe and the communal ownership of 
the means of production, which sounds 
like communism to me, are the things 
we are asked to help defend in Britain 
today? [Applausf'.] 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
IZAc] spoke a few moments ago of the 
"Christian democratic philosophy," if I 
quote him correctly. He did not refer to 
the Malvern resolution directly. Just 
what is this Christian democratic philos
ophy? Is it the philosophy of commu
nism dressed up in Christianity? Is it 
the philosophy of the· communal owner
ship of the means of production? Is this 
the philosophy nf democracy? It is high 
time we learn just what it is that is pro
posed in "ordering the new society." 

Not long ago I heard Sir Walter Cit
rine,. secretary of the British Trades 
Union Council, address a Washington 
meeting of the American Federation of 
Labor and say that British labor leaders 
had come to the con·~lusion that socialism 
and communism meant slavery to labor 
and the loss of all the rights labor has so 
long fought to establish. He said that 
capitalism was the only system that men 
could live under and be free. We all 
know that capitalism is the foundation 
of democracy-not communism. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The article from Time magazine fol· 
lows: 
[From Time magazine for January 20, 19411. 

RELIGION 
FOR A NEW SOCIETY 

Church of England liberals moved boldly 
last week to seize for the church leadership 
in "ordering the new society" which they 
found "quite evidently emerging" from the 
war. 

Thomas Acland, which stirred up the only 
major controversy in the 4-day conference. 
This amendment asserted that "the owner
ship of the great resources of our commu
nity • • • [by] private individuals is a 
stumbling block. • • • The time has 
come, therefore, for Christians to proclaim 
the need for seeking some form of society in 
which this stumbling block will be removed." 

Hardly less revolutionary than the church's 
program for society was its program for re
forming itself: 

Church's function: The church has the 
duty and the right to speak not only to its 
members but to the world concerning the true 
principles of human life. • • • The 
church as we know it does not. • • We 

To that end they stole a march on the gov
ernment with a program of post-war alms 
which, coming from any group, would be 
startling. Coming from the traditionally 
complacent and conservative established 
church it was little short of revolutionary. 
It called for unification of Europe in a co
operative commonwealth, communal owner
ship of the means of production, more re
ligion and less liturgy. On the negative side 
it condemned the profit motive and the 
church's own financial dependence on ancient 
perquisites and levies. 

· therefore urge that enterprises be initiated 
whereby that life can be made manifest. 

Virtually unanimous sponsors of this pro
gram are the Archbishop of York, 23 of the 
church's 98 bishops (including top-ranking 
London and Durham) , 14 deans, and a total 
of some 200 other churchmen. All of them 
seemingly remembered. that the great ages of 
Christianity have come when the church 
took the lead in historic movements, which 
were as much economic and social as reli
gious, like the Crusades and the Reformation. 
All of them were determined that the church 
should assume just such a leadership in post
war reconstruction. And all of them were 
determined that that leadership should come 
from • the Liberal rather than the Conserva
tive wing. 

With greatcoats wrapped around them, 
they gathered day after day in the paralyzing 
cold of unheated Malvern College to hear 
speaker after speaker denounce present-day 
failure to identify Christianity with any 
great cause except "nosing out fornication." 
And then without a single dif:>aenting voice 
they adopted a resolution presented by the 
arch bishop himself. Chief planks: 

Union then: "After the war our aim t:1ust 
be the unification of Europe as a cooperative 
commonwealth." 

Commerce and conservation: "In inter
national trade a genuine interchange of 
materially needed commodities must take 
the place of a struggle for so-called favor
able balance. • • • We must recover 
reverence for . the earth and its resources, 
treating it no longer as a reservoir of poten
tial wealth to be exploited, but as a store
house of divine bounty on which we utterly 
depend." 

Profit system condemned: "Christian doc
trine must insist that production exists for 
consumption. • • • To a large extent 
production is carried on not to supply the 
consumer with goods but to bring profits to 
the producer. • • • This method • • • 
which tends to treat human work and hu
man satisfaction alike as a means to a false 
end-namely, monetary gain-becomes the 
source of unemloyment at home and danger
ous competition for markets abroad. • • • 
The monetary system must be so adminis
tered that what the community can pr,o
duce is made available to the members of 
the community, the satisfaction of human 
needs being accepted as the only true end of 
production." 

Labor: "The true status of man, independ
ent of economic progress, must find expres
sion in the managerial framework of indus
try; the rights of labor must be recognized 
as in principle equal to those of capital in 
the control of industry, whatever the means 
by which this transformation is effected .'' 

To this unanimous resolution the confer
ence added "by a very large majority" a still 
more sweeping amendment proposed by Lib
eral Member of Parliament Sir Richard 

Church milltant: Christian people should 
take the fullest possible share in public life, 
both in Parliament, in municipal councils, in 
trade unions, and all other bodies affecting 
the public welfare. 

Church finances: Christians. clergy and 
laity alike, cannot take part in this work 
unless they are prepared to advocate complete 
reorganization of the internal financial life 
of the church. 

Form of worship: This must be so directed 
and conducted that its relevance to life and 
to men's actual needs is evident. • • • 
Our traditional forms of matins and evensong, 
presupposing as they do acceptance of the 
tradition of the church and unfalling regu
larity of use, are largely unsuitable. They 
must in most places be supplemented by serv
ices of another type, whether liturgical or 
not. designed to bring before uninstructed 
people the truth concerning God. 

Concrete Christian service: "The whole con
gregation habitually worshiping together 
should regularly meet to plan and carry out 
some common enterprise for the general good. 
If there are social evils in a locality, such as 
bad housing or malnutrition, let them con
sider how evil can be remedied. • • • In 
other places let "cells" be formed upon the 
basis of common prayer, study, and service." 

A far cry is all this from the class con- . 
sciousness of · the Church of England (and 
United States Episcopal) catechism: "My 
duty • • • is • • • to order myself 
lowly and reverently to all my betters • • • 
and to do my duty in that state of life unto 
which it shall please God to call me." But 
World War No.2 has merely speeded the shift 
from the old-time hunting-parson philosophy. 
Forerunners of the change were the Bishop of 
Ely's effort in 1939 to turn his palace into an 
old folk 's home ("we keep too many gardeners 
to grow too many vegetables t o feed too many 
servants to malte too many beds"); the 1937 
move by a group of bishops and clergy to give 
up the mining royalties of the poverty
stricken northeast of England which went to 
the church, because otherwise it "cannot hope 
to evangelize successfully a body of men 
(miners) who are strongly prejudiced against 
the sources of its supply." 

If the Malvern resolutions were revolu
tionary, the speeches which spurred the con
ference to their acceptance were no less so. 
Seldom has the church called sinners to re
pentance with such bitter jeremiads as those 
by which 10 lay speakers called the church 
itself to repentance. Gloomed Critic-Philoso
pher John Middleton Murry: "The church has 
no relevant pattern of goodness to set before 
contemporary man. • • • Regarding un
employment has the church done any other 
than acquiesce in the appalling solution 
which is the only one secular society has 
found, namely, preparation for war? • • ... 
The church fails in leadership because it 
shows no signs of having known despair; no 
evidence of having been terrified by its own 
impotence." 

Poet Thomas Stearns Eliot attacked the 
church in wasteland accents far· letti:Qg 
Christian principle vanish from education. 
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Sir Richard Acland was fiercer: "For over 150 
years you have neglected your duty * * • 
because of sheer funk. • • * The whole 
structure of society • • • is, from the 
Christian· point of view, rotten and must 
permanently frustrate your efforts to create 
for the individual the possibility of a Christian 
life. • • • This has given Hitler the op
portunity for saying 'To hell with the whole 
order.' * • • He said this, and from de
spairing humanity he wrung forth a tre
mendous and dynamic response. * • • In 
order to save humanity from the horror 
of • • * nazi-ism, we must find a way of 
living superior, not merely to nazi-ism, but to 
that which we ourselves knew before. • • • 
We are unprepared for this. • • • You 
must be prepared to offend people who are 
determined to preserve the existing order. 
• • • I beg of you now to proclaim the 
new society openly. • • • So only will you 
save yourselves and us." 

Novelist Dorothy Leigh Sayers ("Lord Peter 
Wimsey") was even more vitriolic. "Sup
pose," said she, "that during the last century 
the churches had • • • denounced cheat
ing with a quarter of the vehemence with 
which they denounced legalized adultery 
[1. e., divorce and remarriage]. But one was 
easy and the other was not. • • • To 
upset legalized cheating, the church must 
tackle tb,e Government In its very stronghold; 
while to cope with intellectual corruption she 
will have to affront all those who exploit It
the politician, the press, and the more influ
ential part of her own congregations. There
fore, she will acquiesce in a definition of 
morality so one-sided that it has deformed 
the very meaning of the word to sexual 
offenses. And yet, if every man living were 
to sleep in his neighbor's bed, it could not 
bring the world so near shipwreck as that 
pride, that avarice and that intellectual sloth 
which the church has forgotten to write in 
the tale of its capital sins." 

No small part of the significance of the 
conference was that its convener and chair
man was the Church of England's second 
ranking prelate and its real Intellectual and 
spiritual leader-stout, brisk, erudite, 59-
year-old Dr. William Temple, Archbishop of 
York. Son of an Archbishop of Canterbury, 
Dr. Temple was an Oxford don of philosophy 
at 23, a headmaster at 29, a bishop at 39, an 
archbishop at 47. A famed theologian and 
an ardent exponent of the ecumenical (inter
church) movement, he is likely to be first 
president of the still-organizing World Coun
cil of Churches. Said Le at the conference: 

"The war is not to be regarded as an iso
lated evil detached from the general condi
tion ot western civilization. • • • It iS 
one symptom of widespread disease and mal
adjustment, resulting from the loss of convic
tion concerning the reality and character of 
God. • • • [We need] a new order of 
society-a new integration of religion, morals, 
politics, and economics. • • • 'It is the 
business of Lambeth [the palace of the Arch
bishop of Canterbury] to remind Westminster 
[the Houses of Parliament] of its responsi
bility to God.' " 

Conspicuously absent from the Malvern 
Conference was the suave, sail-trimming 
Archbishop of Canterbury, the Most Reverend 
and Right Honorable Cosmo Gordon Lang, 
evictor of Edward VIII, now 76 years old, 
whom William Temple may eventually suc
ceed as primate of all England. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to a mem
ber of the ·committee on Foreign Affairs 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
KEEl. 

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, it has not 
been my custom during the 8 years I 
have been in Congress to frequently en
gage in debate upon or discuss many of 
the measures coming before this body for 

consideration. I have always entertained 
the opinion that this representative body 
of intelligent men, having every facility 
furnished to them to enable them to ex
amine every possible suggested piece of 
legislation, would be able to make up 
their minds and vote their own convic
tions upon legislation without any aid 
from me. 

Today I am taking the floor, however, 
for two reasons: First, the measure be
fore us is one that I consider, and I be
lieve it is considered by a majority of the 
House, a matter of greatest impor
tance; and, second, since the preparation 
of this bill there has been much mis
representation with respect to it. The 
misrepresentation includes various and 
sundry statements with reference to 
what the bill contains and what its effect 
will be. We have heard it said that the 
passage of this bill will enable the Presi
dent to lead us directly to war; that the 
authority granted him by this bill to re
pair and allow the warships of belligerent 
governments to be repaired in our ports 
and in our navy yards would be con
trary to international law and would 
cause us to enter the conflict. It has 
been said that this bill would enable the 
President to spend large sums of money; 
in fact, it would enable him to bankrupt 
the Government of the United States. It 
has been said there is no limitation to 
this bill, even though an amendment has 
been written into it providing a limita
tion. It has been said that the President, 
during the 2%-year period this bill is 
in force, would be able to engage in 
great undertakings and involve the 
United States Government in contracts 
which would neither be completed, fin
ished, adjusted, nor executed for many 
years. 

I want to use this occasion not to take 
up the bill in all of its phases and analyze 
it point by point and clause by clause, 
because that has been ably done by 
speakers who preceded me, but if I can 
relieve the minds of some of the Mem
bers who have misapprehensions with 
respect to the effect of this bill; and if 
by what I say today I am able to lead one 
Member out through the maze of doubt 
that has been thrown around the mean
ing and effect of this measure, then I will 
have served some good purpose. 

Mr. Chairman, for 150 years, or ever 
since the foundation of our Government, 
this Nation and its people have lived 
under a constitutional government, free, 
happy, and contented. During that time 
we have blazed a way for the nations of 
the world. We have been the one great 
democracy and our example has been, 
until some years ago, followed by many 
of the nations of the earth. But today 
we find ourselves faced with a grave dan
ger, a grave situation, not of our making. 

Three of the great powers of the world 
have combined together for their own 
purpose and that announced purpose is 
the creation of a new order, not alone in 
Europe, or in Asia, not in any one conti
nent, but a new order throughout the en
tire world. In view of that, can anyone 
assert that the United States is not inter
ested in the new order proposed to be 
created and established in the world, not 
with the consent of the peoples which it 

would affect, but established in the world 
by force of arms? 

As I talk to you today that new order 
is being instituted and has been insti
tuted in many nations that just a few 
short months ago were free and almost 
as democratic as our own. That order 
does not seek alone to change govern
ment, it does not seek alone to modify 
the methods of government, but its aim 
is to change every human relation. The 
dictators and those who are putting into 
existence the so-called new order pro
pose to enter the individual homes of the 
world and there destroy every domestic 
tie, deaden every tender sentiment be
tween parent and child, and eradicate 
every sense of loyalty binding together 
the members of the household. It means 
to regulate the relationship between man 
and man, destroy the friendship between 
individuals, and sever the ties that bind 
them together, whether they be business 
or social. This new order seeks to take 
away from men every initiative and to 
make each individual a mere unit, with no 
personal liberty or personal initiative 
and with no obligation of loyalty except 
to a state. Not only that, but as referred 
to by my distinguished friend from Cali
fornia, it destroys the most sacred and 
precious thing that mankind has, the 
right to worship a God of his own choice 
in a manner of his own selection. 

In the past, under the most tyrannical 
governments in the world, as for example, 
the land of the Czars, the serfs, the most 
downtrodden people on earth, up to re
cent years had little churches at the 
crossroads out upon the barren, wind
swept spaces of Russia where after long 
hard days of labor they could kneel down 
and worship the God of their fathers and 
draw hope and comfort from the re
ligion of the Lord, Jesus Christ. That 
privilege has been taken away from them 
and the same privilege and right · ts 
being rapidly destroyed in each of the 
totalitarian countries. Today in some 
of those countries God has been out
lawed. With that same danger we are 
now threatened. When I say we ar~ 
threatened, I speak advisedly. 

We had witnesses in our hearings who 
testified that this country was in no 
danger of invasion from Germany. I 
call your attention to the fact that one of 
the chief witnesses who gave testimony to 
tbat effect was Col. Charles A. Lindbergh, 
who testified that only 10,000 airplanes 
would be necessary to fully protect this 
country from any invasion by a foreign 
government. But upon being questioned, 
Colonel Lindbergh admitted that there 
are only 1,800 miles of distance between 
the eastern coast of South America and 
the western shores of Africa. 

He advised most earnestly that we at 
once acquire bases in South America on 
its east coast and establish air fields and 
army bases. For what purpose? There 
can be but one answer. We must estab
lish bases in South America for the pur
pose of repelling an invasion which, ac
cording to this same witness, could not 
happen. 

It has been shown by the history of 
Europe that certain unfortunate nations 
over there did not fear invasion, either. 
They were neutral; they endeavored to 
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remain neutral. ]More than that, they 
leaned over backward to be friendly with 
the totalitarian powers. But were their 
rights respected? One morning they were 
free, and the next morning they 
awakened to find that they were under 
the control of an alien power and no 
longer had any rights which that alien 
power was even expected to respect. 

The only barrier that stands today be
tween this country of ours and the 
threatened danger of the three totali
tarian powers is the British Empire. 
Much has already been said on the floor 
of the House about the gallant stand be
ing made by Great Britain against the 
forces of aggression. It will serve no 

. useful purpose for me to add my praise 
to that which has already been given. 
The courage of the British soldier and 
sailor and the morale of the British 
people are beyond all praise. Whether 
Britain goes down in defeat or whether 
victory perches upon her banners, she 
will have written a glorious chapter in 
the world's history, a chapter embla
zoned in letters of living light which will 
forever shine as a beacon for the guid
ance of generations yet unborn. 

To my mind there is no necessity for 
us to argue today the question of whether 
or not w~ should aid England. That 
question has long been settled in the 
minds of the American people. That is 
today the fixed and determined policy of 
America and that policy is approved even 
by the greater majority of the opponents 
of the measure now under consideration. 
As a matter of fact, upon this question 
alone there is no difference of opinion 
between the gentlemen to my left and 
my colleagues to the right. The contro
versy is as to method alone. In other 
words, we are practically agreed upon 
the policy that it is to the best interests 
of the United States to give aid to Great 
Britain, and it is an assured fact that the 
greater majority of the American people 
today are in favor of our supplying this 
aid to the fullest extent short of war. 

The question may well be asked "Upon 
what grounds do both the proponents 
and the opponents of this bill base their 
belief that it is to our interest to give aid 
to the British Empire in its fight against 
the aggressor nations?" It is quite evi
dent that ·ne all have the same reason, 
to wit: That the defense of Great Britain 
is essential to the defense of the United 
States. However friendly any of us may 
be toward the British, whatever our ties 
may be with the British people, none of 
us would advocate devoting the resources 
of this country to the aid of the British 
Empire did we not believe or were we 
not firmly r.onvinced that the fall of that 
empire would place our own country in 
grave danger. 

We hear it frequently said that Great 
Britain is fighting our fight. In a cer
tain sense this is true, but in a more 
realistic sense it is not true Great Brit
ain is fighting her own fight She is 
fighting for her possessions, for her 
trade, for her homes, and for her very 
existence as a nation. She does not 
have as 'ln objective any interest of 
America, and not even Great Britain's 
warmest friend or strongest supporter in 
this country can conscientiously claim 

that this was one of her objectives. On 
the other hand, however, and. in another 
sense, England is today actually fighting 
our battle for upon her success, upon her 
continued national existence, depends our 
safety. To put it more bluntly, should 
England lay down her arms in defeat our 
security would demand that we pick 
them up. If the torch should fall from 
England's hand, it must be caught and 
carried by us. 

As I have already said, it seems to me 
that the only controversy there is today 
between the opponents of this bill and its 
proprments is the question as to the best 
method to be adopted by this country to 
aid the British in their fight. In the bill 
now under consideration we are propos
ing a method to render this aid which, 
after long consideration, we deem to be 
sound and efficient. It was early recog
nized by the committee, of which I have 
the honor to be a member, that no 
method could be proposed which would 
not meet with objection from some quar
ter. The bill before us was neither has
tily drawn nor ill considered. Every 
provision in it was written with studied 
care and the whole was designed to best 
carry out the intended purpose of ren
dering the greatest aid to Britain at the 
earliest possible moment. 

I shall not attempt to make an analy
sis of this measure section by section, for 
that has been done many times, not only 
during the extensive hearings upon the 
bill, and in the report of the committee, 
but also by able speakers who have pre
ceded me upon this floor. It is my pur
pose in the brief time allotted to me to 
take up and discuss one by one some of 
the objections and criticisms of the bill 
made by its opponents. 

Early in this debate the statement was 
made and is still being made that this 
bill had been the subject of more mis
representations than had any other 
measure ever considered by Congress. I 
agree with that statement, but I insist 
that these misrepresentations have been 
made not by the proponents of the meas
ure but by those in bitter opposition to 
it. It has been labeled a dictator bill and 
a war measure. It has been represented 
as conferring upon the President of the 
United States not only vast additional 
powers but dictatorial powers to an ex
tent only to be conjured in the vivid 

. imagination of someone in violent oppo
sition to it and careless of the methods 
used to defeat it; it has been represented 
as a measure prepared and intended for 
the sole purpose of dragging this country 
into war; it has been represented as a 
measure the passage of which could have 
no effect other than to at once precipi
tate this country immediately into the 
armed conflict now raging in Europe and 
to compel the sending of American sol
diers to battlefields in foreign lands. 
These are the misrepresentations to 
which I hope the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. FISH] referred in his address 
to this body, and these are the misrepre
sentations which are without any foun
dation in truth. 

One of the original criticisms of the 
pending measure was that it authorized 
the President to direct the convoy of 
ships carrying materials to the nations 

for whom they are intended. If any of 
you were present at the hearings, you 
probably recall that Mr. Castle, a former 
Under Secretary of State, testified at the 
hearings and without any hesitancy at 
once said, "Oh, yes, this bill authorizes 
the President to establish convoys and 
send the naval vessels of this country to 
convoy shipments to the old country." 
Upon being required, however, to point 
out the section of the bill that contains 
that requirement, he was unable to do so, 
as is anyone within the sound of my voice 
or anyone else who has ever read the bill. 
There is not a single clause or provision 
in there that authorizes any convoy of 
these ships, by the orders of the Presi
dent or anyone else . 

To meet the objections, however, that 
were raised with reference to this prop
osition, and, as lawyers would say, out of 
an excess of caution, we have inserted 
an amendment in the bill which directly 
and explicitly states that nothing in this 
bill shall be construed to authorize the 
convoy of ships. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSO~. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield 5 additional minutes 
to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. KEE. The question of whether or 
not the President himself can direct a 
convoy of these ships is another question. 
I say to you, and I think I say it advisedly, 
that a provision in this bill directly for
bidding the convoy of vessels would not 
be constitutional. 

Under the Constitution the President is 
the Commander in Chief of the Army 
and Navy. This is not an honorary posi
tion unaccompanied by authority but it 
carries with it all the powers implied by 
the title. Who can say what the President 
may or may not do as such commander in 
chief? It is my considered opinion that in 
his discretion and under his constitutional 
authority he already has the power to 
order convoys for vessels bound to any 
part of the world. If that is true, this 
power of the President can neither be re
voked or limited by congressional action. 

History records many instances of the 
exercise by our Presidents of their con
stitutional power over the Navy. Jeffer
son sent our fleet against the pirates of 
Tripoli; McKinley sent our fleet, as well 
as troops to fight the Boxers in China; 
Theodore Roosevelt sent the Atlantic 
Fleet around the world, and other Presi
dents have sent units of the fleet to re
mote corners of the earth upon various 
missions and without any express or im
plied congressional authority. Even our 
good friend, Col. Charles Lindbergh as 
was right and proper, was, by order ~f a 
President, "convoyed" home from France 
by an American warship on the occasion 
of his greatest exploit. It would, there
fore, seem to be elementary that the 
President is already vested by the Con
stitution with the power to order convoys 
and that the only possible way of divest
ing him of this power would be by con
stitutional amendment. We certainly 
cannot do it by this bill. 

I am personally opposed to the convoy
ing at this time of British, American, or 
any other vessels by the American Navy. 
I firmly believe that should we undertake 
the convoying of vessels, such action 
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would invite attack and inevitably lead 
us into war. I would wte against any 
proposal to establish at this time and 
under present conditions a convoy sys
tem. At the same time, I am just as 
firmly convinced. that the Neutrality Act, 
insofar as Congress has the authority to 
do so, meets the situation. It forbids 
American vessels from going into combat 
zone.!>, and it is certainly apparent that 
ships cannot be convoyed where they can
not go. To enact legislation upon this 
question more stringent and far reach
ing than the Neutrality Act would, in my 
opinion, be .going beyond the jurisdiction 
of Congress. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. KEE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. FISH. Is it not a fact that the 
Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Knox, said the 
convoying of ships would be an act of 
war? 

Mr. KEE. · I believe myself it would be 
an act of war. I would vote against the 
convoying of ships if that question should 
come before us at this moment and under 
present conditions, but this bill does not 
authorize any convoying· and does not 
say anything about it. 

Mr. FISH. But this bill surrenders a 
great many of the powers of the Con
gress to the Executive. In my opinion, it 
surrenders some of our great constitu
tional powers to the President. 

Mr. KEE. In my opinion, it surrenders 
very few. 

Mr. FISH. If we do that and surren
der our powers to the Executive, why 
should not the Executive be willing to 
surrender some of his power and accept 
an amendment of that kind, if it is the 
will of the Congress and the American 
people? 

Mr. KEE. The President himself is just 
the same as any other individual. He 
cannot violate the Constitution. He can 
neither surrender any right under the 
Constitution nor abdicate his powers, and 
if the Constitution gives him a. power he 
would have the right to exercise that 
power. 

Mr. FISH. But we in this bill are sur
rendering much power. We permit the 
President to give away any part of the 
Navy. 

Mr. KEE. And the gentleman thinks 
that there ought to be a trade between us 
and the President? 

Mr. FISH. What is sauce to the goose 
is sauce for the gander. 

Mr. KEE. I am sorry, but I cannot 
yield any further. 

One of the criticisms of the bill early 
voiced by fts opponents was the fact that 
no time limit was fixed for its expiration. 
Your committee recognized that there 
were grounds for this criticism, and in 
consideration of this fact the bill comes 
to you with an amendment definitely 
providing for its termination on June 30, 
1943. Now we find that this concession 
is unsatisfactory to the objectors and a 
new criticism is offe1·ed to this provision. 
The claim is made that the provision is 
in fact no time limit because; they say, 
that during the period the bill is in force 
and effect the President of the United 
States can make and enter into agree-

ments which will not be completed at the 
. termination of the time limit. The fact 
that the President can make contracts 
which will not be executed until after 
the legislation is no longer in force is 
true, but that fact is not properly the 
subject of criticism. A contract as to 
the time for its execution is always gov
erned by its own terms and not by the 
law under which it is made. It would in
deed be a foolish and futile thing for 
Congress to do to pass an act giving · a 
power of attorney to the President to 
make contracts for and on behalf of the 
United States and by the same act fix a 
definite time limit for the execution of 
all contracts made under the power. The 
time limit of something over 2 years, 
fixed as the lifetime of this measure, em
phatically designates the date on which 
the powers conferred herein upon the . 
President expire and after which they 
can no longer be exercised. To say, how
ever, that a contract made by the Presi
dent prior to the expiration of his au
thority must also end with the date his 
authority expires would simply mean an 
inhibition against the President entering 
into any contracts other than those that 
must necessarily be executed within the 
shortest possible space of time; it would 
mean that on the expiration of the 
President's power no uncompleted con
tract could be completed, no uncom
pleted settlements could be settled, no 
undelivered goods or materials agreed to 
be · delivered could be delivered, and no 
unfinished job could be finished. It cer
tainly seems to me that to any man of 
the slightest experience in the business 
world the absolute futility, not to say in
justice, of inserting a clause in this meas
ure, which in effect absolutely forbids the 
completion of a valid and subsisting con
tract, should be at once apparent. Any 
individual who has ever found it neces
sary to give a power of attorney or to 
transact business with one holding a 
power of attorney will at once recognize 
that such a power would be absolutely 
useless should it contain a provision to 
the effect that contracts made there
under might not be executed after the 
termination of the power. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

the gentleman 5 additional minutes. 
Mr. KEE. Under a limitation a half

completed battleship would remain on 
the ways, an undelivered consignment of 
commodities would stay on the docks, 
an unfinished fieet of torpedo boats 
would remain uncompleted, unpaid bills 
could not be liquidated, and there could 
be no settlement or final adjustment of 
the entire program. The common-sense 
and businesslike method is to have each 
contract made under the power granted 
in the bill to contain a provision for its 
termination, either at a fixed date or 
when and if a change jn the situation 
justifies its termination. I personally 
am confident that such a limitation will 
be written in every contract made under 
this act. 

Another amendment insisted upon by 
the critics of the bill and which has been 
incorporated for the purpose of relieving 
any undue misapprehension is the provi
sion requiring that, before. the disposing 

of certain materials as defined in the 
measure, the President shall consult with 
the Chief of Staff of the Army and the 
Chief of Naval Operations. This amend
ment is a mandatory clause and compels 
the President to do that which, without 
compulsion, the evidence before the com
mittee showed he has always heretofore 
done. The critics, however, would go 
further and have this clause amended in 
order to specifically require the Presi
dent not only to have such consultation 
but also, before taking any action, to 
secure from the Chief of Naval Opera
tions or the Chief of Staff of the Army, 
or both, a certificate to the effect that 
the materials to be disposed of were not 
required by the American Army or Navy. 

To demonstrate the unsoundness of 
this latter proposal, it is only necessary 
to point out the fact that both the Chief 
of Naval Operations and the Chief of 
Staff of the Army are subordinates of the 
President. He is the Commander in 
Chief of both the Army and Navy and 
the officers referred to are both sub
ject to his orders and direction. He has 
the power to remove them at his discre- 
tion and for cause. It must appeal to 
any thoughtful mind that it is nothing 
short of ridiculous to impose upon a com
mander the requirement that he secure 
the consent of a subordinate to any pro
posed action. It would be just as reason
able to impose upon the manager and · 
owner of a mercantile establishment the 
requirement that he secure the consent 
of his bookkeeper as a condition prece
dent to his purchase or sale of a bill of 
goods. 

In addition to the above argument 
against the clause under discussion, I can 
also authoritatively state that the com
mittee had before it conclusive evidence 
that the necessity of making certificates 
of the character named-a requirement 

. heretofore imposed-has not only been 
unsatisfactory to all parties concerned, 
including the Chief of Staff of the Army 
and the Chief of Naval Operations, but 
has from time to time been the direct 
cause of chaos and confusion in the de
partments, with resultant trouble and 
delays. 

I would like to discuss, if I have suffi
cient time, section 3 of this bill, which is 
claimed to give the President so many 
extraordinary powers. I want briefiy, 
however, to discuss before I close one 
other point, and that is the question 
raised with reference to the limit of ex
penditures that can be made under this 
bill. Everyone is agreed that this bill is 
not an appropriation bill; it is a bill of 
authorization. It authorizes merely the 
appropriation of what money may be 
necessary to carry out the purposes of 
the act; and the appropriation to be 
made is a future thing to be dorie by the 
Congress and is in the control of the 
Congress. 

Mr. CASE of South. Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEE. I beg the gentleman's par
don, but I only have a few minutes and 
cannot yield. 

There may be an amendment offered 
on the fioor providing for a limitation of 
the appropriation authorized by the bill. 
-It is said that such an amendment will 
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limit the appropriation to $2,000,000,-
000. This bill, as all knows, does not 
appropriate a single dollar to carry out 
its purposes. Therefore the matter of the 
amount to be expended for such pur
poses is left entirely in the control of 
Congress. The · bill is an authoriza
tion only. Before a single dollar can 
be expended it will be necessary for the 
President to come to Congress for an 
actual appropriation of such amount as 
he may deem necessary. The amount to 
be expended will, therefore, be for the 
determination of Congress alone. I 
know that it is said that under this bill 
the President can engage in undertak
ings and can incur obligations which will 
necessitate an appropriation by Congress 
to liquidate them. This is not true. 
,There is a constitutional inhibition 
against incurring such obligations, and 
the President as well as all others are 
bound by this constitutional provision. 
Where, therefore, is the necessity of put
ting a ceiling upon a mere authorization? 
If we were authorizing the construction 
of a Federal building, or the building of a 
:flood-control dam, it would be perfectly 
feasible, through the estimates of con
struction engineers, to stipulate a maxi
mum authorization. In the instant case, 
however, it is not possible to compute in 
advance the expenditures that may be 
necessary to carry out the purposes of 
the act-purposes involving the defense 
of one and perhaps more great nations. 
As the bill stands, Congress will hold the 
purse strings and will be absolutely able 
to control and fix the amount of the 
necessary appropriation. In this au
thorization there is no place for a limit
ing amendment. 

The claim that the President might or 
could under the terms of this act give aid 
to aggressor nations is equal in absurdity 
with the idea that the President would 
give away the American Navy. The bill 
authorizes aid only to nations whose de
fense is vital to the defense of this 
country, and there is no aggressor nation 
on the face of God's earth whose defense 
would be considered by the President as 
vital to our security. 

Objection has been made to the 
authority granted in the pending measure 
for the repair of belligerent vessels in 
American harbors or shipyards. In my 
opinion this action by us could not pos
sibly plunge us into war any quicker than 
would acts we have already committed. 
Under existing conditions Adolf Hitler 
is the last man on earth who wants war 
with the United States. If war with us 
would be to his interest we would have 
had it a long time since. It cannot be 
disputed that we have already committed 
many unneutral acts or acts which could 
be labeled as unneutral under interna
tional law. Today, however, inter
national law is practically nonexistent. 

Germany, Italy, and Japan have time 
after time violated or entirely disregarded 
every provision in international law in
consistent with their national interests. 

. Treaty after treaty, solemnly made and 
signed by these countries and presumed 
to be valid, binding and subsisting con
tracts have been consistently violated or 

. repudiated by each of the Axis Powers. 

. Their solemn promises, ~ their pledged 

faith, their national honor have all been 
thrown to the winds in every case where 
it served their interests to do so. When 
and if Hitler wants war with the United 
States it will be unnecessary for. us to 
give him an excuse. He himself will find 
a reason. In any event, even under inter
national law as once observed, it is allow
able for ships of a belligerent nation to 
be repaired and made seaworthy in our 
harbors, even though it requires a period 
of more than 24 hours to make such re
pairs. Therefore,· the clause in this bill 
authorizing the repair of ships in Ameri
can shipyards or harbors may be justified 
even under international law. 

I have already explained that the words 
"notwithstanding any other law," con
tained in section 3 of the act does not 
repeal a single existing statute. This fact 
is clearly explained in the report of the 
committee bringing this bill to the :floor 
of the House. The Neutrality Act and the 
Johnson Act are in nowise repealed or 
modified by this bill. The quoted phrase 
merely means that, during the life of this 
measure, any provision of another 
statute which may be in conflict with the 
provisions of this bill, is suspended for 
that period only. In all other respects 
all laws continue in full force and the 
suspended provisions are restored upon 
the expir~:~.tion of this act. 

It has been well said that the heart of 
the bill under consideration is section 3. 
It is also true that the bulk of the criti
cism against the bill is directed at this 
section. That criticism can be boiled 
down to one premise upon which all of 
the objections of the opponents of the bill 
are based, to wit: That Congress is giving 
too much power to the President. Sec
tion 3 has been repeatedly explained and 
analyzed. It is not complicated, neither 
is it vague nor indefinite. Its meaning 
can be expressed in a few simple sen
tences. It simply means and says that 
notwithstanding the provisions of any 
existing law to the contrary the President 
may, if he deems it in the interest of the 
defense of our country, authorize our Sec
retary of War and Secretary of the Navy 
to manufacture in plants under their 
jurisdiction, or otherwise procure, articles 
deemed necessary to the defense of any 
nation whose defense is vital to the de
fense of our country, and to put such ar
ticles into the possession of the country 
to be defended; it further authorizes the 
placing of such defense articles into 
workable condition, the communication 
to the government receiving them, of in
formation upon how to use them, and the 
release of such articles for transportation 
to the government to which they are 
furnished. 

We have heard it repeatedly asserted by 
the opponents of the bill that under this 
section 3, read in connection with other 
sections of the measure, the President 
could do strange and wonderful things to 
the grave danger and injury of our coun
try. We have been told that he could, 
and great fear has been expressed that he 
would, give away the entire Navy of the 
United States; that he could bankrupt 
the Nation by making large expenditures 
of money without any further authority 
from Congress; that under these provi
sions he could give aid to aggressor na-

tions; that by permitting the repair in 
American harbE>rs or American plants of 
vessels belonging to belligerent nations 
he would immediately plunge this . coun
try into war; that the words "notwith
standing any other law" necessarily re
peal!d many vital statutes of this coun
try; that under section 3 the President 
could order the transportation of war 
materials to foreign countries in Ameri
can ships; that the authority granted by 
the bill to the President was so broad in 
its scope that it meant the entire sur
render by Congress of its every preroga
tive. 

The idea that the President might give 
away the Navy of the United States was, 
no doubt, born of ill-will or hatred of our 
great Executive; was carefully nurtured 
in the hope that it would grow into a 
great fear in the minds of the American 
people and undermine their confidence 
in the man who for 8 years has directed 
the affairs of the Nation without the com
mission· of a single act in betrayal of that 
confidence. Paragraph 2 of section 3 
gives the President the power to author
ize our Secretary of War or Secretary of 
the Navy "to sell, transfer, exchange, 
lease, lend, or otherwise dispose of to any 
such government any defense article." 
The delegation of that power to the Presi
dent is for the sole purpose of national 
defense-the protection of our country 
by aiding in the defense of any country 
whose security is vital to our defense. No 
other reason would justify our parting 
with a single boat or a single gun. But 
when and if we are assured that our na
tional security, our very national exist
ence as a free people, depends upon the 
successful defense of another nation, we 
would then be traitors to our country 
should we niggardly withhold that which 
we possess of what that nation may re:. 
quire. If we are going to lend our aid at 
all, it must be limited only by how much 
we have · of what is required to protect 
and sa,·e the nation whose defense is vital 
to our own. It is for this reason that the 
broad p@wer is given. Anything less 
would be futile and useless. The talk 
about the President of this great nation 
giving away the American Navy is child
ish and absurd. Not a single witness of 
the opposition appearing before our com
mittee at the hearings would admit any 
fear of such action, and no one can tell 
me that any such fear is in the mind of 
any Member of this Congress. 

Like my friend the gentleman from 
South Carolina, who most ably discussed 
this measure on yesterday, I frankly say 
that I do not know whether this bill, if 
enacted, will keep us out of war or not. I 
echo his prayer that it may. I do know 
that it is our duty as Representatives of 
the American people to devote our minds, 
our hearts, and our every energy to the 
task of defending this, the last and great
est of the world's democracies, from the 
danger which threatens us and to the 
preservation for our children and our 
children's children of that liberty and 
freedom which was our priceless heritage. 
It is our duty at this time of grave danger 
-to lay aside the petty things of everyday 
life, to forget party affiliation, to overlook 
personal disagreements, and to unite as 
one· man in our effort to find and pursue 
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the best method to accomplish the pur
pose that is in all of our minds. I am of 
the firm and unalterable conviction that 
the passage of this act is the best means 
we could adopt for our present defense. 
As time passes other measures may be 
necessary, but for the moment this is the 
action that we should take, and I trust 
that we will take it. Let us pass this bill 
and look forward to the future not only 
with hope but with faith in the ultimate 
triumph of a righteous cause. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 

the gentleman from California [Mr. 
LELAND M. FORD] SUCh time as he may 
desire to use. 

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, after listening for the past 2 days 
to the speeches and remarks that have 
been made on the so-called lease-lend 
bill, No. 1776, and after reading and 
listening to the testimony and state
ments of the various witnesses, given 
before the Foreign Relations Commit
tee, I would like to make a few remarks 
on this matter. 

We have heard a great. deal about the 
importance of this bill to our country. 
The danger and the safety of this coun
try have been greatly stressed by bOth 
the proponents and the opponents of 
this bill. Unfortunately, due to the con
ditions over which we certail_lly had no 
control, and in which we had no voice 
nor vote, I believe this situation is 
fraught with great danger. I think this 
danger is evident in two ways. First, as 
it affects our national defense and safety. 

Second, the danger as it affects our 
American form of government as we have 
known it, and the changes in the func
tioning of this Government that might 
occur as a result of the passage of this 
bill. 

Much has been said on both sides by 
. those who are for and those who are 
against. The peculiar thing about this 
whole bill is that much that has been 
said on both sides is true, and I believe 
that my colleagues who have made these 
statements are certainly conscientious 
and patriotic, but present the side as it 
particularly occurs to them respectively. 

The fact that there is such a differ
ence of opinion by such conscientious and 
patriotic men does indicate that the bill 
is defective and is certainly open to many 
different interpretations. Unfortunately, 
every one of these interpretations is ex
tremely important to the safety and wel
fare of this Nation, either from the stand
point of our own national defense, or 
from the standpoint of the change it may 
make in the American form of govern
ment. 

So far as I am concerned-and many 
others on both sides of this House feel 
the same way that I do-my opinion is 
this: That this country has already gone 
so far in this matter that they cannot 
turn back, and it is not a matter of a free 
choice, but now becomes a matter of mak
ing a choice against our will, with the 
hope that we will be guided in our judg
ment to do the very best we can for the 
country, considering all sides of the ques
tion. Many of the things that put us 
in this position were done over our heads, 
against our wishes, against our voices, 

and against our votes. There is no use 
to dwell on why these things were done, 
but we must actually meet the conditions 
as they are and face them. Therefore, 
I say that we are not free in our choice 
and we have perhaps gone so far that we 
cannot now turn back. Summed up, the 
things we would like to do are these: 

First. We must do the thing that will 
protect America first, above everybody 
else's interest. 

Second. In order now to protect Amer
ica we must give the British aid. 

Third. We should not abdicate as 
Congressmen and change the American 
form of government. 

Fourth. We would like to keep this 
country out of war. 

How we can do these things and still 
keep this country out of war depends 
upon the handling of the whole matter 
by our administration itself. After all, 
the conduct of foreign relations is vested 
in the administration, and when the ad
ministration seeks this power it cer
tainly does take the responsibility that 
goes with it, as well as the accountability 
to the whole Nation for its ultimate 
action. The administration was elected 
upon a platform pledging to keep us out 
of war, and now that this is beyond our 
control, with particular reference to for
eign relations, it is up to them to make 
good. 

Very frankly, I do not like this bill, 
although I may have to vote for it. I am 
sorry to see this kind of a bill presented 
in this form on this floor. I feel that a 
better bill could have been drawn which 
could have been much simpler and much 
more understandable and subject to only 
one interpretation. I feel that the ob
jectives could have been accomplished, 
first, by presenting a single bill to aid 
England, without incorporating therein 
this tremendous grant of power to the 
administrative side of government, and 
still accomplish its purposes. 

Stress has been laid upon the speed 
with which Congress acts, and much 
comment has been made about speed of 
action. I submit the actions of Congress 
itself as evidence that it can act speed
ily when bills that have only one mean
ing are presented to it. It has voted 
billions of dollars when it came to a ques
tion of national defense. We. have put 
these bills through in one day and in 
some instances in less than a day. There
fore, I again say that if a single bill is 
presented to this House in proper form 
this House can and does make speed. 
I offer the above as evidence that it was 
unnecessary to place before this House 
this double-barreled bill. 

Many of my friends on both sides of 
this House and myself would like to vote 
on these issues separately. There is no 
doubt but that nearly every Member of 
this House would vote to aid the British, 
and do it quickly. 

There is no doubt that these same 
Members, including myself, would vote 
down this Presidential power. If we were 
permitted to do that, we would then be 
having a free choice in this matter and 
vote freely. 

As against this, we have not a free 
choice to vote on this bill in its present 
form. I say to you that we are being de-

nied free choice as Congressmen to vote 
as we would like. Expressed in other 
words, it simply means that we are disen
franchised to a certain degree. My proof 
of this statement is that, if we vote "yes" 
on this bill in its present form, we would 
accomplish the thing that we would like 
to do, namely, give aid to the British, but 
at the same time this "yes" vote would 
automatically give away powers of the 
Congress that we do not want to give 
away, and if we had a free choice, we 
would not give them away. 

If we vote "No," we accomplish one of 
the things that we want to do, namely, 
not give. away the powers of Congress, but 
by tha.t same vote we automatically deny 
that aid that all of us want to give to 
Britain. What the amendments may be 
in their final form none of us now knows, 
but I ask this Congress to amend this bill 
in such a way that it will givE aid to the 
British and modify or cut out that part 
which would change the American form 
of government. 

The thing every one of us here is going 
to be faced with in the last analysis is a 
vote on this bill. Facing the facts as they 
will be, we will then be confronted with 
a "Yes" or "No" vote. 

Many of us will probably vote for this 
bill, but _will do it reluctantly, feeling that 
_we have gone so far out already, and feel
ing further that we are more or less gam
bling and will have to choose the lesser 
evil or the lesser gamble, namely, the 
safety and welfare of this country from 
a standpoint of national defense, as 
against the loss of certain congressional 
powers, and in voting this way I feel that 
if we come through this whole situation, 
we can again regain those powers of Con
gress and regain our American form of 
government, where we could not do so if 
the country was lost. 

Therefore I again ask the Members of 
this House to look carefully at each 
amendment and to carry these hmend

. ments that would modify the Presidential 
powers and give us the greatest pro
tection. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I now yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
VANZANDT]. 

Mr. VANZANDT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
in the Appendix. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Chairman, this 

lend-lease bill is the most important piece 
of legislation that the Congress of the 
United States has been asked to consider 
in the past 160 years of our existence as a 
free Nation. There is not one of us who 
is not alert to the situation and who has 
not spent hours analyzing this bill, as 
well as all testimony presented at the 
hearings. Frankly, gentlemen, we have 
all lost sleep over this important measure. 

It is common knowledge that prior to 
my election to Congress I was active in 
veteran circles throughout the United 
States, and that during such activity I 
constantly stre.ssed the need of an ade
quate national defense, the preservation 
of our American form of government, 
and, above all, the keeping of America out 
of another futile World War. -
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Since coming to Congress I have con

tinued my efforts in support of those 
views, believing them to represent a 
gospel of real Americanism. While I do 
not pretend to speak for organized vet
erandom, the right to employ the knowl
edge and experience gained from first
hand observations during my veteran 
activities should not be denied me. , 

I am not content to accept at all times 
the philosophy of those who would have 
us as a nation police other portions of 
the globe; nor do I wholeheartedly sub
scribe to isolation theories in their en
tirety. There may be occasions when 
both these different schools of thought 
have merit to their contentions. What 
I have honestly tried to do is to utilize the 
good points of both isolationists and in
terventionists, thereby promoting the 
best interest of America in acquiring an 
adequate national defense, preserving 
our form of government, and keeping 
America out of futile Old World struggles. 

An analysis of my voting record in 
Congress will indicate that I have zeal
ously followed my honest convictions. 
Gentlemen, to chart such a course and 
remain true to it has been difficult in 
the face of a wave of organized propa
ganda the like of which the world has 
never witnessed. 

At this point I want it understood that 
I join the overwhelming majority of the 
American people in approving all possi
ble aid to the valiant sons of the British 
Empire. Moreover, I sincerely pray that 
the courageous English people will emerge 
victors in resisting the iron hand of Hit
ler. Like the vast majority of the Amer
ican people, I do not favor stripping our 
own defenses of needed military supplies 
so essential to our own national security. 

Unfortunately, this bill before us has 
been labeled as a measure "to aid Great 
Britain." Nothing could be further from 
the truth. The bill grants nothing to 
Great Britain directly. Britain is not 
named in the bill. Every grant made by 
the bill is a grant, not to Great Britain 
or any other nation but to the President 
of the United States. In reality, stripped 
of its camouflage, it proposes to have 
Congress delegate its constitutional pow
ers to our Chief Executive under the 
guise of helping any warring nation desig
nated by our President. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
those who designed this bill have em
ployed clevP.r partisan strategy, hoping 
that in using the slogan "to aid Great 
Britain" we will yield our constitutional 
powers as representatives of the Amer
ican people to attain such an objective. 
The sponsors of this legislation bluntly 
ask us to accept this measure and abdi
cate our powers or take the consequences 
of being labeled as opposed to aiding 
Great Britain. Since aid to Great Brit
ain is the paramount issue, why does the 
administration refrain from advocating 
direct aid to Great Britain? 

We all know that Great Britain is not 
directly mentioned in this bill. Further
more, a bill for a specified sum of money 
as aid to Great Britain will have my 
hearty support, and I am certain will be 
overwhelmingly approved by the great 
majority of Congress. 

My brief summary of the so-called 
lend-lease bill indicates that we are plac
ing our own national defense in absolute 
jeopardy by giving the President power 
to direct the heads of the Army and Navy 
to sell, transfer, exchange, lease, or 
otherwise dispose of any defense article 
to any country the President deems vital 
to the defense of the United States after 
consulting with the Chief of Staff of the 
United States Army and the Chief of 
Naval Operations, or both. , 

Let us concentrate for a few moments 
on the picture before us. Here we have 
the Chief of Staff of the United States 
Army and the Chief of Naval Operations, 
both military appointees, conferring with 
their appointer, the President, who is 
also their Commander in Chief. It is a 
basic law of military life that a good sol
dier follows the advice of his superior 
officer, or he is returned to the ranks; 
or, in the case of generals or admirals, 
being offered the gracious consideration 
of asking for retirement. In a few 
words, it is possible to be asked to concur 
in the recommendations, or else be re
placed. The fate of former Secretary 
of War Woodring remains as a grim 
warning of the futility of opposing sea
soned politicians. 

Christian charity prompts me to re
frain from saying that President Roose-
velt would discard the measured judg
ment of General Marshall or Admiral 
Stark; but then let it be remembered 
that we are all human and susceptible 
to our emotions. 

In all seriousness, gentlemen, this so
called provision for consultation by the 
President is empty and meaningless. In 
reality we are taking our whole national 
defense and its many component parts 
out of the hands of Congress and military 
experts and placing it in the hands of an 
astute politician. 

Do you realize that from basic indus
tries related to national defense, such as 
cotton, wheat, steel, and so forth, that 
the President may literally take the 
clothes off your back, so wide is the au
thority conferred under this bill? 

In line with this thought, efforts were 
made to ridicule the oft-repeated state
ment that the President could give our 
Navy away. Any controversy over the 
truth of such a statement was definitely 
settled when Secretary of War Henry L. 
Stimson, the administration's spokes
man, testifying before the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee on January 16, 1941, 
declared in answer to this question: 

This bill permits the President to give away 
all or any part of our Navy, doesn't it? 

Well-

Mr. Stimson replied-
it permits him to transfer it on considera
t ions that he thinks concern our defense. I 
can foresee conditions that might make it 
desirable that the Navy be transferred. A 
situat ion might arise where it would be to 
our advantage to do so. 

There, gentlemen, in Secretary Stim
son's own words you have an authorita
tive interpretation of what can really 
happen under this bill. We all recall 
that a few months ago the President had 
to call off a deal which involved a num
ber of modern torpedo boats because 

Congress called to his attention the vio
lation of an existing law, and the Attor
ney General concurred in the opinion of 
Congress. 

Such action as giving away necessary 
critical equipment that is vital to our 
own national defense is directly opposed 
to our preparedness program ·and my 
idea of building an adequate national 
defense. While I do not say the Presi
dent will again indulge in such attempts, 
nevertheless the authority is there in un
mistakable language this time and re
quires no scholarly opinion of the Attor
ney General. 

The same rule of conduct can be ap
plied to our Army, and no one will be 
able to question the motive or act itself. 
Here is where the issue of an adequate 
national defense asserts itself. · 

Gen. George C. Marshall, in the Amer
ican Legion Monthly for January 1941, 
says: 

The surest road to peace today-indeed, 
the only road-is for us to become so strong 
that no one will dare attack us. 

If we are to follow the sage advice of 
America's No. 1 military man, let us, in 
the name of common sense, not fall into 
the grave error of placing such discre
tion in . the hands of one lone individual. 
We cannot afford to gamble with our 
national security when in the words of 
our own military leaders, as quoted by 
Gen. Hugh Johnson in his news column 
of January 30, General Marshall is au
thority for the following statement: 

We could not transfer to Great Britain 
surplus stores of Army equipment. Stores? 
We have no stores. It will be a happy day 
when we can speak about stores of Army 
equipment. 

We have a need for all modern equipment 
delivered us. 

Supporting General Marshall's posi
tion, according to the Washington Times
Herald of January 17, 1941, Assistant 
Secretary of War Robert P. Patterson 
stated: 

At present the Army does not have . suffi
cient modern weapons to outfit completely 
an army corps of three of its streamlined di
visions, or a total of less than 40,000 men. 

Last week the Washington Times
Herald related that-

Members of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee were startled by testimony con
cerning the deplorable state of the Nation's 
air defenses which was elicited from Secre
tary of War Henry L. Stimson. 

Stimson's evidence was given at a se
cret session of the committee after he 
had pleaded for permission not to be 
asked questions concerning the Army's 
air strength at an open hearing, accord
ing to the Times-Herald. 

·under close questioning Secretary 
Stimson revealed that not a single com
bat plane in the Army fulfilled all the 
requirements of modern air fighting in 
Europe. He further disclosed, of ap
proximately 2,800 combat planes pro
duced in the United States last year, that 
about 400 were kept here for the Army 
and Navy. The Army now has about 650 
combat planes-bombers and pursuit 
type-of all ages, Stimson told the com
mittee. 
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Added to Secretary Stimson's shocking 
revelations of the true condition of our 
national defense, we have the following 
pointed remarks of Ambassador Joseph 
Kennedy uttered December 14: 

As it stands today our production for de
fense 1B nowhere near adequate for the pro
tection of our own situation, let alone aid 
Britain. While our own defenses are weak, 
we are limited as to what we can do for 
Britain, even though we want to. Therefore 
our first obligation is to speed up, defense with 
all our might. It would be suicidal for our 
country to get into war in our present state 
of unpreparedness. 

Thus spoke our Ambassador to the 
Court of St. James's, and whether or not 
you agree with Marshall, Stimson, or 
Kennedy you must admit that someone 
in stripping this Nation of needed mili
tary supplies has been gambling with our 
own national defense and the security of 
the American people. 

As a nation we should be thankful that 
no overt act occurred during this period 
of unpreparedness that would force us 
into war. I make these observations fully 
aware of the great efforts being made by 
the Army, Navy, and private manufac
turers in building up our national de
fense. 

Yet, on the other hand, we must recog
nize that we are asked in this so-called 
lend-lease bill to give one man the power 
to hold the destiny of this great Nation 
in the palm of his hand. 

Congress, in being asked to surrender 
its constitutional powers to the President 
by relaxing its vigilance over national de
fense, is in the same breath being asked 
to abandon its position as the watchdog 
of the Treasury, in section 6 of this so
called lend-lease bill, which in simple 
language provides that the President may 
spend Federal Government money in any 
way beneficial to our defense as the Pres
ident sees fit and in any amounts. 

By this section of the lend-lease bill the 
President i'l given authority to obligate 
this country in underwriting a great por
tion of the cost of the present war for 
Russia, Japan, China, Greece, Great 
Britain, and the countries of the Western 
Hemisphere, and many others. It is note
worthy that the daily cost of the war to 
Great Britain alone is $48,000,000. 

It must be kept in mind that the money 
President Roosevelt can spend in pur
chasing articles of defense is not confined 
to this country. Under section 8 of this 
bill be can purchase or otherwise acquire 
arms or implements of war produced 
within the jurisdiction of any country 
whose defense the President deems vital 
to the defense of the United States. 

In doing so the industries of Canada, 
China, Greece, England, and Russia stand 
to profit by either being revitalized or 
expanded with American taxpayers' 
money. 

When the war clouds lift and peace is 
restored we will have developed our for
eign competition and lie prostrate, the 
victim of national bankruptcy. 

Little or no attention has been given to 
·the provisions of this bill which permits 
the President to authorize the testing, re
pairing, reconditioning, or otherwise to 
place in good working order any defense 
article for any country whose defense the 

President deems vital to the defense of 
the United States. In other words, this 
simply means our navy yards and arse
nals will become repair shops for favored 
warring nations. 

Such a violation of neutrality can only 
have one result-the plunging of this 
Nation into another World War. It is 
my honest opinion that unless this bill is 
radically changed we are not only j eop
ardizing our national defense but we will 
be actually at war, which will demand as 
a sacrifice that we surrender the Ameri
can way of life. 

A thorough canvass of my congres
sional district reveals that the majority 
join me in favoring all possible aid to 
Great Britain without stripping our own 
national defense and, above all, without 
yielding our form of government by be
coming involved in World War No. 2. 

And let none of us be so smug as to 
utter, "It can't happen here." This 
lend-lease bill contains 872 words and is 
similar to the vehicle upon which Hitler 
rode into power when be deftly began to 
translate the meaning of the German 
Constitution so as to further his own 
political aims. 

It is interesting to study the following 
laws enacted by the German Reichstag 
on March 23, 1933. 

The Reichstag has enacted the following 
law which, with the consent of the Reichs
rat, and in view of the determination that 
the requirements for laws changing the con
stitution have been complied with, is hereby 
promulgated: 

ARTICLE 1. National laws can be enacted by 
the national cabinet as well as in accordance 
with the procedure established in the con
stitution. * • • 

~RT. 2. The national laws enacted by the 
national cabinet may deviate from the con
stitution insofar as they do not affect the 
position of the Reichstag and the Reichsrat 
as such. The powers of the Reich President 
remain untouched. 

ART. 3. The national laws enacted by 
the national cabinet are prepared by the 
chancellor and proclaimed in the Reichsge
setzblatt. They take effect, unless otherwise 
specified, upon the day following their 
publication. • • • 

ART. 4. Treaties of the Reich with for
eign states which relate to matters of na
tional legislation do not require the consent 
of the bodies participating in legislation. 
The national cabinet issues the necessary 
provisions for the execution of these treaties. 

ART. 5. This law becomes effective on 
the day of its publication. It becomes in
valid on April 1, 1937; it further becomes 
invalid if the present national cabinet is 
replaced by another. 

The above laws established Hitler as a 
dictator and abolished the usefulness of 
the German Constitution insofar as it af
fected the rights of the German people 
to carve out their own existence. 

Mr. Chairman, when you start tinker
ing with a Constitution such as ours 
you are shaking the mighty foundation 
of this great Republic. As a Member of 
this House elected to represent over 
300,000 of my fellow Americans, I took 
an oath to uphold the Constitution of 
these United States, and to vote for this 
lend-lease bill in its present form I would 
be violating my oath of office. Likewise, 
I would be false to the ideals that have 
moti~ated my actions the past years in 
advocating an adequate national defense, 

preservation of the American form of 
government, and keeping America out of 
war. 

I repeat again, I am asked to yield my 
constitutional power as a Representative 
in Congress on the flimsy excuse that it 
is aid to our heroic English neighbors. 

Mark you! I am for all possible aid 
to Great Britain and will sit here 24 
hours a day to legislate appropriations 
necessary to aid in repelling the forces 
of Hitlerism. 

I resent being asked to surrender my 
congressional powers by supporting a 
cleverly disguised legislative measure 
whose slogan "aid to Great Britain" is 
not only . a misnomer but an insult to 
my intelligence and a fraud upon the 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield now 
5 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. ANDREWS], the ranking minor
ity member of the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, it 
has been my privilege, thanks to the 
courtesy of the chairman of the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs, to have heard 
practically all of the testimony before 
that committee during the past 2 or 3 
weeks. I think I have read all of the 
correspondence which has come to me 
on this subject for and against the bill, 
and I have heard a great many of the 
radio talks and read most of the column
ists. It would be presuming for me to 
think that I could offer any new thoughts 
on . this subject, even though the debate 
itself has consumed but a few days. I 
wish, however, to make myself perfectly 
clear, for the information of any of those 
whom I have the honor to represent who 
may be interested. I think it safe to 
say that 90 percent of all of the people in 

·this country today are against our entry 
into the war. Considering that propor
tion, I am led to believe that you could 
not find 40 Members of the House, or a 
10-percent representation of all of the 
people, who would be for a declaration 
of war. I think ·it is also generally 
agreed that there are probably 75 per
cent of the people today who come With
in the general classification of wanting 
to help England short of war. Of that 
75 percent, however, there are in my 
opinion a great many people who have 
not thought this thing through. Of this 
group, short of war provides the debat
able ground. I feel that if this group 
knew that any sort of aid to England 
short of war .would mean the eventual 
use of American troops, or that such aid 
might mean involvement in war, then 
the percentage of people who would favor 
help to England short of war would drop 
from 75 to about 45 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not one of those 
who share the great apprehension of 
the dire consequences to this country in 
the event that the British Isles go under. 
I also believe this-and I think a great 
many Member: of Congress would admit 
it to be true-that if all of the things we 
he~r today in the way of alarming possi
bilities and threatening conditions to this 

· country are true, and I am thinking now 
also of what the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. GIFFORD] said yesterday 
about public opinion and the fact that 
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he made up his mind 2 months before 
public opinion had crystallized on this 
matter; if the value of our taking a posi
tion as a nation means anything, and if 
the morale referred to by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH] means 
anything, and if we really take that atti
tude, provided the conditions are as acute 
as some today consider them-then we 
ought not to he discussing this question 
today, but we should be considering the 
matter of a declaration of war. 

It all boils down, in the last analysis, 
to one consideration; and ·each Member 
of Congress, regardless of public opinion, 
regardless of party and of what the effect 
may be on his own future success, will 
have to reason the thing out on the basis 
of his own convictions. Is this our war 
or is it not our war? If it is our war and 
we feel that we should go into it to defeat 
Hitler for our own sake, then we should 
declare war now. If it is not our war, 
and I do not think it is, we are not going 
to have a declaration of war, for it is evi
dent that the people are against our 
entering the war, because that is re
:fiected here now in the opinions of the 
Representatives in Congress. 

On the other hand, we wish to help 
England, for hereditary or other reasons, 
beyond what we are now doing, so we 
have a bill before us that was conceived 
very hurriedly and in the drafting of 
which the minority leadership of the 
House and of the committee were given 
little or no consideration. Personally, 
I am in favor of helping England, and 
I will vote for this . bill providing addi
tional and perfectly reasonable amend
ments, which have been suggested, are 
adopted. I wish to address myself now 
principally to the controlling gentlemen 
of the majority on the Committee on For
eign Affairs, the majority leader, and 
also the Speaker of the House. This 
matter could have been worked out by 
another method along more moderate 
lines than those provided for in the 
original bill. The President of the United 
States, by his own recent approval, has 
indicated that the original bill was ex
treme in his willingness to accept four 
amendments thereto. The bill as it is 
now does not represent enlightened and 
considered thought on our real responsi
bilities of the moment. I venture the 
opinion that there will be changes made 
in the Senate if they are not made here 
tomorrow or before we vote upon it. The 
real vote on this bill will be when it 
comes back from the Senate after con
ference. Referring to the bill, it has 
seemed to me that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. WADSWORTH] is a very 
reasonable man, and I think he has a 
conception of our foreign relations equal 
to that of any man on the majority side. 
His record proves that. He has been par
ticularly reasonable on all measures in 
the last few years affecting the welfare 
of this country. He has made some very 
pertinent and considered suggestions for 
amendments. These would go a long way 
to satisfy the doubtful and, to my mind, 
would strengthen the bill. If we are 
going to have unity, there must be con
sideration of the best opinions on both 
sides of the aisle, and I think it would 

reflect more unity in this country if the 
vote for this bill in the end is a vote by 
a large majority rather than the ques
tion of limitations or no limitations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. FISH. I yield the gentleman 1 
minute more. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I want to leave just 
one thought with you: Why not some 
limitation on the expenditure of funds? 
We are charged with the responsibility 
of voting those funds, and we should 
fix the limitations on this measure. The 
gentleman who just preceded me spoke 
of the impracticability of limiting future 
contractual obligations beyond the date 
covered by this act, but they can all be 
figured out in dollars and included under 
the lump-sum limitation when the time 
comes. I do not care whether it is two 
billion or three billion or even four bil
lion, but it is a reasonable amendment, 
and I venture to say to the members of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee on the 
majority side that the biggest proportion 
of the membership on the Democratic 
side would be very glad to see such an 
amendment adopted. Who will guide 
you? I think it would be reasonable and 
smart for the President of the United 
States to go along with it, if he, too, 
wants unity. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 

minutes to the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. KNUTSON]. 

1\t~r. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, in my 
consideration of H. R. 1776 I have been 
entirely free from any fear that it is within 
the range of possibility that the United 
States of America can be invaded by any 
single nation or combination of nations 
in Europe, or Asia, or both. I am not one 
of those who holds such a poor opinion 
of the fighting qualities of the American 
as to tremble with fear over the possi
bility that the war in Europe may end in 
a way that is neither pleasing nor satis
factory to us. Neither am I one of those 
Americans who believes that the navy of 
a foreign country is our first line of de
fense. The first line of defense for 
America is 132,000,000 free men, women, 
and children, and so long as we remain 
free and fully protected there will be no 
danger of invasion. 

I cannot bring myself to believe that a 
people who in 150 years transformed a 
wilderness empire into the greatest and 
mightiest nation in all the history of the 
world have so deteriorated that they are 
incapable of protecting their firesides un
der all conditions and against all odds. 
It may be charged that that feeling of 
security is due in a measure to the in
terior location of the great State which 
I have the honor to represent in part, but 
I will not concede that, because those 
Americans who live in the coastal zones 
of the country are just as independent 
and self-reliant, just as ready to rely 
upon themselves as are their kinsfolk in 
the interior. 

There are ~ew left in this and in the 
other body of those who served in the 
World War Congress 24 years ago. They 
must be impressed, as I have been, with 
t}?.e fact that we are now being subjected 
to the same waving of :flags, the same 
beating of brea.sts, the same roll of the 

tom toms that blitzkrieged us into the 
World War nearly 24 years ago. The 
only difference that I can discern is that 
today a comparatively new instrumen
tality-the radio-is freely being made 
Pse of by both sides. 

There is another difference in the two 
campaigns to embroil America in the war. 
Twenty-five years ago the anger of our 
people was raised to a fighting pitch by 
cleverly concocted stories of unspeakable 
atrocities that we found, after the war 
was over, to have been a tissue of lies in
vented and disseminated by the most ex
pert propaganda organization in all the 
world-the British Foreign Office. 

Now we know that our expedition to 
Europe in 1917-18 was a tragic mistake. 
That war marked the closing chapter 
of the America that we had known and 
under which all had greatly prospered. 
It ushered in a new era of wasteful spend
ing and an ever-increasing tax load that 
will sit upon the shoulders of unborn 
generations like the old man of the sea. 

When we went into that war our na
tional debt was about $1,000,000,000. 
During our excursion to Europe we spent 
about $36,000,000,000, or let me put it this 
way-$36 for every minute since the dawn 
of the Christian era. And it is estimated 
that before the last obligation of that war 
has been paid its total cost will be in 
excess of $100,000,000,000. 

Now we are getting all set to repeat 
that folly. It seems that we did not learn 
much of anything from our former 
European experience. Twenty-five years 
ago we were told that it was necessary 
for us to go over there to make the world 
safe for democracy. When the war was 
over there was not a single dictator left 
in Europe. The Czar and the Kaiser 
had been driven from their thrones; 
Hitler, Mussolini, and Stalin had not been 
heard of; new and free nations were 
created-Poland, Finland, Czechoslo
vakia, Latvia, Lith,uania, Estonia-all of 
them democracies-came off the ways 
and were launched on the sea of democ
racy. Alas, the good that was wrought 
soon disappeared, like the snows of yes
teryear. Germany, Italy, and Russia 
are today dictatorships, and in all 
Europe only two real democracies sur
vive-Finland and Switzerland. So much 
for what we accomplished then. 

Now we are again being urged to go 
over to Europe on the plea that Britain 
who, they tell us, is our first line of de~ 
fense, is being seriously threatened, and 
we are further told that, if she goes 
un~er, we will be next. They are not 
tr;ymg the old atrocity stories on us this 
tnp. Oh, no! We may bite on the same 
~ubstal?-ce twice, but it must be dished up 
m a different form. Twenty-five years 
a~o they played upon our hates and pas
siOns. Today they play upon our fears. 

! . do not believe that there is a single 
military authority in all the land who 
~ill seriously claim that this country is 
I~ danger of invasion; neither do I be
lieve that there is serious danger to South 
Amer~ca _from that source. If Germany 
finds It difficult to cross 20 miles of water 
how can she or any other country hop~ 
to successfully invade countries separated 
by 3,000 miles of water? Any invasion 
of Latin America must be purely eco-
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nomic and will be due to the ability of 
competing nations to undersell us. We 
cannot expect to gain and hold economic 
supremacy in South America: because a 
majority of the countries down there 
produce products that compete with 
American products. Aside from coffee, 
manganese, some tin and rubber, prac
tically everything produced in South 
America is of a competitive character. 
The countries of South America must 
buy where they sell~ 

Is there anyone within the sound of 
my voice who is so fatuous, so naive, 
as to believe that we can ever hope to 
establish real reciprocai relations with 
Argentina? That country produces cat
tle, sheep, swine, corn, wheat, and, I be
lieve, some cotton. Is there one of· the 
products I have just named that we would 
be willing to let come into this country 
under a reciprocal arrangement? Ar
gentina must and wiU do business with 
the countries that buy her products. 
The same is true of Uruguay and, in a 
measure, of Brazil and Paraguay. We 
may loan them money until we have 
pauperized ourselves, but it will not-it 
cannot.-change the picture. 

My countrymen, I appeal to you to be 
practical in this matter. Do you realize 
that if we go through with the ambitious. 
lend-lease program that the administra
tion has mapped out it may result in 
raising the national debt to as . much as 
eighty or one hundred billion dollars, 
and that would be about one-third of all 
our wealth of every kind and description? 

Less than 8 months ago we raised the 
limit for our national debt from $45,000,-
000,000 to $49,000,000,000. Only the 
other day the Ways and Means Commit
tee reported out a bill to further increase 
the national-debt limit from $49,000,000,-
000 to $65,000,000,000, and we were told 
that this is necessary if the Federal 
Treasury is to meet the Nation's obliga
tions in May. We were told by responsi
ble representatives of the Treasury that 
it is imperative that this ·increase be 
voted at an early date. Indeed, the Sec
retary of the Treasury told the commit
tee that the Government's financial con
dition is such as to cause him many sleep
less nights and yet you are giving serious 
consideration, and will probably give ap
proval to a proposal to give the President 
a blank check in spending. With all due 
respect to the great office of Chief Magis
trate of the United States, I ask you if ;t 
is safe to grant that extraordinary and 
unheard of power to any human being? 
And I ask that question in all sincerity 
and in all charity. 

On March 23, 1933. Hitler promised the 
German people that he would surrender 
to them in 1937 the extraordinary powers 
conferred upon him by the Reichstag, 
but he has never done so; neither can I 
recall any of the great powers heretofore 
conferred upon Mr. Roosevelt being sur
rendered by him. My friends, we are 
playing with fire. 

In the 8 years that Mr. Roosevelt has 
been President he has increased the na
tional debt from $22,500,000,000 to about 
$43,000,000,000 and the Budget Bureau 
estimates that the public debt will attain 
the stupendous sum of $58,367,000,000 in 
1942. And all this, notwithstanding that 

the net revenue of the Government in- · 
creased from $2,080',000,000 in 1933, to 
$5,387,000,000 in 1940. These are figures 
that can hardly be grasped by astron
omers who spend their lives computing 
the mileage between the various heavenly 
bodies. 

My friends, you are proposing to em
bark upon a program of spending that 
will sen unborn generations of Ameri
cans into lifetime bondage of debt. You 
are proposing to so increase the national 
debt that the living level of the American 
people will be reduced to that of pauper
ized Eutope. It is all very well to get up 
here and beat your breast and talk about 
the great man in the White House; that 
he will not usurp or abuse any power 
given him, but it is not so long ago that 
we elected another President on the plea 
that he would keep us out of war. It may 
be that Mr. Roosevelt is sincere when he 
says .that he does not want to get into 
this war, but when I see someone walk
ing around with a chip on his shoulder, 
as he has been doing for the past sev
eral years, it is a pretty good sign that 
that someone is looking for trouble. 

To you newer Members who feel that 
you must blindly follow the President I 
would suggest that you study the con
gressiona.l election returns for 1918 and 
reflect upon the habit history has of 
repeating itself. To you older Members 
who say you believe that the future wel
fare of America demands that we again 
mix in European power politics, let me 
urge that you be your age. [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CARL
soN] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, we are 
now debating for the third day H. R. 1776, 
known as the lend-lease bill. This de
bate has brought out an honest difference 
of opinion as to what is the best course 
for our Nation to follow. There are those 
who contend that the pending bill must 
be enacted into law immediately if we are 
to maintain our democracy. There is. an 
equally sincere . group who contend that 
its enactment means the end of our de
mocracy and our entry into the present 
European war. Patriotism is not a parti
san issue. We are facing the most criti
cal period in our history. Sincere and 
honest debate of this problem must be 
had in order to clarify, if possible, our 
best future course for our country. 

Our Nation is in danger of being car
ried into a war by propaganda and emo
tion. Our sympathies are so strong for 
the Allies that it is hard to approach this 
subject on its merits. We are not neutral 
in our thinking or our actions. My sym
pathies are all for those people who are 
fighting to protect their country, their 
homes, and their liberty against cruel, 
despotic. rulers. Our Nat.ion must make 
a vital decision-a decision that may for
ever destroy our democracy. The pend
ing bill does more than furnish aid to 
England. In fact, testimony before the 
Foreign Affairs Committee assures us that 
this legislation cannot be of any assist
ance to that country for many months. 
That being the case, I would like to ask 
why all the haste in securing its enact
ment. I do not impugn the motives of 
anyone who favors this legislation, but I 

do believe the American people should be 
taken into the confidence of those who 
are sponsoring this legislation. 

They are asking now: 
Is it necessary for this Nation to adopt 

a. policy that approaches dangerously 
near to a dictatorship in order to oppose 
dictatorships in foreign lands? 

Why should Congress. composed of 
Senators and Representatives elected by 
the people, give the power to one man, 
without restriction, to declare war, to 
raise and support armies, to maintain a 
navy, and to spend the taxpayers' money? 

Why not· follow the course laid down 
by the Constitution and have Congress 
openly declare war rather than give the 

1 President powers which may ultimately 
drag this Nation into war? 

Since Congress is now in session, and 
will no doubt be in continuous session for 
this year, willing to meet any emergency. 
why abdicate its constitutional responsi· 
bilities? 

Is this legislation necessary to aid Great 
Britain, or can more aid be extended bY 
other methods? 

These are fair questions. They are 
vital questions, and the American people 
are entitled to an answer. It is the Amer
can people who will have to pay the bills 
incurred by this legislation. They will 
have to die on foreign soU and possibly 
on the battlefields of every continent if 
we are to police the entire world. For 
years our Nation has followed the advice 
of Washington, Jefferson, and Jackson 
when they urged us to keep out of foreign 
entanglements. That tradition or that 
foreign policy has enabled us to make the 
most remarkable progress in history. 
We, by our example of peace and progress-, 
have not only preserved our democracy, 
but we have been an example, a shining 
light, to the people of all nations. 

Surely we have not forgotten that 24 
years ago we ventured into a European 
war to make the world safe for democ
racy. That war resulted in an unjust 
Versailles Treaty which insured another 
war. It resulted in the destruction of 
democratic government on the Continent 
of Europe and replaced it with com
munism in Russia, nazi-ism in Germany, 
and fascism in Italy. Are we not in 
danger of losing · our own democracy if 
we become embroiled in the present 
European conflict? The last war cost us 
casualties of more than 500,000 American 
men and the loss of more than $30,000,-
000.000, which resulted in war debts, de
pression, financial and economic destruc
tl.on. The American people have not yet 
recovered from the suffering and misery 
of that war. Our aim must be to pre
serve our democracy in order to per
petuate the last stronghold of liberty 
on this continent and in th.e world. 

The American people are opposed to 
war; they are opposed to sending their 
sons to fight a war 3,000 miles from our 
shores; they are opposed to foreign en_. 
tanglements, alliances, and power poli
tics; they are going to hold their Rep-

, resentatives in Congress to a strict ac_. 
countability. This bill, if enacted into 
law, takes us one step closer to actual 
belligerency. No one- believes that we 
can furnish war materials, airplanes, 
convoy merchant ships, repair belligerent 
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ships in our harbors, and use our eco
nomic weapons without sooner or later 
sending our men into actual battle. 

This bill transfers the powers of Con
gress to the President, and by so doing 
we evade our responsibility. That is not 
democracy To continue our democracy, 
we must guard zealously every right 
granted us under the Constitution. It is 
easy to relinquish these powers, but it is 
another and serious matter to regain 
them. America has a great future, but 
that future lies in the power of the peo
ple. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
40 minutes to the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts, the majority leader [Mr. Mc
CoRMACK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
with the danger that confronts us, with 
the known knowledge of the viciousness 
and ruthlessness of the destructive forces 
that exist in the world today, with their 
known objectives of the destruction of 
democratic processes of government, and 
of our civilization, it is apparent to all 
that our country is justified in and 
should take action at this time to de
fend our people and our institutions by 
preventing the present conflict later 
coming to our shores. 

The present bill is a peace measure for 
our people. It is based on the necessity 
of our own self-defense, and our coun
try has a right-and it is our duty to do · 
so when danger exists-to provide for 
our self-defense, international law to 
the contrary notwithstanding. The real 
warmongers are those who oppose 
action, and in their blind opposition 
are attempting to diVide our people. 
nis is no time for division. This is 
the time for unity. Division at this 
time will result in harm. It might 
result in destruction. If the opposition 
succeeds in preventing the passage of this 
bill or amends it so that for all practical 
.purposes it is useless or meaningless, and 
if Britain, Greece, and China are de
feated, do they, such persons, for a mo
ment think that we will be left unmo
lested? Do you think so? What do 
you think Nazi Germany and Army
controlled Japan will do to the United 
States in the case of an Axis victory? 
Do you think they wm let us alone? 

An economic attack, such as they can 
and will wage against us in the first in
stance, closing the world's markets to all 
American porducts that can be obtained 
elsewhere, and the flooding of our mar
kets with the products of their forced 
labor of itself would have a serious, if 
not fatal effect upon our economic, 
social, and political life. Do you think 
that those countries, the Axis Powers, are 
going to permit us to continue on our 
even way? Every person in his own 
mind and heart feels and knows that a 
victorious Axis will demand their tribute 
of us in some way, and unlike the crude 
method of the pirates of the Barbary 
coast of old, they will exact tribute in a 
brutal, vicious, ruthless, modern manner. 

Having that picture in mind, the ques
tion for us to decide is whether we are 
going to close our eyes to the plain facts 
or if we will view the existing world 

situation and the apparent dangers that 
confront us from a practical and realistic 
manner, and take such steps, short of 
war, that the present conditions justify 
and warrant, in fact demand. 

One thing is certain, inaction now is 
an open invitation to an attack later on, 
either from an economic or a military 
angle or through a combination of both. 
It is not alone a question of where our 
sympathies lie but is a question of cold, 
calm, practical, and realistic judgment 
as to what course, in the light of the 
existing dangers, we should take in the 
best interests of our country. One thing 
is certain, inaction and indecision will be 
injurious and harmful. This is the time 
for quick and correct judgment, devoid 
of our likes or dislikes, with unity of ac
tion along a course that is certain and 
definite, . having foremost in mind the 
best interests of our country, and then 
to have the courage and the determina
tion to carry that judgment quickly into 
effect. 

Is there any Member of this body, or 
any American, who thinks that a de
feated Britain, China, or Greece means 
an untouched America later on? Any 
person taking that position would prop
erly be indicted as being blind to the 
existing dangers, to their conscience, and 
to the truth. 

Suppose, in the papers of tomorrow 
or later on, the people of America should 
read of the defeat of Britain, what do 
you suppose will be their feelings? Will 
it be one of calmness, of safety and 
security, or will it be one of alarm, one 
with the feeling of fear, of impending 
danger? Would not their feelings be 
properly summed in the words "we are 
next"? That is the reason why this is 
a defense measure and a peace measure, 
so that "we will not be next." 

It is amazing to me how many people 
think in terms of keeping our country out 
of war. Every one of us by nature and at 
heart is a pacifist. I do not want to re
sort to violence. In my contacts with my 
fellowman as a youngster and growing up 
I ran away from danger until some great
er danger compelled me to enter into 
conflict, into battle with some of the 
youngsters with whom I grew up. That 
is my feeling today. It is the natural 
feeling of all persons. We do not want 
trouble. We do not want war. Our in
clination is to run away, to do everything 
we can to avert it. But sometimes the 
law of self-preservation stares us in the 
face as individuals and the same law of 
preservation at times stares a nation in 
the face. In the face of a greater dan
ger-destruction in all probability-we 
are compelled then to react in a contrary 
direction to what our natural instincts 
prompt us to do. That is why there are 
two aspects involved, one of which is to 
keep our country out of war-that is the 
easiest thing we have to do. ·An we have 
to do is do nothing, but if we do nothing, 
does your judgment tell you that we are 
keeping war from our shores later? In 
order to keep our country out of war, as 
I see it, in the face of the imminent dan
ger that confronts us, to prevent that 
danger from becoming actual ·we have to 

take affirmative steps of some kind to 
prevent the war later coming to our 
shores. 

The purposes of the pending bill is to 
keep our country out of war and to keep 
war from coming to our shores later on. 
That can only be done by preventing an 
Axis victory. It is unfortunate that the 
present world situation exists that re
quires us to consider legislation of this 
kind. That condition was not brought 
about by us, but it exists just the same. 
We are confronted with a condition, not 
a theory. Most of the arguments of 
those who oppose ignore the indisputa
ble fact that a condition exists in the 
world today that menaces our future 
safety and existence. It is here, and, 
much as we dislike to, we must meet it. 
The law of self-preservation applies to 
nations just the same as it appUes to in
dividuals. When danger confronts- an 
individual he must form a quick judg
ment, and he must act accordingly, and 
with courageous certainty. The same 
applies to nations. In this case it is our 
country. Indecision and inaction in the 
face of danger is fatal to a nation, just 
the same as it is to an individual. The 
mere fact that we are a powerful and 
wealthy nation does not make us an ex
ception to the necessities of self-preser
vation when danger confronts us. We, 
as a matter of fact, alone in the world, 
as we will be, will be attractive prey for 
the destructive hunters. 

Everyone agrees that imminent danger 
confronts us now. Is it for our best in
terests to remain idle, to hesitate, to re• 
act to fear, or is it for our best interests 
to act while we have friends remaining, 
before it is too late? The answer to 
this and other similar questions is clear 
to me. Now is the time we should and 
must act if we want to prevent the "im
minent danger" that confronts us from 
b.ecoming an actual danger. This is not 
time for splitting of hairs on the part 
of those who realize the dangers of the 
present situation, and the necessity for 
action. It will be useless for us to offer 
alibis later on for the inaction and inde
cision of today. 

In the face of the danger that con
fronts us, I beg of you, those who realize 
the situation, to let all minor differences 
of opinion as to some provisions of this 
bill-some differences of opinion as to 
details; all feelings, personal, political, or 
otherwise, to disapp€ar or be laid aside 
during the period of the present crisis. 
We have too much at stake to allow such 
feelings or differences of opinion as to de
tails, divide us in this hour of danger. 

We of this generation of Americans 
have inherited a great trust from the 
past. It is our duty as Americans. to pre
serve in our generation our institutions 
of government. We have received our 
great heritage from past generations 
with the unwritten mandate, the duty to 
preserve and to pass on . . We are a gen
eration living in the face of grave danger 
to our country. We will be judged by 
our children and their descendants by 
the results we obtain. 

We cannot view this serious situation 
from the angle of hind thought, and leg-
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islate accordingly. We all wish that we 
ceuld. Looking ahead, as we must, and 
in the light of existing conditions, we 
must now determine the course of action 
necessary to perform our trust, the pres
ervation of the Union and of democratic 
processes of government. The future will 
appraise us by what we do now. Past 
generations of Americans, those that 
underwent days of trial and danger, have 
kept their trust. Will we? On what you 
and I of this Congress do now will de
pend the answer to that question. 

Are we going to be recorded in history 
as a generation of Americans that failed? 
Unity, judgment, courage, and action as 
Americans, is the road that we must 
take to be recorded as a generation that 
succeeded. Inaction, indecision, is the 
road to failure. 

For myself, my duty is clear, and that 
duty I will perform as my conscience 
convincingly dictates to me. I am more 
concerned with the preservation and the 
future of my country than I am with the 
preservation or future of my political 
life. 

I wonder if those who vote against this 
bill will be able to convince their people 
or Americans everywhere that they voted 
right if Hitler wins and overt acts are 
directed toward our country? I wonder 
if they will then be able to satisfy their 
people, yes, themselves, if, in splitting 
hairs over some of the provisions of this 
bill, they vote against it. I would not 
want to have it on my conscience that in 
this hour of danger to my country that I 
split hairs or that I blew hot and cold at 
the same time, or that I tried to play both 
ends against the middle, on this bill. I 
have no difficulty in wondering what will 
be the opinion of the American people 
against those who voted against legisla
tion, if Hitler and his international group 
of pagan bandits win, and our country is 
next on the list. 

The opponents advance all kinds of 
arguments in an effort to justify their 
position. To one who takes the position 
that under no conditions should the Con
gress pass legislation of this kind, much 
as I disagree with such persons, I respect 
their views and their honesty. Such a 
person takes a clear and definite position. 
They are outright and unadulterated 
isolationists. There are some such per
sons in this country. Such persons will 
have to later assume their full responsi
bility and blame if, due to serious 
amendment of this bill, or due to unnec
essary delay, actual danger comes to our 
country. If actual danger is averted, it 
will not be due to any cooperation on 
their part. 

There are others who, realizing the 
danger, feel that something should be 
done in an effort to avert its actual ar
rival to our people who oppose for various 
minor reasons. I urge them to stop, 
look, and listen and not to play with fire 
but to unite in certain and definite action 
as contemplated by the provisions of the 
pending bill. 

During the course of the hearings and 
the debate, we have heard with frequency 
the charge of dictatorship. We have 
been hearing the same argument for the 
past 8 years, on every important piece of 
legislation that Congress has considered. 

LXXXVII--38 

It is about time that the opponents of 
this measure coin out of the English 
language another word or slogan in an 
effort to excite the fears of the people. 
We heard that cry made against the 
securities and exchange bill, the wage
and-hours law, the National Labor Rela
tions Board legislation, the monetary 
legislation, the reorganization bill, the 
repeal of the embargo, and other legis
lation. I remember well the furore cre
ated when the reorganization bill was 
pending in Congress only a few years 
ago. The fears of hundreds of thousands 
of fine persons were played upon. The 
charge resounded throughout the country 
.that the passage of the reorganization 
bill meant dictatorship. 

We all remember well that legislative 
battle. The bill passed. It is now no 
longer a iaw, its operation expiring on 
January 20, 1941. Where is the dictator
ship that the opponents assured was 
coming? 

The same old attempt is now being 
made to divide our people by playing 
upon their fears by the making of state
ments that are unwarranted. There is 
too much involved in the future of our 
country to resort to such specious argu
ments engendering fear for the purpose 
of dividing the unity of our people. 

To listen to this argument, one would 
think that delegation of power in itself 
is dictatorial. One of the first bills 
passed by the first Congress in the easier 
and more simple economic system that 
existed than today, was a bill delegating 
certain powers to the executive branch 
of our Government. Practically every 
important bill that any Congress has 
ever passed, or will pass in the future, 
carries with it delegations of power, 
necessary to make the law effective. 
Congress cannot legislate on every detail 
that confronts or relates to the operation 
of our Government. Democratic proc
esses must serve its people just the same 
as any other government, and in order 
to serve it must work. The greater the 
emergency, the greater the danger, the 
more necessity exists for the delegation 
of powers during an emergency. And, 
lest we forget, this bill delegates the pow
ers therein contained to whom? To the 
President of the United States, an elec
tive of.ficial, not an appointive one, in the 
face of danger, under the Constitution, 
our Commander in Chief, and the only 
elective executive whose constituency is 
the whole country, and all of our people. 
If I have a choice of electing between 
delegating powers to an elective or an 
appointive official, I prefer to delegate 
them to an elective official. And this 
opinion is no reflection upon appointive 
officials. 

We have the fact that in this bill 95 
percent of the money necessary to carry 
it into operation must later be appropri
ated by the Congress. The power to ap
propriate carries with it the power not 
to appropriate. The power to appropri
ate carries with it the power to appropri
ate as requested or recommended in 
whole or in part, or to appropriate with 
limitation. Therefore, under this bill we 
have reserved to ourselves, by the fact 
that the President ·must recommend to 
the Congress the appropriations neces-

sary to carry it out, jurisdiction over at 
least 95 percer_t of the operations of the 
bill. 

On this question "dictatorship" ad
vanced by opponents of this measure, let 
us remember the last time that our coun
try faced a danger that threatened its 
continued existence. That was during 
the Civil War. The men who fought on 
both sides of that conflict fought honor
ably. and for the principles th.ey believed 
in at that time. As we look back, we all 
realize that a divided Nation would have 
been harmful to both sides. In those 
days the immortal Lincoln, the saviour 
of the Union, was also charged by his op
ponents-and they were from the North 
not from the South-with being a "die~ 
tator," and as "a destroyer of the Consti
tution." Thonias Jefferson, of immortal 
fame, was bitterly attacked in his day as 
"a violator of the Constitution" for mak
ing the Lousiana Purchase. Even the 
Father of the Country, George Washing
ton, who will always be foremost in the 
minds of Americans, was accused in his 
day of wanting to perpetuate himself in 
o~ce by establishing a monarchy, with 
himself as the king. Every strong Presi
dent has met the charge of wanting to 
be a dictator by his opponents and 
enemies. Every strong President will. 
There is absolutely no justification for 
s1:1ch a charge being made against this 
bill. To the contrary, it might well be 
advanced that the enactment into law of 
the pending bill will prevent an alien 
~deology, and a foreign dictatorship being 
Imposed upon us. 

The argument has also been advanced 
that this bill will lead us into war. I can
not agree with that view. It is my opin
ion that this bill is the safest course that 
we can take to keep us out of war and to 
lessen the chances of war coming to our 
shores later on. 

No matter what course we take inac
tion or action as proposed in the p~nding 
bill, certain risks are involved. The 
question in this respect is whether by in
action we take a greater risk than we 
will take by proper judgment and action 
that we deem necessary for our welfare. 
The conscience of each individual Amer
ican must answer that question. In con
nection with this, there is one question 
that I cannot escape asking myself, and 
which I must answer, and upon my an
swer depends my course of action. Will 
an Axis victory be followed by an eco
nomic or military attack upon my coun
try? 

To me there is only one answer. It 
is my firm opinion that in the event of 
an Axis victory, which will mean that all 
of Europe, Asia, Africa, Australasia-the 
whole world outside of the Western 
Hemisphere-will be conquered, con
trolled, or dominated by the Axis Powers, 
and that of the once numerous democra
cies of the world, our country will be 
alone. The countries of Central and 
South America, having their own prob
lems and cultural associations, will be 
affected, and in all probability compelled, 
of necessity if not otherwise, to wean 
away from the United States. The 
"squeeze play" of Germany, Italy, and 
Japan will -then be ready for operation. 
That pact, as we all know, constitutes a 
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direct threat to the United States. That 
was its purpose. Japan will in all prob
ability only move when that country 
thinks it can do so with safety and with · 
chances of success, and that will un
doubtedly happen if Britain is defeated. 
Is it a reasonable probability to draw 
that we will be left alone in the event of 
an Axis victory? 

In all probability inaction now is the 
road to tribute first and war later. In 
any event it is the road to adversity and 
troublesome days for our country. 

Respecting as I do the views of those 
on this question, that inaction now is the 
best course to pursue, I cannot escape the 
conclusion that action now is vitally nec
essary and that prompt aid to those coun
tries now or in the future, while the 
present emergency exists, who are resist
ing the attack of the totalitarian ag
gressors is essential to our national de
fense. I recognize and appreciate the 
fears of those who feel that the passage 
of this bill will result in a declaration of 
war by Hitler and his allies. My answer 
to that is, much as they dislike to see this 
bill pass, that prior to the defeat of 
Britain they will not dare declare war. 
To do so means that by their own act-
not ours--they will bring into operation 
the full force and power of our Govern
ment and of our great resources, and 
they do not want that to happen. 

One might say, "If we do nothing we 
will be left alone in case of an Axis vic
tory." My answer to that is that if we 
did everything that Hitler wanted us to 
do short of establishing a Nazi-controlled 
fo;m of government, that he and his 
partners would not leave us alone. One 
thing is certain·, a defeated Hitler, or a 
Germany that does not win, means a se
cure America from future attack of any 
kind. 

There are some who advance the cry 
that this bill will lead us into war who 
made the same cry when the bill repeal
ing the embargo was passed. That was 
well over 1 year ago. They predicted 
that its passage would result in our entry 
into the war within 60 or 90 days. They 
were wrong then. They make the same 
cry now. 

There are some who are trying to im
pugn the motives of President Roosevelt. 
He has been the subject of that attack 
for the past 8 years. When we hear some 
of the charges made, I sometimes wonder 
if those who make them realize that every 
elective official, from President down to 
the smallest office, is elected by the peo
ple, and for a time certain, and that the 
people are well aware of that fact. 

I deplore such attacks upon any Presi
dent. I may disagree with a President of 
our country, as I have, but I will never 
impugn his motives, no matter who he 
may be, and I will never doubt his pa
triotism and his love of our country. 

Some have even gone to the extent of 
charging that the President recom
mended this bill in order to bring us into 
war. That is a statement that is unwar
ranted, unfounded, and in complete dis
regard of the truth. A declaration of war 
is an act of Congress. Only Congress. can 
declare war. But, they say, a President 
can create an incident that will result in 
war. To charge any President with that 

purpose goes far beyond the limits of de
cency. However, every President in the 
history of our country, and under the 
constitutional powers conferred upon 
him, could do that if he wanted to. If 
President Roosevelt wanted to create 
such an incident, the last thing he would 
do would be to seek the passage of the 
pending bill. Under the broad powers 
conferred upon the President under the 
Constitution, he or any other President 
could create an incident which some 
other country could consider an act of 
war. But, instead, President Roosevelt 
recommends this bill, showing his inten- · 
tion and determination to take such steps 
as he deems necessary for our defense
necessary for the preservation of our in
stitutions, and essential to the keeping 
of our people out of this war, and by 
keeping war away from our shores in the 
future. 

In taking the proposed steps, in · addi
tion to taking a course of action that 
present world conditions require in our 
own defense, by the passage of this bill 
we will also render a greater service to 
mankind. The present war is not one of 
mere conquest alone. The "new order" of 
Hitler and his allies have clearly evi
denced a determination to destroy the 
civilization of which we are a part, and 
which we believe in, a civilization that 
recognizes the omnipotence of God, and 
which has its origin in "Iove of God, and 
love of neighbor." The new ideology has 
its origin in the theory of the supremacy 
of man and its accompanying element of 
hate.. It is purely paganistic. Not con
tent with its acceptance by the people of 
those countries that voluntarily want 
such a paganistic form of government, 
its leaders are attempting, and deter
mined, if possible, to impose their will 
upon the peoples of all nations of the 
world. 

The minority report is an interesting 
report in many respects. In it those that 
signed the same say they recognize the 
danger to our country * * • that ac
tion is necessary at this time. They ad
mit the grave danger to our country. 
Their eyes are open, so they say, by the 
very report they have made. And yet, 
with the admission of grave danger, they 
hesitate, and propose a bill that practi
cally everyone knows, if enacted, would 
be meaningless Etnd ineffective. They 
recommend the passage of legislation 
that our military and naval advisers have 
stated would be a mere gesture * • • 
wholly inadequate. They undertake to 
substitute their views for the views and 
the opinions of men who are giving their 
whole lives to the national defense of our 
country. 

The Washington Star of last Sunday 
in an editorial stated in relation to the 
~nority report: -

In effect, they recognize the importance to 
us of a British victory by advocating aid to 
Britain, but they are not willing to sanction 
that degree of assistance which, in the judg
ment of our own military experts, is essential 
to prevent a Nazi victory. 

The minority report also stresses, as an 
objection, the proposition that under the 
bill-

We surrender our democratic way of life 
now for fear of a future threat to our demo
cratic way of life. 

They say-
Fear of a future threat. 

Everyone with an appreciation of dan
ger knows that the danger is imminent, 
not from within, but from without. To 
sit idly by and by our inaction permit the 
vicious forces of destruction to develop a 
situation where they can, as they will, at
tack us later on, would be recreant to our 
duty * * * recreant to the trust we 
have inherited from the past, recreant to 
our responsibilities of the present, and 
recreant to the obligations that we owe 
future generations to transmit to them 
the democratic institutions of govern
ment we possess and which we inherited. 

In conclusion, practi~ally everyone 
agrees on the necessity for action. I re
spect the views of those who honestly dis
agree with me. There are those who say 
nothing should be done at all, but a great 
majority of us realize the imminent 
danger. A great majority of the Ameri
can people realize something must be 
done; realize that we are justified in tak
ing steps to preserve ourselves against 
the threat that is apparent. Everyone 
realizes that if Britain is defeated that 
America is next in some way. We have 
seen other countries, through their in
action, take a course of action that later 
resulted in their destruction. The mere 
fact that we are powerful and wealthy is 
not sufficient. We will be alone in the 
world. An economic attack, properly 
waged, might of itself have a serious ef
fect upon our institutions of government. 

Suppose, for example, and it is a prob
ability, the chief products of the forced 
labor of Nazi-cpntrolled Europe and the 
Japan Army-controlled Asia were to be 
shipped into the United States, with the 
world markets closed to those goods that 
are produced in the United States now 
and which can be obtained elsewhere. 
Our country would then be faced with 
the proposition of building a tariff wall 
around itself that would make us as self
contained as possible. Then Mr. Hitler 
and his allies would say to the United 
States: "We consider that an offensive 
act." If we were alone in the world, I do 
not care who made up the Congress, we 
would think twice, being alone in the 
world as we would be, if · Britain and 
China were defeated, but particularly if 
Britain were defeated-being alone in the 
world as we would be, I doubt very much 
if we would undertake to create a barrier 
against the imports from Nazi Germany 
and army-controlled Japan. The result 
would be that millions of Americans 
would be thrown out of work and there 
would be all the economic distress that 
would flow therefrom. Military attack is 
not necessary, in the first place. Eco
nomic attack, in my opinion, will be the 
first step, and the economic attack will 
have serious if not vital consequences to 
our country, even though we are a pow
erful nation. 

Inaction means injury and harm. 
Action along the lines outlined in this 
bill is consistent with international law, 
because self-defense transcends inter
national law. We have got to do some
thing; we should do something. This 
bill proposes the journey we can properly 
take at this time. It is a bill we should 
enact into law for the preservation of the 
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institutions of government we have in
herited and which we as Americans of 
this generation and Members of this 
Congress with full responsibility must 
preserve for future generations of 
America. [Applause, the Members 
rising.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts has consumed 38 minutes. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from South Da
kota [Mr. CAsE] to ask a question. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, the majority leader has made 
a characteristically forceful and thought
ful speech. 

Referring to his statement with respect 
to the control of Congress over the sit
uation through control of appropriations, 
and referring to the discussion which the 
majority leader and I bad on the subject 
some days ago, I should like to ask the 
gentleman if he means to say that Con
gress will have control over this situa
tion? Because there will be no transfers 
of defense articles except those that are 
to be provided by future appropriations 
and that there will be no transfers of 
existing defense articles and those already 
on order? 

Mr. McCORMACK. My answer to the 
gentleman is that under this bill Con
gress in its practical operation reserves 
to itself through power to appropriate, 
95 percent jurisdiction over the bill. By 
this, I mean we have got to appropriate 
money to carry out approximately 95 per
cent of the provisions of the bill. 

In my opinion the President would not 
take any substantial amount of the 
moneys we have appropriated for the 
regular departments of the Government, 
the War Department and the Navy De
partment, to use to carry out the pur
poses of this bill. After an appropriation 
is made for this bill I can see where out 
of appropriations made to the War De
partment and the Navy Department for 
the purchase, say, of airplanes, and they 
are already under construction, that these 
airplanes might be transferred for use 
under the provisions of this bill; but from 
the amount provided by Congress for the 
carrying out of this bill sums would be 
transferred that would fill up the gap 
in the regular appropriations of the War 
and Navy Departments. 

I cannot visualize for a minute any 
President utilizing large sums of money 
out of regular appropriations that Con
gress has made. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If 95 per
cent of this is to come from future ap
propriations, will the material be there 
in time? 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield my

self 1 minute. 
Mr. Chairman, I have on my list the 

names of 30 Members who want to be 
heard on this bill this evening. So far I 
have yielded to but 3 Members. If the 
other 27 wish to be heard, I believe the 
House will have to stay in session until 
about midnight. I thought I should 
make this announcement now. 

So far as appropriations are concerned, 
I believe this bill authorizes the President 
to go ahead and spend enormous sums of 
money, whether it is $20,000,000,000 or 

$50,000,000,000; and the moral responsi
bility rests upon the Congress which gives 
him this authority to apprOpriate the 
money. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mi:. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 

the gentleman from Vermont [Mr. PLUM
LEY J such time as he may desire. 

FLOOD OF ORATORY 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, there 
has been such a flood of oratory on the 
:floor that one hesitates to take a chance 
and walk down into the well without a 
life preserver. There has been too much 
talk in view of the exigency and the emer
gency that confronts us. We are at and 
in war, all but the shooting. Do not for
get it. 

The lend-lease bill undertakes to make 
the defense purchasing units of this 
country function for both America and 
Great Britain. 

ECONOMIC ALLY 

The bill undertakes to make us an eco
nomic ally of Britain in war. No fooling. 
We are still dreaming of a peace that does 
not obtain. We have all the alibis in the 
world from prejudice to President to ob
struct our saving ourselves. No man has 
more zealously, persistently, or pertina
ciously opposed the policies of the New 
Deal than have I. But I do not propose 
to sacrifice myself or my convictions to 
make a partisan Roman holiday when 
the time comes, as now it has come, for 
me to make a decision for or against my 
country. I am for America first; and 
therefore for all aid to Britain, short of 
war, now. As Alf Landon once said, "par
tisanship ceases at the seashore." 
LIMITATION OF POWER OF PURSE AND LIMITATION 

OF TIME OF GRANT 

Circumscribed and limited by the re
tention of the power of the purse in Con
gress and a limitation on the time within 
which the delegation of extraordinary 
authority to the Commander in Chief is 
prescribed, and with further amendments 
included to satisfy a public state of mind, 
which further amendments, though per
haps not necessary, are expedient in such 
an emergency in order to conduce to 
unity. the bill is not half so bad as some 
would have you think. I do not like to 
have to vote for it, I admit. I think a bill 
could be drafte·d better to my liking. 
However, I have a choice-vote for it or 
vote against it. 

If the bill were to be amended as has 
been suggested, I could vote for it without 
reservation as a bill "to promote the de
fense of the United States," which, in my 
judgment, if amended, by its terms does 
not suggest or accomplish the abdication 
of Congress or the surrender by it of its 
prerogatives. I would have no question 
as to my duty under my oath. So others 
feel. 

SHORT-SIGHTED POLICY 

How we may be forced to vote by the 
short-sighted policy of those who prefer 
to dominate rather than cooperate is yet 
to be determined. The responsibility is 
theirs, not mine. I am for united action 
against a common foe and for aid to 
Britain as a defense for America; and 
since it involves every citizen, I think the 
wishes of a large portion of the people to 
be assured with respect to certain matters 

involved in this bill are entitled to and 
demand respectful consideration. 

I do not agree, in entirety, with the 
interpretation assumed by the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs in its majority re
port involving the construction of the 
language "notwithstanding the provisions 
of any other law," which appears in sec
tion 3 of the bill. 

If ·time permitted, I think we might 
have an interesting discussion which, 
after it was all over, like the dictum of 
the Court, would get us nowhere. How
ever, the committee, right or wrong, has 
clearly, definitely, and positively stated· 
that the bill as drawn, with the language 
referred to included, means just what 
they say it means; that its purpose and 
intent is exactly that which they declare 
it to be in their report, unequivocally 
and beyond all question of doubt. 

CONSTRUCTION OF THE LAW 

Now, the committee has designedly 
been very careful to take these definite 
steps in making its report in order to 
make it impossible for anybody, any
time, anywhere, to misunderstand, mis
construe, or incorrectly interpret the 
meaning, purpose, or intent of the act. 

Those familiar with and skilled in the 
rules and methods employed in the in
terpretation and construction of laws 
realize that a committee of Congress is 
charged with the responsibility of inves
tigating the necessity for the act con
cerning which it is its duty to report. 
Further, it is understood that a commit
tee report is not conclusive in itself; yet 
as the report is made as a duty, and it 
is done in the execution of a duty, it bas 
been repeatedly held by the Supreme 
Court of the United States that the meas
ure that the committee recommends has 
the purpose that the committee declares 

· it to have, and -that it will accomplish 
the purpose as it is declared so to do by 
the committee. 

THE LIMITATIONS 

So it is well enough for those who are 
in doubt with respect to what limitations, 
if any, the language referred to bas or 
carries to remember the full force and 
effect of committee reports, and that such 
a report must be read and studied and 
will control the actions had and to be 
taken by all parties in interest as to the 
question of what is exactly meant by the 
act, how it must and shall be construed 
and interpreted, and how they shall pro
ceed in the administration of the act, if 
and when enacted. 

I admit that the report of the commit
tee as made has disposed of certain ob
jections which I had to the bill in its 
original form. I still do not like the bill 
unless further amended. 

Why we in the House of Representa
tives consistently permit ourselves to be 
wagged like the tail of a dog is beyond 
my comprehension. We know perfectly 
well that this bill is going to pass. Why 
not pass it in such form as that in which 
we have a right to assume it will come 
back to us? Why not, in addition to the 
amendments already proposed, forestall 
objections and relieve the public mind by 
further amending the bill to provide: 

NECESSARY AMENDMENTS 

First. A top limitation on the sum au
thorized to be appropriated for the 
program. 
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Second. A limit, expressed in dollars, 
on the amount of contract authoriza
tions or future commitments the Presi
dent might make under the terms of the 
bill. 

Third. A definitive, specific, unquali
fied time limitation on powers granted. 
Such amendments, while it may be con
tended that they are not absolutely nec
essary and that impliedly what they 
attempt to effect is already in the bill, or 
in the proposed amendments, would, 
nevertheless, satisfy the demands which 
are being made upon many Members of 
Congress under no circumstances to vote 
for the bill unless such provisions are 
definitely and specifically included within 
the clear language of the act as written. 
And in the bill they do not detract from 
its force or effect, but simply define both. 

If these several amendments to which 
I have referred are adopted, I can vote 
for the bill. I know several others who 
now oppose it, whose substanti~.l and rea
sonable objections to it would be dissi
pated almost completely by such action 
as I contemplate ought to be taken. 

AMEND THE BILL HERE 

Why not amend the bill here and now 
instead of sending it along, incomplete 
and imperfect; having it sent to a con
ference; having a conference report; and 
eventually adopting the report of the 
conference committee? 

Why do we not assert ourselves as rep
resentatives of the people, stand up and 
protect our rights and prerogatives, com
plete our job now, instead of cheapening 
our effort by leaving something for trad
ing purposes to be used in another body 
of this legislative branch of government? 
That, as I see it, is the test of our patri
otism and of our courage and of our 
desire to unify the country back of this 
measure. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I appreciate the courtesy of having this 
time extended to me, and it sl).all be my 
purpose to speak briefly. 

The day following the introduction of 
this bill in Congress I made a speech 
against it. Section 3 of this bill, which 
gives to the President such tremendous 
powers, so shocked me that I felt I should 
record my sentiments while the convic
tion in my heart was so strong that the 
bill should be defeated. I had . no doubt 
as to what I should do, and I am still of 
that opinion. 

I listened to the hearings before the 
Foreign Affairs Committee of the House, 
before which men of great prominence 
testified. Four or five members of the 
President's Cabinet testified. Naturally 
they supported the bill that would give 
to them and the President these tremen
dous powers. Few dictators will admit 
that they are dictators, and few people 
will admit that they have too much 
power. Mr. Lindbergh also testified be
fore that committee, as did Norman 
Thomas and many other men whose in
fluence rates high with the American 
people. None of that testimony con
vinced me that my first impressions of 
this bill were wrong. Rather they 
strengthened that conviction. I would 

have the House understand, however, 
that those hearings were pitched to a 
very high plane and that the testimony 
of those who appeared before that com
mittee proved again that they were men 
and women of great capacity. · 

The debates on this bill in this House 
are now running well into the third day. 
These debates have been sincere and 
illuminating. Men and women from all 
parts of the United States, representing 
all sections of the country, have stood up 
and given us their views and their rea
sons for the position which they expect 
to take when this bill comes up for final 
vote. I have no quarrel with any of them. 
Those who agree with my point of view 
encourage me in my belief, and those who 
disagree with me when they give their 
reasons prove to me more completely 
that this bill is fraught with great possi
bilities and great danger. 

I want to compliment those who pre
pared the report made by the majority 
members of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, and I wish to especially compli
ment those who prepared the minority 
report. The majority report is not an 
aggressive report, but on the contrary it 
is in its nature conciliatory even unto 
being apologetic. On the other hand, 
the minority report takes the position 
that .the bill gives the President unlim
ited, unprecedented, and unpredictable 
powers and maintains that it is violat
ing all the principles of international 
law. It especially stresses the fact that 
under the bill the President may give 
away our NavY, our airplanes, our arms, 
and our war secrets. 

If I have time, I shall revert again in 
this discussion to this minority report. 

While it is fresh in my mind, I wish to 
discuss with you briefly the prepared ad
dress delivered by the majority floor 
leader, the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. McCoRMACK]. Because of his 
position he is assumed to speak for the 
administration and especially for his 
party. In his speech he takes the posi
tion that Great Britain is our first line 
of defense. Some members of his party 
have in the past taken the position that 
the ·Rhine was our first line of defense. 
If the Rhine is our first line of defense 
or if Britain is our first line of defense, 
then it would seem that this must be our 
war. While I sympathize with Britain 
and while I abhor the atrocities practiced 
by Hitler and his followers, I still think 
that the United States of America, with 
her great resources and with her great 
Navy and with 132,000,000 people, does 
not need to permit this trouble in Europe 
to fix her first line of defense. 

I much prefer to believe that our first 
line of defense is any place where any
body infringes upon our liberties in such 
a way as to become a menace to the gen
eral welfare of our people. I do not be
lieve that we should take offense at any 
and all trivial insults that might be ac
corded to our citizens that might be in 
distant lands, but any studied and serious 
infringement upon our national activities, 
wherever that infringement is done, is 
where our first line of defense should be. 
Primarily the first line of defense is in 
the patriotism of our executive officers, 
especially the Chief of Staff of the Army 
and our Chief Naval Officer and the Sec-

retary of State. I repeat that we should 
not permit a quarrel or war between for
eign nations to be considered, so long as 
we are unmolested, to be such an inva
sion of our liberties and such an insult to 
our national memories as to fix our line 
of defense. We fixed it for ourselves in 
the Revolutionary War and we main
tained it successfully. We fixed it for 
ourselves in the War of 1812, when we 
maintained our claim that the seas should 
be free. We have maintained it ever 
since, and I think that we are as well able 
to maintain it today as we ever have been. 

From the speech of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCoRMACK] I have 
been strengthened in my belief that there 
is something in connection with this bill 
that has not yet been brought out. At 
first we were given to understand that 
this bill was drafted as the free handi
work of the Congress. That is not true. 
This bill has been cautiously and clandes
tinely put together. Ostensibly the 
physical drafting of it was done by a 
group of Congressmen, but its genius was 
in the heart and mind of someone aside 
from the active membership of Congress. 
Its genius comes from those who want the 
United States of America involved in this 
world conflict. There are powerful in
fluences in the United States of America 
that would not stop in their determina
tion to involve us in war, regardless of 
how dire the consequences might be. The 
cry of American mothers against another 
war that would rob them of their sons is 
not heard by this group. The prospect 
of the loss of lives and the loss of property 
and the bankruptcy of the Nation do not 
deter this group. They want Hitler de
stroyed for a different reason than what 
most of us have for his destruction. That 
this bill had all been thought out is proven 
by the President's message to Congress 
delivered on the 6th of January, which 
was several days after the bill was intro
duced. In this message he said that he 
would be compelled to ask Congress for 
money and materials that he might 
transfer them to the belligerents in this 
war. Through all these debates and 
through all these hearings I have been 
seeking to locate the real genius of this 
bill. Can it be in the insatiable ambition 
of the President to want to have a hand 
in the domination of the world? Can it 
be in moneyed influences against whom 
Hitler has committed some special act 
which they resent? Or can it be as the 
result of fear of world domination from 
Hitler and his followers? I must confess 
that I do not know the answer, but I have 
a strong conviction that, as I have already 
stated, this bill has behind it and back of 
it some motives the purposes of which 
have not yet been disclosed. The te
nacity with which the President and his 
group have refused important amend
ments is proof that they think this bill 
must be passed without any curtailment 
of the tremendous powers which it gives 
to the President. There are some who 
think that the President wants this bill 
so that he may then be able to take from 
Great Britain, or at least to share with 
Great Britain, the active management of 
the war. If the President could, under 
threat of . withholding money and sup
plies, demand that the war be carried on 
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along certain lines, he would be in a posi
tion to have his demands recognized. If 
he assumes a position of collaboration 
and cogeneralship with the war leaders 
of Great Britain, we are then actively in 
the war. 

Before I leave the speech of the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. McCoR
MACK] let me take issue with him where 
he says that 90 percent of all the Presi
dent's activities under this bill will be 
directly controlled by the Appropriations 
Committee of the House. If the Presi
dent can give away our Navy which is 
already built he will be disposing of many 
millions of dollars without consulting the 
Appropriations Committee, then he can 
give away about thirteen billions of value 
that is now being constructed from last 
year's appropriation, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. · McCoRMACK] was 
badly mistaken in his percentage. I 
must not continue further in this vein for 
I want to discuss with you for a few min
utes a great speech delivered yesterday 
by my friend and colleague, the gentle
man from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH]. 
Because of h~s candor and his honesty in 
the presentation of his arguments, he al
ways commands a ~arge and attentive 
audience in this House when he speaks. 
·Yesterday he was at his best. I shall not 
have time to go into detail in an attempt 
to answer his argument but I wish to 
make some comments with reference to 
what I considered was the heart of his 
speech. 

He stressed the Executive powers of the 
President. He made it appear that there 
was something almost sacred in connec
tion with the executive powers of the 
President. He admonished us that Con
gress and no one else had any authority 
to curtail these executive powers. He 
cited the action of Thomas Jefferson in 
negotiating the purchase of what is 
known in history as the Louisiana Pur
chase. He cited in support of his argu
. ment the powers exercised by President 
Lincoln in calling out volunteers without 
the action of Congress. 

I would most humbly call the attention 
of the House to this proposition-that if 
the House should be careful of its inva
~ion of the executive powers of the Presi
dent, likewise would it not be the duty of 
the President to be careful of his invasion 
of the powers of the House? If the 
executive powers of the President are 
such that he could not surrender them 
and no one could infringe upon them is 
it not more important to the people 
whose direct representative is the Con
gress that the President or no one else 
should invade the prerogatives of Con
gress and thereby invade the rights of 
-the people. 

Let us go back to the Constitution, 
the source of all authority, and from it 
compare the powers of the Executive and 
the powers of Congress as they apply to 
war. I would ask you to consider with 
me carefully for a moment that when 
the Louisiana Purchase was effected we 
were not at war, and no war was immi
nent, and that it was not a matter that 
would be in any way affected by war. It 
was simply the purchase of a large acre
age of land. Jefferson had a chance to 
make the deal and he took the prelimi-

nary steps toward making it. The deal 
had to be ratified in the proper legal way. 
The whole deal up to the payment of the 
money was not handled by Jefferson. He 
only negotiated it. Likewise, in the case 
of Mr. Lincoln with his volunteers. The 
Civil War was not considered as a war. 
There was no formal declaration of war. 
It was considered as a civil insurrection 
or is sometimes called a civil rebellion. 
The President acted immediately as he 
had a right to do as Commander in Chief 
of the Army to take such steps as were 
necessary to prevent those who first pre
cipitated the civil rebellion from con
tinuing in their course. They had fired 
on Fort Sumpter and gave every indi
cation that they intended to persist in 
their course. The whole Nation had been 
stirred for many years with the question 
of slavery and the action of those who 
participated in the firing on Fort Sump
ter v,.as not the action of a mob of hood
lums or lawbreakers but it was the action 
of a group of determined people who felt 
keenly on a great subject. Lincoln was 
always careful not to have the world con
sider our War between the States as a 
war in the full acceptation of the term 
in international law. He considered that 
be was the President of all the States 
even when some of them were in open 
rebellion. 

All that the Constitution says about 
executive powers is contained in the first 
sentence of article II, which says: 

The executive powers shall be vested in 
the President of the United States of America. 

Further it says that the President shall 
"take care that the laws be faithfully 
executed." All this means is that the 
President shall carrry into execution the 
laws that the Congress passes. The con
stitutional provision with reference to 
the powers of the Congress are numerous 
and I shall not cite them here, but we 
should confine. our words in this discus
sion to what the Constitution says with 
reference to war. The Constitution 
makes the President of the United States 
the Commander in Chief of the Army 
and the Navy, It does not give him any 
powers in war until the Congress has de
clared that a state of war exists. The 
Constitution prescribes specifically that 
it is the exclusive province of Congress 
to declare war and to raise and support 
armies. And it further provides that 
even the Congress cannot appropriate 
money for that purpose for a longer pe
riod than 2 years. In other words, the 
Constitution itself gives to that branch 
of the Government nearest to the people 
the right to declare war. Consequently 
there can be in this bill no attempt to 
invade the rights of the Executive, but 
this bill is an example of the terrific de
sire of executives all over the world to 
grab to themselves dictatorial powers. 

I repeat, therefore, that Mr. WADS
WORTH's great speech, in all due respect 
to his ~bility and his well-recognized 
patriotism and candor, is not well 

. grounded, for this bill surely amounts to 
a surrender by the Congress of the 
United states of its power to declare war 
and to raise armies. If this bill is passed 
and the President proceeds under it to 
sell to Great Britain or to China or to 
Greece a number of our battleships that 

surely would be construed by Germany 
as a warlike act. If in addition he should 
transform the United States, as he says 
he will do, into an arsenal from which 
England and Greece can draw their sup
plies in unlimited quantities without let 
or hindrance or without price then, of 
course, we will be in the war. If he can
not do this except by the authority of 
this bill then, of course, those who vote 
for this bill will in effect be declaring 
war. 

I voted against the repeal of the Neu
trality Act and I voted for the Vorys 
amendment in 1939. But the majority 
of the House and Senate repealed the 
neutrality laws and the President has 
been operating since that time under the 
law in its present form. Of course, after 
Congress had passed the Ia w and the 
President had signed it, it would not be
come me or anyone else who voted 
against the law to sulk in our tents and 
to refuse to support the President in his 
actions. I am for the President of the 
United States regardless of who he is 
and almost regardless of what he does 
as against any ruler anywhere in the 
world. I feel that the President has for 
years indicated that he has a chip on 
his shoulder and has been too anxious to 
speak and give expression to his per
sonal views as though those were the 
views of the Nation. This bill will give 
him more power of this kind. If he takes 
an active interest in the management of 
the World War or if he permits our bat
tleships to ·do warlike duty in behalf of 
one of the belligerents or if he permits 
our battleships to do convoy duty, there 
is no question but that sooner or later we 
will find ourselves in the midst of this 
conflict. 

Just today, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BLOOM], the chairman of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee of the 
House, admitted that the amendment 
which his committee has agreed to ac
cept to the effect that nothing in this 
act shall be construed to authorize the 
President to send naval vessels as con
voys is an innocuous amendment and 
has no force and will have no effect. In 
other words he knows that the American 
people are unalterably opposed to the 
President having the right to send our 
battleships as convoys. Yet he says that 
this amendment, which will be adopted 
tomorrow, is nothing but a sop to the 
American people. The report of the 
minority members of this committee, 
which we have before us, makes it clear 
that this amendment which the majority 
offer as a sedative will not prevent the 
President from sending convoys, 

A very strange situation has developed 
in these debates with reference to this 
proposition. The original bill carried no 
provision with reference to convoys ex
cept the general provision that the Presi
dent would do almost what he pleased 
with American war materials. This 
might have meant that when the bill 
provided that the President could "sell, 
transfer, exchange, lease, lend, or other
wise dispose of" any war materials that 
the President could convoy these goods 
and deliver them to the belligerent nation 
.wherever he deemed best. If this lan
guage does have this meaning, then the 
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proposed . amendment should have great 
effect. Therefore, if the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BLooM] maintains that 
the bill does not give the President any 
right to convoy, why should his group 
offer an amendm~nt? And again, if the 
minority membership of the committee 
maintains that the amendent is of no 
effect, and that the President may use 
the battleships as convoys regardless of 
the passage of this bill, then we should 
look in to the rna tter to see how this could 
be done. Let me repeat, how can the Re
publican membership of a committee 
claim that the President can use battle
ships as convoys if this bill does not give 
him the power, and if the amendment 
does not have anything to do with it? 
This is one proposition that has not been 
discussed as yet. What they mean is that 
the President may, if he cares to -exceed 
his authority as Commander in Chief of 
the Navy, decide in his own mind that in 
order for a certain shipment to reach its 
proper destination it should be accom
panied by an American battleship~ and he 
therefore might order a battleship to 
proceed as a convoy to that vessel. This 
brings up the question of what power has 
the President, as Commander in Chief of 
the NavY, over the battleships of the 
Navy. He cannot sell one of them under 
the present law, but after this bill is 
passed he may, by the express language 
of the bill, sell one of them. If he can 
sell one, he can sell them all. The bill 
also provides that he may "otherwise dis
pose of" them. That might mean that he 
might give away any or all of the Ameri
can Navy. The President answers this 
fear with the statement that a cow might 
also jump over the moon, which is highly 
improbable, or that he might stand on his 
head in Pennsylvania Avenue, which is 
also extremely improbable. These face
tious illustrations do not answer or satisfy 
the grave fears which the American peo
ple have·. Just recently the President did 
practically give away 50 American de
stroyers, clearly contrary to law, and one 
of the principal purposes of this bill is to 
change the law so that he might give 
away the next 50 in accordance with law. 
As Commander in Chief of the Army and 
Navy the President can order the Navy 
to the protection of American interests 
any place and any time when the rights 
of America or its citizens are abused. 
But he cannot lawfully order the Navy to 
deliver munitions to belligerents in a war 
in which we are not parties. I have no 
doubt he will do so. When he does we 
cannot blame Hitler if he sinks the ships. 

Mr. Chairman, let me quote in a few 
words the heart of this bill and with that 
I think I shall have stated sufficient 
reasons why any Congressman should be 
careful of his vote. 

This is the language: 
Notwithstanding the provisions of any 

other law the President may • • • when 
he deems it in the interest of national de
fense authorize the Secretary of War, the 
Secretary of the Navy, or the head of any 
other department or agency of the Gov
ernment to manufacture in (American) ar
senals • • • any defense articles, to sell, 
transfer, exchange, lease, lend, or otherwise 
dispose of • • • any defense article. 

As I have already stated my sympa
thies are entirely with Great Britain. 

The President has gone farther than I 
thought originally he should go but since 
he has gone, we must stand by him in 
what he has aone. Already Great Brit
ain has been getting practically all the 
war material that we have been able 
to produce in our country. There is no 
disposition on my part to curtail this 
program. I think that those in charge 
of our defense program, although under 
terrible handicap, have attempted to do 
a good job. I think that within a few 
months our production will be a marvel 
to the world. I hope it comes in time 
to do Great Britain much good. In spite 
of all 'this, I still maintain that our 
Government is a government of law and 
not of men and that heretofore we have 
waged wars by cooperation between the 
legislative and executive departments 
and that it is not now necessary for the 
legislative department to capitulate and 
surrender its constitutional prerogatives 
to the Executive. I think he is asking 
for more power than any other President 
ever asked for and I think his request 
should be denied. 

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

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I fully realize that whatever I might 
say concerning the pending legislation, 
H. R. 1776, will have little or no effect on 
the final vote. It is my aesire, however' 
to go on record as being emphatically 
opposed to it. I am convinced that its 
passage in its present form-and it is 
obvious that it will not be improved
would effectuate a virtual adjournment 
of Congress insofar as the present world 
conditions are concerned, bec;ause it will 
delegate to one man all the powers of the 
Congress in regard thereto. 

I am unalterably opposed to any legisla
tion that will further divest the Congress 
of its powers. In my op~nion, we have 
already surrendered too many of them, 
and experience has proven that it is im
possible to recover them once we lia ve 
delegated them to the present occupant 
of the White House. With Congress con
tinually in session, as it will be during the 
present European crisis, the conveying of 
so much authority to one man, as is pro
vided in this bill, is as unwise as it is 
unnecessary. 

There is no question but that there are 
enough votes in the House of Representa
tives to pass this bill. I hope, however, 
that before it is passed it will be so 
amended that it will not give any one man 
the uncurbed and uncounseled power to 
spend the wealth and the property of this 
country to finance a war that is not of 
our making. I hope, too, that this bill 
will be so amended that it will positively 
prohibit convoy of shipping in war zones 
and to provide for tangible collateral or 
security for such loans as are contem
plated through the transfer to the United 
States of British possessions in this hem
isphere. 

I do not oppose aid to Great Britain 
but it seems to me to be unwise, yes, plain 
ridiculous for the United States to ad
vance moneys, munitions, and materials 
of war while our own defenses are known 
to be so woefully lacking in this same de
fense equipment. Our best military and 

naval experts cannot, and will not, deny 
that our fighting forces would be unable 
to carry on a war of 3 weeks' duration 
with the materials and the munitions now 
on hand. 

The Chief of Staff of our Army, Gen. 
George C. Marshal, only recently testi
fied during the hearings on this legisla
tion that-

We have no stores • • • It will be a 
happy day when we can speak of stores of 
Army equipment. • • • We have need 
for all modern equipment delivered to us. 

I say, Mr. Chairman, let us go all the 
way on national defense, but let us be 
done with playing the role of Santa Claus 
to the entire world. I believe I am as 
good an Am.erican as any Member of this 
Congress, but I cannot help feel that 
this is not our war. Even William Allen 
White has made that same statement. 
We were not consulted about this war, 
so why should we be expected to pay for 
it? And permit me to add right here, I 
do not subscribe to the contention of 
proponents of this bill that the British 
Navy is our first line of defense; that 
Great Britain is fighting our battle. 
That is bosh. If that were true, we had 
best accept a dominion status and be 
done with it. I am one Member of Con
gress who believes that our own Navy 
and our own Army are our first lines of 
defense, and I believe that they should be 
properly and adequately equipped before 
sending all of our equipment and muni
tions to a foreign nation which, down 
through history, has never been too 
friendly. 

Certainly my sympathies are with 
Great Britain in this war. I want no 
part of Hitler nor Hitlerism. But I can~ 
not forget the disparaging remarks that 
were made by high British officials con
cerning the help we gave in the last 
World War, and the cries of "Uncle 
Shylock" when we asked Great Britain 
to settle her war debts. It seems to me 
that England's attitude regarding her 
debts should be a sufficient lesson to us. 
We would be fools to be burned in the 
same place the second time. 

Almost a quarter of a century has 
passed since the World War and during 
those· years England has persisted in her 
refusal to pay her debt to us. In fact, 
she has led all other debtor nations in 
their refusal to pay. In the meantime, 
however, England has been able to ac
cumulate enough reserve capital to be
gin another gigantic war which we are 
now expected to finish for her either 
financially, or with men and materials, 
or all three. In other words, we are 
again to become · Uncle Sap rather than 
Uncle Sam. 

I say that instead of financing a world 
war every quarter of a century-wars 
from which we get nothing but dislike 
and hatred from those whom we defend 
and befriend, let alone those whom we 
antagonize-let us spend our money in 
preparing our own armed forces so that 
there can be no question in the future 
as to who is protecting who, and why. 
[Applause.] Let us do this before we 
lease, lend, or give anything to anyone. 
If we will do that, we will have no 
worry about any European-promoted 
wars, economically or otherwise. Under 
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the program we have followed during 
the past 12 months our own military 
and naval forces have been stripped 
while we have furnished Great Britain 
with war planes, guns, ammunition, and 
other materials. England is getting 
practically everything we produce. It 
seems to me that it is high time that we 
equip our own forces and end for all 
time the contention that Great Britain 
is fighting our battles. If we equip our 
own forces we will be well able to take 
care of ourselves. But what will we do 
if England fails and our fighting forces 
are found lacking in equipment? 

While, as General Marshall has testi
fied, "we need all the modern equipment 
delivered to us", in the first 11 months of 
1940, we have shipped to Great Britain 
more than 3,300 war planes, 92,585 
pistols and revolvers, 29,000 shotguns, 
932,639 Army rifles, 143,059 machine guns 
and heavy ordnance guns and carriages, 
29,485,632 !":'pound armor-piercing shells, 
and other equipment. During the month 
of November last there were manufac
tured in this country 356 war planes, of 
which 350 were exported to Great Britain. 
This in spite of the fact that the airplane 
factories of this country have been placed 
upon a strict war-plane production pro
gram while the airplane factories of 
Great Britain are still manufacturing 
commercial airplanes. Only recently in 
Great Britain, workmen of munitions 
factories created a debate in the House· 
of Commons by threatening to strike be
cause the munitions they were manufac
turing were being shipped to Japan. 

Besides war material, the United States 
has furnished Great Britain with raw 
materials and other essential items in
cluding 2, 725,583 tons of scrap iron and 
739,169,682 tons of copper. These figures 
have been taken from the Monthly Sum
mary of Foreign Commerce of the United 
States and further show that during the 
first 11 months of 1940 there was ex
ported $217,788,776 worth of power
driven metal-working machinery. Steam 
engines, airplane motors, locomotives, 
machine tools of every description and 
character, including engine and turret 
lathes, milling machines are going out 
of the United States in a steady stream 
today despite the fact that industrialists 
say that lack of this equipment is causing 
one of the greatest bottlenecks in our 
defense program. Many of these ma
chines are going to Great Britain while 
others are going to Japan and Russia 
and other countries subjugated by Hitler. 
The British are already complaining that 
the war materials we have sent to Russia 
are finding their way into Germany. 

In view of the amount of aid we are 
already giving, only a portion of which 
I have enumerated here, this so-called 
lease-lend bill, in my opinion, is unnec
essary. It seems to me, as I have said 
before, ridiculous for us to pass such a 
measure while Canada, a member of the 
British Commonwealth of nations, does 
not have such a law. Vvhile many Ameri
cans are protesting that England should 
not be made to convert her investments 
in this country into dollars with which 
to buy our armaments, Canada is selling 
her armaments to her mother country on 
exactly that basis. Why should we adopt 

a policy that Dominion of Canada has 
not yet adopted? · 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, permit 
me to say that what ought to be ac
complished to aid Great Britain could be 
accomplished without Congress passing 
this legislation and thereby relinquishing 
its powers insofar as the present world 
problems are concerned. I think a mere 
glance in our history books will indicate 
that many more democracies have been 
destroyed by the abdication of legisla
tive bodies than by invasion. I think the 
great need in the United States today is 
a strong, virile Congress. 

I am certain that the majority of the 
taxpayers of the Third District of Michi
gan, who have honored me with a seat 
in this Congress, do not want me to sup
port such legislation as this. I do not be
lieve they want me to vote for a bill that 
so lavishly and so foolishly throws away 
their money and jeopardizes their own 
economic safety. My people want a sane 
and substantial government, an honest 
and adequate national defense, but they 
want no part of this European mess. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SHORT] 15 minutes. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, · I trust 
that I can speak out of a mind this after-

. noon that is clear and calm; but I must 
confess that I speak from a heart that 
is heavy and troubled and from a soul 
that is sick. Ever since World War No. 1 
ended, in which we fought to make the 
world safe for democracy and to end all 
wars, we have witnessed war going on in 
practically every continent of this earth. 
It has been my opportunity to have wit
nessed, first-hand, the slow, gradual, and 
certain death of democracy in most of 
the countries of the Old World. I saw 
it die in Germany, I saw it extinguished 
in Russia, I saw it perish in Italy, I saw 
it end in France, I saw it finally surren
dered in Britain, and for the last 8 years 
I have witnessed the insidious assaults 
upon it here at home, which is the last 
stronghold and the only citadel where 
democracy is found on the face of the 
earth today. I am not so sure that it 
can long survive here, because in the 
measure before us we propose the very 
thing we detest. We embrace the thing 
we abhor. We ignobly confess failure of 
the democratic processes and propose to 
turn over to one man a constitutional 
prerogative of the Congress of the United 
States to this man who, after taking the 
same oath that you and I have taken to 
preserve, protect, and defend the Con
stitution, has demanded that we pass 
legislation, whether it be constitutional 
or not. No doubt this will give comfort 
to all dictators. When the highest tri
bunal of our land threw many measures 
out of the window as unconstitutional, 
he deliberately attempted to undermine 
.and destroy the independence and integ
rity of that free judiciary by packing it 
with stooges. 

When he was opposed in that nefarious 
scheme, he deliberately invaded the sov
ereigp States in an attempt to purge men 
who dared stand and vote their conscien
tious convictions. [Applause.] He has 
defied the third-term tradition and has 

taken huge funds, running into billions 
of dollars, voted by the Congress of the 
United States, to perpetuate himself in 
power indefinitely. He has asked, and 
has been granted, the power, never ex
ercised before in peacetime by any of 
his predecessors, to conscript human life; 
and now, the last straw that breaks the 
camel's back, is, in my opinion, the most 
dangerous proposal that has ever been 
offered to the Members of this body in 
this bill that is hypocritically and ironi
cally numbered 1776. 

Oh, what a travesty on justice, what an 
insult to our national pride and honor. 
I want to read from SoL BLooM's book 
and his story on the Constitution: 

We, therefore, the Representatives of the 
United States of America in General . Con
gress, Assembled, appealing to the Supreme 
Judge of the world for the rectitude of our 
intentions, do, in the Name and by Au
thority of the good People of these Colonies, 
solemnly publish and declare, That these 
United Colonies are, and of Right ought to 
be Free and Independent States; that they. 
are Absolved from all Allegiance to the Brit
ish Crown, and that all political connection 
between them and the State of Great Britain, 
is and ought to be totally dissolved. 

And for the support of this Declaration, 
with a firm reliance on the protection of 
Divine Providence, we mutually pledge to 
each other our Lives, our Fortunes, and our 
sacred Honor. 

Yet the distinguished chairman of our 
Foreign Affairs Committee, who made 
both Thomas Jefferson and George 
Washington famous by distributing this 
periodical, now offers us this bill, 1776,· 
that is the very antithesis of the stand 
taken by the fearless men who signed the· 
Declaration of Independence. [Ap
plause.] 

It is interesting to also note that 
Thomas Jefferson, the founder and pa.." 
tron saint of the Democratic Party, once 
wrote this: 

For us to attempt to reform all Europe and 
bring them back to principles of morality 
and a respect for the equal rights of nations, 
would show us to be only maniacs of an
other character. 

Of course, Jefferson lived in the horse
and-buggy age, he did not know much, 
but he is the author of the Declaration 
of Independence, and he is one of the 
collaborators of the Constitution of the 
United States. And in connection with 
the sound advice he gave, so the Father 
of Our Country, who was also a pretty 
good American, had this to say in his 
Farewell Address: 

Against the insidious wiles of foreign in
fluence (I conjure you to believe me fellow
citizens), the jealousy of a free people ought 
to be constantly awake; since history and 
experience prove that foreign influence is 
one of the most baneful foes of republican 
government. But that jealousy to be useful 
must be impartial, else it becomes the in
strument of the very influence to be avoided, 
instead of a defense against it. Excessive 
partiality for one foreign nation and exces
sive dislilce of another, cause those whom 
they actuate to see danger only on one 
side, and serve to veil and even second the 
arts of influence on the other. Real patriots, 
who may resist the intrigues of the favorite, 
are liable to become suspected and odious, 
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while its tools and dupes usurp the applause 
and confidence of the people to surrender 
their interests. 

Mr. Chairman, I never knew I would 
live to see the day when a good Irishman 
like JoHN McCoRMACK, from Massachu
setts, would openly admit that Great 
Britain is our first line of defense. 
[Laughter and applause.] That cer
tainly is not the position taken by the 
distinguished Irish senior United States 
Senator from his State, who came out last 
night in New York against this bill. _ 

Somebody called this our war. I say 
that that statement is not only untrue 
but it is cowardly. It is a dastardly 
thing to say that Great Britain is fight
ing our war when the United States had 
nothing whatever to do with this present 
conflict in Europe. It broke out over 
there without our advice and without our 
consent. When did Britain ever fight 
our lattle? Was it in 1775 when some 
of our flesh and blood were spilled with 
Washington at Valley Forge to throw off 
the yoke of British oppression and to 
escape the heel of British tyranny? Was 
it in 1812 when our forebears tried to 
keep the British from burning this very 
Capitol? Was it in 1860 when Britain 
aided one side of the War between the 
States, not because of any love for that 
side but in order to sever us, when some 
of our own fathers were fighting to pre
serve the Union? 

If this is our battle, we should long ago 
have been in it. When have Americans 
depended upon anyone else to fight their 
battles? C'ur own defense is our own 
selves. 

When is it that Great Britain has ever 
fought anybody's battle except Britain's? 
[Applause.] Shame on anyone who says 
that the safety of ·America depends upon 
the British across the seas. I do not 
possess the prophecy or the clairvoyant 
powers, and I cannot speak with such 
dogmatic authority as some gentlemen do 
on world problems, but it has been my 
privilege to have lived and studied in 
different countries of Europe. I know 
something of the historic hatreds, en
trenched interests, bitter animosities, 
racial prejudices, the religious intol
erances, and the conflicting interests be
tween those countries. I know that 
Thomas Jefferson never uttered a truer 
word than when he said that the nations 
of Europe are "nations of eternal war." 

George Washington, in closing his 
Farewell Address, said: 

Why forego the advantages of so peculiar 
a situation? Why quit our own to stand 
upon foreign ground? Why, by interweav
ing our destiny with that of any part of 
Europe, entangle our peace and prosperity 
in the toils of European ambition, rival
ship, interest, humor, or caprice? 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman fin
ish it now? Read it all. 

Mr. SHORT. If the gentleman will 
give me time, I should love to read the 
whole Farewell Address of Washington, 
because I am sure the gentleman never 
absorbed any of it when he ha<l it 
printed. 

Mr. BLOOM. I will give the gentle
man time if he will read what George 
Washington said about entangling al
liances, as the gentleman said, or foreign 
alliances. Read it all. 

Mr. SHORT. The gentleman knows 
I have only 2 or 3 minutes left. 

Mr. BLOOM. I will give the gentle
man time if he wants to read the other 
sections in there. Go on. 

Mr. SHORT. You find it for me, SoL. 
Mr. BLOOM. I will show you where 

to read, if you want to read it. Read 
down to here, this part in here. Read 
it all. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, I under
stand that this is out of the time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BLooM]. 

Mr. BLOOM. To finish what Wash
ington said. 

Mr. SHORT. Is this out of the time 
the gentleman gives me? 

Mr. BLOOM. Yes. Go ahead and 
read it. I will give the gentleman the 
time. 

Mr. SHORT. Has the gentleman given 
me the time? 

Mr. BLOOM. I am giving the gentle
man the time to read what Washington 
said about foreign entanglements. 

Mr. SHORT. How much time does the 
gentleman yield me? 

Mr. BLOOM. It will not take over 2 
minutes, if the gentleman can find it. 

Mr. SHORT. Yes; it is here. It is all 
worth reading. 

Mr. BLOOM. You bet it is. 
Mr. SHORT. I will read it: 
'Tis our true policy to steer clear of per

manent alliances with any portion of the 
foreign world; so far, I mean, as we are now 
at liberty to do it; for let me not be under
stood as capable of patronizing infidelity to 
existing engagements. I hold the maxim no 
less applicable to public than to private af
fairs, that honesty is always the best policy. 
I repeat it, therefore, let those engagements 
be observed in their genuine sense. But, in 
my opinion, it is unnecessary, and would be 
unwise to extend them. 

Mr. BLOOM. Yes; but how about 
temporary alliances? What does Wash
ington say about them? Go on and 
read it. 

Mr. SHORT. I do not want to take 
all the time in my speech. 

In 1917 we were told by the same pro
ponents who are now advocating union 
with Britain, going into another war, that 
we were entering it to fight for humanity 
and to fight for democracy. We got 
2,000,000 men to France, we spilled their 
blood and spent our treasure, and we 
came out of that conflict without a dollar 
indemnity and without a square acre of 
territory. We got nothing and we asked 
for nothing. We got just what we asked 
for, except that we got 10 years of de
pression, 10,000,000 men out of work, 
$13,000,000,000 of bad war debts we will 
never collect, and we got 4 cemeteries in 
France. The only thing we can get out 
of another conflict will be higher taxes, 
deeper debts, more graveyards, and a 
more prolonged depression. 

There is one question I believe every 
Member of this body should ask himself 
before he votes for this bill, Am I will
ing to go the whole way? You cannot 
be half way in war and half way out of 
war. [Applause.] You cannot insult 
people, spit in their faces, slap their jaws, 
kick them on the shins, and then say, 
"We do not want to fight." There is no 
such thing as what is expressed by that 
sham slogan of "methods short of war." 

You lifted the embargo on arms and 
started furnishing munitions. That was 
the first step. The next step is that you 
will furnish money. The third and final 
step will be that you will furnish men. 
Those are the three steps that led us to 
war in 1917 and they are the same three 
steps that are leading us into this con
flict today; munitions, money, men. 

Mr. CASEY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHORT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CASEY of Massachusetts. I agree 
with the gentleman in everything he said 
about Great Britain. The gentleman has 
made a very splendid speech, which has 
received the thunderous and almost 
unanimous applause of his Republican 
colleagues. I ask him now, Does the gen
tleman favor aid to Great Britain? 

Mr. SHORT. I favor aid to Great 
Britain. [Applause.] I am not talking 
for Great Britain or against any other 
country. I am talking only for America. 
It is not that I do not love Britain, but 
that I love America first. I hope the 
time will never come when we will have 
to take down that picture of George 
Washington and put the picture of 
George III in his place, or place the 
Union Jack ahead of the Stars and 
Stripes. [Applause.] 

Regardless of where our inherent sym
pathies may be, our first duty is to our 
own country, the United States of Amer
ica, and to our own people. We have al
most reached the :Point today when, un
less you put the interest of Great Britain
first, you are branded as unpatriotic, un
American, or pro-Nazi. I have lived in 
both Germany and England, and I love 
both peoples. The great tragedy to me is 
that these two mighty civilizations, great 
peoples, which have contributed much to 
the world's culture, its philosophy, its 
science, literature, music, and art, are 
now tearing each other to pieces, while 
the real enemy of mankind-godless, 
atheistic Soviet Russia, the mora.I em
bargo against whom we have lifted, is 
standing on the sidelines laughing, hop
ing that the United States, the last great 
capitalistic nation, will become involved, 
and that we will be bled white, so that 
when the deluge is over she can move in 
and on the ruins plant the world revo
lution. 

I hate dictatorships: I think that dic
tatorships are bad wherever they are 
found. God knows I despise fascism. I 
detest Hitlerism or nazi-ism. I hate com
munism. But I have no great love for 
British imperialism, and I do not think 
it is the duty of Uncle Sam to police the 
world or to underwrite this war of Brit
ain's by surrendering our economic . 
strength in this bill. Why should the 
United States of America, with a national 
debt of $50,000,000,000, headed for bank
ruptcy, underwrite Great Britain's war 
when she is the mightiest and wealthiest 
empire in all the world. Where are Can
ada, South Africa, Australia, New Zea
land, and India? After this war we may 
qualify as a colonial possession or a do
minion. 

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

Mr. SHORT. I will be glad to Yield. 
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Mr. BLOOM. I would like to call the 

gentleman's attention to Washington's 
Farewell Address--

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I think this 
is an attempt to break up the speech of 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. FisH] is out of order. 
The gentleman from Missouri has the 
floor and the control of his own time. 

Mr. SHORT. I am sure the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. BLOOM] can take 
the time to read the whole Farewell 
Address to us, and heaven knows--

Mr. BLOOM rose. 
Mr. SHORT. No; I do not yield. 
Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman has 

yielded. 
The regular order was demanded. 
Mr. BLOOM. Point of order, Mr. 

Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. BLOOM. I asked the gentleman 

if he would yield to me, and the gentle
man, I understood, did yield to me. Now, 
after the gentleman yielded to me, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH] 
interrupted, and I am just asking the 
gentleman a question because he had 
already yielded to me and I think I am 
in order in asking the gentleman this 
question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Missouri has the floor. 

Mr. SHORT. Since I have only 1 or 2 
minutes left, I refuse to yield. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 

gentleman 5 additional minutes and I 
will say to the gentleman that no one 
interrupted the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. McCORMACK] and I hope 
the gentleman will proceed without inter
ruptions. 

Mr. SHORT. That is all right. 
There will be lots of interruptions, I am 
afraid. 

I want to say this to the membership 
of the House. I can conceive of nothing 
more dastardly or reprehensible than 
any legislator or statesman to vote for 
any measure that will put us into war or 
bring us nearer to an armed conflict that 
will send the youth of America away to 
fight in foreign fields, perhaps, for a 
cause in which he himself does not suffi
ciently believe to risk his own hide. 

I think you should have just two 
amendments to this bill. The first would 
be to insert the word "not" in line 1, 
"be it not enacted." You can dress this 
measure up all you please, you can 
sprinkle it with perfume and pour pow
der on it, masquerade it in any form you 
please with these innocuous and mean
ingless amendments that have been of
fered, but it is still foul and it stinks to 
high heaven. It does not need a doctor, 
it needs an undertaker, and the minute 
we pass it we are completely abdicating 
our constitutional prerogatives. I con
fess we do not surrender the power of 
Congress to declare war, but every Mem
ber in this body knows that modern wars 
today are not declared. They start 
fighting without anyone ever declaring 
them. We do, in effect, repeal the John
son Act by extending credits to the Gov
ernment of Great Britain. We do, in 
effect, repeal the neutrality law that 

will permit, or certainly not prohibit, 
the carrying of American munitions in 
American ships to belligerent countries. 
We do take not one or two but several 
other steps nearer the brink, nearer the 
precipice toward active involvement, and 
if you cannot kill this bill, then I would 
like to see you offer an amendment that 
the Members who vote for this vicious 
thing will, the day war is declared or 
we become involved, resign their seats 
and go in the front contingent. [Ap
plause.] That, of course, will never 
happen. 

This bill is a war bill, it is a dictatorship 
bill, and it is a bankruptcy bill, and as 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
FisH] 'has pointed out you cannot repeal 
any one of those three things. 

I hope and pray to God that the Con
gress of the United States that has 
already surrendered control of the purse 
strings to the Executive, . granting him 
vast discretionary powers over monetary 
affairs; I trust that the Congress of the 
United States, that has turned over to 
him the authority to negotiate treaties 
with foreign countries, without those 
treaties ever being considered, let alone 
ratified, by the United States Senate, will 
not go the last step in total capitulation, 
in complete surrender of democracy by 
giving the President the power to take 
funds of the American people in any 
amount or munitions of war, be they 
planes, tanks, or ships, and transfer, 
lease, lend, or even give away, dispose 
of in any manner that he may see fit, 
that would constitute an act of war and 
actually get us engaged in it. 

These are my reasons for opposing this 
measure. I think in all seriousness that 
it is the most dangerous bill that has ever 
been presented to any free legislative 
body, and though my hope is very faint 
and though my faith is very weak, at last, 
perhaps, when it gets over into the other 
body, sufficient time will be had so that 
the American people can be advised and 
that they will awaken to the real dangers 
of this bill which would raise up a Hitler 
in America to get rid of one 4,000 miles 
away. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr: BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

15 mmutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER]. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SHORT] 
has followed his usual custom of deliver
ing to the membership of the House a 
very interesting speech. You will no
tice that his entire remarks were gener
alized, that nowhere in them did he refer 
to any of the specific provisions of the 
bill. In fact, he seemed very careful to 
refrain from discussing any of the pro
visions of the bill, and the result is as 
usual with the speeches delivered by the 
gentleman-he delivered more heat than 
light on the subject. He did admit, how
ever, that he is in favor of aid to Great 
Britain, which is something for that gen
tleman to admit. The gentleman did say 
that this bill would drive the United 
States in effect to dictatorship. I fail to 
see wherein this measure, H. R. 1776, 
any citizen of the United States or any
body of the United States is being de
prived of the right of freedom of speech, 

where anyone is being deprived of the 
right of free assembly, where anybody 
is being deprived of the right to worship 
God as he pleases, or where anybody is 
being deprived of the precious right of 
freedom of the press. The gentleman 
from Missouri declared his great love for 
the American democracy and its institu
tions. He praises American institutions, 
but does he want to do anything about 
them when they are in danger? No; he 
wants to sit idly by and do nothing to 
protect or defend them. In other words, 
his policy is to divide the unity of the 
country and to do nothing whatsoever for 
his beloved country in time of danger. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield there? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield. 
Mr. SHORT. I believe in national de

fense, I believe in adequate defense, I 
think, as much as any Member of this 
body, and I have supported measures for 
it and shall continue to do so, but I 
want the defense to be for America, and 

, not for some other country. 
Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman 

again generalizes very freely. Of course, 
we all agree that he loves America and 
we believe that he wants to defend Amer
ica, but when a specific proposition or 
bill is brought before the House he is 
always against it and has never once 
offered a substitute. Therefore, I have 
no reason to believe that he will offer 
any proposition any better than the one 
offered so far, and if the gentleman is 
going to criticize a constructive measure, 
it is his duty to offer some substitute or 
proposition so that the Congress can give 
proper consideration to it. 

Mr. SHORT. Does the gentleman 
think it wise to give away our munitions, 
our battleships and planes when we are 
told that our domestic supply is inade
quate to defend ourselves? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman 
has evidently not studied all of the pro
visions of the bill. The bill does not call 
for giving away munitions except when 
it is necessary and vital to the defense of 
the United States, and the first consid
eration of this bill is that it is necessary 
for the defense of the United States. 

Mr. SHORT. But it leaves it in the 
hands of one man rather than the Con
gress. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Oh, surely the 
gentleman would not want any contem
plated transfer or lease or exchange to be 
debated in this House by the member
ship. With all the silver-tongued orators 
there are here we would never come to a 
conclusion on anything. 

Mr. SHORT If the gentleman is logi
cal, he would simply do away with par
liamentary government. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
this afternoon there came into my pos
session a newspaper which I understand 
has quite general circulation throughout 
the United States, evidently published in 
New York City. It is dated January 30, 
1941. The name of the newspaper is the 
Free American and Deutscher Weckruf 
und Beobachter. On the first page of 
that newspaper, witt a heavy black line 
around it, appears an article, as follows: 

You German-Americans: 
Show that you are Americans by exercising 

your American rights. As you love the United 
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States and its institutions, let your protest 
against the treason bill H. R. 1776 be heard 
in Washington. If you believe that your 
Senator or Congressman will pigeonhole it or 
consign it to the wastepaper basket, send it 
to Senator BURTON K. WEELER. If you can't 
send a telegram or a letter, just write a post 
card: 

"I am a voter and I take this means to 
register my protest against the passage of 
H. R. 1776." 

Then sign name and address. Or write: 
"As H. R. 1776 contravenes the letter and 

spirit of our institutions, I beg you to do 
your utmost to defeat the measure, however 
amended, since it empowers the President to 
make Britain's war our war." 

Or write: 
''The Congress of the United States has no 

constitutional right to surrender its power to 
the President, and I ·(we) urge you to do 
your utmost to defeat H. R. 1776." 

It is your duty as a loyal American to do 
this unless you want your sons to fight 
Britain's war. If a million such protests pour 
in upon Congress, they wm not fall to in
:tluence the fate of the proposed betrayal to 
the Republic. 

There is no "emergency" save such as the 
President creates every time he wants a free 
hand to use the United States as a pawn for 
Britain's imperialistic purposes. The Tories, 
Anglophiles, . interventionists, and interna
tional conspirators constitute a minority 
bloc, but they control the press, the radio, and 
the screen. The opposition, constituting 83 
percent of the American people, are helpless 
to make themselves felt except by wiring and 
writing letters of protest. 

Free America of its dictators by rendering 
them impotent to guide the country's des
tiny. Germany has been our friend from 
our infancy. It has no designs on our terri
tory or our institutions, while England has 
been our constant enemy. 

If America should succeed in helping Eng
land to win the war, the next great war for 
which your sons would be drafted wlll be 
between the British Empire and the United 
States. 

Don't be a mollusk. Write today. 

Mr. Chairman, I read that article and 
I wanted it to get into the RECORD because 
I think it 111ustrates very clearly, without 
any question, the depths to which the 
Nazi propaganda machine will go in at
tempting to influence the Congress in its 
deliberations on this bill. 

This paper, Mr. Chairman, is published 
in New York City by the A. V. Publishing 
Corporation, Inc., G. Wilhelm Kunze, 
president; August K!apprott, vice presi
dent; Gustav J. Elmer, treasurer; and 
Willy Luedtke, secretary. 

Mr. Chairman, the Nazi propaganda 
machine is making the same mistake to
day in its attempt to influence American 
people that the Germans made 20 years 
ago. Mr. Chairman, I think this is an 
insult to the thousands and thousands of 
loyal, patriotic, freedom-loving American 
citizens whose ancestors came from Ger
many. For myself, my father was born 
in the old country and he was known as 
a German, but if he were living today I 
know that he would resent with every 
fiber of his being such an insult to his 
intelligence and such an attempt to seg
regate class against class, nationality 
against nationality, just as I today, as 
a World War veteran, resent this from 
the very innermost of my being. 

He calls this newspaper "the Free 
American" and he attempts to influence 
the people of the United States of 
America. "America is in no danger." 

In other words, this agent of Hitler does 
not want any power given to the Presi
dent of the United States. He wants this 
Congress to fail to pass this measure and 
thus accede to his wishes. This is Hit
ler's order. This is Hitler speaking. He 
has the nerve and the gall, in effect, to 
name a gentleman who is in the Senate 
of the United States as perhaps the leader 
of an effort to follow the wishes of Hitler. 
He calls upon the august Senator from 
the State of Montana to lead this fight 
and do his wishes. I think this should 
be resented. If a publication like that 
appeared in any of the countries under 
the domination and heel of Hitler, those 
responsible for its publication would not 
last one week. 

Mr. Chairman, the able speech made by 
the majority leader the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCoRMACK] covered 
the various provisions of this bill very 
well, I think. It is my conclusion that, 
with very few exceptions, everybody is 
agreed on the policy of extending the ut
most material aid to Britain-all aid short 
of war. And we who agree on that 
proposition do not do so because we hold 
any extr&.ordinary love for the British 
Empire but because we deem it the best 
policy in the interest of our own national 
defense and .the preservation of our own 
democracy, and so I may say that prac
tically all of us are in entire accord on 
the basic reasons which caused the intro
duction of this bill. 

The only difference between those in 
favor of H. R. 1776 and those opposing it 
is a difference of opinion and judgment, 
as I see it, as to what will constitute the 
best procedure and the best method for 
security for ourselves-national defense
through the giVing of aid to Great Britain 
and the other democracies fighting the 
onrush of the forces of aggression and 
the dictator powers. 

I think I am correct in saying that the 
opposition bases its stand mainly on the 
premise that the bill would vest too much 
power in the hands of one man, but I 
think that if we can agree that an emer
gency exists at the present time, and in 
my mind it is an emergency of a most 
grave and serious nature, and that our 
future as a great world power depends 
on the outcome, then it must be admitted 
that in order to meet the emergency and 
to insure speedy and effective action 
that it will be necessary for the Congress 
to grant emergency powers, and the ques
tion then arises as to whom these emer
gency powers should be granted. 

It is obvious to any student that demo
cratic processes are slow. For Congress 
to attempt to debate and decide on every 
contemplated transfer, exchange, or lease 
would entail momentous and most likely 
disastrous delay. To me it also seems 
quite clear that it would be just as im
practical to place the power of decisive 
action in a committee composed, if you 
will, of Members of the Senate and the 
House, or of a committee composed of 
Justices of the Court, or of industrialists 
or financiers or any committee, no matter 
how its personnel be chosen. The ex
perience of all American history shows 
conclusively that every President, from 
Washington to the present time, has at 
all times exercised the utmost restraint 
and deliberate judgment. when it came 

to the conduct of foreign affairs and 
the involvement of the United States in 
international disputes. 

The Constitution gives to the Presi
dent of the United States practically 
unlimited power to. deal with foreign gov
ernments, and the Supreme Court of the 
United States has just recently upheld 
the wisdom of the framers of our Con
stitution in that regard. 

The President, as Commander in Chief 
of the Army and of the Navy, under the 
Constitution holds the fate of the United 
States in the hollow of his hand insofar 
as his ability is concerned to involve this 
country in a dispute with a foreign power, 
and if any President at any time desired 
to involve this country in war, he could, 
by an order to the Navy or to the Army, 
do so, regardless of any legislation that 
a Congress might pass in seeking to curb 
him. This Congress cannot take away 
any of the rights given to the President 
of the United States by the Constitution. 

Opponents of this measure make much 
of the fact that too much power will be 
vested in the bands of the Pr.esident. Let 
me call your attention to some of the 
powers which we, the Congress of the 
United States, have legislated to the 
President for authority during an emer
gency. All of us know that during the 
World War much power was given to the 
then President. All of us also know that 
since 1932 many emergency powers have 
been granted to the President. The 
President now has, if he declared by 
proclamation that an emergency exists, 
these powers: 

To take possession of and assume control 
of all transportation facilities necessary to 
move the armed forces; to prohibit transac
tions in foreign exchange, suspend all trad
ing on national security exchanges for 90 
days; to take certain action in the extension 
of credit; to close any radio station or take 
it over for Government use and to require 
priority for communications essential to na
tional defense; to take over power houses, 
dams, and conduits and reservoirs for the 
purpose of munitions manufacturing; to 
suspend provisions of laws prohibiting more 
than 8 hours of labor in any 1 day by 
persons engaged on work covered by con
tracts with the United States; to prohibit 
imports from countries which have restricted 
imports from the United States contrary to 
the law and the practice of nations, and to 
refuse clearance to vessels belonging to bel
ligerent countries against which discrimina
tion is charged; to requisition any merchant 
vessels documented under the United States 
laws, control the movements of foreign and 
domestic shipments in all continental and 
territorial waters; to take possession of such 
vessels and to remove their officers and crews; 
and to require the Interstate Commerce Com
mission to set up such preferences or priori
ties as the President may designate. 

Will any of us say that the President 
of the United States has so gloried in 
these vast powers vested in him that he 
has abused them or made unwise use of 
them, and these are domestic powers. 

In the field of international affairs any 
President, knowing of the importance and 
the magnitude of decisions resting with 
him, would most certainly be conserva
tive, careful, and circumspect, and would 
without any doubt whatsoever, confer 
and consult and advise with those persons 
most competent and most expert. No 
one will gainsay the fact that the present 
President loves the democratic way of 
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life. No one will deny the patriotism of 
the President and his fidelity to our insti
tutions and to our form of government, 
and to me it seems almost a sacrilege to 
charge, or even to intimate that he will 
ever for an instant have uppermost in his 
mind any other course than the one 
which will be for the best and lasting 
interest of his country, and the preserva-

, tion of its democratic institutions and 
the enlightened American way of life. 
For myself, I am willing to entrust him, 
and as a practical matter, I do not see 
how it is possible to effectively provide 
f.::· the only kind of aid which will 
achieve the purposes we all have in mind 
without the granting of emergency power 
to the President, and the temporary sus
pension of some of the statutes which 
definitely hamper and delay the speedy 
action so badly needed. 

Section 3 (a) contains the clause "not
withstanding the provisions of any other 
law." Many persons upon first seeing 
this clause might jump to the conclusion 
that all laws on the statute books, were 
in effect repealed. I would like to em
phasize that this clause refers only to the 
subject matter contained in section 3 of 
the bill. 

At the present time there are many 
statutes which relate tc the disposition 
of War Department and Navy Depart
ment material, and the authority to dis
pose of many types of equipment is con
tained in those statutes. However, they 
were passed spQradically one by one dur
ing a long period of time. They have 
never been codified or revised, so as to 
form a reasonable or workable program 
of action. 

The terms and conditions imposed on 
the transfer vary with the different types 
of equipment in a way which is hap
hazard and in many cases totally un
related to existing conditions. 

In many cases efforts to dispose ex
peditiously of any military equipment 
cannot be effected without enormous de
lay. In many cases the conditions 
imposed by the existing statutes are 
virtually . impossible of fulfillment, al
though practical terms equally beneficial 
to the United States could be easily sug
gested. Often the statutes will authorize 
the disposition of the component parts of 
a unit, and yet it will not authorize the 
disposition of the complete unit equipped 
to function as an effective weapon. In 
such a confused state of the law you can 
see how impossible it would be to render 
the effective aid which is called for in the 
present crisis. If we are to proceed in a 
prompt and effective manner it is es
sential that the Congress provide in one 
bill specific and clear authority. 
ACTS WHICH WOULD BE AFFECTED BY ENACTMENT 

OF THE LEND-LEASE BILL 

Where a statute, limited in its opera
tion to a specified time, covers a some
what general field, such as the disposition 
of military and naval equipment to a 
foreign government, it suspends more 
specific statutes covering the same sub
ject matter or inconsistent with 1t. 

By way of illustration, the following 
are some of the statutes which would be 
temporarily suspended if H. R. 1776, as 
amended, were enacted. 

For purposes of clarity they will be 
g!ouped under the following headings: 

L Manufacture of defense articles for 
transfer to foreign governments. 

2. Transfer of existing defense articles 
to such governments. 

3. Reconditioning of foreign-owned de- . 
fense articles within the United States. 

4. Acquisition by the United States of 
defense articles abroad. 

5. Disposition of moneys received in 
consideration of defense articles trans
ferred. 
t . Manufacture of defense articles for trans

fer to foreign governments 

Section 11 of the Criminal Code 
<U.S. C., title 18, sec. 23) provides: 

Whoever, within the territory or jurisdic
tion of the United States, fits out and arms, 
or attempts to fit out and arm, or procures 
to be fitted out and armed, or knowingly is 
concerned in the furnishing, fitting out, or 
arming of any vessel, with intent that such 
vessel shall be employed in the service of any 
foreign prince, or state, or of any colony, dis
trict, or people, to cruise, or commit hostili
ties against the subjects, citizens, or property 
of any foreign prince or state, or of any col
ony, district, or people, with whom the United 
States are at peace, or whoever issues or de
livers a commission within the territory or 
jurisdiction of the United States for any ves
sel, to the intent that she may be so · em
ployed, shall be fined not more than $10,000 
and imprisoned not more than 3 years. And 
every such vessel, her tackle, apparel, and 
furniture, together with all materials, arms, 
ammunition, and stores which may have been 
procured for the building and equipment 
thereof, shall be forfeited; one half to the 
use of the informer and the other half to the 
use of the United States. 

Section 3 of title V of the act of June 
15, 1917 (40 Stat. 222; U. S. C., title 18, 
sec. 33) , provides: 

During a war in which the United States is 
a neutral nation it shall be unlawful to send 
out of the jurisdiction of the United States 
any vessel built, armed, or equipped as a ves
sel of war, or converted from a private vessel 
into a vessel of war, with any intent or under 
any agreement or contract, written or oral, 
that such vessel shall be delivered to a bel
ligerent nation, or to an agent, officer, or 
citizen of such nation, or with reasonable 
cause to believe that the said vessel shall or 
will be employed in the service of any such 
belligerent nation after its departure from 
the jurisdiction of the United States. 

It is clear that section 3 <a) (1) of the 
bill suspends, so far as the Government is 
concerned, the provisions of those sec
tions. That was the view taken at the 
time of the introduction of the bill in the 
Senate. (See 87 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
88, Jan. 10, 1941.) 
2. Transfer of existing defense articles to such 

governments 

Section 6 of the act of July 2, 1940 
<Public, No. 703, 76th Cong.), provides: 

Whenever the President determines that it 
is necessary in the interest of national de
fense to prohibit or curtail the exportation 
of any military equipment or munitions, or 
component parts thereof, or machinery, tools, 
or material, or supplies necessary for the man
ufacture, servicing, or operation thererf, he 
may by proclamation prohibit or curtail such 
exportation, except under such rules and 
regulations as he shall prescribe. 

Since implementation of that statute is 
in the hands of the President and en-

trusted entirely to his discretion, it would 
not appear that any provisions of the pro
posed bill exercise a substantive effect on 
the section just quoted. 

Section 7 of the Neutrality Act of 1939, 
act of November 4, 1939 (54 Stat. 8; 
U. S. c., Supp. V, title 22, sec. 245j-6), 
provides, in part, as follows: 
, (a) Whenever the President shall have is
sued a proclamation under the authority of 
section 245j (a), it shall thereafter be unlaw
ful for any person within the United States 
to purchase, sell, or exchange bonds, securi
ties, or other obligations of the government 
of any state named in such proclamation, or 
of any political subdivision of any such state, 
or of any person acting for or on behalf of the 
government of any such state, or political 
subdivision thereof, issued after the date of 
such proclamation, or to make any loan or 
extend any credit (other than necessary 
credits acc~ing in connection with the trans
mission of telegraph, cable, wireless, and tele
phone services) to any such government, po
litical subdivision, or person. The provisions 
of this subsection shall also apply to the sale 
by any person within the United States to any 
person in a state named in any such procla
mation of any articles or materials listed in a 
proclamation referred to in or issued under 
the authority of section 245j-ll (1) . 

(b) The provisions of this section shall not 
apply to a renewal or adjustment of such 
indebtedness as may exist on the date of such 
proclamation. 

(c) Whoever shall knowingly violate any of 
the provisions of this section or of any regu
lations issued thereunder shall, upon convic
tion thereof, be fined not more than $50,000 or 
imprisoned for not more than 5 years, or both. 
Should the violation be by a corporation, 
organization. or association, each officer or 
director thereof participating in the violation 
shall be liable to the penalty herein pre
scribed. 

In qontradistinction to the scope of the 
Neutrality Act of 1937, interpreted in an 
unpublished opinion of the Attorney 
General to the Secretary of the Treas
ury, dated April 19, 1939, the 1939 statute 
covers extensions of credit by Govern
ment corporations. <See <1939) 85 CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD 1655; (1939) 85 CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD 894.) If it is then 
possbly concluded that the United States 
as a legal entity is also within the pur
view of the act's prohibition, section 3 

· <b) of H. R. 1776 would suspend, pro 
tanto, section 7 of the Neutrality Act of 
1939, since section 3 (b) of the lend-lease 
bill authorizes the transfer of defense 
articles on such terms as the President 
deems satisfactory. Such suspension, 
pro tanto, however, would not affect 
operation of the provisions of the Neu
trality Act of 1939 on the conduct of 
persons other than the Government. 

The so-called Johnson Act, act of April 
13, 1934 ~ 48 Stat. 574; U. S. C., title 31, 
sec. 804a) , provides: 

It shall be unlawful within the United 
States for any person to purchase or sell the 
bonds, securities, or other obligations of, 
any foreign government or political subdivi
sion thereof or any organization or associa
tion acting for or on behalf of a foreign gov
ernment or political subdivision thereof, is
sued after April 13, 1934, or to make any 
loan to such foreign government, political 
subdivision, organization, or association, ex
cept a renewal or adjustment of existing in
debtedness while such government, political 
subdivision, organization, or association, is 
in default in the payment of its obligations, 
or r,ny part thereof, to the Government of 
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the United States. Any person violating the 
provisions of this section shall upon convic
tion thereof be fined not more than $10,000 
or imprisoned for not more than 5 years, or 
both. 

As used in this section the term "person" 
includes individual, partnership, corporation, 
or association other than a public corpora
tion created by or pursuant to special au
thorization of Congress. or a corporation in 
which the Government of the United States 
has or exercises a controlling interest 
through stock ownership or otherwise. 

Since Government corporations are 
excluded from the operation of that act, 
a fortiori, the United States is not bound 
by its limitations. It cannot be main
tained, therefore, that H. R. 1776 would 
suspend or modify the Johnson Act. 

Section 3 (a) (2) and section 3 (a) (5) 
of the bill, authorizing transfer and re
lease for export of defense art!cles to for
eign governments, suspend section 3 of 
title V of the act of June 15, 1917 (40 Stat. 
222; U. S. C., title 18, sec. 33), set out in 
part (1) of this memorandum. 

Section 14 (a) of the act of June 28, 
1940 <Public, No. 671, 76th Cong.), pro
vides: 

Notwithstanding the provision of any other 
law, no military or naval weapon. ship, boat, 
aircraft, munitions, supplies, or equipment, 
to which the United States has title, in whole 
or in part, or which have been contracted for, 
shall hereafter be transferred, exchanged, 
sold, or otherwise disposed of in any manner 
whatsoever unless the Chief of Naval Opera
tions in the case of naval material, and the 
Chief of Staff of the Army in the case of mili
tary material. shall first certify that such ma
terial is not essential to the defense of the 
United States. 

The Attorney General in an opinion to 
the President, dated August 27, 1940 
((1940) 39 op. Atty. Gen., No. 134), has 
intimated that the discretion of the mili
tary officers named is personal and may 
not be controlled by the President. Since 
the President is not similarly restricted in 
H. R. 1776, and since that statute is in
consistent with the provisions of H. R. 
1776, it would appear that the limitation 
contained in the act of June 28, 1940, will 
be suspended. 

Section 4 of the act of September 1, 
1937 <50 Stat. 787; U.S. C., Supp. V, title 
50, sec. 165), provides in part: 

No helium gas shall be exported from the 
United States, or from its Territories and 
possessions, until after application has been 
made to the Secretary of State and a license 
authorizing said exportation has been ob
tained from him on the joint recommenda• 
tion of all of the members of the National 
Munitions Control Board and the secretary 
of the Interior. 

Enactment of the lend-lease bill 
would, through section 3 (a) (5), en
able the President temporarily to trans
fer helium abroad to foreign govern
ments without regard to the formal re
strictions of the 1937 statute. 

From time to time the Congress has 
enacted other statutes governing the 
disposition of war materials by the War 
and Navy Departments. Some pertinent 
sections will now be considered. 

Section 2 of the act of August 5, 1882 
(22 Stat. 296; U. S.C., title 34, sec. 491), 
and section 5 of the act of March 3, 1883 
(22 Stat. 599; U. S. C., title 34, sec. 492), 
provide respectively: 

It shall be the duty of the Secretary of 
the Navy to cause to be examined by com
petent boards of officers of the Navy, to be 
designated by him for that duty, all vessels 
on their return from foreign stations and 
all vessels ln the Unlted States as often as 
once in 3 years, when practicable; and said 
boards shall ascertain and Teport to the Sec
retary of the Navy, in writing, which of said 
vessels are unfit for further service, or. 1f the 
same are unfinished in any navy yard, those 
which cannot be finished without great and 
disproportionate expense, and shall in such 
report state fully the grounds and reasons 
for their opinion. And it shall be the duty 
of the Secretary of the Navy, if he shall con
cur in opinion with said report, to strike the 
name of such vessel or vessels from the Navy 
Register and report the same to Congress. 

It shall be the duty of the Secretary of the 
Navy to cause to be appraised, in such man
ner as may seem best, all vessels of the Navy 
which have been stricken from the Navy 
Register u11der the provisions of the preced
ing section. And if the said Secretary shall 
deem it for the best interest of the United 
States to sell any such vessel or vessels, he 
shall, after such appraisal, advertise for 
sealed proposals for the purchase of the same, 
for a period not less than 3 months, in such 
newspapers as other naval advertisements are 
published, setting forth the name and loca
tion and the appraised value of such vessel, 
and that the same will be sold for cash to the 
person or persons or corporation or corpora
tions offering the highest price therefor 
above the appraised value thereof, and such 
proposals shall be opened on a day and hour 
and at a place named 1n said advertisement, 
and record thereof shall be made. The Sec
retary of the Navy shall require to accom
pany each bid or proposal a deposit in cash 
of not less than 10 percent of the amount of 
the offer or proposal, and also, except as pro
vided in title 6, a bond with two or more 
sureties to be approved by him, conditioned 
for the payment of the remaining 90 percent 
of the amount of such offer or proposal with
in the time fixed in the advertisement. And 
in case default is made in the payment o! the 
remaining 90 percent, or any part thereof, 
the Secretary, within the prescribed time 
thereof, shall advertise and resell said vessel 
under the provisions of this section. And 
in that event said cash deposit of 10 percent 
shall be considered as forfeited to the Gov
ernment and shall Le applied, first, to the 
payment of all costs and expenditures at
tending the advertisement and resale o! said 
vessel; second. to the payment of the differ
ence, if any, between the first and last sale 
of said vessel; and the balance, if any, shall 
be covered into the Treasury: Provided, how
ever, That nothing herein contained shall be 
construed to prevent a suit upon said bond 
for breach of any of its conditions. Any 
vessel sold under the foregoing provisions 
shall be delivered to the purchaser upon the 
full payment to the Secretary of the Navy of 
the amount of such proposal or offer, and the 
net proceeds of such sale shall be covered 
into the Treasury. Except as otherwise pro
vided by law, no vessel of the Navy shall 
hereafter be sold in any other manner than 
herein provided, or for less than such ap
praised value, unless the President of the 
United States shall otherwise direct in writing. 

The Supreme Court has held that the 
terminal exception clause in the la.st 
quoted statute empowers the President 
not only to authorize a sale for less than 
the appraised value, but to direct a de
parture from the manner of sale as above 
set out. Levinson v. United States 
((1922) 258 U. s. 198, 201) relied on in 
the opinion of the Attorney General to 
the President dated August 27, 1940 
((1940) 39 Op. Atty. Gen., No. 134). 
While by the terms of the statute the 

President may direct a departure from 
its requirements, that is possible only 
when he acts by executing a writing. 
However, H. R.1'776 temporarily suspends 
the requirement of any writing. 

Section 1 of the act of January 28, 1915 
<38 Stat. 800; U. S. C., title 14, sec. 69), 
provides in part: 

The President may from time to time cause 
such of the Coast Guard cutters as have be
come unfit for further service to be sold; and 
the proceeds shall be paid into the Treas
ury. • • • 

Likewise here, section 3 (a) (2) of 
H. R. 1776 suspends the implied require
ment of the 1915 statute that cutters 
sold must be unfit for further service. 

The act of August 29, 1916 (39 Stat. 
605; U.S. C., title 34, sec. 493), provides: 

The Secretary of the Navy is authorized to 
sell any · or all of the auxiliary ships of the 
Navy classified as colliers, transports, tenders, 
supply ships, special types, and hospital ships, 
which are 18 years and over in age, which he 
deems unsuited to present needs of the Navy 
and which can be disposed of at an advan
tageous price, which shall not be less than 
50 percent of their original cost, the money 
obtained from such sale to be covered into 
the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

The limitations as to age and unsuita
bility of the vessels to be transferred and 
the requirements with regard to sale 
price and the disposition to be made of 
its receipt are suspended by provisions of 
the proposed bill. 

The act of March 2, 1906 (33 Stat. 837; 
U.S. C., title 10, sec. 1372), provides: 

No steamship in the transport service of the 
United States shall be sold or disposed of 
without the consent of Congress having been 
first had or obtained. 

Clearly that statute is suspended by the 
lend-lease bill. 

Section 2 of the act of August 5, 1882 
(22 Stat. 296, as amended; U.S. C., Supp. 
V, title 34, sec. 544), provides in part: 

No old material of the Navy shall after 
August 5, 1882, be sold or exchanged by the 
Secretary of the Navy, or by any officer of 
the Navy, which can be profitably used by 
reworlting or otherwise in the construction 
or repair of vessels, their machinery, armor, 
armament, or eq -1ipment; but the same shall 
be stored and preserved for future use. And 
when any such old material cannot be profit
ably used as aforesaid, the same shall be 
appraised and sold at public auction after 
public notice and advertisement shall have 
been given according to law under such rules 
and regulations and in such manner as the 
said Secretary may direct. 

The restrictions imposed by that stat
ute must be considered suspended by sec
tion 3 (a) (2) of the proposed bill. 

The act of July 19, 1918 (40 Stat. 850), 
as amended by the act of February 25, 
1919 (40 Stat. 1173; U.S. C., title 40, sec. 
314), provides: 

The President is authorized, through the 
head of any executive department, to sell, 
upon such terms as the head of such depart
ment shall deem expedient, to any person, 
partnership, association, corporation, or any 
other department of the Government, or to 
any foreign state or government engaged in 
war against any government with which the 
United States is at war, any war supplies, ma
terial and equipment, and any byproducts 
thereof, and any building, plant, or factory, 
acquired since April 6, 1917, including the 
lands upon which the plant or factory may 
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be situated, for the production of such war 
supplies, materials, and equipment which, 
during the emergency existing July 9, 1918, 
may have been purchased, acquired, or manu
factured by the United States: Provided· fur
ther, That sales of guns and ammunition 
made under the authority contained in this 
section or any other act shall be limited to 
sales to other departments of the Govern
ment and to foreign states or governments 
engaged in war against any government with 
which the United States is at war, and to 
members of the National Rifle Association 
and of other recognized associations organ
ized in the United States for the encourage
ment of small-arms. target practice. • • • 

If there are war materials falling into 
the category set forth in the above pro
vision available for transfer as defense 
articles to foreign governments, the limi
tation with respect to eligible transferees 
is apparently done away with by section 3 
of H. R. 1776. 

The act of July 11, 1919 (41 Stat. 105, 
U. S. C., title 1, sec. 1265), provides: 

In addition to the delivery of the property 
authorized prior to July 11, 1919, to be de
livered to the Public Health Service, the De
partment of Agriculture and the Post Office 
Department of the Government, the· Secre
tary of War is authorized to sell any surplus 
supplies, including motortrucks and auto
mobiles, on July 11, 1919, owned by and in 

. the possession of the Government for the use 
of the War Department to any State or 
municipal subdivision thereof, or to any cor
poration or individual upon such terms as 
may be deemed best. 

If that statute might be construed as 
providing by implication that foreign 
governments are excluded as purchasers, 
its limitation is suspended by the provi
sions of the lend-lease bill. 

Section i241 of the Revised Statutes of 
1873 (U. S. C., title 10, sec. 1261) pro
vides: 

The President may cause to be sold any 
military stores which, upon proper inspection 
or survey, appear to be damaged or unsuit
able for the public service. Such inspection 
or survey shall be made by officers designated 
by the Secretary of War, and the sales shall 
be made under regulations prescribed by him. 

The act of June 5, 1920 <41 Stat. 949; 
U.S. C., title 10, sec. 1262), provides: 

The Secretary of War is hereby authorized, 
ln his discretion, to sell to any State or for
eign government with which the United 
States was at peace on June 5, 1920, upon 
such terms as he may deem expedient, any 
materiel , supplies, or equipment pertaining 
to the Military Establishment, except food
stuffs, as or may be found to be surplus, 
which are not needed for military purposes 
and for which there is no adequate domestic 
market. 

Under the proposed bill there is no 
requirement that defense articles to be 
transferred to foreign governments must 
be damaged, unsuitable for the public 
service, surplus, not needed for military 
purposes, or that there must be no ade
quate domestic market for their disposi
tion. The implicit limitations of those 
sections are, therefore, suspended by sec
tion 3 (a) (2) of the lend-lease bill. 

The act of July 26, 1919 (41 Stat. 272; 
U. S. C., title 10, sec. 1252), provides: 

No loan of tents shall be made except to the 
Grand Army of the Republic, the United 
Confederate Veterans, the United Spanish 
War Veterans, and to recognized organiza-

tions of veterans of the late World War by 
. whatever name they may be known. 

Assumed that tents are included within 
the category, defense articles, enactment 
of H. R. 1776 would suspend that statute 
to permit transfer of tents by the Presi
dent to foreign governments. 
3. Reconditioning of foreign-owned defense 

articles within the United States 

The operation of section 11 of the Crim
inal Code, set out above in part U) of 
this memorandum, appears to be sus
pended by section 3 (a) (3) of H. R. 1776. 

Section 12 of the Criminal Code 
(U. S. C., title 18, sec. 24) provides: 

Whoever, within the territory or jurisdic
tion of the United States, increases or aug
ments, or procures to be increased or aug
mented, or knowingly is concerned in in
creasing or augmenting, the force of any ship 
of war, cruiser, or other armed vessel which, 
at the time of her arrival within the United 

. States, was a ship of war, or cruiser, or armed 
vessel, in the service of any foreign prince or 
state, or of any colony, district, or people, or 
belonging to the subjects or citizens of any 
such prince or state, colony, district, or peo
ple, the same being at war with any foreign 
prince or state, or of any colony, district, or 
people, with whom the United States are at 
peace, by adding to the number of the guns 
of such vessel, or by changing those on board 
of her for guns of a larger caliber, or . by 
adding thereto any equipment solely appli
cable to war, shall be fined not more than 
$1,000 and imprisoned not more than 1 year. 

Likewise, the prohibition of that statute 
is suspended by section 3 (a) (3) of the 
lend-lease bill. 

Section 17 of the Criminal Code 
<U. s. C., title 18, sec. 29) provides: 

The several collectors of the customs shall 
detain any vessel manifestly built for war
like purposes, and about to depart the United 
States, or any place subject to the jurisdic
tion thereof, the cargo of which principally 
consists of arms and munitions of war, when 
the number of men shipped on board, or other 
circumstances, render it probable that such 
vessel is intended to be employed by the 
owners to cruise or commit hostilities upon 
the subjects, citizens, or property of any 
foreign prince or state, or of any colony, dis
trict, or people with whom the United States 
are at peace, until the decision of the Presi
dent is had thereon, or until the owner gives 
such bond and security as is required of the 
owners of armed vessels by section 28 of this 
title. 

A proper construction of that statute 
would seem to require a finding by the 
President, before he orders the release of 
a detained ship, that the vessel is not 
about to engage in any of the prohibited 
activities. Section 3 (a) (3) of H. R. 
1776 would suspend the restrictions of the 
above-quoted section 17 when the Presi
dent has authorized the Secretary of the 
Navy to recondition armed vessels (owned 
by foreign governments) for the commis
sion of hostilities. 

Section 11 of the Neutrality Act of 1939 
(U. S. C., Supp. V, title 22, sec. 245j-
10) provides: 

Whenever, during any war in which the 
United States is neutral, the President shall 
find that special restrictions placed on the 
use of the ports and territorial waters of the 
United States by the submarines or armed 
merchant vessels of a foreign state will serve 
to maint:::.in peace between the United States 
and foreign states, or to protect the com
mercial interests of the United States and its 

citizens, or to promote the security of the 
United States, and shall make proclamation 
thereof, it shall thereafter be unlawful for 
any such submarine or armed merchant ves
sel to enter a port or the territorial waters of 
the United States or to depart therefrom, ex
cept under such conditions and subject to 
such limitations as the President may pre
scribe. Whenever, in his judgment, the con
ditions which have caused him to issue his 
proclamation have ceased to exist, he shall 
revoke his proclamation and the provisions of 
this section shall thereupon cease to apply, 
except as to offenses committed prior to such 
revocation. 

Pursuant to the authority there grant
ed, the President, in Proclamation No. 
2375, dated November 4, 1939, pro
claimed: 

Now, therefore, I, Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
President of the t;nited States of America, 
acting under and by virtue of the authority 
vested in me by the foregoing provision of 
section 11 of the joint resolution approved 
November 4, 1939, do by this proclamation 
find that special restrictions placed on the 
use of the ports and territorial waters of the 
United States, exclusive of the Canal Zone, 
by the submarines of a foreign belligerent 
state, both commercial submarines and sub
marines which are ships of war, will serve to 
maintain peace between the United States 
and foreign states, to protect the commer
cial interests of the United States and its 
citizens, and to promote the security of the 
United States. 

And I do further declare and proclaim that 
it shall hereafter be unlawful for any sub
marine of France, Germany, Poland, or the 
United Kingdom-India, Australia, Canada, 
New Zealand, or the Union of South Africa
to enter ports or territorial waters of the 
United States, exclusive of the Canal Zone, 
except submarines of the said belligerent 
states which are forced into such ports or 
territorial waters of the United States by 
force majeure; and in such ·cases of force 
majeure, only when such submarines enter 
ports or territorial waters of the United 
States while running on the surface with 
conning tower and superstructure above 
water and flying the flags of the foreign 
belligerent states of which they are vessels. 
Such submarines may depart from ports or 
territorial waters of the United States only 
while running on the surface with conning 
tower and superstructure above water and 
flying the flags of the foreign belligerent 
states of which they are vessels. 

And I do hereby enjoin upon ~11 officers of 
the United States, charged with the execution 
of the laws thereof, the utmost diligence in 
preventing violations of the said joint reso
lution, and this my proclamation issued 
thereunder, and in bringing to trial and 
punishment any offenders against the same. 

And I do hereby revoke my Proclamation 
No. 2371, issued by me on October 18, 1939, 
in regard to the use of ports or terri to rial 
waters of the United States by submarines 
of foreign belligerent states. 

This proclamation shall continue in full 
force and effect unless and until modified, 
revoked, or otherwise terminated, pursuant 
to law. 

While by the terms of section 11 and 
of the proclamation itself, the restrictions 
on use of American ports by submarines 
may be revoked under certain circum
stances, revocation apparently requires a 
formal ·act rather than a mere informal 
authorization. In consequence, section 
3 (a) (3) of H. R. 1776 may be said to 
suspend section 11 and render inoperative 
the proclamation to the extent of per
mitting the President informally to au
thorize reconditioning of foreign-owned 
defense articles within the United States. 
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It is clear, nevertheless, that section 11 
and the proclamation would remain in 
full force in respect of all situations where 
the President does not order otherwise 
under section 3 (a) (3) of the lend-lease 
bill. 

4. Acquisition by the United States of 
defense articles abroad 

Because of the expressed purpose and 
content of section 8 of H. R. 1776, it 
seems almost unnecessary to mention 
that the advertising and bidding require
ments of section 3709 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended (U. S. C., title 41, 
sec. 5), are inapplicable. The similar 
stipulation of the act of March 3, 1893, 
27 Stat. 732 (U. S. C., title 34; sec. 566) 
concerning purchases of gun steel or 
armor for the Navy must be regarded as 
suspended for the purposes of the lend
lease bill. The above-mentioned stat
ute provides: 

No contract for the purchase of gun steel 
or armor for the Navy shall be made until the 
subject matter of the same shall have been 
submitted to public competition by the De
partment by advertisement. 

It is also clear that the provisions of 
the so-called Buy-American Act, act of 
March 3, 1933 <47 Stat. 1520; U. S. C., 
title 41, sees. 10a-10c) , do not control 
Government purchases under section 8 of 
the lend-lease bill. 

Section 1 of the act of June 19, 1912 
<37 Stat. 137; U. s. C., title 40, sec. 324), 
requires the insertion in specified public 
contracts of a clause prohibiting the em
ployment of any laborer or mechanic for 
more than 8 hours in any day of the 
week. The Comptroller General has 
ruled that that provision is inapplicable 
to contracts entered into by the Go:vern
ment in foreign countries and involving 
the services of foreign workmanship 
( (1939) 19 Comp. Gen. 516). By anal
ogy, the so-called Walsh-Healey Act, 
act of June 30, 1936 (49 Stat. 2036; U.S. 
C., Supp. V, title 41, sees. 35-45), re
quiring compliance with certain fair 
labor . standards on the part of persons 
supplying materials, and so forth, to the 
United States by stipulation for inclusion 
in the contract of representations by the 
contractor' of his compliance with those 
standards-should be held inapplicable 
to acquisitions in foreign countries made 
pursuant to the authority of section 8 of 
H. R. 1776. In the case of each statute 
the purpose of enactment was to protect 
American labor, while in the case of con
tracts under section 8 the employment of 
foreign labor only would be contem
plated. In no way, then, would the pro
visions of the 8-hour law or the Walsh
Healey Act be affected by the lend-lease 
bill. 

Owing to the informality of transac
tion apparently permissible under sec
tion 8 of H. R. 1776, it is probable that 
the restriction imposed by the act of 
June 21, 1930 <46 Stat. 796; U.S. C., title 
5, sec. 219), is suspended from acquisi
tion of arms, ammunition, and imple
ments of war from the specified foreign 
countries. That statute provides: 

Whenever contracts in excess of $500 in 
amount which are not to be performed with
in 60 days are made on behalf of the Govern
ment by the Secretary ot War, or by omcers 

authorized by him to make them, such con
tracts shall be reduced to writing and signed 
by the contracting parties. In all other cases 
contracts shall be entered into under such 
regulations as may be prescribed by the 
Secretary of War. 

Section 307 of title III of the act of 
June 17, 1930 (46 Stat. 689; U.S. C., title 
19, sec. 1307), provides: 

All goods, wares, articles, and merchandise 
mined, produced, or manufactured wholly 
or in part in any foreign country by convict 
labor or/ and forced labor or/ and indentured 
labor under penal sanctions shall not be 
entitled to entry at any of the ports of the 
United States, and the importation thereof 
is hereby prohibited, and the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
prescribe such regulations as may be neces
sary for the enforcement of this provision. 

It is not impossible that in some of the 
foreign countries specified by section 8 
o:• the lend-lease bill arms, ammunition, 
and implements of war are produced un
der conditions of "forced labor" within 
the meaning of the statute prohibiting 
importation into the United States of 
convict-made goods. In consequence, 
section 8 of the bill suspends that statute 
to the extent that it would touch the 
specified defense purchases authorized to 
be made by the secretaries of War and 
of the Navy with the President's approval. 
5. Disposition of moneys received in consid-

eration for defe11-se articles transferred 

In the Permanent Appropriation Re
peal Act, 1934, act of June 26, 1934 (48 
Stat. 1224; U. S. C., title 31, sec. 725, et 
seq.) , provision was made for deposit into 
the Treasury, as miscellaneous receipts, 
of the proceeds of sales of various mili
tary supplies, stores, and so forth. See 
sections 4 and 10 of the act <U.S. C., title 
31, sees. 725c, 725D. Among the appro
priations affected were those contained in 
section 2748 of the Revised Statutes 
(U. S. C., title 14, sec. 69) -proceeds from 
sale of Coast Guard cutters available for 
purchase of new cutters-and in the act 
of April 23, 1904 (33 Stat. 276; U. S. C., 
title 50, sec. 73)-moneys derived from 
disposition of Army ordnance available 
for replacement purposes. 

Section 3618 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended (U. S. C., title 31, sec. 487), 
provides, with certain exceptions not here 
applicable: 

All proceeds of sales of old material, con
demned stores, supplies, or other public prop
erty of any kind, • • • shall be depos
ited and covered into the Treasury as 
miscellaneous receipts, on account of "pro
ceeds of Government property," and shall not 
be withdrawn or applied, except in conse..: 
quence of a subsequent appropriation made 
by law. 

The act of January 22, 1923 (42 Stat. 
1142; U.S. C., title 50, sec. 74), provides: 

The net proceeds of sales of useless ord
nance material by the Navy Department shall 
be covered into the Treasury as "Miscellane
ous receipts." 

The act of August 29, 1916 (39 Stat. 
605; U. S.C., title 34, sec. 493), provides: 

The Secretary of the Navy is authorized to 
sell any or all of the auxiliary ships of the 
Navy classified as colliers, transports, tenders, 
supply ships, special types, and hospital 
ships, which are 18 years and over in age, 
which he deems unsuited to present needs 

of the Navy and which can be disposed of at 
an advantageous price, which shall not be 
less than 50 percent · of their original cost, 
the money obtained from such sale to be 
covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts. 

Under the terms of section 6 tb) of the 
lend-lease bill, moneys received from for
eign governments in consideration for 
defense articles, and so forth, may revert 
to the appropriation out of which ex
penditures for such defense articles were 
made, and are then available for expendi
ture for the purpose of the original ap
propriation during the fiscal year in 
which the moneys are received and the 
ensuing fiscal year. It is apparent, 
therefore, that the miscellaneous re
ceipts provisions of the other statutes 
referred to above are inapplicable. 

It should be borne in mind in consider
ing the effect of H. R. 1776 that it sus
pends existing Federal statutes only to 
the extent that it covers the same subject 
matter or is inconsistent with their pro
visions in terms of specific situations, and 
only for the period in which the bill, if 
enacted, remains in force. 

It should be borne in mind that these 
various statutes are suspended only to the 
extent that they cover the same subject 
matter, or the extent to which they are 
inconsistent with the provisions of H. R. 
1776. 

The statutes mentioned are not the 
only ones applying to the disposition of 
material. I have recited some of them in 
the hope that it might impress you with 
the complexity and the maze of red tape 
under which the War and Navy Depart~ 
ments, and the various executives have 
been laboring. 

Imagine, if you will, the staff of lawyers 
the Chief of Naval Operations and the 
Chief of Staff of the Army would have to 
have at their elbow to advise them 
whether or not any contemplated action 
by them violated any of the minute pro
visions of any of these many acts. Is it 
any wonder that there is confusion and 
delay? In passing these various statutes 
at various times, the Coagress was with
out doubt motivated by the best of inten
tions to protect the interest of the Army 
and Navy, as well as the taxpayer, but it 
is inconceivable to me that in the present 
crisis the Congress wants to hamper and 
restrain the President with such a maze 
of red tape. It is the duty of Congress to 
give clear authority to assure the prompt 
disposal of material, where such disposal 
will be helpful and vital to our own 
defense. 

The same thing is true of our produc
tion efforts. Every possible effort should 
be made to simplify every step in the 
production of munitions. The plan is to 
make the United States virtually the sole 
purchasing unit for war materials to be 
ordered from the manufacturers in this 
country; that the Governn.;ent shall thus 
become what might be called one great 
funnel through which all the production 
of such materials in this country will be 
ordered, and through which the materials 
will flow when finished. and following 
that the United States Government itself 
will be in a position to distribute and 
apportion these munitions to ourselves 
and to th_e other democraci~ as best suits 
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the interests of our country. This plan 
will eliminate the competition of many 
different purchasing agents from differ
ent countries. At present there are per
haps a dozen different foreign purchasing 
commissions in this country. Under the 
contemplated plan, the manufacturer 
would deal almost entirely with the one 
purchaser-the Government. 

For 20 years Army and Navy officials 
have been making studies and have de
vised a well-ordered system o:£ placing 
contracts, and it is further contemplated 
that in the placement of all future con
tracts only those items will be manufac
tured which the Army and Navy of the 
United States can themselves use and 
with which the armed forces of our coun
try are familiar as to utilization. For in
stance, rifles and guns of only the caliber 
that have been adopted by our armed 
forces would be produced. Only such 
ammunitions as could be used in the fire
arms adopted by us could be authorized, 
and so on down all along the line. This 
in itself is of tremendous importance to 
the future defense of the United States, 
and it will tremendously speed and in
crease production, and finally the United 
States Government would have complete 
control over the distribution of the muni
tions after they have been produced. 
Whatever we needed ourselves we would 
keep, and whatever we could spare or dis
pose of to best help our defense would be 
left to the discretion of the United States 
Government. Is this not a better plan 
than the alternative suggested of making 
a direct loan of $2,000,000,000? With the 
competition which would ensue between 
the British Government's purchasing 
commission and the officials of the United 
States Government, more delay, more 
confusion, and less defense for the United 
States would result; and insofar as a 
loan of $2,000,000,000 is concerned, we 
could not entertain much hope of ever 
being repaid, but the plan of H. R. 1776 
is that the United States shall impose 
terms and conditions upon which any 
foreign government receives aid, and 
that these terms and conditions will be 
satisfactory to the President and of bene
fit to the United States, either by pay
ment or repayment in kind or property 
or other direct or indirect benefit. Surely 
this is to be preferred over merely mak
ing what will amount to an outright gift 
of $2,000,000,000. 

The more one studies the provisions of 
H. R. 1776 and contemplates the plan of 
operation under it, the more certain he 
becomes that it is definitely to the best 
interest of the United States for the Con
gress to speedily make its provisions the 
law of the land. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 

the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HoPE] 
such time as he may desire. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman. before en
tering upon a discussion of the pending 
measure I want to make my position per
fectly clear upon the issue of aid to 
Britain. I am not an isolationist. I would 
like to be. That is, I would like to feel 
that it is possible for this country to live 
entirely independent of the remainder of 
the world. I would like to believe that 
what goes on in other quarters of the 
globe is no concern of ours. I would like 

to believe that we can shut our eyes and 
our ears to what iS· going on in Europe 
and Asia and dismiss the matter by the 
simple statement, "It is a dirty mess and 
we will have nothing to do with it." Un
fortunately, if we are honest with our
selves we can do none of these things. 

There has been no time in our history 
when we have been free from the effects 
of what has gone on in the remainder of 
the world. The complete answer to those 
who contend that we are not concerned 
and are not affected by what happens on 
other continents is that we are today en
gaged in a national-defense program on a 
scale heretofore unequalled by any na
tion in the history of the world. The 
reason for this program is that we cannot 
isolate ourselves, we cannot ignore what 
is going on in Europe, Asia, and Africa, 
and we must make these tremendous 
preparations to meet situations which 
have arisen there and which vitally affect 
our national existence. That this view
point is recognized by all our people is 
shown by the fact that the defense pro
gram has the support of practically 
everyone, no matter what his previous 
views on international policy may have 
been. 

I do not believe that this is our war. It 
arose over matters concerning which we 
have heretofore assumed no responsi
bility and over which we had no control. 
Nevertheless, it would be foolish to say 
that we do not have an interest in its 
outcome and that a British victory will 
not have a very different meaning for us 
than a German victory would have. Does 
anyone think for a minute that we would 
have embarked upon this great defense 
program if we were sure that Britain 
would win the war? This program, which 
may eventually involve an expenditure of 
between forty billions and fifty billions of 
dollars, is being undertaken as insurance 
against a Hitler victory. If England wins, 
it will be materially lessened and modified. 

For these reasons I favor aid to Britain 
short of war. As long as Britain has or 
can procure dollar exchange to pay for 
war supplies I think she should pay for 
them. When funds are no longer avail
able, then we should provide other means 
by which these supplies can be secured. 
I prefer outright grants or gifts to an 
extension of credit. Our experience with 
war loans ought to -convince us that some 
other method should be used. It is al
most a certainty that any war indebted
ness incurred by Britain to this country 
will never be repaid. Because of our in
terest in the outcome of the struggle, 
however, we can well afford ,within rea
sonable limits to make advancements 
with no expectation of repayment. This 
is on the assumption that such advance
ments will bring about a British victory 
and save us the expenditure of many bil
lions of dollars in the future. 

I believe that a great majority of the 
American people share the views which 
I have just expressed. Those who are 
sponsoring the present· legislation are at
tempting to sell it to this great group of 
our people on the ground that it is the 
only effective way of aiding Britain and 
other countries fighting the totalitarian 
nations at this ti~e. I believe that 
many millions of people in this country 

have been deceived by the ballyhoo and 
propaganda for this bill into thinking that 
this is true. I think that accounts for 
most of tr e popular support which the 
bill has received up to this time. I f.ur
ther believe that if people generally un
derstood that Britain can be aided ef
fectively without legislation of this type 
and understood fully the nature of the 
powers which are being relinquished by 
Congress to the Executive there would be 
a tremendous upsurge of opposition to 
the measure. 

The passage of this bill is not essential 
in extending aid to Britain. Its initial 
result will be to establish a dictatorship 
in peacetime, its secondary effect will be 
to drag us into a war for which neither 
the Nation or its people are prepared. 

Let me deal first with the question of 
aid to Britain. Up to this moment the 
British Purchasing Commission has had 
no difficulty whatever in securing for that 
nation such war material as is available. 
The difficulty that has occurred lies in 
our own failure to get into extensive pro
duction those items of equipment which 
were most desired. Later, when our vast 
industrial machine begins to function, 
there will arise the question of funds with 
which to pay for these supplies. That 
is a question, however, which can easily 
be solved without recourse to the drastic 
powers which are given to the President 
under this bill. As far as the urgent and 
immediate situation is concerned, there 
is not one thing which can be done under 
this bill which cannot be done without 
it, unless the proponents of the legisla
tion are mistaken in their definition of 
the powers it gives the President. 

This measure takes from the British 
Purchasing Commission, which has been 
doing a good job, the procurement of 
British supplies and turns that· responsi
bility over to the President of the United 
States. I believe that the British Pur
chasing Commission working with our 
Office of Production Management can do 
as good and perhaps a better job of pro
curement than can be done if the Presi
dent is forced to assume the responsibil
ity for meeting not only the needs of this 
country, but of Britain, Greece, China, 
or any other country which he decides 
should be aided in the interest of our 
defense. 

There is a greater reason, however, 
why I feel that we are making a mistake 
in giving the President the responsibility 
and the power to furnish war materials 
to Britain and every other country which 
may be able to convince the President 
that it is fighting in our defense. If we 
furnish to Britain, China, or any other 
country such supplies as they deem 
necessary for the conduct of their war, 
that is one thing. Such a policy does not 
make their war our war or tie us up in 
any way with future developm~nts. If, 
however, the President of the United 
States undertakes the responsibility of 
saying what supplies Britain shall receive, 
what shall go to Greece, what shall go to 
China, to the Free French forces, to Tur
key, or to any other nation which might 
conceivably enter the war, then in that 
event the President becomes the master 
strategist of the wa-r. He has the ·power, 
if he cares to exercise it, of determining 
policies, of saying where campaigns shall 
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be fought, of what supplies will be used,' 
and the character of the campaign to be 
conducted. In this age of machine war
fare, the man who operates the arsenal 
and distributes the supplies from it is 
the man who dictates the course of the 
war. When this measure becomes law, 
the President of the United States rather 
than Winston Churchill, will take over 
the conduct of the war. From that time 
on it will be our war. We will be com
mitted to its success or failure and will be 
bound to go through with it to the bitter 
end, if it takes 10 years and 5,000,000 
men. In other words, if we pass this bill 
and the President exercises the powers 
given him, we are in the war and in it to 
the finish. 

I know that there are those in this 
country and perhaps there are those in 
Congress who believe that we should get 
into the war as a belligerent. The great 
majority of our people, however, while 
for aid to Britain, are bitterly opposed 
to getting into the war. or taking steps 
which might logically be expected to in
volve us. It may be entirely proper that 
consideration now be given to the ques
tion as to whether or not we will enter 
the war. If that question is to be con
sidered, however, it should be debated 
openly and frankly. The American 
people -have a right to express their 
opinions, and Members of Congress the 
right to vote their convictions as to 
whether or not we become a belligerent. 
The present bill will put us in the war in 
the end just as surely as if Congress had 
voted a declaration of war. We will be in 
for all purposes and to the finish. We 
:will be in without any vote in Congress 
on the question and without the great 
majority of our people having any idea 
that this momentous step has been taken. 

We are unprepared to go to war from 
the standpoint of materiel and equip
ment. Our people are psychologically 
and morally unprepared for war at this 
time. Let us look at this thing with our 
eyes open. Let us be realistic. This Con
gress would vote overwhelmingly against 
a declaration of war if the proposition 
were put up to it today. Our people 
would vote overwhelmingly against war 
if they had an opportunity to express 
themselves; yet we are preparing in what 
we still call a democracy to take steps 
which are equivalent to a declaration of 
war and are investing the President with 
powers which could only be justified if 
we were in a state of war and would be 
debatable even then. 

I realize that if we were in a state of 
war strong arguments might be made as 
to the necessity for giving the President 
the powers contained in this bill, not
withstanding the fact that they are 
greater powers than the English people 
have seen fit to give Churchill after a 
year and a half of war. Granting these 
powers, however, after we are in war and 
granting them now is an entirely differ
ent situation. Once Congress declares 
war our policy is determined. We are in 
it to the finish. The paramount problem 
is to function as effectively as possible in 
the w~ging of war. It is not a question 
of determining policy, for policy has al
ready been determined. Rather it is a 

problem of the choice of methods to carry 
that policy into effect. · 

Here, however, we have an entirely 
different situation. The policy of the 
country has not been determined. Con
gress does not consciously determine it in 
this bill. Congress avoids the determina
tion of a policy, but gives to the President 
vast and far-reaching powers in the field 
of policy making. In this bill the Presi
dent is not only given the power to pro
cure the construction and manufacture 
of new defense articles for any country 
to whom he may see fit to deliver them 
but he has the power to give awa·y our 
Navy, our air force, and all of the equip
ment of our Army. He can give away 
every bit of the defense material, the con
struction of which has been authorized 
for our own defense. Within a period of 
slightly over 2 years he can make con
tracts and agreements which can be car
ried out for an indefinite period far into 
the future. To this extent the time limi
tation in the bill means nothing. In the 
end the powers granted in this bill mean 
power to get us into the war. It is almost 
incomprehensible that such powers should 
be delegated by a legislative body in a 
democracy in peacetime. 

If it be granted that it is the will of 
the majority of the people of this coun
try to aid Britain, then this legislation 
can be justified only on the ground that 
it offers the only way to extend such aid. 
That is definitely not the case. There 
are other methods, the simplest and easi
est of which is to permit the British 
purchasing commission to carry on just 
as it has as long as its resources hold out 
and when those fail to make available to 
it credit or preferably grants in whatever 
amount the Congress of the United States 
feels to be necessary. Britain will not 
suffer under such a policy. The limit 
as to the amount of aid which can be 
given will in·that case, just as it is now, 
be determined by our ability to produce 
and the extent of British need. Irre
spective of the method we take of making 
it available to them under that kind of 
a program, it will be Britain's material 
and Britain's war. If we pass this bill, it 
will be our material and our war. 

We do not want to make this our war. 
The American people want peace. They 
are anxious to contribute their part in 
bringing about world peace. No man in 
these times can see far into the future. 
God grant that our Nation may be able 
to remain at peace. If, however, the 
changing course of world events should 
make it seem that our best interests will 
be served by becoming a belligerent, then 
the question should be faced fairly and 
squarely. It should be debated in Con
gress, in the press, and in every public 
forum. Finally, with our eyes open and 
with a full realization of the consequence 
of our action we should decide the ques
tion, having in mind one thought: What 
is the best policy for our beloved country? 
[Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. WIN
TER] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. WINTER. Mr. Chairman, on the 
3d day of January 1941 we, as Members 
of the Seventy-seventh Congress, took an 
oath to defend and support the Constitu-

tion of the United States. We were not 
sent here by our constituents to obey the 
instructions of, or comply with, the de
sires of someone else.· We came here 
bound only by our oath of office to hon
estly and fearlessly discharge our consti
tutional functions, not in the light of 
what is best for us from a partisan stand
point, not in the light of what is best for 
other nations of the world, but in the 
light of what is best for the United States 
of America, and any Member of this body 
who casts his vote for H. R. 1776 should 
be able with a clear conscience to say to 
himself, ''I have performed my constitu
tional duty for the best interest of the 
United States of America," and that I 
cannot do as this bill is presented to us. 

This bill is the most extraordinary, and 
in my opinion unconstitutional, delega
tion of legislative authority that has ever 
been proposed by any President to the 
Congress of the United States either in 
peacetime or in wartime. That it is a 
departure in the history of lawmaking in 
this body is beyond the pale of argument. 

Notwithstanding the fact that we have 
passed through several very critical pe
riods in our national history, no Presi
dent has ever asked or been granted au
thority that begins to compare with that 
provided in this bill. During the War of 
1812, when the very existence of this Na
tion was at stake, when the Capitol had 
been burned and the officers of the Fed
era! Government were fugitives, made so 
by the fortunes of war, no one ever sug
gested that the ordinary processes of 
democratic government were not suffi
cient to meet every issue then facing this 
Nation. Even during the Civil War, when 
the enemies of. the Republic were knock
ing at the gates of the Capitol and had 
reached Fort Stevens, now within the 
limits of the city of Washington, the im
mortal Lincoln did not ask Congress to 
surrender all its power and authority over 
natiomil defense to him. But now, with 
the enemy 3,000 miles away, and with our 
high-ranking military and naval authori
ties agreeing that we are in no danger of 
immediate attack, we are feverishly asked 
to delegate to the President authority 
which contains a complete pattern for a 
military dictatorship in this country just 
as powerful and arbitrary as any dicta
torship existing anywhere in the world 
today. 

This bill describes the defense articles 
over which it gives the President power 
to do with as he chooses as any weapon, 
munition, aircraft, vessel, or boat; any 
machinery, facility, tool, material, or sup
ply necessary for the manufacture, pro
duction, processing, repair, servicing, or 
operation of any article; any component 
material or part; any other commodity or 
article for defense; and, I repeat, any 
other commodity or article for defense. 
This means, if I can understand the Eng
lish language, that if in his discretion he 
so desires, all the resources of the United 
States would be defense articles under the 
absolute control of the President. 

Notwithstanding the provisions of any 
other law, this bill provides the President 
with authority to control every farm, 
every factory, every ship, every piece of 
equipment, and every human being in the 
United States. It provides him with au-
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thority to sell, transfer, exchange, lease, 
lend, or otherwise dispose of our entire 
Navy, the whole equipment of our Army, 
and every airplane we now possess or 
hereafter may acquire. It provides him 

. with authority to open our ports as bases 
for foreign nations. It provides him with 
a blank check of at least $20,000,000,000 
which he can spend without further 
action of Congress. ·n provides him with 
authority to purchase war materials 
from any country in the world and trans
fer them to any other country he might 
desire. It provides him with authority to 
manufacture in Government-controlled 
arsenals, factories, and shipyards, or 
otherwise procure, any defense article 
for any country whose defense he deems 
vital to ·the defense of the United States. 
It. provides him with authority to release 
for export to any nation, under terms 
and conditions that he alone may ap
prove, any such defense article. Section 
9 of the bill provides the President with 
authority from time to time to make such 
rules and regulations as he deems neces
sary and proper to carry out any of the 
provisions of the act. 

It was the results of just such provi
sions as section 9 of this bill that caused 
the Seventy-sixth Congress to pass the 
Walter-Logan bill in an effort to relieve 
the people of this Nation from the all
embracing dictatorial powers assumed 
from time to time as a result of the rules 
and regulations promulgated by the vari
ous departments and agencies of the 
Government. 

What happened to the Walter-Logan 
bill? You all know that when it reached 
the President, he vetoed it. He did not 
want any of his departments and agen
cies to be faced with the ·probability of 
surrendering any of the power and au
thority they had assumed under the pro
visions of language exactly like that 
which is contained in section 9 of this 
bill. 

Is there any Member of this House that 
doubts for one moment that the rules 
and regulations promulgated under this 
section will not be as far-reaching as the 
extraordinary powers therein specifically 
delegated to the President? If there is, 
take a look at the rules and regulations 
already promulgated by this administra
tion under similar authority in other bills 
that have been passed by Congress. 

Most dangerous of all is the authority 
this bill gives the President, coupled with 
his power as Commander in Chief of the 
Army and Navy, to commit acts of war 
and make war against foreign nations 
without the consent of the Congress or 
the people of the Nation. 

Even in Great Britain, enveloped in 
total war, Parliament has not been asked 
to yield so much of its power to its Prime 
Minister, Winston Churchill, and remem
ber this, Parliament's control over 
Churchill is absolute because it can re
move him from office in an hour's time 

. if it so desires. But once this Congress 
delegates the authority contained in this 
bill to the President, it will only revert 
back to the people, through the Congress, 
only on the expiration of the time limit 
placed therein or by repeal which may 
have to be passed over a Presidential veto. 

~XXXVII-39 

As the full implications and far-reach- national defense, that we build a Navy 
ing potentialities of this bill become ap- strong enough to defend ourselves and 
parent the American people are going to protect our friendly South American 
realize, too late for them to do anything neighbors· in both the Atlantic and the 
about it, if Congress passes this bill, that Pacific. People fear aggression from 
they have been stripped of their freedom abroad but not from Great Britain, 
and that they have been led as a blind- Greece, or China. 
folded and deceived people step by step The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
into war. EATON] described the danger so elo-

Only you and I, as Members of Con- quently on Monday his words are worth 
gress, can prevent this usurpation of au- repeating: 
thority and this last master step to war- Spiritually this is a war of atheism against 
and if we fail-the next time our people Christianity. Politically it is a war of despot
accept a pledge as they did in the last ism, dictatorship, and tyranny against the 
election they will see to it that they get ideals and institutions of free, self-governing 
more valuable security than they got last democracy everywhere. Economically it Is a 
November. war of state socialism of varying types against 

. - every form of private enterprise, private own-
There is not a Member on this floor who ership of property, and free labor. In the 

hates Hitler and all he stands for more largest sense, this is a battle to the death 
than I do. I am of English extraction. between world slavery and world freedom. 
My grandfather was an English sailor. The final issue of this war will determine 
I have relatives who are citizens of and the destinies of the whole world for genera
live in England at the present moment- tions to come. If Britain falls, and Hitler, by 
and of course I want to aid England-but the defeat of Britain, wins his announced ob-

jective, mankind everywhere will be plunged 
I want to do it without weakening our into a new dark thousand years. And Amer
own defense; without involving this Na- lea can no more escape contact with this uni
tion in war; without the Congress sur- versa! tragedy than a ship can escape contact 
rendering its constitutional functions and with the tides upon which it floats. 
duties, and without granting dictatorial I think the gentleman from New Jersey 
powers to the President-and such aid to has drawn too dark a picture, but there 
England can be speedily accomplished can be no doubt that our vital interests 
without involving this Nation in war by are on the side of Britain. She desper
amending H. R. 1776 to conform to the ately needs war materials, which we alone 
provisions of the report of the minority can give her. It is clear that we must 
members of the Foreign Affairs Commit- supply them. 
tee or by substituting therefor H. R. 2790, Many Members have stated that they 
introduced by the gentleman from South favor all aid to Britain and the other vic
D8,kota LMr. MuNDT], a member of the tims of aggressor nations "short of war." 
Foreign Affairs Committee. That is an adroit catch phrase, but it 

If the proponents of this so-called lend- means very little. No man can know the 
lease bill will permit it to be amended as last step short of war until after it has 
provided in either the minority report or been taken, just as one cannot know the 
H. R. 2790, so as to maintain inviolate the straw that breaks the camel's back until 
constitutional powers and duties of Con- the back breaks. I do not believe the in
gress and protect the people in their God-· creased aid to Britain contemplated by 
given rights guaranteed to them by the this bill will enlarge the danger of our ac
Constitution of the United States, I will tive involvement in war. Although I was 
give it my wholehearted support. But if one of those who voted for the Neutrality 
they will not-I am not willing to gamble Act and against the lifting of the arms 
every dollar of wealth, every dollar of embargo, I realize that today it is foolish 
property, and the life of every young man to attempt even the pretense of neutral
in America to satisfy a will for power. ity._ Hitler will turn his guns on us if and 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to when he deems it to his advantage. 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. HAN- There is far less danger of it while Brit
cbcKJ such time as he may desire. ain fights than after she lays down her 

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Chairman, like arms. 
every other Member of .the House, I have Not only the sentiment but the best 
given this bill a great deal of earnest and opinion in this country is opposed to 
prayerful thought. I have tried to ban- sending our armed forces across the At
ish both sympathy and prejudice from !antic. Although we fervently wish for 
my mind and come to a logical conclusion Britain's success for her sake as well as 
based on premises I believe to be true. our own, it is not our war she is fighting, 

There is general agreement on certain and we are by no means willing to con
.facts. Great Britain is engaged in a des- cede that we cannot successfully repel 
perate struggle for existence against a foe any invader who attempts to set foot on 
stronger in manpower and in all cate- American soil either on the Atlantic or 
gories of military weapons except naval the Pacific coast, or both. The safer 
vessels. Her own capacity for the pro- course, however, is for us to help Great 
duction of arms and munitions is in- Britain and the other nations resisting 
ferior to that of her enemy. Therefore the Axis Powers now. 
it is almost a certainty that Great Britain We have already been committed to a 
will be crushed without prompt and sub- policy of material aid to Britain and that 
stantial aid from abroad, and we are the policy has popular support. The imme
only important source of supply. diate problem is how best to give it. The 

Only a few dispute that the success of bill confers .on the President the power to 
the Axis Powers would constitute a grave determine what defense articles shall be 
threat to our American institutions and transferred, on what terms, and to what 
way of life. There is an almost universal nations, provided he deems such transac
demand in this country that we mobilize tions to be in the interest of our own de-

. our human and material resources for fense. These are questions which we 
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must trust the Chief Executive to decide 
in consultation with his chief military 
and naval advisers, whether we like it or 
not. In the very nature of things , the 
two Houses of Congress could not deter
mine such questions without endless de
bate and dangerous delays, even if they 
had the constitutional authority to do so. 
The power to conduct negotiations with 
foreign nations and make prompt deci
sions can only be exercised by one su
preme head, and that must be the man 
in the White House. 

There is much to be said in favor of the 
alternative plan of extending aid to Great 
Britain by the making of loans of money 
or credit on fixed terms and for specific 
purposes. I believe, however, that better 
results can be obtained by the direct 

. transfer of war materials. Our gigantic 
defense effort and our aid to Britain can 
be coordinated, the industrial resources 
can be organized on a Nation-wide basis, 
competition between various purchasing 
agents, and working at cross purposes can 
be eliminated under the provisions of 
this bill. 

The power to be conferred upon the 
President is stupendous and frightening. 
Every reasonable limitation should be im
posed and I should like to see a number 
of safeguarding amendments adopted in 
addition to those offered by the com
mittee. I think the powers should be 
granted for a definite period with the pro
viso that they may be terminated at an 
earlier date if Congress shall so determine 
by concurrent resolution. I think the 
President should not be given power to 
transfer naval vessels if by so doing the 
strength of the Navy will be weakened 
below its present strength in any of its 
categories. 

I do not believe the President has any 
· intention of depleting our own defenses; 
. I do not believe he desires war. No sane 
man elected to his high office by the 
American people could so betray his 
sacred trust. 

There is no safe course for us. War is 
raging on three continents. Unpredict
able things have happened and events are 
moving with incredible swiftness. We are 
witnessing a second World War and per
haps a world revolution, too. We can
not look into the future and plan our 
movements, but we must act to meet 
exigencies as they arise. Despite its 
dangers and imperfections the bill be
fore us will go a long way toward solving 
our immediate problem of arming our
selves and promoting our national de
fense by aiding those who are fighting the 
totalitarian powers. 

All the nations of the world are watch
ing our proceedings this week. As Mem
bers of the House we are confronted with 
the alternative of voting for this bill with 
the best amendments we can obtain, or of 
voting against it. We know the bill will 
pass. Every vote for it will strengthen 
and hearten the nations we wish to help 
and every vote against it will give encour
agement to our potential enemies. I re
gret that the President and ·his advisers 
did not call into consultation a group of 
thoughtful and patriotic citizens repre-

. senting divergent points of view for the 
purpose of working out a bill that could 
receive practically unanimous support. It 

could have been done because there is lit
tle disagreement among us as to ob
jectives. With the situation as it is I feel 
it my duty to vote for the bill. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
WIGGLESWORTH] SUCh time as he may de• 

· sire. 
Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair

man, the bill under consideration is one 
from which momentous consequences 
may come for every American citizen. 
Its far-reaching implications must be 
appraised for each one of us in terms of 
what is best for the Nation as a whole, 
regardless of any other consideration. 
It must be considered against the back
ground of the tragic world situation and 
in the light of all available evidence, in
cluding the most expert military and 
naval opinion available. 

Like our distinguished and beloved col
league from New Jersey [Mr. EATON], I 
am neither an isolationist nor an inter
ventionist. 

I favor every possible aid to Great 
Britain, in her valiant fight, consistent 
with our security. I favor, as stated re
peatedly during the campaign, every pos
sible aid to Britain consistent with our 
needs for national defense and keeping 
out of war. I favor giving the President 
any legislative power which may be 
necessary in this connection. 

I am opposed, however, to stripping 
ourselves of items essential for national 
defense. I am opposed to plunging this 
country into war, lamentably unprepared 
as we are. I am opposed to the delega
tion of legislative power to the President 
unnecessary to assure maximum aid to 
Great Britain. 

I regret that the bill under considera
. tion has been offered to the House in its 
·present form. I regret it because I am 
wholeheartedly in favor of its ostensible 
purpose-aid to Great Britain short of 
war. I regret it because, in my judgment, 
the bill, in its present form, is not the 
type of legislation which is best calcu
lated to assure the desired purpose, either 
from the standpoint of America or from 
the standpoint of Great Britain. 

In my judgment, there is a far better 
and far simpler way in which to assure 
every possible aid to Great Britain with 
minimum risk to America. Britain does 
not need this form of lend-lease bill. To 
accomplish the main objective of this 
legislation, she needs two things and two 
things only. She needs, first, the max
imum industrial production at the ear
liest possible moment under the leader
ship of Mr. Knudsen. She needs, sec
ond, t he assurance of financia1 assist
ance when her dollar balances become 
exhausted, to enable her to purchase all 

. of that production, or other articles of 
defense, which u e can safely spare. The 
simple and straightforward way to meet 
these needs is by authorizing an appro-

. priation not exceeding $2 ,000,000,000, or 
such other sum as the Congress may de
termine, for loans or credits to Great 
Britain to make possible the purchases in 
question. A simple provision of this 
character, with such additional features 
as may be desirable, would assure Great 
Britain of the maximum aid which can 
be safely given, would relieve Great Brit-

ain of direction or dictation from the 
White House, would reduce to a min
imum the risk of being plunged into a 
war though woefully unprepared, and 
would retain in the Congress the legisla
tive power which properly belongs to it. 

I can see no aid which could safely be 
given under the pending proposal which 
could not be given under the proposal re
vised in this manner. I believe the re
vised proposal would be far better for 
England and far safer for America. I 
shall support proposals for revision or 
amendment which will be offered to this 
end. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. 
MuNDT], a member of the committee, 15 
minutes . 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I think it 
might be an interesting question if it were 
not too embarrassing to ask the mem
bers of the committee who are here this 
afternoon who have read these hearings 
through from cover to cover to raise their 
hands, but I am not going to ask that 
question. I do, however, want .to urge 
those of you who have not read the hear
ings-and I am afraid there are many
to do so before you vote on this important 
legislation. I recommend it for the rea
son that I believe many of you perhaps 
who intend to vote for this legislation 
will do so expecting to find substantiating 
evidence for your vote in these hearings. 
It is not available. As you study them 
after the vote you will be surprised to 
find that that which you expected to find 
in the hearings is not there. 

I believe one of ·the conclusions you will 
quickly arrive at will be a surprising one, 

. and that is that witness after witnesss 
for the administration was quick to dis
claim any responsibility for authorship 
of the bill. The first witness who ap
peared before our committee was Secre
tary Hull, and Secretary Hull was the 
first witness to disclaim responsibility for 
this legislation. I quote to you from the 
hearings, on page 18, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. TINKHAM] 
talking to Mr. Hull-

May I ask you, Mr. Secretary, whether your 
office drew this bill, or whether you drew it? 

Secretary HULL. I have stated three times 
before that the Treasury Department drew up 
this bill. 

With that background, it is not sur
prising that when Mr. Morgenthau, Sec
retary of the Treasury, was before our 
committee, he was asked by the gentle
man from New York [Mr. FISH] whether 
or not he had drawn up this legislation. 
I quote you now from page 57 of the 
hearings, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. FISH] talking to Mr. Morgenthau-

This is the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. FrsH] talking to Mr. Morgenthau: 

Am I correct in saying that you initiated 
the bill in the Treasury Department? 

Mr. MORGENTHAU. No; I do not think you 
are correct. 

Therefore, exit Mr. Hull; exit Mr. 
Morgenthau, and we go to the next wit
ness for the administration, Mr. Stim
son, Secretary of War, the man who, in 
connection with a real national-defense 
bill, should certainly be consulted and 
should have a large part in drawing the 
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bill. He is interrogated by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. TINKHAM]: 

Mr. TINKHAM. Now, I would like to know· 
whether you helped draw this bill? 

Secretary STIMSON. No, sir. 

Exit Mr. Stimson. 
In order to make this more conclusive, 

I want to quote another question asked 
Secretary Stimson by the gentlewoman 
from Ohio [Mrs. BoLTON], a member of 
the committee: 

Mrs. BoLTON. Mr. Secretary, I have some 
very simple questions. 

Oh, how cleverly the art of woman dis
arms her adversaries. 

Here is the question: 
We learn from the testimony we have had 

that the Secretaries did not sit in on the 
original drafting of the bill. Am I right in 
that? 

Mr. STIMSON. I did not. 

Mr. Chairman, we are confronted with 
a very strange and a very unique situa
tion_;_a situation in which the Secretary 
of State, Mr. Hull, charged with the re
sponsibility of maintaining the peaceful 
neutral relations of America, refuses to 
admit that. he had anything to do with 
drafting the legjslation now before us. 
We are confronted with a situation in 
which the Secretary of the Treasury, who 
had been charged with initiating the bill, 
who is charged also with the ·responsibil
ity of rescuing this country from bank
ruptcy, if he can, disclaims any author
ship of the bill. Stranger than that, we 
are confronted with a situation in which 
the Secretary of War, Mr. Stimson, a 
man certainly who by his belligerent 
advocacy of quick and vigorous steps, 
shorter and shorter of war, marks him 
as a man who would not disclaim any 
responsibility in this respect, the Secre
tary of War charged with defending these 
United States, a Secretary of War who 
must operate under a bill labeled "for 
purposes of national defense," repeatedly 
states he had nothing to do with drafting 
the bill. He said he did not see it until 
its draft was completed-and so it goes. 
Secretary after Secretary testified in that 
fashion. 

It may be that those portions of the 
bill which say "for other purposes" have 
some well-known consultants who helped 
draft the bill; but insofar as the other 
portions of the bill at least are con
cerned, and insofar as its national
defense purposes are concerned, we find 
this strange piece of legislation dis
claimed by the Secretaries of the Presi
dent's Cabinet. We find this piece of 
legislation-surreptitiously conceived, in
dividually disclaimed, of unknown par
entage-placed before us, like a baby in 
a basket on our doorstep, and we are 
asked to adopt it. 

I think it is mighty important, Mr. 
Chairman, that we pause to wonder a bit 
wh:a. this legislation, containing so many 
powers that the President says he did not 
ask for and that the President did not 
want, was drawn in such a unique man
ner, because it is kind of stimulating to 
contemplate what person or what power 
put into this bill those undesired and un
desirable powers, since they are defi
nitely found in the legislation. We are 
asked to violate all preter..ses of neutral-

ity; we are asked to disregard the re
maining vestiges of international law; 
and the Secretary of State, charged with 
the responsibility of maintaining our 
peaceful relations, disclaims authorship. 

I have said that this bill is a very im
portant piece of legislation and that it 
was conceived in a most unique maimer. 
I think that the vast delegation of powers 
taking place in this bill, enormous as 
they are, probably are equaled and ex
celled only by the anonymity of their 
enormity. I think it is amazing that we 
are confronted with a situation of this 
type in a bill of this importance, when 
Secretaries testifying before this com
mittee, members of the President's Cabi
net, argue that the bill may be necessary 
but answer as few questions as they pos
sibly can concerning whether or not the 
bill is wise. 

If this bill is designed primarily, as I am 
afraid it is, for "the other purposes" as
pect of this act, this evasiveness is under
standable; but if the bill is devised pri
marily for the national-defense purposes 
of this act, it seems to be uncommon 
strange that those charged with adminis
tering it ·should disclaim any responsi
bility for initiating this particular legis
lation. 

I think, too, that this Congress should 
be slow to strip itself of powers reposing 
in it and to delegate them to the Presi
dent, when he says he does not want 
them, when he says he will not use them, 
and thus turn back the pages of freedom 
700 years to the days of the Magna Carta, 
when freemen won for the first time con
trol over the purse. This bill would leave 
freemen with that sole remaining con
trol-an uncertain restraint on the 
purse-and all the advancements in 
human legislative freedom of the past 
7 centuries would be discarded, and we 
would have to start all over again, as they 
did in 1215 with a faltering control over 
the purse. I do not believe you Members 
willfully and willingly wish to support 
legislation as comprehensive as that. 

A careful study of the hearings will 
reveal something else equally surprising 
as the anonymity of the sponsors of this 
act. There are two reasons-and two 
valid reasons alone-for bringing new en
abling legislation before this Congr~ss at 
the present time, and I remind the Mem
bers that, after all, we are not here this 
week to decide whether or not we will aid 
Britain and her gallant associates in their 
brave fight. That decision was made 
more than a year ago. Our decision to
day is something altogether different 
from that. We are deciding today how 
far we shall go in a program of aid to 
England and her associates, and we are 
to decide how best to implement a pro
gram of aid that will not involve us in war 
and which will not weaken the national 
defense of this country. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that the deci
sion which faces us today should be that 
simple one and not a discussion of a 
comprehensive bill like H. R. 1776 which 
brings a dozen other matters into 
consideration, including the decision 
whether or not this country should go 
back to the formula of medieval Europe 
and accept the doctrine that the king 
can do no wrong, with its inevitable 

corollary that the Representatives of the 
people cannot be trusted to do right. I 
do not believe that should have a part 
in this discussion, but unfortunately it 
is the most important part because it is 
the vital "for other purposes" aspect of 
this highly, comprehensive and unprece
dented legislation. 

I say the hearings disclose two valid 
reasons, and two valid reasons alone, for 
even discussing new legislation at this 
time in our desire to be of assistance to 
our friends across the seas. 

The first is that foreign purchasing 
power is running low. Mind you, it is not 
said, and it is not proved, that foreign 
purchasing power has run out. Foreign 
purchasing power is running low. That 
is the first valid reason for bringing new 
legislation before this House. 

The second valid reason brought before 
this House is the fact that there is a rea
sonable desire for greater coordination 
for procurement of defense materials, so 
that orders placed here by foreign coun
tries and by the United States can be 
handled more efficiently. 

We are now sending from 80 to 90 per
cent of the new war planes manufactured 
in this country overseas and much of the 
other new defense materials being pro
duced. You can read the hearings from 
cover to cover, you can read the bill word 
by word and paragraph by paragraph, 
and I defy you to find any single sentence 
or a single phrase which will enable us to 
produce an additional plane. Our limi
tations on sending new supplies across 
the seas today are limitations of produc
tion, and not of legislation. You do noth
ing in this bill to increase the production, 
nothing in this bill to meet the emer
gency spoken of by the majority leader 
when he said that in 60 or 90 days a trag
edy is apt to take place. There is nothing 
in this legislation to avert such a tragedy 
if, unhappily, it is on the horizon. In 
fact, this bill in its present form, with its 
possibilities for disrupting existing pro
duction and its potentialities for putting 
political puppets in charge of industrial 
plants, may well do more to decrease 
than to increase production. 

The second aspect I wish to call to 
your attention i.:; that today we are send
ing overseas such defense articles from 
our existing supplies as the chiefs of 
staff will certify are not necessary to our 
national defense. There should be noth
ing in any national-defense bill permit
ting us to strip our national defenses 
beyond the point where the chiefs of 
staff say they have reached a minimum 
essential to our national defense. So, 
unless you are willing to sacrifice and 
jeopardize the defense of this country, 
which you took an oath to support; un
less you are willing to do tbat, there is 
nothing in this bill which in any way at 
any time could give any assistance to the 
countries across the seas from the exist
ing war materials on hand or on order 
at this time. 

This being true, I submit to you as 
legislators that our job is to dev-ise legis
lation-and pass it quickly-which will 
answer the only two deficiencies present
ed to us in th~s volume of testimony 
which I have before me. Our job as leg
islators is to meet the problem, and to 
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solve it, which was presented to us by 
the testimony of these witnesses. Those 
of us who want to aid England and· her 
associates, and who couple with that de
sire a desire to make good our responsi
bility to keep America out of war, and 
who also wish to preserve the integrity 
of Congress, have a responsibility I well 
recognize, to offer a substitute piece of 
legislation which will meet the di:tliculties 
brought out by the gentlemen appearing 
before the House Committee on Foreign 
Affairs as expert witnesses. Such legis
lation can be written simply and it can 
be quickly passed. Such a program is 
what America wants. Such a program is 
what 90 percent of your constituents 
want. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 

additional minutes to the gentleman from 
South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. Such a program is a 
program behind which 90 percent of 
America can unite. Such a program, un
fortunately, is what your constituents 
think they are going to get if we pass 
H. R. 1776. But when they find out, as 
find out they must, that you and I have 
deceived them by betting the United 
States on the outcome of the war, by di
vesting Congress of all its prerogatives to 
protect the peace of the United States, 
their disappointment, I dare to prophesy, 
will be excelled only by their disillusion
ment when the act which we now put in 
operation leads this country into war, 
which I fear is inevitable if this legisla
tion is passed, and which each of you in 
his heart must recognize as the probable 
outcome of such legislation. 

Along that same general line, may I 
say that he who votes for this great gift 
of power, he who endorses this bill on the 
final roll-call vote, votes for the last step 
in the operation of the act when he votes 
for the first step in adopting the act. He 
who accepts responsibility for endorsing 
this legislation accepts responsibility for 
every act, for every transfer, for every 
movement under the act, because no mat
ter how he might protest against it, he 
has deliberately voted to divest himself 
of any and all future control of such 
matters of our public policy. Let no man 
satisfy his conscience, then, by voting for 
this bill and saying, "I can disclaim the 
consequences." 

Let me point out that any man who 
approves this bill, who accepts this road, 
accepts the route, accepts the goal, ac
cepts the destination to which this road 
will take us. When the majority leader, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
speaks about the decision between action 
and inaction, he fails to recognize that in
between these two extremes are 90 per
cent of the Americans, who want neither 
action leading to war nor inaction show
ing indifference to the problem. There is 
a vast contrast between the attitude of an 
iron deer standing in a park and that of 
a wild stampede rushing to destruction. 
In-between can be many proposals such 
as the substitute I am going to offer under 
the 5-minute rule, such as I placed in 
the RECORD on the 29th day of January, 
where you can find it. It is H. R. 2790, 
and you can get it in the docu·ment room. 
In-between the two extremes mentioned 

.by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
·[Mr. McCoRMACK] there is an American 
approach to this problem. In between 
there is an approach which would answer 
the two deficiencies brought out by the 
witnesses before our committee. In be
tween is a course which will not divest 
Congress of all its powers and will not 
set up one-man government in our coun
try, but which defines the limits to which 
.we are going to go and· describes the path 
we are going to follow in giving legiti
mate and early assistance to our friends 
across the seas, and in declaring again 
that we are not going to enter this war 
as an active belligerent unless attacked. 

My bill, H. R. 2790, is along lines sug
gested by Senator Johnson of Colorado, 
by Mark Sullivan, by Gen. Hugh John
son, and others. It provides aid to those 
with whom we sympathize, but it also 
protects democracy at home. Unlike 
H. R. 1776, it is not a step in the dark
it is a decision to stand on American 
ground. 

The bill H. R. 1776 is a method to solve 
these problems, and only that. It is an 
approach, and only that, an approach 
anonymously conceived. Who knows 
what Secretary Hull might have brought 
in had he written this legislation? Who 
knows what Secretary Stimson might 
have produced had he conceived the bill? 
They tell us now this is the only answer 
to the problem, still the Secretaries who 
have to administer the act had no part 
in its original writing. By what strange 
magic has this bill now become so sud
denly the only answer to the problem? 

I say there are other approaches, there 
are other answers. Like loyal members 
of the President's Cabinet, to be sure, the 
Secretaries came before our committee 
and testified for the administration pol
icy. They could do no less and with 
honor fail to resign their posts. But we 
wonder what type of legislation might 
have come had they in the first instance 
written the bill now before us. 

As a proposed amendment to this bill, 
I say, I offer the bill H. R. 2790. I hope 
you will read it. I hope you will do your 
constituents and your conscience the 
justice to study it. I think it offers a 
reasonable approach. It provides not in 
excess of $2,000,000,000 of immediate 
purchasing power for England and her 
associates. 

It meets every argument advanced by 
Mr. Knudsen for further coordination of 
procurement and it meets every argu
ment advanced by Mr. Morgenthau for 
new purchasing power. It does not tie 
the hands of the President, nor does it 
put Congress in a strait jacket for the 
duration of the war. I introduced this 
bill as separate legislation on January 
29 after failing to have it accepted as 
an amendment in our committee. 

Congress can give additional billions 
afterward if this initial step proves wise. 
My bill provides that all orders supplied 
for countries benefiting from this ex
tension of funds supply their orders in 
America through the Office of Produc
tion Management and on terms approved 
by it, thus providing for 100-percent co
ordination of foreign and domestic de
fense orders. There can be no greater 
degree of coordination than 100 percent, 

and we do not need to risk war to get it 
nor to abdicate as legislators to secure 

-it. My proposed substitute answers 
every need revealed in nearly 3 weeks of 
testimony before our committee and it 
does it in an American way, for an Amer
ican purpose, to encourage democracy 
abroad and in perpetuation of democratic 
processes at home. Ladies and gentle
men, you can vote it down if you will, 
but you cannot add to the defense pur
poses of H. R. 1776 by so doing; you can 
only add to the "for other purposes" 
objectives of this legislation, and it is my 
solemn conviction that the more you add 
thereto the more the country and our 
cause will lose. 

Except for those who would have us 
extend supplies overseas far enough to 
include men and war, and except for 
those who are unwilling to give any 
further aid to England and her Allies, 
my proposed substitute will answer every 
argument for new legislation at this 
time, including the fact that it will give 
new stimulus to the morale of those 
fighting aggression without deceiving 
them into believing that our men are 
again going to follow our ml}terials into 
battle. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 

the gentleman from South Dakota 2 ad
ditional minutes. 

Mr. MUNDT. Let us meet the issues 
squarely and honestly. If more is 
wanted than new purchasing power and 
complete coordination, just what power 
is wanted? And why is it wanted? And 
what will be done with it? True, we 
can try to define these powers under 
H. R. 1776 by amendments here and 
restrictions there, but unless we would 
flirt with fate and waddle toward war 
we need take no desperate chances with 
our own peace, and with the lives and 
liberties of our own people to imple
ment the aid which we all want our 
friends to have. It can be provided by 
a simple substitute. 

I used to work as a boy in a country 
store where part of my duty was to can
dle eggs. The first day on the job, I 
came across a discolored egg and asked 
the owner what to do with it. "Discard 
it," he said, "The only way to amend 
a bad egg is to trade it for a new one." 
Let us be equally wise. Let us substitute 
a clear and direct bill for H. R. 1776 and 
pass it quickly. Such a bill will give 
aid faster by many days than H. R. 1776 
because it will not be delayed in the 
Senate and by conference reports; such 
a bill will give America the united front 
we want because it implements the heart
beat of America and does not lead to 
war. Such a bill will not give us a cure 
which is worse than the disease but will 
enable us to treat with the disease at its 
source. Above all, such a bill will re
tain congressional powers in cong...tes
sional hands, put Presidential powers in 
Presidential hands, and deny to the 
world the seductive deception that de
mocracy cannot function when we need 
it most. 

To my mind that is the saddest travesty 
of all and I hope this House will unite 
in nailing such a libel to the cross that 
future generations of Americans-yes 
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and Europeans too-wiU know that this 
Government of, by, :and for the people 
is so cherished by the people that 
through their Representatives in Con
gress they can prepare to defend it, they 
can protect it against invasion from 
without and against erosion from within, 
and that above all this form of free gov
ernment which is worth fighting to pro
tect is fit to be relied upon while men 
are fighting. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 

the gentleman from Michigan IMr. 
MICHENER J such time as he may desire 
to use. 

Mr. MICHENER. .Ml'. Chairman, I have 
been very much interested in the obser
vations just made by the distinguished 
gentleman from South· Dakota I:.Mr. 
MuNDTl, a member of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee. 

E-¥er since H. R. 1776 was introduced 
into Congress there has been speculation 
as to its origin. Just who drafted the 
bill? By quDting the hearings, the gen
tleman fr-om South Dakota [Mr. MuNDT] 
has made it clear that Mr. Stimson, Sec
retary of War, disclaims all knowledge 
of its authorship; that Secretary of 
State, Mr. Hull, in answer to a question, 
replied, "I have stated three times before 
that the Treasury Department drew up 
this bill"; that Mr. Morgenthau, Secre
tary of the Treasury, denies that the bill 
originated or was drafted in the Treas
ury Department. While the genesis has 
not been discovered, we are making prog
ress by the process of elimination. 

The gentleman from . South Dakota 
also made it clear that at this time only 
such national-defense articles, from our 
own existing supplies, are being sent 
overseas as the Chiefs of Staff of the 
Army, Navy~ and Marine Corps will 
certify are not necessary to our ow:n 
national defense. To me this is most 
gratifying, because our own national de
fense must come first. However, when 
this bill becomes a law, those experts 
charged with our national defense will 
no longer control, and the President 
alone will be t_he judge. 

Mr. Chairman, it is contended by the 
proponents of H. R. 1776 that during the 
Presidential campaign in 1940 there was 
complete agreement between Candidate 
Roosevelt and Candidate Willkie as to 
the foreign policy of this country in con
nection with the wars raging in Europe 
and in Asia. It is claimed that the elec
torate was fully advised, and in the elec
tion on November 5, 1940, approved Presi
dent Roosevelt's foreign policy, thereby 
giving him a mandate to carry out his 
announced program. 

Well, in the language of one of the 
Nation's most distinguished citizens, let 
us take a look at the record. 

The best evidence is to be found in the 
platforms of the Republican and Demo
cratic Parties, the interpretation of those 
platforms by the candidates, and the 
campaign promises made by the candi
dates to the people. I summarize: 

The Republican platform, written at 
the-Philadelphia convention, said: 

The Republican Party is firmly .opposed to 
involving this Nation in foreign war. • • • 
We favor the extension to all peoples fighting 

tor liberty, <Or whose liberty is threatened, all 
such aid .as shall not .be in violation of 
international law or inconsistent with the 
requ•rements of national defense. 

The Democratic platform, written in 
convention at Chicago, said: 

The American people are determined that 
war raging in Europe, Asia, and Africa shall 
not come to Am-erica. We wiH not partici
pate in foreign wars aud we :will not s.end our 
Army, naval, or -air forces to fight in foreign 
lands outside of the Americas, except in case 
o! attack. • • • We pledge to extend to 
these peoples all the material aid at our com
mand consistent with law and not incon
.sistent with the interests of our own national 
defense. 

Candidate Willkie, running on the Re
publican platform, on October 4, 1940, 
and many times thereafter by transcrip
tion over the radio, said: 

If I am elected President of the United 
States I shall never lead this country into any 
European war. As a matter of fact, I shall 
never lead the country into any kind of a w.ar 
unless the people, through their representa
tives in Congress, insist upon it, and I shall 
also refrain from indulging. in extravagant 
attacks upon other nations. The best way 
for us to keep out of this war is by rebuilding 
our domestic economy and by the building of 
a great national defense and by bringing our 
people into one united, common purpose to 
d-evelop our own country and to keep out <Of 
other people's troubles. 

Speaking in Boston on October 12, 1940, 
Mr. Willkie said: 

We can have peace, but we must know how 
to preserve it. To begin with, we shall not 
undertake to fight anybody else's war. Our 
boys shall stay out of European wars. There 
is only one way. We must become strong. 
We must build ourselves an air force, a Navy, 
and an Army so strong that no dictator w.m 
dare tio tamper with our commerce, our inter
ests, or our rights. That is the defense pro
gram we must have. 

Speaking from Baltimore, on October 
30, 1940, Mr. Winkie said: 

I have given you my pledge many times 
over. I will work for peace. We are -against 
sending our boys into any war other than the 
defense ot our own country. 

Speaking in New York, on October 26, 
1939, President Roosevelt said: 

In and out of Congress we have heard ora
tors and commentators and others beating 
their breasts and proclaiming against send
log the boys of American mothers to fight 
on the battlefields of Europe. That, I do 
not hesitate to label as one of the worst 
fakes in current history. It is a deliberate 
setting up of an imaginary bogeyman. The 
simple truth is that no person in any respon
sible place in the national administration in 
Washington, or in any State government, or 
In any city government, or in any county 
government, has ever suggested in any shape, 
manner, or form the remotest possibility of 
sending the boys of American mothers to fight 
on the battlefields of Europe. That is why I 
label that argument a shameless and dis
honest fake. 

President Roosevelt, addressing the 
Teamster's Union, on September 11, 
1940, said: 

I hate war, now more than ever. I have one 
supreme determination-to do all that I can 
to keep war away from these shores for all 
time. · I stand, with my party, and outside 
of my party as President of all the people, on 
the platform, the wording that was adopted 
in Chicago iess than 2 months ago. rt said: 
"We will not participate in foreign wars, and 

we wm not send ·our Army, naval, or air 
forces to fight in foreign lands outside of the 
Americas, except in case o.f -attack." 

Speaking at Philadelphia, October 2.3, 
1940_, Candidate Roosevelt said: 

We are arming .ourselves not for any pur
poses of conquest or intervention in foreign 
disputes. I repeat again that I stand on the 
platform of our :party: A'We will not partici
pate ln foreign wars an« -we will not send 
our Army, naval, or air forces to fight in 
foreign lands outside of the Americas, except 
in case of attack." 

Speaking at Boston Garden, on Octo
ber 30, 1940, Candidate Roosevelt said: 

Your boys are not going to be sent into 
any foreign wars. They are going into train
ing to form a force so strong that, by its 
very existence, it will keep the threat of war 
far away from our shores. The purpose of 
our defense is defense. 

In a fireside chat, on December 29 1940 
President Roosevelt said: ' ' 

There is no demand for sending an Amer
ican expeditionary force outside our own 
borders. There is no Intention by any mem
ber of your Government to 'Send ·such a force. 
You can, therefore, nail any talk about send
ing armies to Europe as .deliberate untruth. 

In his message to Congr-ess on January 
6, 1941, President Roosevelt dec1ared it to 
be the policy of the American Govern
ment to defend freedom and democracy 
everY.where in the world, and he said: 

In the recent national election there was 
no substantial difference between the two 
great political parties in respect to that pol
icy. No issue was fought out on this line 
before t~e American electorate. 

The President stated the truth. The 
respective political platforms, as well as 
their candidates, advocated aid to the 
democracies, but only by "measures short 
of war" and measures "'within the law." 
The people had a right to believe and 
did be1ieve, that -any assistance to be 
rendered to the democracies was to be 
assistance "short of war" and within na
tional and international law. 

"He kept us out of war" was an effec
tive slogan in 1916. "All aid short of 
war" was an effective slog-an in 1940. It 
is devoutly to be hoped that the 1940 
slogan meant more than the 1916 slogan. 
It is interesting to note, however, that so 
far as I can learn, the President has made 
no reference to "measures short of war" 
since the 1940 election. After the elec
tion was over, we began to hear about 
"all necessary aid" and, finally, "all-out 
aid" not only to 'Britain but to all the 
democracies. Yes, Mr. President; the 
American people thoroughly believed that 
this country was not to get into any for
eign war and elected you on that basis. 

In November 1940 the people did not 
have the remotest idea that the Presi..: 
dent was going to demand any legisla
tion akin to this lend-lease-give bill. In 
no sense did they give the President a 
mandate to require such legislation by 
Congress. We might take a different 
view if, instead of the President's prom_. 
ises which I hav€ just quoted, he had 
promised the American peop1e this: 

If I am reelected, we are going to go all-out 
for England. If I am reelected I shall demand 
that the Congr€ss delegate to me the power, 
in my own discretion, .to conduct undeclared 
American war anywhere in the world in de
fense of the democracies, and to employ for 
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that purpose any weapons, munitions·, air
craft, and vessels, commodities, and facili
ties whatever; and power, moreover, in my 
own discretion to make such laws as may be 
necessary. I should have the power to select 
our friends among the democracies and to 
determine which are the aggressor nations 
and which nations should be our enemies. 
And then, my friends, we need not waste 
your time and my time debating whether or 
not to repeal the neutrality law, the Johnson 
law, or any other law that interferes with 
any program of national defense I may think 
advisable. 

Now, is there a single Member of Con
gress who is so naive as to believe that 
the American people would have elected 
President Roosevelt last fall on any such 
platform? 

I challenge anyone to find a scintilla of 
proof in either platforms, or utterances 
of candidates, giving the slightest sug
gestion that the Congress was to be asked 
to abdicate its war powers in favor of the 
Chie Executive. Where is the mandate 
given to the President for all-out aid 
to the democracies of the world? Where 
is the direction for this country to un
derwrite a military victory in any for
eign war? No; my colleagues, the people 
of this country, in solemn conclave at 
election time, did not direct the Congress 
to authorize the President to do those 
things that might require American boys 
to :fight on foreign soil. 

If there was any controversy between 
Candidate Roosevelt and Candidate Will-

. kie in reference to our foreign policy it 
was a contest between them ad to which 
could give the stronger assuran_c-. to the 
American people that, if electen., he would 
keep this Nation out of foreign wars; that 
only such material aid would be extended 
to foreign countries as was consistent 
with the Johnson Act, the neutrality law, 
and every other law of the land. The 
people were promised that we would not 
participate in foreign wars except when 
we were attacked; that we would develop 
our own country and keep out of other 
nations' wars. In short, both candidates 
were for peace and against war. Regard
less of whether one voted for Roosevelt 
or Willkie, he had the right to believe 
that he was voting for peace and to keep 
out of war. 

Section 3 is the heart of this bill. All 
the rest is window dressing. The bill is 
artfully drawn. It could be shortened by 
striking out everything after the enact
ing clause and inserting the following: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the President of 
the United States is hereby authorized and 
directed to do that which in his opinion is 
for the best interests of the national defense, 
all laws, national and international, to the 
contrary notwithstanding. 

H. R. 1776 is just that broad. Let us be 
frank about this matter. I said the bill 
is artfully drawn because it does not spe
cifically repeal, change, or modify any 
law of the land. It does, however, au
thorize the President to waive or ignore 
any law of the land when he is so dis
posed for the purposes indicated. I do 
not say that the President is a dictator. 
I ask the question, however: What more 
power could -any dictator have, concern
ing national defense, than that granted 
in this bill? Aftet Hitler took over Ger
many, he had the Reich pass a law au-

thorizing and directing him to act for the 
Reich. Since that authorization the 
Reich only meets when Hitler desires, and 
for the purpose of saying "yes" to what 
Hitler demands. Oh, yes; there is a 
Reich or a Congress in Germany, but 
what power has it? What function does 
it perform? 

The Constitution lodges the war-mak
ing power in the Congress. · The major
ity of our people do not understand that 
this bill gives the President the right to 
determine the aggressor nations, the 
right to select the democracies we are 
going to aid, and not only the amount of 
aid but the manner and kind. The 
President will choose our allies and our 
enemies as well as the countries for 
whom this country is to be the arsenal. 
In short, this lend-lease-give bill gives 
the President the power to do that which 
amounts to making war and carrying on 
undeclared war at such times, in such 
places, anywhere throughout the world, 
as he may determine. Do the American 
people want their Chief Executive to have 
any such power? I do not believe they 
do. Would they vote for this bill if 
given the opportunity? I do not believe 
the:· would. 

When the boys returned home after 
the last World War, the American people, 
with one accord, said, "Never again." 
Since that time we have been groping for 
some solution or some formula that 
would make it possible for this country 
to keep out of these recurring foreign 
wars. Pursuant to that desire, the Con
gress, in 1935, enacted a neutrality law. 
In 1937 this neutrality law was amplified 
and strengthened. In 1939, at the 
President's request, the cash-and-carry 
provision of the neutrality law was 
adopted. By this act neutrality was 
abandoned and our country took sides 
and became a nonbelligerent in the 
pending European war. The neutrality 
arms embargo was lifted and by that act 
this country made a promise to the de
mocracies and a threat to the totali
tarian nations. In the debate in the 
House, when that bill was under con
sideration, I said: 

Much is implied in that word "promise." 
If the Congress, by the removal of this em
bargo, leads France and Great Britain to be
lieve that we are to become their ally in the 
production of war supplies in the eventuality 
of war, then in go,od morals we must fulfill 
the promise. We must at least be a silent 
partner in the war. Great BritaiL. has cash 
enough to pay for munitions from this coun
try for a time, but it would not be long before 
her cash supply would be exhausted, exactly 
the same as was the case in the World War. 
The next step in the partnership would be 
for our Allies to ask this country for credit, 
the money to be spent in the United States, 
as was done in the World War. In the mean
time our munitions factories would be ex
panded, our whole economy would be 
changed, and we "10uld be enjoying that 
which for the · moment seemed like economic 
prosperity. However, we would be paying for 
that prosperity with the money we loaned 
the Allies. In the end we would be "holding 
the bag," just as we were after the World War. 
We would have gone so far that it would be 
very difficult to cease; because if we did, first, 
we would be breaking our implied promise 
and pledge and deserting our Allies. Second, 
we would be upsetting our whole local em
ployment and economic situation. 

Well ·we have followed that road since 
1939. We have gone so far that it is very 
difficult to cease. And if this bill be
comes law, we will travel to the end of 
that road-total war, if necessary, under 
the all-out-aid promise. 

H. R. 1776 will implement any agree
ment or understanding whi-ch the Presi
dent now has with the democracies. It 
will make it possible for the President to 
underwrite not only British victory but 
the victory of all democracies through
out the universe. By the same token, the 
President will be able to guarantee, inso
far as this country's financial and man
power resources are concerned, a com
plete military defeat of totalitarianism 
everywhere. 

Where is the American frontier-on 
the Rhine, in the English Channel, or 
where the Western Hemisphere begins? 
If I believed that our frontier was in Eu
rope and that the European war is our 
war, then I would have the courage to say 
so. Candor and forthrightness are still 
virtues even in high government places. 
The proponents of this bill insist that it 
is a peace measure and not a war meas
ure. I cannot bring myself to that con
clusion. To me this is an involvement 
war bill and is just another step in the 
program that has been-followed since the 
neutrality law was amended in 1939. 
Then the war sentiment in the country 
was negligible. Gradually, but surely, 
war psychology is becoming more general. 
The radio, the picture show, the column
ist, and the lecturer are making it clear 
that war is inevitable. This is but history 
repeating itself. Many years ago, the late 
Mark Twain, in his own inimitable way 
described our present situation precisely 
when he said: 

There has never been a just war or an 
honorable one. I can see a million years 
ahead and this rule will never change. The 
loud little handful will shout for war. The 
pulpit will object at first. The great big, dull 
bulk of the Nation will rub its sleepy eyes, 
and try to make out why t~ere should be a 
war, and will say, "It is unjust and dishonor
able, and there is no necessity for it." Then 
the handful will shout louder. A few fair men 
on the other side will argue and reason 
against war and at first will have a hearing 
and will be applauded; but it will not last 
long; those others will outshout them and 
presently the antiwar audiences will thin 
out. and lose popularity. 

Before long you will see this curious thing: 
The speakers stoned from the platfm:m, and 
free speech strangled by hordes of furious 
men, who in their hearts are still at one with 
those stoned speakers--but do not dare say 
so. And now the whole nation, pulpit and all, 
will take up the war cry, and mob any honest 
man who ventures to open his mouth; and 
presently such mouths will cease to open. 

When this lease-lend-give bill becomes 
a law, the Congress will have written the 
biggest blank check of authority ever 
given to a · President in this country. 
This bill will make us an actual belliger
ent in an undeclared war. It will put the 
United States economically, morally, and 
officially in the war. A declaration by 
Congress will not be necessary. I do not 
believe that any President should be per
mitted to assume any such responsibil
ity. Billions of dollars will be necessary 
to fulfill the obligations assumed by the 
enactment of · this law. These dollars 
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will follow the lease-lend-give bill as the 
night follows the day. The die will have 
been cast, and there will be no turning 
back. This country will take over the 
wars of other nations and assume re
sponsibility for their successful conclu
sion. Our people will be called upon to 
implement the policy and to finance and 
police the world. To me this is an ad
venture in futility. It is an impossible 
task. It means lowering the standards 
of living in our own country, if not actual 
bankruptcy. It means a sacrificing of 
freedom and liberty which we now enjoy. 

Thomas Jefferson once said: 
For us to attempt to reform all Europe 

and bring them back to principles of moral
ity, and a respect for the equal rights of 
nations, would show us to be only maniacs 
of another character. 

He knew the problems of Europe in his 
day and generation, and those conditions 
have not changed. Europe's fighting 
never ceases. Its quarrels are never set
tled, and for us to become entangled on 
one side, to pay their bills and fight their · 
battles, endows the words of Thomas 
Jefferson with importance never before 
appreciated. 

It is regrettable that all of our people 
do not understand this lend-lease-give 
bill with its tremendous implications. 
Very few of my constituents are for get
ting into this war. At the same time, a 
large majority of them are for furnishing 
all aid short of war to England. They 
believe this bill stops short of war. You 
and I know that all-out aid is not aid 
short of war. Under this bill our,. 
country will produce the defense arti
cles. We all know that the democracies 
are in no position to come and get all 
of this war material. In these circum
stances, the next step will be for this 
country to deliver these defense articles to 
the democracies in the lands where they 
are needed. Of course, this means trans
porting in our own ships, convoying with 
our Navy craft, or actual transportation 
by means of subterfuge; that is, the time 
will come when the argument will be 
made that all-out aid contemplates 
delivery by us in war zones. This means 
that the totalitarian nations will sink 
our ships and our convoys in order to 
prevent the fulfillment of our mission as 
the arsenal of the democracies. Will 
this not put us into the active shooting 
war? I believe that it will. When our 
all-out aid has progressed to this stage, 
and some of our convoy ships have been 
destroyed, what will be the attitude of 
the American people about getting into 
the war, even to sending men? Will they 
say that it is dangerous for us to proceed 
further along the charted course and 
insist upon the withdrawal of this all
out aid, or will they proceed, as Ameri
cans always have proceeded, to finish the 
job? To finish the job will mean Amer
ican soldiers fighting on sea and even
tually on land in order to fulfill the 
pledges written into law in H. R. 1776. 
Many eminent military experts tell us 
that there can be no complete victory in 
this war· in Europe without invasion. 
Navies can start wars easily enough, but 
they cannot finish them. England must 
be invaded before there is a complete 
capitulation. The Continent must be in-

vaded before Hitlerism is eradicated from 
Europe. The only alternative is a ne
gotiated .Peace and the President is op
posed to that. I cannot escape the con
clusion that the policy established in this 
bill will reach fruition only with Ameri
can soldiers fighting in war zones and on 
foreign soil. So believing, to vote for 
this bill would be doing violence to the 
pledge which I have made to my people 
that I would not vote to send our boys to 
fight in any wars outside the Western 
Hemisphere. I shall keep faith with my 
constituents. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
DITTER] such time as he may desire to 
use. 

Mr. DITTER. Mr . .Chairman: 
This Nation has placed its destiny in the 

hands and heads and hearts of its millions of 
free men and women. 

Those words, Mr. Chairman, are not 
original with me. They are the solemn 
words, meant to convey confidence and 
hope to the American people, voiced by 
the President just a month ago in his 
message to this Congress on the state of 
the Union. That declaration is the 
foundation of our faith in the ability of 
free men to determine their destiny. It 
is the cornerstone of our structure of 
self-government. It is a denial of the 
need of dictatorial powers. It is an affir
mation of the sufficiency and the compe
tency of our orderly processes of repre
sentative government to continue to func
tion at a time which the President 
described as "unprecedented in the history 
of the Union." It is all of these and some
thing more. It is a denial of the need of 
delegating dictatorial power to any man 
to determine the destiny of a free people. 

To me, Mr. Chairman, that declara
tion is most significant and pertinent 
today as we consider the bill now before 
us. I am persuaded of its significance 
and pertinency because of my fear that 
this measure is a complete and categori
cal contradiction of that declaration
my fear that this bill will substitute for 
"the hands, and heads, and hearts of its 
millions of free men and women" as the 
determining factor of our national des
tiny, the will and plans and purposes of 
one man. To a large degree this is the 
issue with which we are confronted
whether parliamentary processes-that 
is, the powers of the Congress-must give 
way to an unprecedented and unheard 
of delegation of authority to the Presi
dent in this critical hour of destiny. 

Differences of opinion have developed 
since the introduction of the bill. For 
the most part, Mr. Chairman, I believe 
the opinions that have been entertained 
by the Members are honest opinions, 
reached after conscientious considera
tion and painstaking study. I accor.d to 
those who may differ with me the right 
to their convictions. I crave, and I be
lieve that I enjoy from them, the same 
privilege. It is probable that opinions 
may be changed as the debate continues 
and as amendments may materially affect 
the terms of tbe bill. 

I have carefully followed the hearings 
on this measure and have directed my 
attention to the debate here on the 
floor. Of one thing I am certain-im-

patience, intolerance, and irritability 
will contribute nothing to either the in
telligent discussion of the issues involved 
or to the wisdom of the ultimate deci
sion which will be made. If we have 
learned any lesson from the recent 
events in Europe, it is that impatience, 
intolerance, and irritability have been 
the distinguishing characteristics which 
have marked the road of autocratic 
arbitraments. And that road must be 
avoided if free institutions are to sur
vive. 

One thing has impressed me, Mr. 
Chairman, during the course of the 
hearings and throughout the debate on 
this bill-a reluctance on the part of 
the proponents to make a free and full 
disclosure of the purposes and plans 
embraced In the proposal. A veil of 
secrecy has been thrown about certain 
features. The advocates insist that 
these objectionable portions are abso
lutely necessary for the consummation 
of ·the plan. I can have little confi
dence in any plan which presupposes 
that the execution of the plan is its 
only possible proof of merit, and that 
the ultimate purposes toward which the 
plan is directed dare not be disclosed. 
Can the destiny of the Nation be de
termined by "millions of free men and 
women" if conjecture is to be their only 
guide. I can have no very exalted opin
ion of the virtue of any plan which 
depends for its acceptance simply on 
the blind credulity of the citizen and 
on which the proponents appear to re
sent the intrusion of an intelligent and 
impartial investigation of its purposes. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, I find it difficult 
to understand the need of a complicated 
legislative scheme, involving as it does 
an adventure into fields which are haz
ardous to our constitutional system of 
government, for the doing of a compar
atively simple thing-the attainment of 
a defined goal. Intricate and involved 
policies ever have and always will pro
duce confusion and uncertainty. Simple 
and straightforward methods which can 
be appreciated as easily at the beginning, 
as cunning ones can at the end, are still 
the surest and safest approach to any 
problem. The present case is no excep
tion. 

The professed purpose of this legisla
tion is to aid Great Britain in her valient 
and heroic struggle. With that purpose 
I am in accord, and should like to have 
the opportunity of rendering substan
tial assistance within such defined limita
tions as are consistent with our own de
fense needs and which are consonant 
with our commitments to the American 
people. I intend to support any and 
every effort made to reach that objective. 
I believe that our own defense needs must 
be our first concern. Our primary ob
jective should be our own security-na
tional security-security for the millions 
of Americans who still cherish the hope 
that they may be spared from the scourge 
of war-security for the humble, honest 
toiler in field and factory, in the office 
and in the shop-security for those tire
less toilers who make the homes of our 
land the citadels of our faith and the 
foundation stones of our institutions
security, not primarily for those who can 
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have a sense of security by reason of 
prestige or power, but security for those 
who must rest their case on their faith 
in the strength of our common welfare 
and in the ruggedness of our national 
integrity. That objective I insist must be 
of paramount importance to us. 

Nor can I dismiss, Mr. Chairman, the 
commitments made during the last cam
paign by both major political parties. 
Solemn pledges were made to the people 
at that time from which they had every 
reason to assume that we would pursue 
every precaution possible against being 
drawn into war. If the extraordinary 
powers conferred upon the President in 
this measure are granted, the Congress 
will have passed over to the Executive 
these commitments. To say that the 
Congress retains the right to declare 
war, even though this measure is en
acted, cannot be considered tenable. 
With the investiture of authority and 
discretion in the President such as this 
bill provides, acts may be committed, 
incidents may even be invited, which 
would make war inevitable and its dec
laration an unnecessary gesture. I need 
not dwell upon details here. And fur
ther, there is no need for exaggeration 
where the reading of the bill and the 
plain inferences and deductions which 
every reasonable man can make, prove 
beyond a doubt that forces may be set 
in motion by the Executive under this 
delegation of power from which there 
would be no escape but war if our honor 
as a nation is to be maintained. 

No one will deny that this bill confers 
on the President far wider powers than 
have ever been granted to any President. 
Our duty is to judge the bill on the basis 
of what it grants-not on any assurance 
that the powers will not be used. 

Have we come to the point that our 
security depends upon delegating to the 
President the right to make military alli
ances with any nation in the world on 
any terms which he alone considers best 
for our welfare? Can this be said to be 
compatible with the declaration that 
"this Nation has placed its destiny in 
the hands and heads and hearts of its 
millions of free men and women?" Will 
it contribute to our own national se
curity to permit the President to manu
facture munitions for foreign nations as 
he deems vital to our defense and in 
addition, to sell, exchange, or give away 
any Army or Navy equipment now owned 
or to be acquired in the future by this 
Nation? Has self -government-"the 
hands and heads and hearts of its mil
lions of free men and women" become so 
enervated, so helpless that recourse must 
be had to measures such as these for our 
own safety? Of what value will the 
treaty-making power of the Senate be, 
and remember, that is a power conferred 
upon the Senate by the Constitution-of 
what value will this power be if the 
President is permitted to embark upon 
an excursion into foreign relations such 
as this bill contemplates? Will there 
be a need for treaties if secret alliances 
have already been entered into? Have 
treaties no part in the determination of 
the destiny of the Nation-that destiny 
that has been "placed in the hands and 
heads and hearts of its millions of free 

men and women?" I need hardly re
mind you that experience has demon
strated that power and authority, once 
secured, are seldom surrendered. 

Objections to these delegations of 
power have been met with the plea that 
unity and loyalty demand an extraordi
nary degree of confidence and that only 
as such commitments of confidence are 
made can we hope to present to the 
world an expression of our position. If 
this be true, then every vestige of repre
sentative responsibility vanishes. A plea 
for confidence will then commandeer us 
into any position. I do not believe that 
the loyalty of "millions of free men and 
women" should be, or for that matter, 
can be commandeered. That unity and 
loyalty must be challenged by reposing 
in them the confidence that permits 
them to determine their destiny, by 
forthright declarations of purposes, by 
candid statements of policies, and by an 
all-embracing course of conduct which 
assures them that they are the arbiters 
of their fate-the captains of their souls. 

Those who urge upon us the enact
ment of this measure demand that we 
make a choice between our desire to aid 
Britain and our willingness to surrender 
the time-tested securities of our own 
freedom. I contend, Mr. Chairman, that 
such a choice is not necessary. I be
lieve that we can render effective and 
immediate aid to Britain without tear
ing down our traditional bulwarks of 
Constitutional liberty and making im
potent the representative branch of our 
Government. Such a course is possible. 
There is no reason why it cannot be 
pursued. Suggestions have already been 
made which would provide assistance 
with promptness and dispatch to the 
British people. I believe those sugges
tions are practical and constructive. I 
plead with the proponents of this meas
ure to dismiss the fears of those who 
oppose the delegation of power and 
bring to a speedy consummation our 
earnest desire to join with them in the 
enactment of a measure which will se
cure almost unanimous support. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not a partisan 
issue. It is an issue which is funda
mental-an issue which strikes at foun
dations. Self-government, self-determi
nation are at stal{e. I have sought to be 
painstaking in my study, temperate in my 
judgments and reasonable in my conclu
sions. We are dealing today with pos
sessions that are precious-the heritages 
which have been bequeathed to us by 
courageous ancestors-the institutions 
which have given form and substance to 
those bequests, the hopes and ambitions 
of those who still cherish freedom and 
love liberty, the security, the content
ment, the happiness, and the peace of 
our people. It is a grave and serious re
sponsibility. 
God give us men! A time like this demands 
Strong minds, great hearts, true faith, and 

ready hands; 
Men whom the love of office cannot kill; 
Men whom the spoils of office cannot buy; 
Men who possess opinions and a will; 
Men who have honor; men who will not lie; 
Men who can stand before a demagog 
And damn his treacherous flatteries without 

winking! 

Tall men, sun-crowned, who live above the 
fog 

In public duty and in private thinking
For while the rabble with their thumb-worn 

creeds, 
Their large professions, and their little deeds, 
Mingle in selfish strife, lo! Freedom weeps, 
Wrong rules the land, and waiting Justice 

sleeps! ' 

There recurs to me, Mr. Chairman, the 
solemn words of the President that "this 
Nation has placed its destiny in the hands 
and heads and hearts of its millions of 
free men and women." I have but one 
purpose in mind, one hope in my heart, 
one pledge to fulfill-to make real and 
practical and effective that declaration. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Lun
LOW], a man who loves peace and hates 
war, as much time as he may desire to 
use. 

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, my 
ancestors on both sides came from the 
Brit.ish Isles and I have great sympathy 
with the democracies, but I am trying to 
look at this proposition from the view
point of America first. Instead of hav
ing a paltry 3 days to discuss this bill 
3 months would not be too long a tim~ 
too acquaint the people with its epochal 
meaning. 

My chief worry over this bill is con
cerned with what I believe it would do to 
the Congress of the United States and 
thereby to our American form of govern
ment. During the deb!\tes connected 
with the framing of the Constitution 
there was a fierce struggle as to where the 
war power should be placed, whether in 
the President or the Congress. The 
monarchists wanted that power vested 
in the President as Chief Executive. The 
Democrats of that time, headed by 
Thomas Jefferson, recalling how tyrants 
had wantonly made war without the con
sent of the people, were determined to 
place the power to make war as closely to 
the people as possible. The means of 
comrr .. unication were then so imperfect 
that a referendum to the people on war 
was obviously impossible. So, the Jeffer
sonians combined their efforts to secure a 
constitutional provision placing the 
power to declare war exclusively in Con
gress, which was as near to the people 
as it could be lodged under the condi
tions then existing. 

After long debate and a memorable 
battle the Jeffersonians won. The aim 
of the monarchists of that time to give 
the President the power to declare war 
was defeated and Jefferson, referring ex
ultantly to that victory for the people, 
in a letter to James Madison, said: 

We have already given one effectual check 
to the dog of war by transferring the power 
of declaring war from the Executive to the 
legislative body, from those who are to spend 
to those who have to pay. 

If the lend-lease bill passes it will 
nullify the war-making clause of the 
Constitution so sacredly fought for by 
Jefferson and his compatriots. In ef
fect, it will transfer to the President the 
power to make war without a declara
tion of war. Under the power that would 
be conferred upon him in this bill any 
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President could commit a thousand acts 
of war and handle our foreign affairs as 

. he pleases without reference to Con
gress. The lend-lease bill would set 
aside the Congress of the United States, 
as far as our foreign relations are con
cerned. 

Whether they realize it or not, the 
Members who vote for this bill will be 
voting for congressional abdication and 
for the establishment of a dictatorship in 
the field of foreign affairs. In the circle 
of domestic affairs the Congress already 
has voted so many blank checks of money 
and power to the Executive that the in
fluence and authority of Congress· has 
sunk to the lowest point in all of its 
history. 

Shall Congress, by now abdicating its 
authority and prerogatives in the realm 
of foreign affairs, become a complete 
rubber stamp in every respect? This 
would be a black-out of the ideas of the 
founding fathers, who created, as they 
thought, three coordinate branches of 
government of equal dignity and respon
sibilities, giving to the Congress, as they 
imagined, the major function in respect 
to making war by vesting in it the ex
clusive authority to issue a declaration 
of war. 

If the founding fathers could have re
sumed the status of sentient beings they 
would have been astonished I am sure 
if they had looked in on this Chamber 
an January 10, 1938, when the might of 
Executive authority, clamped down on 
Congress, prevented the law-making 
body from even considering my resolu
tion to give the people a right to vote on 
sending their boys into overseas wars, 
and I am positive they would be more 
than astonished-they would be dum
founded-if they coula realize the de
structive nature of the pending lend
lease bill on our democratic form of gov
ernment and how it would bring about 
the abdication of Congress in the field of 
foreign relations. 

As an American who believes our Gov
ernment is the greatest government ever 
conceived by the mind of man, and whose 
motto at all times is "America first," I 
am heartsick over the great amount of 
whittling that has been going on, and 
by that I mean the whittling down of 
the powers of Congress. I do not think 
that this process of weakening the con
gressional authority and piling up Exec
utive authority is good for the country. 
I would like to see Congress recapture 
and reassert the powers it once held. 
In other countries the experience has 
been that the whittling down of the 
legislative bodies which represented the 
people has invariably been the first step 
toward a totalitarian dictatorship. 

Germany once had a law.-making body 
to which the world gave its attention and 
respect. Who cares what the Reichstag 
says these days? It might as well be 
extinct. All it amounts to is that it fur
nishes a little window dressing whenever 
Hitler cares to use it for that purpose. 

God grant that the time will not come 
when the Congress of the United States 
will become mere window dressing. I am 
sure it will not if the spirit of 1776 is 
still alive in this country. Every war 

this country has fought has been fought 
within the four corners of the Constitu
tion and I cannot see why it is necessary 
in a time of peace, in order to furnish 
aid to Britain, that Congress shall abdi
cate its constitutional functions and sur
render its authority. Hard-pressed as 
the British are at this time, they have 
not done that. In the midst of a war 
for their very existence, the Parliament 
at London is functioning 100 percent, 
with all of its powers in full use. 

It is difficult for me· to imagine any
thing worse that could happen to our 
country than the surrender of congres
sional authority over the war power. 
Suppose, for instance, that some act of 
war should be proposed under the au
thority conveyed in this bill and that 
Japan should say that if that act were 
committed she would declare war on the 
United States. That is just a hypotheti
cal instance, one of a thousand that 
might happen. The people of the United 
States, who are unqualifiedly opposed to 
entering foreign wars, would then say to 
their representatives in Congress: "We 
are opposed to entering this war 10,000 
miles a way and we are depending on you 
to keep us out." 

Would it not be most humiliating for 
Members of Congress to have to say: 
"We regret that there is nothing we can 
do about it, as we passed legislation in 
the winter of 1941 surrendering the war 
power." 

Is there any doubt that the people 
would be bitterly resentful or that their 
wrath would be visited on the Members 
of Congress who, in abdicating their 
power over war, let down the constituen
cies who sent them here? · 

Let me cite another hypothetical 
case: I never imagined that I would live 
to see the day when one of my constit
uents out in Indiana would have the 
few remaining red financial corpuscles 
squeezed out of him to raise the taxes to 
buy a gun to give to a Greek to shoot an 
Italian. If that is not mixing in the 
world's affairs with a vengeance, I do not 
know what would be. Nobody ever asked 
me where I stand on this bill. Every
body assumed that I was against it. 
Everybody was right. I am not out 
shooting people in far-away parts of the 
globe and I want my constituent, whose 
brow is deeply furrowed with care and 
whose back is already broken with taxes, 
to have an opportunity to use his few 
remaining red financial corpuscles to buy 
food to feed the hungry mouths of his 
precious little ones and to clothe them as 
they should be clothed, and to educate 
them so they may grow and bloom and be 
a credit to their father and mother and 
to their Creator. 

As a member of the small Subcom
mittee on Deficiencies through which all 
extraordinary defense appropriations are 
routed for inclusion in appropriation 
bills, I have voted for every dollar of the 
colossal amounts required to build up 
our defenses to the highest point of per
fection, and I shall continue to do so. 
At the expense of being repetitious, let 
me say that my main objection to the 
pending bill is that it sets aside the Con

. stitution and takes away from Congress 

its authority over foreign relations, giv
ing the President the power to make war 
without declaring war. My objection to 
the bill is all the more strenuously and 
insistently urged because it is wholly 
unnecessary to dissolve Congress from its 
control over foreign affairs in order to 
achieve the declared objective of the 
bill, which is the furnishing of aid to 
Britain. We cannot preserve democracy 
by surrendering it. 

Instead of being a poor, weak mortal 
I wish that I had the tongue of angels 
that I might plead with you, my fellow 
Members, not to make a blanket sur
render of the powers of Congress and 
thus destroy our priceless heritage of 
democracy made possible to us through 
the agonies at Valley Forge and the blood 
and tears of the founding fathers. Let 
us insist instead that every separate 
transaction which amounts to an act of 
war shall be brought before this Congress 
and receive congressional approval be-

. fore it becomes effective. Instead of a 
wider separation, amounting to a com
plete divorcement between the executive 
department and Congress in handling 
international affairs, which this bill 
would bring about, I would like to see 
closer-knit cooperation between the 
White House and Congress, with fre
quent consultations between the execu
tive department and the legislative de
partment before, and not after, mo
mentous decisions are reached. 

To save my life I cannot see bow the 
statesmen and press of America view 
with such complacency the approach of 
the totalitarian state. I cannot see how 
they reconcile themselves to the threat
ened collapse of our American democracy. 
I would think that they would be scream
ing an alarm from the housetops to 
arouse the people to the danger that 
hangs over our country. The great 
American democracy that was pro
claimed in 1776 will be dealt a terrific, 
perhaps mortal, blow if H. R. 1776 passes 
Congress. 

I was raised an old-fashioned Demo
crat, and my belief in democracy-the 
democracy of our fathers~as the best 
form of government is deeply ingrained 
in my being. There are several features 
of this bill which I think are dangerous 
and likely to involve us in war at a time 
when we are woefully and tragically un
prepared, but let me ·again say that I 
am chiefly concerned over what it does 
to our American form of government. 

To the extent that it takes away from 
Congress its control over foreign rela
tions it paralyzes our legislative proc
esses and establishes here in our own 
country a prototype of the dictatorships 
of foreign countries which we Amer
icans have always professed to abhor as 
being utterly repugnant to our American 
way of life. For these reasons I cannot 
conscientiously support the pending bill. 
I will never, never do what I think I 
would be doing if I were to vote for this 
bill. I will never vote to stab my country 
in the heart. [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BEN
NETT] such time as he may desire to use. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to no man in degree of sympathy for the 
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victims of aggression in other· lands. I 
stand ready to do my bit to· succor them 
just so long as help can be given without 
jeopardizing the peace of my own coun
try. I am sure that full aid to England, 
consistent with international law and the 
defense of the United States, has the ap
proval of a vast majority of Americans. 
I have backed the President in every re
quest for such aid thus far. There is a 
sharp division of opinion, however, 
whether aid to England should be at the 
risk of war and, further, to be permitted 
to interfere with the functioning of our 
system of free government. 

I am opposed to passage of the "lend 
lease bill by which we would surrender 
to the executive branch of our Govern
ment important fundamental rights del
egated by the people through their Con
stitution to their Congress. 

It is to me astounding that any man, 
or group of men, would suggest that na
.tional defense requires substitution of 
dictatorship for representative democ- · 
racy. Mr. Chairman, I cannot support 
H. R. 1776 which I consider utterly in 
conflict with my oath to support the 
Constitution. 

In my opinion, abrogation of consti
tutional government can never serve the 
defense of democracy but can only cause 
its destruction and lead to war. No man 
has answered the question, "What can 
be done short of war under H. R. 1776 
that can't be done and isn't being done 
now under authority of Congress?" The 
President already has power to dispose 
of military equipment as demonstrated in 
turning over of 50 destroyers to England. 
As Commander in Chief; he determines 
what part of our production shall be kept 
in the United States and what part should 
go to England or any other country. So, 
it is very apparent it is not necessary to 
have the so-called lend-lease bill in order 
to help Britain. In fact, aid . to Britain 
is not mentioned in the bill. That is not 

· the issue. Do not be confused·. 
The only argument seriously advanced 

for these powers is that Britain does not 
have the finances to continue purchases 
in this country. This is a mooted ques
tion. All of the British Empire is not yet 
in this fight. Other countries, notably 
Holland, would suffer more than we from 
an Axis victory. With her far-flung co
lonial possessions, Holland could render 
great material help to England. Then 
there is the matter of island possessions 
off our shores that England could convey 
to her defense credits. May I add right 
here that we should be satisfied with 
nothing less than fee simple title to any 
defense bases on such islands. A 99-year 
lease may be all right as a private business 
transaction. It is a very brief span in the 
life of a nation. My own grandfather, if 
living, would now be 111 years old. Many 
of our grandchildren will be living when 
the leases given in exchange for our de
stroyers have expired. Who knows that 
England may not be ruled by a dictator 
as ruthless as Hitler 99 years hence? Are 
we to tax our children for forts that may 
be used against our grandchildren? God 
forbid. Yes; there are many ways by 
which help can be given to England with
out creating a dictatorship here. 

This bill goes far beyond any powers 
ever granted an American President even 
in time of war. And may I remind you 
that one of the first requests this Presi
dent ever made of Congress was for more 
power. Such requests have come from 
him to the people's representatives at !re
quest intervals. Many additional powers 
have been granted; none have been sur
rendered. 

I listened with interest to the eloquent 
words of the President spoken in this 
Chamber a few days ago when he said: 

We are seeking a world founded on freedom 
of speech, freedom of worship, freedom from 
want, and freedom from fear. 

The President pictures world conditions 
devoutly desired, but as long as the 
hatreds of Europe exist we shall fre
quently hear the tramp, tramp of many 
feet and see the silent upturned faces of 
the battlefield. Not until practice of the 
Golden Rule supersedes such hatreds will 
peace come to abide in Europe. This 
change will come not from the sword but 
by Christian evangelism. If America 
wants to serve humanity, let her hearken 
to the words of the immortal Jefferson, 
who said: 

For us to attempt to reform Europe and 
bring them back to principles of morality 
and a respect for the equal rights of nations 
would show us to be only maniacs of another 
character. 

Europe's fighting never · ceases. Their 
quarrels are never settled. They are the 
results of hatreds engendered by frequent 
conflicts through the · centuries. If we 
keep meddling, their hatred for J .. merica 
will soon implicate us in eternal wars. 

Yes, Mr. Chairman, if we want to help 
the oppressed, let us do it in compliance 
with our Constitution and international 
laws. Let us do it short of war, which 
-phrase is ominously missing from recent 
utterances of the President. The conclu
sion is inescapable that the President is 
reconciled to active military intervention 
if such intervention is needed to defeat 
the Axis in this war. 

"But our boys are not going to be sent 
abroad," says the President. 

Well, he has promised many things 
during the last 8 years and has done the 
opposite thing. 

Nonsense, Mr. Chairman; even now 
their berths are being built on transport 
ships. 

Even now tags for identification of the 
dead and wounded are being printed by 
the William C. Ballantyne Co., of Wash
ington. Here and now I go on record as 
unalterably opposed to American partici
pation in any war except a war of defense. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I pledge full 
and hearty cooperation in the plan for 
strong national defense and any aid that 
can be given to England under present 
national and international laws without 
weakening our own defenses. But never 
by my vote will American youth be sent 
to help settle the age-old quarrels of 
Europe; never by my vote shall crosses 
rise row on row in another Flanders Field. 
This bill means war. My vote will be 
recorded "No." [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I submit the following 
letter from the Springfield Chamber of 

Commerce, Springfield, Mo., and also a 
brief article from the Washington Post 
of today: 
SPRINGFIELD CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC., 

Springfield, Mo., February 3, 1941. 
Hen. PHIL A. BENNETT, M. C., 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN BENNETT: At today's 

meeting of the Springfield Chamber of Com
merce the following resolution was adopted: 

"To the directors of the chamber of com
merce: 

"On Monday, January 27, 1941, there wa.s 
referred to the legislative committee of the 
chamber of commerce a communication from 
the United States Chamber of Commerce in 
relation to House of Representatives bill No. 
1776, commonly known as the lease-lend bill, 
with a request that said committee make 
a study of this bill together with the sug
gestions of the United States Chamber of 
Commerce and report our conclusions with 
respect thereto. 

"Your committee begs leave to report that 
on Wednesday, January 29, 1941, it held a 
meeting to consider same, at which a quorum 
was present; that after much study and dis
cussion of said bill and communication from 
the United States Chamber of Commerce, 
your committee begs leave to report as 
follows: 

"1. That we recommend that our repre
sentatives in Congress give full support to 
the administration in the objectives of pro
viding adequate national defense, and all aid 
to Great Britain and other oppressed de
mocracies who are resisting the attack of 
totalitarian or aggressor nations. 

"2. That while we recognize that when 
national emergencies arise, such as now exist, 
that power of direction to preserve the in
tegrity and stability of the Nation must of 
necessity be reposed in our chosen leaders, 
yet in view of the fact that we are chiefly 
concerned about the present war and world 
conditions because they menace our ideals 
of a democratic form of government through
out the world, we believe that we should, in 
the preparation of our defenses and in fur
nishing aid to Great Britain and other de
mocracies, move as far as is possible within 
the orbits of our democratic form of govern
ment; and to that end we propose the fol
lowing amendments to the bill before the 
Congress known as the lease-lend bill , to wit: 

" (a) That a ceiling be placed over the 
amount of credit or ca.sh that may, on direc
tion of the P!esident, be furnished to Great 
Britain and the other democracies in which 
this Nation is interested. 

"(b) That no ship owned by the United 
States, or flying its flag, be sent into the war 
zone as defined by the Neutrality Act, except 
with the prior express approval of the Con
gress. 

"(c) That no soldiers, sailors, or other rep
resentative of the armed forces of the United 
States, other than high-ranking officers, be 
sent into the war zone except with the prior 
approval of the Congress. 

"(d) That in providing aid for Great 
Britain and the other democracies, that no 
act of war be committed as recognized by 
international law. That the President be re
quired to make periodic reports to the Con
gress of all military properties as now or 
hereafter may belong to the United States, 
which have been sold, leased, or given to the 
British Empire and other democracies, which 
said reports shall provide the Congress with 
detailed information of the country to whom 
such military properties have been sold, 
leased, or given, and the nature, quantity, 
and the terms thereof. 

"(e) That the bill as presently written be 
so amended that the powers conferred there
by shall expire in not to exceed 2 years from 
the date of final passage and approval. 
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"3. Your committee further recommends 

that, if this report shall be adopted, a copy 
thereof be forwarded by air mail to Congress
man BENNETT and Senators TRUMAN and 
CLARK, and that a copy be furnished to the 
United States Chamber of Commerce. 

"ARTHUR M. CuRTIS, 
"Chai rman, Legislative Committee." 

The above for your information. 
Sincerely, 

LOUIS W. REPS, 
For Springfield Chamber of Commerce. 

NEARLY $150,000,000 GOLD BROUGHT FROM 
AFRICA IN CRUISER 

WASHINGTON, February 4.-Nearly $150,000,-
000 of gold brought from South Africa by the 
American cruiser Louisvi lle helped swell gold 
imports last week to $166,115,127, the largest 
amount in any week since June. 

The Navy and Treasury have announced 
that the cruiser b10ught gold from South 
Africa, but declined to give the amount. To
day the Commerce Department disclosed 
$149,633,653 worth of the metal arrived from 
South Africa in the week ended January 29. 
Presumably all or nearly all of this amount 
came on the Louisvi lle. 

Coincidentally, the week's import total was 
the largest since another Navy movement of 
gold. In June the Navy carried about $300,-
000,000 of French gold across the Atlantic. 

When normal shipping methods were used 
in subsequent weeks, gold imports fell as low 
as $4,152,581 recently and amounted to $21,-
577,682 in the week before last. 

Other large shipments las+ week were 
$5,458,003 from Canada, $4,501,498 from In
dia, and $3,150,243 from Colombia. . 

Part of the incoming gold, instead of being 
sold to the United States Treasury, was de
posited under earmark to the credit of foreign 
governments and central banks. The total of 
such deposits in the Federal Reserve System 
increased $24,510,494 to a total of $1,848,-
104,978. 

Silver imports amounted to $895,997 last 
week, about the same as the preceding week, 
but slightly below normal. Imports included 
$284,990 from Mexico, $212,203 from Canada, 
and $195,179 from Japan. 

No gold was reported exported. Silver ex
ports were $19,782. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Riz
LEY] as much time as he may desire to 
use. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, I had 
not intended to participate in this debate 
or, indeed, to take part in these delibera
tions, except to exercise the prerogative 
of suffrage secured to every Member. 

I am, as all of you well know, a fresh
man in this Chamber, and perhaps cus
tom, as well as wisdom, would decree that 
I remain silent. But, Mr. Chairman, as 
spokesman for almost a quarter of a mil
lion peaceful, liberty-loving, pure-blooded 
American citizens of the Middle West, 
engaged almost exclusively in the voca
tion of agriculture, and who will be 
affected perhaps more than any other 
class by the changes sure to come with 
war, I think I would be derelict in my 
responsibility were I to remain silent. 

May I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that 
often in the discussion of matters where 
opinions so sharply conflict gentlemen 
sometimes almost forget that in this 
Chamber each Member is presumably the 
peer of every other, and that perfect 
freedom should abound and the utmost 
of candor mark our bearings, never for
getting, however, that every Member is 

entitled to an honest expression of what 
is in his heart and to be attributed with 
the best of faith and sincere motives. 

I want to be understood from the out
·set that I am in favor of aid to Britain
and lots of aid. As was so ably suggested 
by my distinguished colleague the gentle
man from New Jersey, who for more than 
15 years has been a member of this com
mittee: 

This is more than simply a war between 
foreign nations, waged to decide issues affect
ing only the particular nations involved. 

We need only look to Hitler's own 
utterances to satisfy ourselves about that. 
You will recall that in his recent birth
day speech he said, in substance: 

The time will come when the so-called 
democracies wm send a committee to us ask
ing us the detail of our plan for social justice. 
Our aim is to unite all Germans into one 
great Reich. We stand ready-

He declared-
to strike when the time comes-to enforce 
our demands. 

He denounced as impudent liars those 
asserting that he had set out to conquer 
the world, but failed to set any limitation 
upon the conquests necessary to unite all 
of the German people under one great 
German Reich. 

While inveighing conditions under 
democracies, he made no comparison of 
such conditions prevailing in Germany 
and its subjected states under the tyran
nical rule of Hitlerism, where all the 
freedoms are denied and all the people 
are in servitude. 

With his record of murder, slaughter, . 
and tyrannical rule, it does not lie with
in his province to talk about a plan for 
social justice, and it will be a distant 
day, indeed, when a committee from any 
civilized country goes to Hitler for plans 
of social justice. 

I therefore hope that those of· us who 
oppose this bill in its present form may 
do so without being branded as Hitler 
sympathizers, disloyal American citizens, 
or have applied to us the already too
much-over-worked term "appeaser." 

This bill will not accomplish the pur
poses for which the people have issued 
the so-called mandate which we hear so 
much about; namely, aid to Britain short 
of war. Because if this bill were enacted 
today it would not make the slightest 
difference in our war production next 
month, or the next, or the next. Our 
Army and Navy have placed orders run
ning many months ahead and still have 
plenty of money unallotted. 

Presumably, our production is already 
geared as high as the administration and 
American industry can gear it. If not, 
the remedy lies elsewhere. This is not 
a bill to increase production. 

It cannot be rightfully termed a de
fense measure, because lf carried out to 
its ultimate aims, it could totally strip 
this Republic of everything necessary for 
its own defense. 

It goes without saying that the aver
age American is sympathetic with the 
British and other democracies in the 
present world struggle. Various polls 
have clearly indicated that more than 90 
percent of our people hold such views. 

But the matter of sympathy and the 
matters of practical aid are two separate 
problems. In the last World War there 
was similar sympathy, and that expert 
propagandist, George Creel, coined the 
phrase which was put into the mouth of 
President Wilson that "we must make 
the world safe for democracy." 

Well, we tried it. We won the war for 
the ever-quarrelsome democracies of Eu
rope-and we are still paying for it. 

But. where is the safety for democracy? 
Did those allied nations really want all 
democracies to be safe? · 

The question is old, but very new, and 
as the proponents of this bill now at
tempt to hurry through this measure, 
granting to the President unprecedented 
and extraordinary powers, unlimited, it 
is to be wondered just what is safe for 
democracy. Should we endanger our 
own in order to guarantee such a form 
of government to other nations, some of 
which, whatever their contentions, have 
maintained at best a very doubtful form 
of democracy? 

In the bill in its present form, in order 
· to lend aid short of war, must we commit 

technical acts of war? Must we violate 
our own neutrality laws? Must we in
vest a President, the head of our Repub
lic, with the powers of an arch dictator? 
Must we clothe him with a further mantle 
of indispensability and leave to him alone 
to decide when aP.d under what condi
tions this mantle shall be discarded, if 
ever? 

There is very little doubt about the 
course intended to be pursued under this 
demanded grant of power. The Presi
dent, anq he alone, will decide just what 
aid is short of war. And the facts being 
what they are, it is patent that much of 
the aid that the proponents of this bill 
have in mind is not short of war. The 
destroyer deal was not short of war. 

How much further the President would 
go with the unlimited grant of power 
given to him in this bill is only a matter 
for conjecture. According to the press 
reports, when asked what would be the 
first thing that would be done for England 
upon the passage of this bill, he stated 
that he might stand on his head on Penn
sylvania Avenue. 

I submit that the matter is far too seri
ous to joke about. When our boys start 
coming home in wooden overcoats it will 
not be a joking matter with the mothers 
of this country. 

If this is a defense measure or has for 
its purpose aid for Britain short of war 
and is not merely a grant of extraordi
nary and unprecedented power, what can 
be the objection, as suggested by the gen
tleman from New York, to placing a limi
tation upon the amount authorized to be 
appropriated? 

Why do not some of the gentlemen who 
are proponents of this measure tell us 
what is wrong with a plain, simple, 
straightforward bill granting Britain a 
certain specific sum of dollars' worth of 
American credit, to purchase war supplies 
as she may need from time to t1me? 

Why cloud the simple issue of aid to 
Britain with unheard-of delegations of 
power? 
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The ideas and ideals of democracy of 
the proponents of this measure, if we are 
to believe the record of the past few years, 
are very much different than those held 
by Woodrow Wilson when he was at
tempting to ''make the world safe for 
democracy"; and the theory of indispen
sability having gained such force in the 
minds of some, at least, is cause for the 
gravest concern over the present scheme 
to acquire further dictatorial powers and 
set up for all practical purposes a form of 
government that-not merely during the 
present emergency, but for years , there
after-might be maintained· at the will 
of the Executive and who would have the 
power to renew and maintain emer
gencies. 

I repeat, sirs, the reasons involved tn 
this bill are matters for the gravest 
anxiety. They concern not only active 
involvement, should the Axis Powers 
f.nally find time or sufficient force to ac
tively resent our acts of war authorized 
by this bill-which clothes the Chief 
Executive with authority and power to 
carry on an undeclared war-but also, 
in the fact that in an advertised effort to. 
again "make the world safe for democ
racy" we have lost our own liberties and 
destroyed our own democracy. 

I regret the spectacle of an independ
ent, coordia~te branch of the Govern
ment, charged with the high responsi
bilities and duties that are vested in this 
body, subordinating its own judgment 
and its own opinion to the opinion of the 
Executive. When this Government was 
founded our fathers who created it were 
speaking from the very shadows of the 
throne of despots. They had felt upon 
their backs the lash of autocratic power. 
They surveyed the then present history 
as well as the ancient history of the 
world, and they knew that power feeds 
upon power. They believed and knew 
that no mortal man ever born of woman 
was so good that he could be trusted 
with unlimited power. Prophetically al
most, they understood that the Execu
tive naturally draws to himself power, 
because, being a single individual, he 
acts with a certainty and with full 
knowledge of his own purposes and in
tents. Whereas, in a great legislative 
body, made up as it is of men from the 
various walks of life, there is a division 
of counsels and of opinions. 

And so, they gave to the Executive ex
ceedingly limited powers. They did not 
give him authority to originate a single 
act of legislation. They took away from 
from him every kingly prerogative. 
They created a body of representatives, 
one branch of which must respond to the 
people every 2 years at a popular elec
tion. They gave to that body the sole 
power of originating legislation. 

They gave the Executive only two pow
ers with reference to legislation; one was 
the mere right to recommend, and the 
other was the right to veto; and they 
provided that the veto could be overruled 
by a two-thirds vote of the respective 
legislative bodies. 

They gave him no power to issue de
crees. 

They did not give him the power to 
raise an army. Not a soldier can he 

raise. That power is vested in the Con
gress. 

They gave him no power to declare 
war. They vested that authority in the 
Congress. By so doing they took a way 
from the Executive the chief authority 
and the chief power that kings had exer
cised-and that dictators today exer
cise-for the oppression of their people. 

And yet, with all safeguards that they 
created, who is there within the sound 
of these walls today who in the past few 
years has not seen the constantly grow
ing aggression of the Executive and the 
centralization of power in his hands? 

I say to you, sirs, that if this country 
is to remain a republic, it will be safe only 
so long as the three coordinate branches 
function independently and within the 
limits of the Constitution of the United 
States. Whenever the legislative bodies 
of this country cease to function inde
pendently, exercising their own judg
ment unawed by authority and unse
duced by patronage, the liberties of the 
people of the United States will be in 
peril-and in this respect the Congress 
is not blameless, because for many years 
it has been creating boards to be ap
pointed by the President to function 
under rules prescribed by those boards, 
and those rules have been construed by 
the courts and sustained until they 
amount to almost a delegation of legisla
tive authority. 

As far as I am concerned, I shall not, 
while a Member of this body, encourage 
any further march in that direction. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield now 
to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. LAM
BERTSON]. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
expect to follow the example of the very 
able gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
SHANLEY], a member of the committee, 
who said this afternoon that he expected 
to vote against every amendment and 
then vote against the bill, because the 
bill's purposes are bad and we ought not 
to amend it at all. Those are my senti
ments, and I do not even ask an exten
sion of remarks in the RECORD. I think 
I have said enough. [Applause.] 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield now to the gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. STEARNS], a 
member of the committee. 

Mr. STEARNS of New Hampshire. 
Mr. Chairman, in the fall of 1939, at a 
special session of the Congress, this House 
voted to repeal the arms-embargo section 
of the Neutrality Act, thereby permitting 
the shipment of war supplies to belliger
ent nations, subject to such restrictions 
as were still imposed by other sections of 
the act, and other legislation. 

This was accomplished only after a long 
and bitter struggle, which had begun at 
the regular session in the spring, before 
the actual outbreak of war. The oppo
nents of repeal brought to bear every 
weapon in the arsenal of lobbying. 
Members were inundated with such a 
:flood of letters and telegrams that it was 
reported that some had given up the 
attempt even to count them and had re
sorted to the use of scales to determine 
the weight· of opinion. Those of us who 
favored repeal were accused of leading 

the Nation down the road to war. The 
sound and fury were such as had not been 
witnessed for years. 

With the passage of repeal it became at 
once apparent that the action was in ac
cordance with the wishes of the great 
majority of our people. Since then a 
national election has been fought; and 
it is a conspicuous fact that no major 
party ventured to make a campaign issue 
of repeal. It is my considered judgment 
that repeal of the arms embargo acted 
as a safety valve, ~nd that without it the 
pressure of popular opinion in favor of 
aid to Britain might have led us nearer to 
war than we are today. 

As this new bill comes before us, its 
opponents, with a few extreme exceptions, 
start with the premise that they, too, are 
for aid to Great Britain. And yet they 
are substantially the same people who in 
1939 were opposing the repeal of the 
arms embargo; without which it is doubt
ful if Britain would still be on her feet 
today. I submit that this gives them 
very little claim to be regarded as fair 
and impartial . judges of what the people 
of this country are willing to do for 
England now. 

As her vast expenditures have mounted, 
Great Britain has found herself nearing 
the end of those dollar resources which 
our Neutrality Act makes necessary for 
purchases in this country. Some new 
step became necessary if we were to carry 
on the accepted national policy of aid to 
Britain. The administration has decided 
that the present bill constitutes the best 
way out of the difficulty. I believe that 
the administration was right in seeking 
to help Great Britain with arms and mu
nitions of war not merely out of sympa
thy for a people fighting against aggres
sion but as a vital element in our own 
national defense. If the administration 
was right then, it is likely that it is right 
now. At times like these we must have 
national leadership. Granting that Con
gress has the right and the duty to scruti
nize the legislation carefully in matters 
relating. to foreign affairs, we shall be 
safest in following the guidance of the 
Executive of the day, whoever he may be. 
If the opponents of the bill had mani
fested last December the same interest 
in loans to Great Britain that they .are 
professing today and had come forward 
with nonpartisan proposals to insure the 
continued supply to her of war materials, 
they might have had a real part in for
mulating the necessary legislation and in 
uniting the country behind it. By their 
policy of persistent and purely negative 
opposition they have made it imperative 
that the administration bring in its own 
bill, and they have contributed a major 
share to the confusion that exists in the 
minds of our people today. 

I do not propose to discuss every aspect 
of the bill, but wish to address myself for 
a moment to the charge that it sets up a 
dictatorship. This is a striking example 
of the use of a word in the place of argu
ment, and it is a word that has been em
ployed on the :floor of this House and in 
the public discussion by people who 
should have been above such a petty ap
peal to popular fear. 

The Bill of Rights embodied in our 
Co~stitution gives the people of the 
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United States freedom of religion. The 
European dictators have suppressed such 
freedom wherever they saw fit. This bill 
does not affect it. 

The Bill of Rights gives freedom of 
speech, and of the press; there is no such 
freedom under a dictatorship. This bill 
gives the President no power to suppress 
it. 

The Bill of Rights protects the people 
against unreasonable searches and 'sei
zures; such searches and seizures are 
everyday affairs in Germany, Italy, and 
Japan. This bill does not authorize them. 

The Bill of Rights gives the citizen 
rights before the courts, which are denied 
them in the dictator-ruled countries. 
This bill leaves those rights intact. 

In addition, Hitler and Mussolini have 
made war on foreign countries by their 
own personal fiat. This bill reserves to 
Congress its constitutional power to de
clare war. 

Such are the powers assumed by dicta
tors. The powers granted to the Presi
dent in this bill in no way touch the lib
erty of the individual. They do not il'l
crease the powers he already has to take 
action outside the United States which 
might lead to war. They include only 
powers to be exercised within the United 
States in the one field of regulating 
American production and distribution of 
war materials for our own forces, and for 
those of nations whose defense is deemed . 
vital to our own defense. In view of these 
facts, the word "dictator" can be used by 
opponents of the bill only to stir up fear 
and suspicion in the public mind, and its 
employment goes beyond the bounds of 
legitimate debate. 

In time of national emergency the 
Presidents of the United States have al· 
ways exercised special powers, either di
rectly granted by Congress, or assumed 
by them without such grant. 

I have found in my mail a publication 
which inquires in glaring headlines: 
"What would Abe Lincoln say to H. R. 
1776?" Well, the fact is that in a national 
emergency Abe Lincoln seized, without 
so much as asking Congress, very great 
emergency powers; · and the northern 
Democrats were saying about Mr. Lin
coln in 1864 very much the kind of thing 
that Mr. Roosevelt's opponents are say
ing about him today. And yet neither Mr. 
Lincoln, nor, later, Mr. Wilson, perma
nently deprived the people, or their Rep
resentatives in Congress, of any of their 
constitutional liberties. I do not believe 
that Mr. Roosevelt will do so any more 
than they did. I do not believe that this 
bill would make it any harder for the 
American people to resist any attempt on 
his part to do so. 

The powers of the President in foreign 
affairs are greater than is realized by 
most people-even many Members of 
Congress. It has been held by the Su
preme Court that all the powers of the 
British Crown are vested in the American 
Executive, except as the Constitution ex
pressly delegates them to Congress; and 
this is above all true in matters that con
cern our relations with other govern
ments. 

When this war started it was suggested 
in Congress that the United States ought 
to occupy Greenland. The President 

could do this tomorrow, without consult
ing Congress. The President already has 
the power to order our Navy to convoy 
merchant ships. This is a constitutional 
power, vested in him by reason of his 
authority as Commander in Chief. Con
gress did not give it to him, and Congress 
cannot take it away fro. 1 him. 

We have never had a .President with a 
greater respect for the Constitution than 
Mr. Coolidge, or one with more native 
caution, and yet Mr. Coolidge landed 
marines in Nicaragua in 1926, without 
asking the advice or consent of Congress. 

When previous grants of special powers 
to the President are referred to, the reply 
is made, "Ah, but that was when the 
country was at war!" We are not bel
ligerants, it is true; but we are living in 
a world where everything is conditioned 
by the existence of the war in Europe. 
It is natural and inevitable under our 
Constitution for the President to receive 
emergency powers in time of war. So 
much seems to be granted. But we are 
making great efforts and undertaking 
vast expenditures to arm ourselves, in the 
hope that by arming now we may be able 
to escape involvement in war. Is it not 
equally foresighted to give the President 
emergency powers now, in order that he 
may use them to expedite our rearma
ment and so make surer our staying out 
of war? 

As I said at the beginning, this bill has 
caused a great deal of popular emotion. 
Some of this is based on sincere mis
understanding of the bill-some of it 
has been deliberately organized and 
promoted. 

But this legislation is needed to put 
the necessary speed and efficiency into 
the two related purposes of aiding Britain 
and thereby gaining time for the building 
up of our own national defense. And 
when it has been enacted into law, and 
the excitement has died down, the Ameri
can people will find that their liberties 
are still intact, and they will be satisfied 
and relieved at the impetus that it will 
give to the great united national effort 
on which we are all embarked. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman from New York kindly 
yield to me? 

Mr. FISH. Certainly. 
Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 17 

minutes to the gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. HILL], and in that connection I 
take occasion to say, although I do not 
belong to his party, that I know of no 
man who is trying harder to keep this 
country out of war. [Applause.] 

Mr. HILL of Washington. Mr. Chair
man, these are momentous days pregnant 
with foreboding, for good or for evil. 
What we say here during this debate is 
of little consequence. What we do here 
within the next 2 days will 1le of tre
mendous importance, and, in my humble 
judgment, decide the destiny of democ
racy not only for us in America but for 
the people of the whole world. This is no 
time for personalities nor petty partisan-

ship-it is rather a time for issues and 
fundamental principles. It is very un
fortunate that both in the Congress and 
elsewhere the charges of pro-British and 
pro-German are being hurled. Let us be 
more tolerant and sincerely believe that 
we are all motivated by a patriotic zeal 
to defend democracy-to protect our 
common country and its cherished insti
tutions that we love. That does not pre
clude our having honest convictions and 
frankly expressing them, even though 
such a course may and does disappoint 
some of our dearest friends and cause 
some of our colleagues to become appre
hensive. In so vital a matter as that 
before us, I want to quote George Wash
ington: 

Do not suffer your good nature, when ap-
plication is made, to say yes when you ought 
to say no-remember that it is a public and 
not a private cause that is to be injured or 
benefited by your choice. 

So whatever I say or do regarding this 
bill must be considered in that light and 
as a matter of conviction. 

During my four terms of service in this 
body I have been called a New Dealer and 
a supporter of the President. · I have 
been proud and happy of this because 
I have sincerely believed in and heartily 
supported the President's policies of re
form. But I never have been and never 
Will be a rubber stamp for anyone, and 
will at all times reserve the right to ex
press my opinions and vote my own con
victions. [Applause.] The first impor· 
tant vote I cast in that historic 1933 ses
sion was against the President's Econ
omy Act sponsored by the Liberty 
League. My vote on Friday will be 
against the President's lend-lease bill, 
sponsored by the war-minded Secretary . 
of War and the Secretary of the Navy. If 
this be treason to the administration, 
make the most of it. [Applause.] Had 
these eminent, able, and patriotic gen
tlemen confined themselves to building 
up an adequate defense of the Western 
Hemisphere-every item of which I voted 
for-they would deserve the gratitude of 
the American people. But now we are 
confronted by a measure that has no 
historic precedent and which will in
evitably plunge us into the European 
holocaust. I shall oppose this bill with 
all the efforts at my command. It is 
argued by some of its proponents that it 
does not give the President any addi
tional powers. If it does not, then why 
any provision whatsoever? Frankly, I 
not only want to refuse to give any more 
power but want to recall some of the vast 
authority already granted. It · is too 
much authority for any one man to 
exercise. [Applause.] It was stated on 
yesterday by the distinguished gentle
man from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH] 
that similar power had been granted to 
Lincoln and McKinley and others. But, 
sir, that was only_ during wartime. Yes; 
it has been stated time and again on this 
:floor that we are already in the war. 
If that were true, why bandy about the 

· words "aid to England short of war"? 
If it is our war-and God forbid that it 
is!-then let us be frank enough to de
clare war, to give our boys, our boats, and 
our bonds to the limit. I maintain that 
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we are not at war. I maintain that we 
do not have to get into this war. I defy 
the newspapers, the magazines, the 
radio, and all the mediums of war propa
ganda that have been for months trying 
to create a war hysteria to prove that we 
have to enter this war unless we will to 
do so. Hitler, with all his power, cannot 
cross the 20-mile English Channel and 
penetrate England. How can he possibly 
cross the Atlantic and land troops in 
the Western Hemisphere? Even if he 
was foolhardy enough to try, what, with 
our stupendous defense program, would 
we be doing while he was making the 
attempt? And while his forces were ab
sent from Europe, what would Norway 
and Holland and Finland and France be 
doing-that is, those millions there who 
still resent his dictatorship, his ideals 
his ideas? I thank God I am no military 
or naval expert. I thank God that He 
has given me just the common sense to 
know that with our adequate defense 
program, neither Germany nor Japan, 
nor any group of nations, can invade the 
Western Hemishere, and that the Amer
ican people will not let our leaders invade 
either Europe or Asia on the false pre
tense that we are saving democyacy. In 
this respect I am unorthodox enough to 
be with Colonel Lindbergh, President 
Hutchins, General Wood, Norman 
Thomas, and the eminent ·historian 
Charles Beard. What are the aims and 
purposes of the British Empire? What 
are the real purposes of the adminis
tration? 

What irony in calling this bill H. R. 
1776. Have the proponents of this bill 
forgotten whom we were fighting and 
why in the year 1776 A. D.? Have they 
forgotten who in 1812 burned the original 
Capitol in which we are now assembled? 
Have they forgotten who vainly tried in 
the sixties to promote a secession and 
division of the United States? Read 
Sandburg's Lincoln if you have. Have 
they forgotten how they forced the opium · 
trade on China; how, for centuries, they 
have denied Irish freedom and how for 
decades they have oppressed helpless 
India. We hear much today about how 
Japan has mistreated the great Kagawa, 
but little is said about the mistreatment 
of Mahatma Ghandi by the British Em
pire because of his peaceable resistance to 
dictatorship. · 

Have they forgotten how the leaders of 
the British Empire pleaded on bended 
knees with us to come to their rescue in 
1917 and how they repaid us by calling 
us "Shylock"? Listen to this from 
Churcpill, the present Prime Minister, 
only 4 years ago and the comment by 
Columnist Flynn: 

Of course this is what will happen again. 
Nothing could ever be more fantastic than a 
loan to Britain. Britain has never been able 
to pay the four billion due since the last war. 
She owes $32,000,000 ,000 in debt, chiefly for 
t~e. last wa:. and no one knows how many 
b1-lhons additional for this one. 

When the war ends such a loan would be a 
perpetual irritant and England would do what 
she did before. It was about the debt con
tracted in the last war that Mr. Winston 
Churchill, England's Prime Minister, only 4 
years ago, said, "Legally we owe the debt to 
the United States. but logically we don't, and 
this because America should have minded her 

own business and stayed out of the World 
War. If she had done so, the Allies would 
have made peace with Germany in the spring 
of 1917, thus saving a million British, Amer
ican, and French and other lives and prevent
ing the subsequent rise of fascism and 
nazi-ism. 

How does that sound to you who want 
to give aid to England "short of war"'/ 
An old German who had been "taken for 
a ride" by a loan shark made this obser
vation when approached again: "If you 
fool me vunce, dot is your fault-shame 
on you; but if you fool me dvice, dot is my 
faul, damit!" I am not pro-Stalin nor 
pro-Fascist, nor pro-Hitler- neither am 
I pro-British. I am pro-American and, 
by the grace of God, I am going to vote 
as I speak here today. [Applause.] 

Great Britain has over 4,000,000 square 
miles of territory in the Western Hemi
sphere to our 3,000,000. She has untold 
assets here. Let her pay for whatever 
supplies we give her. Her leading states
man has denounced us as a Shylock
in view of her failure to pay her World 
War debt let us "have the game as well 
as the name." She refuses to permit us 
to feed the hungry in Europe. It is loudly 
proclaimed that she is the last defense of 
democracy. I am here to tell you that 
had there been no Versailles Treaty
had there been no Lloyd George and 
Clemenceau to scuttle the Fourteen 
Points there· could have been no Hitler. · 
Where was she when the German democ
racy under von Hindenburg was strug
gling for existence? Where was she 
when Ethiopia was ravished when 
Czechoslovakia and Austria w~re con
quered, when Poland was pillaged, when 
Flnland, Norway, and Holland were 
ravaged? 

It may not be very popular with my 
c~lleagues here but this has been, is, and 
Will be my stand; Millions, yet billions, 
for adequate defense of the Western 
Hemisphere, but not one cent for Euro
pean or Asiatic aggression. 

In the tenth chapter of Isaiah is de
scribed the fierce attack by the Assyrians 
on the people of Israel. The ancient 
prophet did not approve of the As
syrians but he frankly said that this· 
scourge came upon the chosen people of 
God because of their sins and their wor
ship of strange gods. Hitler is a modern 
scourge and menace and a threat to both 
Christianity and civilization. But who 
can say that the British Empire by its 
sins of both commission and omission 
is not visited by this scourge to bring it to 
real sanity, real service, real democracy? 
May I repeat an old axio:·.1: "He who 
comes into court must come with ciean 
hands." Rudyard Kipling in the Vic
torian Golden Jubilee wrote: "Lord God 
of Hosts be with us yet, Lest we forget, 
lest we forget!" 

As for this country of ours, the best, the 
most democratic, the best place in all the 
world in which to live-do we, too, need 
to be drawn into this maelstrom and 
catastrophe? Have we erred so deeply as 
to make it necessary for us, too, to be 
chastised with whips of scorpions to 
teach us to make it impossible for men, 
women, and children to starve in the !and 
of plenty, to make it impossible for will
ing men to seek in vain for work in the 

land of opportunity, to make it impos
sible for injustice to prevail in a iand 
founded and organized on the funda
mental principles of democracy? If so, 
then pass this bill, another step in the 
downward path that leads to war and 
death and wreckage. 

Woodrow Wilson, the great idealist, 
had a great vision and called it the New 
Freedom. When the World War came, he 
abandoned this vision for the slogan 
Make the World Safe for Democracy. 
How miserably he and we failed in this! 
We forgot Jefferson's sage injunction: 

For _us to attempt to reform all Europe 
and brmg them back to principles of morality 
and a respect for the equal rights of nations 
would show us to be only maniacs of another 
character. 

Franklin D. Roosevelt had a great 
dream-and I fondly hoped that he was 
a practical dreamer. His dream was the 
New Deal and by it he was to make real 
the splendid sentiment of his famous 
cousin, Theodore Roosevelt, who said: · 
• This country in the long run will not be 
a good place for any one of us to live in un
less and until it is a good place for all of us 
to live in. 

He is now so far forgetting the New 
Deal as to urge the cutting to the bone 
of appropriations for the welfare of the 
one-third ill-housed, ill-clothed, and ill
fed. He has no time to see Members of 
the coordinate branch of this Govern
ment, the Congress, because forsooth he 
has to drive 50 miles in a storm to do 
the unprecedented in kingdoms as well 
as. republics of personally escorting the 
a~Ist~cracy of the British Empire to its 
Distnct of Columbia Embassy. He has 
forgotten that over 90 percent of the 
American people are opposed to going 
into this war. 

Woodrow Wilson abandoned his new 
freedom and lost the prestige in Ameri
can history that he might have attained. 
Franklin Roosevelt is abandoning his 
New Deal and will thereby lose that 
splendid place in history which his true 
friends hoped and prayed he might 
achieve. · 

Mark my words, if this bill passes
even though its proposed benefits will 
not accrue for almost a year--our sol
diers and ships will be in the hell of a 
European war inside of 6 months. I for 
one refuse to be stampeded into this 
march. With a few others I may go 
down to defeat but I will hold my head 
up, I will have a clear conscience and 
with the approval, I fervently tru~t of 
Almighty God. ' 

In conclusion, may I say that I believe 
in America first, but in the spirit of this 
splendid sentiment by Bishop G. Ashton 
Oldham: 

AMERICA FIRST 

Not merely in matters material but in 
things of the spirit. ' 

Not merely in science, inventions, motors, 
and skyscrapers, but also in ideals, principles, 
character. 

Not merely in the calm assertion of rights, 
but in the glad assumption of duties. 
No~ flaunting her strength as a giant, but 

bendmg in helpfulness over a sick and 
wounded world like a Good Samaritan. 

Not in splendid isolation, but in courage
ous cooperation for world peace. 
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Not in pride, arrogance, and disdain of 

other races and peoples but in sympathy, 
love, and understanding. 

Not in treading again the old, worn, bloody 
pathway, which ends inevitably in chaos and 
disaster, but in blazing a new trail, along 
Which, please God, other nations will follow, 
into the new Jerusalem where wars shall be 
no more. 

Some day some nation must take that 
path-unless we are to lapse once again into 
utter barbarism-and that honor I covet for 
my beloved America. 

And so, in that spirit and with these hopes, 
I say with all my heart and soul, "America 
first." 

[Applause.] 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield now to the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. BuRGIN], a 
member of the committee. 

Mr. BURGIN. Mr. Chairman, my ap
proach to the lease-lend bill is one of 
deep humility. I realize that its provi
sions are very far reaching, perhaps 
more so tha11 any legislation which has 
been considered by the Congress in many 
years, except a declaration of war. I fur
ther realize there is not much contribu
tion I can make, as I doubt very. seriously 
that any speech made during the debate 
on the bill will seriously change the 
opinion already formed by the Members 
of this body. However, my own convic
tions will be strengthened by a public 
statement. 

This measure has been referred to as 
a war bill, a dictator bill, a bankruptcy 
bill. If I thought for one moment that 
it was any of these three, I would not sup
port it. I am supporting the bill because 
I believe it best for our own selfish inter
ests, and I use the words "selfish inter
ests" in the broadest terms. We were 
told in many quarters before the outbreak 
of war in Europe that there would be no 
war. We were also told, after hostilities 
began in Europe, that it was a phoney 
war. We all realize now the grave war 
situation and that it is not a phoney war. 
Further, we were told before the out
break of the war by opponents of this 
measure that the President was a war
monger and was trying to implicate us 
in war because of his va.rious messages 
advocating more adequate defense. 
Then, after facing the fact that there 
was a war, the President was severely 
criticized for not preparing more ade:
quately for our national defense. It 
seems to me that he could not be guilty 
of both of these accusations. 

We are now keenly aware of the fact 
that the aggressors, led by the notorious 
Hitler, have almost completely domi
nated most of the other parts of the 
world, and the only citadel in Europe 
not dominated is Great Britain, and I 

. frankly say that I am terribly fearful of 
the outcome there. This bill, in my 
opinion, instead of being a war bill, is 
our greatest guaranty at this time 
against being involved in war. This is 
the opinion of the President of the 
United States, who is Commander in 
Chief of the Army and Navy, and who 
has intimate knowledge of the situation, 
and he believes that our chances of keep
ing war a way from America would be 
greatly enhanced by the enactment of 

this legislation. This is also the opinion 
of the Secretary of State, Mr. Hull, the 
Secretary of War, Mr. Stimson, the Sec
retary of the Navy, Mr. Knox, and other 
officials of our Government, all men of 
the highest integrity and patriotism. 

Moreover, the matter of aid to Britain 
short of war was emphasized in the plat
forms of both major political parties, 
and the candidates for the Presidency 
of these parties openly and repeatedly 
advocated aid to Britain short of war, 
and I believe this policy had the popular 
approval of the great majority of voters 
who supported these candidates. 

With very few exceptions, Members of 
this Congress, irrespective of party, have 
expressed themselves as. willing to aid 
Britain, and I believe that they are sin
cere, patriotic men. There is, of course, 
some division as to just how they wish 
this to be done. Therefore, the ques
tion is whether or not this bill is the 
right method. Some advocate an out
right gift of money, some advocate an 
exchange by Britain of her properties 
for munitions, and some, of course, no 
aid at all lmless cash payments can be 
made by Britain. We are told by the 
Secretary of the Treasury that the dollar 
resources of Britain are exhausted ·and 
they cannot pay on the barrel head. 

There is some objection to the exten
sion of the grant of power to the Presi
dent. I realize that this is an extra grant 
of power to the President in peacetime, 
but in view of the conditions of the world 
at large and the threat to our security, 
I am fully prepared to place this extra 
power in the President's hands, with the 
limitations that are in the bill. Any 
appropriations that will be asked for 
under the authorization of the bill will 
have to have congressional approval, and 
with these checks I believe that the Con
gress and the American people are safe
guarded. The situation in the world is 
not a theory but a very alarming and 
tragic fact. 

I think I sense some opposition to the 
measure in quarters that distrust the 
President. May I make this observation: 
If you are sincerely in favor of the prin
ciples of this measure, it will have to be 
carried out through the now duly con
stituted offices of the American Govern
ment. We have just had an election, and 
the President has been returned to office, 
and, whether you like him or not, I trust 
him explicitly, and he will be the Chief 
Executive for 4 years more. This is not 
a partisan measure, or should not be. It 
is being advocated by men prominent in 
the councils of both parties, one of its 
strongest advocates being Hon. Wendell 
Willkie, who was a candidate for the 
Presidency on the Republican ticket last 
election, and who, in my opinion, is ren
dering his country, by the courageous 
stand he is taking, a very fine, outstand
ing, patriotic service. 

I therefore urge the speedy passage 9f 
the measure without any aqditional 
.amendments except those submitted by 
the committee. I fear, as do many 
others, that it is already later than we 
think. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield now to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WASIELEWSKI]. 

Mr. WASIELEWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
this is my first opportunity to address 
this honorable body, and I feel particu
larly privileged to appear today in sup
port of what bill 1776 proposes to do. 

I was singularly honored to be selected 
to serve on the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee, and I have listened with eagerness 
to proponents and opponents of this bill. 
On the one side I heard concrete sugges
tions for aiding a distressed people-on 
the other I heard vocal support of aid to 
Great Britain-and then a multitude of 
buts. Either we should help Great 
Britain or we should not. If we want to 
help her, let us get to work and stop 
speaking loudly with a soft stick. 

Overseas an embattled people are with
standing a holocaust too terrible to 
imagine. Gallant free people are fighting 
for their very existence against ruthless 
aggressors that are attempting to create 
a world ruled by force. I favor every 
possible support to these people in the 
way of arms, armaments, and machinery 
of war. 

I do not favor this support on the 
grounds that they are fighting our war, 
or that we must save the world for 
democracy, but rather because I believe it 
is to our best interests that these in
vaded people be victorious. I do not fear 
a successful invasion of this country, if we 
are adequately prepared, but even an 
attempted invasion of this country or any 
country of the Western Hemisphere will 
take its toll of property damage and 
human life. 

At the very least, a victory for the 
totalitarian powers would throw us into 
competition with the slave labor of the 
conquered countries. It would thereby 
greatly reduce our standard of living and 
destroy our foreign trade. It would enter 
us into an armament race that would 
eventually leave us exhausted and bank
rupt. A wave of Nazi propaganda would 
harass us and attempt to break down 
our morale and might eventually involve 
us in a war without any friends or allies. 
We do not fear Hitler, but we abhor war, 
for we know the tremendous sacrifices 
and sorrows a war entails. This war was 
started away from our shores and that 
is where we would like to see it finished. 

There is no question that the people 
of this country favor aid to Britain. They 
favor it, I believe, for the same reason 
that I do. By aiding Britain, we in 
America may be able to stay out of 
Europe's infernal holocaust. With the 
almost unanimous belief in the principles 
of aid to Britain as an important phase 
of our national-defense program, it boils 
down to a simple question of method. 
The bill before the House is not a mere 
aid-to-Britain measure-it is not a step 
toward war-it is plainly a measure for 
our own national defense . 

When a bill is considered by so vast a 
deliberative body as Congress, it is prac
tically impossible that it should satisfy 
everybody. At most we shall emerge with 
a bill that will meet the views of the 
majority. Personally, there are some 
changes that I should like to see incor
porated into this bill, but even if no 
changes are made in the bill, I will sup
port it because I am, in common with 
most Americans, in favor of what this 
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bill proposes to do in the interest of na
tional defense. To date no better method 
than that proposed by this bill has been 
brought forwarJ; therefore, let us elimi
nate the major objections, if there be any. 

Though I do not question his sincerity, 
nevertheless I was shocked to hear the 
testimony given by Colonel Lindbergh 
before the Foreign Affairs Committee re
cently when he stated that it made no 
difference to him which side won this 
war. This is not a question of neutrality 
in a war between England and Ger
many. This is a question of neutral
ity in a war between our Christian 
civilization and a now thoroughly de
bunked gangster type of "wave of the fu
ture." This is a struggle of democracy 
and freedom against tyranny and op
pression. 

In so grave and important a combat, 
can any man be indifferent to the out
come, particularly when its results will be 
so far reaching. No man can be indiffer
ent to such an outcome, for, as the Scrip
ture says, "He who is not with me is 
against me." It is surprising that Colo
nel Lindbergh cannot see this issue as it 
really is and not as he would like it to be. 

Those professing impartiality tell us 
that Hitler has no designs on us; that he 
cannot attack us, anyway-that we can 
live side by side with him. I for one do 
not trust Hitler. The roll call of valiant 
nations who had negotiated treaties and 
had trusted Hitler is the death knell of 
all these hopes-Austria, Czechoslovakia, 
Poland, Norway, Denmark, Holland, Bel
gium, Luxemburg, France, and, yes, even 
England trusted him. Today look at 
them, all of them. 

I read in the papers Monday evening 
that a former Governor of my State told 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
that he opposed this bill. With his bril
liant flair for the unusual, the learned 
gentleman recalled a private conference 
he had with Mr. Daladier in 1939. He 

·states now, 2 years later, that Daladier 
informed him that France expected ma
terials, money, and men. This is now 
February 1941. If he believed the con
versation important, why have we not 
heard from him before? If he had such 
information, it was his duty to disclose it. 

The issue before this House is not a 
. partisan issue; it is an American issue, 
deserving the support or opposition of 
the Members of this body without regard 
to party lines. For that reason I am 
happy to see Members of the minority 
party fighting for this bill and, contra
rily, Members of the majority party 
fighting against the bill. This alone 
should wipe out the charge of "dictator 
bill" which is flaunted so loosely through
out the country. 

Yes; again we hear the cry of dictator
ship used against this bill, the same cry 
that has been used against every other 
bill proposed by the administration in the 
past. Yet we are able to sit here and 
openly debate this and every other meas
ure; we are able to worship openly as we 
see fit; we have the same free press we 
have always had. What freedom have 
we surrendered that our forefathers 
fought to obtain for us? Today the man 
who calls dictator is like the man who 
called wolf. The record has worn thin. 

I stand squarely behind the principle 
of aid to the remaining democracies be
cause it is to our interests to keep this 
infernal madness from America. We 
want no black-outs, no air raids, and no 
slave labor for America. We need time 
to build a strong national defense, a na
tional defense so strong that no nat:on 
will dare even consider a niilitary or eco
nomic invasion of this hemisphere. The 
invaded democracies can give us the time 
we need if we give them the arms and 
munitions they need. For weeks we have 
conducted public hearings and open de
bates on this bill. All those who have 
had an opinion to express have had the 
opportunity to do so. We have used 
valuable time to a good purpose, but we 
cannot abuse that discretion. We must 
act now, for even now is later than we 
think. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman from Florida 

· [Mr. SIKES], a member of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee, was here this after
noon expecting to make some remarks. 
He has been called to the hospital on ac
count of serious illness in his family. I 
ask in his behalf unanimous consent that 
at this point he may be permitted to ex
tend his remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, it has been 

my privilege as a member of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs to hear com
plete testimony and thorough discussion 
on the lease-lend bill. And as a new man 
in Congress I have listened with par
ticular interest to the hearings on this 
important measure. I have carefully 
noted the evidence submitted in support 
of the bill. On the other side I have heard 
charges of dictatorship and threats of in
evitable war. Through it all, I have been 
impressed alike with the sincerity of ad
ministration leaders and other advocates, 
and that of conscientious opponents of 
the measure. 

But I have weighed the evidence for 
myself. And that is what you, as Ameri
cans and as Members of this great delib
erative body, will do. I have weighed the 
evidence and I am for the lease-lend bill. 
All that I have heard and read about it 
has served to strengthen my convictions . 
Briefly, I will tell you why. 

The hearings have shown conclusively 
that Britain is approaching the end of her 
rope financially. Remember, we have not 
given Britain anything. Britain has paid 
with hard cash for every article of de
fense secured in the United States. But 
the end is now in sight for Britain's cash 
purchases. Her dollar exchange is nearly 
gone. She is finding it increasingly diffi
cult to convert her remaining resources 
into dollar exchange, and as that diffi
culty grows, it becomes harder and harder 
for her to pay cash for goods in the United 
States. Now, let us remember, too, that 
under our present laws, Britain can se
cure in the United States only such ma
terial as she buys for cash. 

Obviously Britain must have supplies 
in great quantity to carry on her gallant 
fight. Obviously she cannot produce 
them in the amount she needs. And 
among the nations whose markets are 

open to Britain, only this country-the 
United States-can p~duce supplies of 
war in sufficient quantity to be of ma
terial assistance. In final analysis, 
Britain's only chance to carry on her 
fight lies in obtaining supplies from the 
United States. Our people know this. 
Our Government knows it. And after 
very careful study, the lease-lend bill has 
been proposed as the most effective and 
economical way to get those supplies to 
Britain quickly. That is the principal 
issue involved. 

Other questions have been raised. 
They are important ones. Many of my 
colleagues fear that the United States is 
in danger of early invasion. That view 
was held by some of the experts who 
testified before the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. I do not share their appre
hension. I think there is but small 
danger of actual invasion of the United 
States by armed forces. I believe that is 
one of the last things we have to fear, 
for I know the quality of this Nation and 
the fiber of its people. 

Given a just cause and the strength of 
the thing we call Americanism, our 
people will rally to meet any threat of 
arms which may confront us. The 
patriotism of the American people has 
never failed to insure whatever sacrifice 
may have been required to earry on 
armed combat. And while I can conceive 
that huge odds may be thrown against 
us, I say that the American people can 
defend these United States, perhaps at 
fearful price, but safely, against attack. 
And I do not think all of our time will be 
spent in defense action. 

Only in case of national bankruptcy 
and a disunited people is there danger 
from war. So I do not fear war now. 
We are united. We are strong. We are 
not bankrupt. But I do fear a new and 
sinister weapon more devastating in its 
effect on the morale of a people than 
war. I fear the thing we call totalitarian 
economy-trade war--economic unrest
weapons which strike silently and ruth
lessly into the homes of a people and de
stroy courage and initiative and faith. 

No; I do not fear Hitler's guns. The 
American people do not fear Hitler's 
guns. But totalitarian trade war can 

·again bring depression crashing down 
around us. And depression now or in the 
future when we are weak financially from 
the cost of recovery and the cost of de
fense, can be worse than we have ever 
known. Totalitarian trade war can send 
men again to tramp the streets and the 
highways, seeking, begging work. To
talitarian trade war can pinch the stom
achs of little children with cold and hun
ger. Totalitarian trade war can make 
men rise up in desperation against their 
own brothers. It provides fertile ground 
for the never-ceasing work of the "fifth · 
columnist." It gives that sinister agent 
his opportunity to prey on the prejudices 
of a people; to stir them to hatred and 
rebellion. 

Remember when you fight an economic 
war there are no bugles, no stirring mar
tial music, no uniforms, and flags and 
parades to stir patriotism and incite peo
ple to sacrifice. But there is misery and 
misunderstanding and men grow poorer 
until they will stand no more. Then in 
desperation they turn to whatever offers 
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a promise for change and better. In 
Germany they called it nazi-ism. 

I have painted a gloomy picture. But 
.may I remind you that today Britain and 
Germany are locked in mortal combat, 
and that combat will determine whether 
Europe and Asia will follow a capitalistic 
economy-such as we have-or a totali
tarian economy. If Germany conquers, 
we may expect Europe and Asia speedily 
to adopt Germany's totalitarian econ
omy. We know what kind of economy 
that is. In many instances goods are 
produced by enforced labor-slave labor. 
In all instances there are long working 
hours, there is low pay, and there is 
modern, efficient machinery. Do not try 
to believe that Germans are not efficient 
and productive. That mistake has been 
made too often already. Americans have 
no monopoly on initiative. 

In plain language, we will be trying 
to sell on a world market goods that we 
produce with $40-a-week men working 
7 hours a day. Those goods will com
pete with similar merchandise produced 
bJ $10-a-week men of equal skill working 
10 to 12 hours a day. Which goods can 
be produced more cheaply? Which can 
be sold more cheaply? Which will be 
sold on the world market? _The farm 
picture will follow a closely related pat
tern. South America, whose economy is 
in no way geared to ours, can be driven 
away from us. We can, under such con
ditions, be left behind a Chinese wall of 
trade. It will not make a pleasant pic
ture. But a totalitarian trade war can 
hardly develop unless Britain is defeated. 
That is a very good reason for aid to 
Britain. 

There are other reasons-humane rea
sons-and it is for humane reasons that 
America really wants to help Britain. 
America has not given thought to trade 
wars. America is thinking of a way of 
life-a democratic way of life that it 
wants to help preserve-and I am proud 
to live in a nation that is not devoid of 
sentiment. The question of aid to Brit
ain was settled months ago in the minds 
of the American people. We have deter
mined that we will help Britain with all 
possible aid short of war, for we know 
that Britain fights to maintain a way 
of life which we want maintained. We 
know that Britain fights for the kind of 
freedom. which made this great Nation 
possible; that victory for Britain is defeat 
for world-wide forces of darkness and 
oppression-forces which, if not checked, 
we inevitably will have to meet. 

Charges of dictatorship have no place 
in the· discussions of this measure. The 
accusation that he seeks to become a 
dictator has been hurled at Franklin 
Roosevelt in connection with every im
portant measure voted by Congress since 
his first inauguration. The American 
people answered all such charges last 
November in the American way-with 
the votes of free men. We believed in 
Franklin Roosevelt then. We can and 
should and will believe in him now as he 
carefully steers the ship of state on its 
perilous course in this great world emer
gency. 

To me that is the case for the lease
lend bill-a bill which we, as Americans, 
can safely and proudly support. 

LXXXVII---40 

M:r:. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self one-half minute. 
. Mr. Chairman, the House has just 
heard a very remarkable speech by the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. HILL]. 
.[Applause.] Mr. HILL, as every Mem
ber of the House knows, is one of the 
leading New Dealers in this body. The 

·speech he delivered was one of the most 
logical and most convincing and the best 
that has been made in this debate, and 
I hope it will be read by Members on 
both sides of the aisle. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 

the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. JoHN
soN] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, the bill before us presents one of 
the most important issues that has ever 
been before Congress. This proposed 
legislation may affect the entire future 
course of our Government. Its impor
tance transcends all partisan considera
tion. The issue raised seems to have 
divided the country in thought as much 
as any issue that was ever before the 
American people. I have had many let
ters, telegrams, and petitions from people 
in the district I have the honor to repre
sent and the overwhelming majority of 
them are opposed to the passage of this 
bill. 

The real issue in this legislation is 
hidden under talk about "aid to Britain," 
and the proponents have sought to make 
the public believe that H. R. 1776 must be 
passed in order to give aid to Britain. 
The fact is that this bill does not give 
aid to Britain or to any other country. 
It does not give anything to anyone ex
cept to the President of the United States. 
It gives to him more power than any 
other President ever asked for; to use the 
words of Secretary Hull, "more power 
than a good man would want and more 
than a bad man should have." Never 
before has the setting aside of our tradi
tional constitutional form of government 
ever been proposed and the entire history 
of our country does not disclose that it 
was ever before proposed that in order to 
have national defense tliat we should sub
stitute dictatorship or governmen'.; by 
decree for representative democracy. 

Under this bill the President could, 
without consulting Congress or anyone 
else, have United States arsenals, ship
yards, and factories make any articles 
which the President decided were defense 
goods, and to sell, transfer, lend, lease, or 
otherwise dispose of-even give away
any such defense articles and to take 
payment or no payment as he should de
sire to do, for such goods, and to spend 
any amount of Government money for 
anything he sees fit, so long as he says 
it is for defense. 

This bill also gives the President the 
power to do all the above "notwithstand
ing the provision of any other law." This 
provision gives the President the power 
to set aside the laws of the country. Un
der this bill the President could give away 
our entire Navy, all our planes, cannon, 
tanks, ammuntion; in fact, he could give 
away every defense article we have, either 
on hand or "on order," including every
thing covered in current appropriations 
totaling the sum of twenty-seven and a 

half billion dollars appropriated for 1940 
and 1941. 

This bill gives the President virtual 
power to take us into war on the side of 
any country or countries he thinks we 
should be allied with, and there are many 
people who firmly believe we will be in 
active participation very soon and appar
ently the administration is preparing for 
just that, as they have ordered 4,500,000 
tags for identifying war dead and 
wounded. It gives hiin complete power 
to run our entire war effort without con
sulting Congress in any way and virtual 
power to control the war effort of any 
country he desires to control. And if 
these vast, unprecedented powers are 
given the President, who knows how he 
will use them? Who is able to answer 
whether they will be used wisely or not? 
The future can only determine. Again 
the question. Why give such vast powers 
to any man when they are not needed? 
Why take the chance of these powers 
being used unwisely or being used to put 
us into war? 

The proponents of this bill argue that 
the bill is needed in order to get im
mediate aid to Britain, but they know 
that Britain is already getting, and for 
many months has been getting, all the 
aid from the United States that our in
dustries have been able to produce. The 
way to help Britain is to produce more 
of the things Britain needs. The real 
need for haste in aid to Britain is not 
for haste in passing this bill, but is for 
haste in speeding up our industrial out
put. Everyone knows that the President 
has utterly failed to get maximum pro
duction; then why pass this bill and give 
him complete control? Would it not be 
better to take production out of his 
hands and place it in the control of 
people who are qualified and who can 
and will get immediate maximum pro
duction? Lord Halifax agrees with this 
view, as shown by his statement upon 
arriving here last Friday. He was asked 
what he considered the most urgent need, 
and his reply was, "Mobilization of your 
great industrial strength and translating 
that into action in supplying us with 
ships and supplies we need." A few days 
ago the House passed legislation provid
ing for the construction of 200 cargo 
vessels. Congress can be depended 
upon to speedily pass all needed legisla
tion. The only possible thing which 
might interfere with aid to Britain is the 
matter of payment, and if it is the desire 
of the United States Government to 
grant credit to Britain or to give de
fense articles to Britain, this can be done 
by a simple act of Congress and without 
establishing a dictatorship here. 

If this bill becomes law, it might be a 
great handicap to Britain, as the Presi
dent would then have the power to tell 
Britain what she should have, and there 
are many who believe that Britain knows 
best what she needs and that Britain 
should be permitted to secure the things 
she needs, and not let that be dependent 
upon the judgment of the President of 
the United States. Great Britain knows 
more about her needs than does the 
President of the United States,' and she 
should be left free to secure the things 
she needs. 
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Under this bill the President asks for 

greater power than the British Parlia
ment has given to the King of England 
or to Mr. Churchill. It seems very ap
parent that the President is using this 
situation as an excuse to gain dictatorial 
powers not only over the United States 
but over a vast part of the world. 

There are many people who favor giv
ing Britain every ounce of aid possible, 
but are not in favor of giving the Presi
dent the vast powers h J asks for. They 
realize that all possible aid can be given 
Britain without this bill being passed. 
The question has been repeatedly asked, 
"What aid can the United States give 
Britain under this bill tl:at is not already 
being given Britain and which cannot be 
given without this bill?" This question 
has gone unanswered. 

Surely it is not necessary to destroy 
democracy in the United States to save 
democracy any other place. Our chal
lenge is to show that democracy is the 
best form of government for the people 
and that democracy can and will success
fully meet all situations. How can the 
President consistently plead for the cause 
of democracy while at the same time he 
is asking the passage of a bill that would 
destroy this very democracy in the United 
States? It is safe to presume that if 
democracy is destroyed in the United 
States, through enactment of this bill, it 
cannot survive in any other part of the 
world. 

The issue raised by this bill is not one 
of "aid to Britain," but rather the future 
form of government of the United States. 
If the administration actually wants to 
help Britain, why does it not put our pro
duction facilities to their maximum 
strength and permit Britain to obtain the 
things she needs without being dependent 
upon the judgme_nt of the President as 
to what those needs are. 

Every Member of Congress has given 
this bill his most careful and sincere con
sideration. It is my desire to represent 
and to be guided by the wishes of the 
people of the district which I have the 
honor to represent. They are vitally in
terested in this bill and I know they have 
not considered it from a partisan view
point, as many fine citizens of all political 
faiths have urged me to vote against the 
bill. They feel that this bill carries the 
power to destroy our representative form 
of government, the very Republic itself. 

The · responsibility resting upon the 
Members is very great and this legisla
tion should be considered upon its merits, 
in a cool, calm, and deliberate manner 
and not upon emotionalism or hysteria. 
The calling of names and display of tem
pers does not add anything to the proper 
solution of the issues. 

It has long been established that all 
the wisdom does not rest within any one 
man. Has our democracy become so 
weakened that we must abandon it and . 
become a Nation governed by one man 
instead of by the people? [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. It is now my honor to in
troduce to the House that mighty Nim
rod who will go to war at any time in de
fense of the Constitution of the United 
States, tl'le gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. TINKHAM]. [Applause.] 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair under
stood the very splendid introduction of 

the gentleman, but did not understand 
how much time he was to be yielded. 

Mr. FISH. I yield the gentleman 15 
minutes. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, the 
bill now under discussion, with its dele
gation of limitless powers to the President 
to intervene in war anywhere in the 
world with all of the resources of the 
United States, is a war bill of monstrous 
implications. The passage of this bill 
means the adoption by the United States 
of a policy of unrestrained, brutal, naked 
power politics for the domination of the 
world. This policy is imperialism gone 
mad. 

This bill sets up a dictatorship in the 
presidency with the approval of the Con
gress. It sets aside constitutional pro
visions with regard to the declaration of 
war, the expenditure of public moneys, 
and the making of alliances; it threatens 
our Bill of Rights; and it violates funda
mental principles of international law. 
It destroys our republican form of gov
ernment and substitutes for it a totali
tarian state. 

The bill is just such a bill as Hitler and 
Mussolini forced through their parlia
mentary bodies at the beginning of their 
tyrannical regimes. The American peo
ple are opposed to the ''nazification" or 
the "fascistification" of the United States, 
and they will not tolerate a Hitler or a 
Mussolini in Washington. 

If the Congress approves this proposal, 
the Congress abdicates. It surrenders its 
rights and its responsibilities. It becomes 
another mere reichstag. 

The politicians in Washington in their 
misleading and mendacious representa
tions of policies and purposes are being as 
false to the American people as the 
French politicians recently were false to 
the French people. The consequences 
will be as disastrous. 

It is patently disloyal to the American 
people to involve them in war against 
their will, and that is precisely what the 
enactment of the bill H. R. 1776 will do. 
The bill does not empower the President 
to declare war, but it does empower him 
to make war. In these d:lys, war is sel
dom formally declared. 

War means the setting up of a complete 
dictatorship here. It means the aboli
tion of free economics, the imposition of 
censorship and espionage, in short, the 
establishment of a totalitarian govern
ment. The establishment of a totali
tarian government here to fight totali
tarian governments elsewhere would be 
the pinnacle of lunacy for the United 
States, a country which professes to be
lieve in liberty and freedom, and which 
can maintain its neutrality and preserve 
its integrity. 

Our duty is to maintain our Republic 
here. It is not our duty to endeavor with 
fire and sword to impose our form of gov
ernment all over the world. We are re
sponsible for the peace, prosperity, and 
order of the United States, not the peace, 
prosperity, and order of the world. To 
attempt to reform the whole world by· 
force is to bring poverty, chaos, and revo
lution here. It is a maniacal undertaking 
utterly impossible of accomplishment. 

The bill before us gives tangible ex
pression to the purposes set forth in the 
address of the President to the Con-

gress four days before its introduction. 
The bill cannot be severed from that ad
dress. In that address the President 
stated that the United States was com
mitted to "full support" of any country 
which resisted aggression, he alone to de
termine what was aggression, and he 
added that the United States would never 
"acquiesce in a peace dictated by aggres
sors and sponsored .by appeasers." 

The clear implications of these state
ments are (1) that the United States will 
enter into an alliance, offensive as well as 
defensive On war, offense cannot be 
separated from defense), with any coun
try resisting aggression, even commu
nistic Russia; and (2) that the United 
States intends to participate in any pro
posed peace to carry out the assertions 
and the promises of the President. 

Entering into alliances means active 
participation of our manpower in war 
if the present wars ·continue. In fact, it 
envisages our manpower in Europe, Asia, 
and Africa if England and China and 
Greece, and any other country that may 
become involved in defensive war, can
not win the wars in which they are en
gaged without the assistance of our man
power. 

In his address to Congress the Presi
dent also stated that he looked forward 
to "a world founded upon four essential 
human freedoms": (1) "Freedom of 
speech and expression-everywhere in the 
world"; (2) .. freedom of every person to 
worship God in his own way-everywhere 
in the world"; (3) "freedom from want
which, translated into world terms, means 
economic understandings which will se
cure to every nation a healthy peacetime 
life for its inhabitants-everywhere in 
the world"; and (4) "freedom from fear
which, translated into world terms, means 
a world-wide reduction of armaments to 
such a point and in such a thorough 
fashion that no nation will be in a posi
tion to commit an act of physical ag
gression against any neighbor-anywhere 
in the world." 

If this bill is enacted, a dictatorship 
and a totalitarian government will be set 
up in the United States. 

With the establishment of a dictator
ship and a totalitarian government. 
"freedom of speech and expression" will 
disappear from the United States. 

With the establishment of a dictator
ship and a totalitarian government our 
constitutional guaranty of "freedom of 
every person to worship God in his own 
way" will vanish. 

"Freedom from want" will not be ob
tained by the waging of war and the sub
sidizing of world wars, which inevitably 
bring crushing debt and taxation, and 
by the regimentation or confiscation of 
industry. From all this comes poverty. 

"Freedom from fear" in the United 
States will not be obtained by the destruc
tion of our Constitution, the suspension 
of our Bill of Rights, and the plunging of 
the United States in war in Europe, Asia, 
and Africa; and it is fantastic to believe 
that the United Rtates can disarm the 
world. Reality has been abandoned and 
all history repudiated for a disordered. 
fatal, and spectral delusion. 

The President's . address to Congress 
was a clear declaration that the United 
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States intends to impose upon the whole 
world, by force of arms if necessary, our 
principles and our beliefs. No ruler in 
all history, with the possible exception of 
Mohammed-not even Alexander, Caesar, 
or Napoleon-ever publicly declared such 
a bloody world mission. · 

The United States will unquestionably 
become actively engaged in war if this 
bill is enacted. 

Secretary of War Stimson testified be
fore the ·committee on Foreign Affairs 
that this bill permits the President to 
transfer the United States Navy "on 
considerations that he thinks concern 
our defense." He added, "I can foresee 
conditions that might make it desirable 
that the Navy be transferred. A situa
tion might arise where it would be to our 
advantage to do so." 

The Secretary of War thinks that it 
might be desirable for the President to 
commit an act of war. The Congress is 
asked to pass a bill empowering him to 
do so. 

Senator BARKLEY and Representative 
McCoRMACK, who introduced this bill in 
the Senate and the House of Represent
atives, issued an explanatory statement 
concerning the bill in which there ap
peared the following: 

The provision is broad enough to permit 
the use of any of our military, naval, or air 
bases t o outfit and repair the weapons of 
countries whose defense is vital to the de
fense of the United States. 

Such acts would be violations of a vital 
principle of international law of long 
standing. They would also violate writ
ten understandings recently made with 
the south American countries. Such 
acts would be acts of war and would un
questionably bring war to the American 
continent, because such military, naval, 
or air bases would be subject to bombard
ment by enemy belligerents. 

There have been no warlike acts com
mitted against us. If we make war upon 
a nation which has committed no overt 
act against us we become the aggressor. 

The bill allows the President to buy 
arms and ammunition and other war 
supplies not only for the United States 
but also for foreign countries, and it 
gives him full power to dispose of the 
goods as he sees fit. He can turn them 
over to whatever country he chooses and 
on such terms as he .chooses. Thus, the 
President is given power to direct the 
present wars. The United States be
comes the economic general headquarters 
and the President of the United States 
becomes the international commander in 
chief. Strategy of war then rests with 
him. 

The bill repeals the provisions of the 
present law prohibiting ships from enter
ing the war zones. It authorizes the 
President to ship contraband material to 
belligerent countries in American ships. 
It makes possible the convoy of these 
ships by American naval vessels. One 
ship sunk, one naval vessel sunk, and the 
United States is at war. 

This bill would abrogate the Declara
tion of Independence. The last para
graph of the Declaration of Independence 
states: 

• • • That these United Colonies are, 
and of right oug~t to be, free and independent 

States; that they are absolved from all al
legiance to the British Crown, and that all. 
political connection between them and the 
State of Great Britain, is and ought to be 
totally dissolved. 

The bill makes provision for an al
liance with Great Britain. In fact, that 
is the essence of the bilL Such an al
liance might well mean the end of the 
United States as an independent coun
try. If the United States should remain 
an independent country, such an. alliance 
would be tantamount to the guarantee 
by the United States of British political 
commitments all over the world. Great 
Britain is constantly at war on account 

. of these political commitments. If the 
United States undertak~Ss to guarantee 
these political commitments, she too will 
be constantly at war. 

I reject with indignation the assertion 
that the United States has to hide behind 
the British Fleet. We can stand on our 
own feet with our own strength, as we 
always have. The danger to our Repub
lic is not from destruction from without; 
it is from assassination frcm within. 

The United States has been knowingly 
and designedly committed in advance to 
active participation in the present wars 
of Europe and Asia. As long ago as 1937 
the President repudiated neutrality in 
his "quarantine speech" at Chicago. On 
March 7, 1938, Winston Churchill dis
closed to Parliament that an agreement 
had been made for the "pooling" of the 
American and British Fleets in case of war 
in Europe. On April 6, 1939, it was an
nounced that the United States and 
Great Britain had entered into a political 
alliance in the Pacific by assuming "joint 
control" over the strategically located 
Enderbury and Canton Islands. On July 
26, 1939, the Secretary of State gave 
notice to Japan of the abrogation of our 
commercial treaty with J apan in prepa
ration for cooperation with Great Britain 
for the protection of British interests in 
Asia. The most recent evidence of our 
commitment in advance to active par
ticipation in the present wars of Europe 
and Asia was the President's message to 
Congress followed four days later by the 
introduction of the bill now under dis
cussion. 

If the Congress enacts this bill, it puts 
its stamp of approval on this carefully 
planned involvement of the United States 
in war in Europe and Asia. 

President Roosevelt and Secretary of 
State Hull prate continually about "prin
ciples of morality" and the "moral order." 
All the while they are at work on a propa
ganda of hate and fear to promote United 
States involvement in war. 

Recently they removed the "moraLem
bargo" on shipments from the United 
States of strategic war supplies to soviet 
Russia in an attempt to appease that 
homicidal, communistic country. They 
took into their arms that most bloody ag
gressor. Now w~ have the public admis
sion of _$ecret~ry of State Hull t_hat th.e 
United States, although not attacked, has 
abandoned international law for the 
savage, barbarous purposes of force and 
power politics. 

The United States has been.set on the 
road to war bereft of character and moral 
standing. Once this bill is passed, the 
die is cast. The American people will 

have no choice between peace and war. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. WooDRUFF]. 

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, the American people have 
been led by the administration to believe 
that the enormous sums of money which 
the President has asked for during the 
8 years of his incumbency have provided 
us with an adequate national defense. 
Up to the t ime President Roosevelt asked 
Congress to adjourn and go home, be
cause, as he said, there was nothing more 
for the Members to do but "make 
speeches," there had been none of the 
extra appropriations for additional bil
lions for the national defense asked for 
by the President. 

Hitler and the totalitarian menace 
have had their rise wholly during the. 
Roosevelt administration. Whatever the 
present dangers which face this Nation 
from Europe or the Orient, they arose 
wholly within that period. . President 
Roosevelt was the one man who had ac
cess to complete. world-wide informa
tion through the multifarious agencies 
of this Government, military and civil. 

· He was the one man who knew, or who 
ought to have known, the dangers to this 
Nation that were arising. No one can by 
any specious argument whatever acquit 
Mr. Roosevelt of his responsibility in this 
regard. Congress has not refused to give 
him anything within reason he has 
asked, especially for the national defense, 
and it has given him much beyond reason 
in the 8 years of his Presidency. 

The membership of this House will be 
intrigued by an examination of this table 
and can judge for itself whether this ad
ministration has lived up to its respon
sibility in providing for our national de
fense. This table is taken from the 
hearings on H. R. 9209, a bill making ap
propriations for the Military Establish
ment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1941, before the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations for the 
Senate. This information was put into 
the record of the hearings on May 17, 
1940, by Gen. George C. Marshall, Chief 
of Staff. I assume these hearings are 
available to those desiring them. 

Item 

ANTIAffiCRAFT 

On hand 
May 1, 

1940 

3-inch guns_ ___________________ 448 

~~~or~~~~~~==:::::::::::: : --------168-
Hetght finders_ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ 142 
Sound locators____________ __ __ 194 
37-mm. guns, antiaircraft_____ _ 15 
.50-caliber machine guns_ ____ __ 1, 014 

SMALL ARMS 

Semiautomatic rifles.- ------- -
37-mm . antitank guns ____ ___ _ _ 
60-mm. mortars __ ____ _______ _ _ 
81-mm. mortars __ ___ _________ _ 
M achine gun, caliber .50 

(pack) __ ---- - ----- - ---- - ----

FIELD ARTILLERY MATERIAL 

38, 000 
22-8 

3 
183 

83 

Will be on 
hand upon 

comple· 
tion of 

program 

500 
317 
273 
276 
801 

1, 423 
1, 682 

240,559 
1, 386 
3, 758 

853 

Sl62 

75-mm. gun, modernized__ ____ 141 J, 432 
75"m m. howitzer (field and 

319 10~~: iii)Wii:zer~~~=== ===== == _________ :~- 120 
155-mm. gun, long range_____ __ 4 96 
8-inch howitzer ________________ -··········- 48 
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Item 

. Will be<m 
On hand handUl\)on 
May J. >eOI.nple· 

1940 mono! 

COMBA'T VEIDCL"ES 

Scout cars _______ __________ _ 
Combat cars _____________ _ 
Tanks, iigbt M2A4 ___________ _ 
Thnks, medium M'2 ________ _ 

TRACTORS AND :SPE£lLAL 
ORDNANCE VEHICLES 

485 
114 
10 
18 

'Pfogram 

1,34U 
?08 
734 
191 

Trectors,Hgbt_____________ '93 12ill 
Tr.aetor.s,m.edjum__________ 201 559 
Tractors, heavy-----------···· '65 ·777 
Trucks. smaJlarm.sr.epaar___ 79 1413 
Tcncks, instrument repair ••... --------- 53 

R.41LWAY ARTILLERY 

8-incb railway gun ani! car-
dage. ---- --- ----------------· ------------

AMMUNITION 

Ammunition bomb, 5-00-. 
l'J.Onnd______________ ll, 928 

Amnumitio11 bomb, ljl()O· 
-pound..____________________ 4, 33o 

Ca'Ub&, .~0 A. P -------------- 11.7, 268,1000 Caliber • . 50 balL ____________ 25,220,000 
37-mm. tank .and antitank.___ 75,000 
37-mm. antia1rcraoftgun_______ 46, ·000 
81-.m.m.. mortar---- ----------- 48A)()t:l 
75-.mm. howitzer, H. E___ 142,Jl0.0 
155-mm. buwitzer, H. E______ 925,000 
8-llilcbhowitzer,R. E ____ -------

"ENGINEER CORPS 

P-QI!lton bridge, 10-;too.. .••••••• 
Ponton equipage,23-ton ____ _ 
W .ater-purifieation Wlit. _____ _ 
Selll'cbUght, <60-ineh mobile~---

'Cl'IEMICAL WA'RFAIU!l 

G1lS .masks __ --------------
QUART-EEMASli\EJt :CGRPS 

1 
1 
4 

-2S5 

Cloth waol.uniform. yards ___ --------
Field ranges_________________ .667. 000 
Pack .saddles, cargo........... 434 

SJGN:AL CORPS 

Radio set.SCR 16L-----~---- 3.90 
Rad.iio.set SCR 171............ ~ · 
Ra'drio set'SCR 194..__________ 8W 
Wire (field wire) (miles)_______ 16,800 
Field te'leophones (miles)_______ 15,'800 
De.tectar sets ___________ --------

24 

34,.924 

14,511 
. 7.3,1920,00() 

.53, Ui',OO(t 
1,21J4000 
2,<624, 000 

:37.! 'OOQ 
.382,.5.00 

1,131, '000 
29.,000 

22 
8 

4'5 
1,028 

1,849 
4QJ. 

'2, 188 
63, 491 
47,002 

lB2 

.Mr. Chairman, I desire to eaJ.1 atten
Uon to the fact that the figures in the 
right-hand -column in the table above 
di'Sclose the eompleoo program as Df May 
1, 1940, of supplying modern equipment 
for our Army. It should not be forgotten 
that prior to this date Europe had b.een 
ablaze with war for months. Poland 
was invaded September 1, 1939. '!Vm 
days 1ater Great Britain declared war. 
Denmark, Norway, and Finland were in
vaded. The invasion of Ho1land and 
Belgium began May 10, 1940, fon{)wed by 
the invasion of France. A1l this took 
place before the President suggested that 
the Congress adj{)urn and go home, be
cause there was nothing further for it · 
to do. 

Following that, when Congress refused 
to quit and go home. the President ap
parently suddenly discovered that a great 
emergency existed and that there was a 
dire need ·for a real national defense, 
and began asking for one appr.oprtation 
after another, running into the biUi.ons. 
He is still asking. He then began to tell 
the oou.ntry what a ·fine national defense 
we had "on hand or .on order." 

Therefore, in view of these 'Circum
stances, it was natural that the Congress 
and the rountry ·should be shocked by 
the revelation by Gen. HughS. Johnson 
that Gen. George Marshall, who sup
ported the lease-iend bill-strangely in 
view of his own military convic~ons
was asked whether, witb that authority. 
we could nDt transfer to Britain surplus 
stores o! Army equipment, be said: 

Stores? We nave no stores. It will be a 
happy day when we ean speak about "Stores 
of Army equipment • • • we have a 
need .for all the modern .equipm.ent delivered 
tp us. 

And he might well have addoo, ~'and 
much besides." 

Exports of domestic me:rcltandise, by .artie1-es 

ATti.cles 

.GltOVPo6 

Thi-s is certainly a shooking admissiQJl 
on the part {If the Army's Chief 1)f Staff. 

The table above reveals that N'e were 
woefully short of modern defense equip
ment. Not 1)niy woefully short. danger
ously .short. Critical]y short. It will be 
seen that the Army hoo en hand, on 
May .1, 1.940, only 38,000 :semiautomatic 
rifles, caliber .30. They had but 228 3'1 
mm. antitank guns. They had {)n}y 3 
60 mm. mortars. They had only 183 
81 mm. mortars. They had -only 319 
.50 caliber machine guns. They had 
only .86 .30 .caliber maehine guns. On 
that date, according to the testimony in 
the hearings, there was not a single 
automatic rifi-e, caliber .30, in the Army. 

Down through the entire list -of ord
nance. artillery, tanks, and othe.r .combat 
vehicles, antiaircraft equipment. the 
story was the same. The "on order" de
fense the President talked so convinc
ingly about could not be completely de
livered ·before late 1941 -or the middle Qi 
1942, and those dates have since bad 
to be set forward, and nobody knows 
when our "on order" defense will ever be 
on hand. 

Whi1e all this neglect and short-sight
edness was taking piace, we were~ as is 
shDwn in the extracts below from the 
November 1940, Month1y Summary of 
the Department of Commerce, industri
ously shipping to other nations our iron 
and steel .scrap by the mllUons of tons
and today we are short of this valuable 
and necessary product. We were ship
J:}ing t1) 13ther eountrie'S, including Japan 
and Russia~ and the subjugated coun
tries, ferr-ous alloys and nonferrous 
metals by the hundreds of milH~n'S Df 
d-ollars' worth~ We shipped nearly a 
biilion pounds of copper abroad in the 
first 11 months ~f 1940, and have had to 
draw upon our reserves to replenish our 
necessary stock. · 

.The extracts Teferred t-o are ~s follows~ 

November 1.940 

(tnantity Dollal'S 

11 m<>nths -en~ing Novem
ber 19~0 

Quantity D.ollars 

Iron ore .• ----------------------------------------------------···------------------------·-----------tons.. 127,741 il8,ZS7 !, 385,792 4,621,.09.9 

Ir.on .and steel semimanufactures .• ·-------------------····--------------------------------------1=_= ___ = __ = __ = ___ = __ =1=====1=~~=1============ :3.0,419, 820 -------------- .340, 731, lM 

Pig iron ____________ ----•••• -- •••••• ----------••••••••••.••••••••••••••••• --••••••••••••• --- •• -- •••• ---- •• _tons. __ 
Iron -and steel sora.P-------------------------------------------·-------------------------------do ___ _ 
Tin -plate scrap ______ . __ .• _ ... _. _ ... _ .......... _. _ ....••• ---••••• - •••• --------- •• ---•••• ------__ ••• ----· __ ,do .•• _ 
Tin-T>late circles, strips, C@bbles, and scroll-shear butts-------------------------------------------------~----do .... 
W ·ast&w.aste tin plate. __________ ----- __________________ ----------------------------------------------------do .• __ 

lt~e~~~~o~s~~fJ>o~~~ ~~~e~;~~Pats,"~eet-iYirr5~and-tiii-iJla-t!;i>ar-s:·-----------------------------------------do __ _ 

Not contailling alloy ___________ ------ •• ---------------_------------····--------- •••••••••••••••••••••••. d{) .• __ 
Alloy steel, including stainiess. ------- •• ------.-------••• __ •• _ ••••••••• ----•••• -----------••••••• ---••• ___ do. __ _ 

Iron and steel bars and Tods: . 
Steel bars, co'l d finished_ •• ____ ••••.••••••• ----------······ •••••• -----·······-····------·····-··· •••• __ pounds._ 
Iron bars ____________ ________ •• _ ••• _ ••• _ •••• ___ --------••••• _-- ••••• -·-.------•••• -·-•• ---· •••••••••• ______ do. __ _ 
Concrete :rcinforcemen t bars ••••••••••••• -~ • ._ • .• ----- __ ------............ -. ......... - ...... -.. ... -----1.--. do .• _. 

(}ther steel bars: 
Not con tain:ing alloy ••• _ ••• _ ••••••• __ •• __ ................. -··•••·•·· ....... ·------.------~--- ••••• _. ___ do ___ _ 
Stainless steel _______ _____ _____ _________________________________________ "·--------------------···---do •••• 
Alloy steel, other than stainless .• ____ -·-·--------------------.. ·-----------------------------------······--do .•.• 
Wir.e rods·---------------------------------------------------------------····-····----------do .••• 

Icon and steel plates, sheets, sketp, and .strips: 'B.oileri>late __ ....,. ______ ••••••·--··· .. ·•-··-··-----·····----do •••• 
Other plates, not 'fabricated: 

.Not containing alloy_ .. __ .. ----------,.-------------------·••••••···•••••··-··•••••••••••••••••••·--·····----do ........ 
Stainless steel . __________ • _____ -----------.-·--·_ •••• -----••••••••••••• ---·-----···-· ••• --------~-•. do __ 
.Alloy steel, other than staiulcss •••• ---------~----·· .. ·····-···-·-·•-···••···-------------------do __ 

S'ke1 p iron or steeL. _____ •• ________ .---------••••••••••••• ---· •••••••••• ---··•···· ••••••••••••••••••• -----·-•••• do_ ••• 
Iron shPets, galvanized ..•• ·------------····---------·•---·-····---~----------d.o--Steel sheets, ga.lvanizcd __________________________ ..................... ;. ...................... ~•••···•• .. ·······----do ...... . 
Stef'l .sheets, black, ungalv.anized; 

Not containin<J alloy -----------·-------------·--·-----·-··----..----~---do .... 
Stainless steel. ________________ --------------------------·------·----·-----------------------·-··---do •• _ 
Alloy steel, other than stainless •• ----------·-------------------------···--------·---·----------do .•.•• 

Iron sheets, bllack ____________________ ··--·--···-----······--····-··--·-··---··-·········---···----do •••• 

27,838 
73,809 

Z5 
.396 

97 
22 

226, 437 
58,404 

35, 099, 120 
1, 76.~, 183 

18,536,438 

85,008, 3!1.0 
6~'377 

4, 617,978 
49,659,257 

2, 201,441 

121, 945, 795 
JOO, 675 

6, 867,211 
48,264,909 
l,267.m 

22,192,-693 

G.'>, 662,.506 
331,792 

2, 759, 051 
2, ti30, '87.0 

746,986 
1, 272, lt98 

475 
22,488 
7,088 
1. '365 

9, 269,079 
2, 157,07.9 

716, 141 
.64,798 

470,-689 

2,252,151 
200,110 
588,577 

1, 034,007 
57,472 

2,S39, 716 
.3.5,3.02 

148,276 
951,502 

00,582 
B57,t974 

'2,.659,.064 
116,691 
218,694 

.118, 894 

484,615 ll, 237,746 
2, 725,583 45,915, 218 

2, 866 55,453 
3,.969 .215, 954 
5, 588 399,575 

15. 102 471,107 

2, 004, 1)69 . 16, 288, 22.3 
236,982 ao, 932,443 

116, 001, 738 .3, 929,137 
29.0~659 :916,.377 

m, 178,328 6,000, 574 

.001, 743, 414 25,398,929 
.2,998, 854 1,113, !1:26 

84, 7.3.8, 986 7,5.51, Hl8 
007,002,057 13, '279, 997 

23,013. 235 741,347 

1, 104, 477, 000 25,466, 75.3 
1.D12, 304 347, 185 

11,705, 107 449,561 
309, 679, 805 6,861,138 
1.9,246,193 803,885 

318, -987, ti78 12,221.558 

957,$5,727 29,141,839 
3, 602,089 1,446, 306 

20, 295, 143 1, 320,250 
55,102,002 2, 118, 75C 
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Ex-Ports of domestic merchandise, by articles-Continued 

November 1940 11 months ending Novem
ber 1940 

Quantity 

Firearms, ammunition and fireworks •.•••.•••.• -------- •••••• ----------------------------- .••••••••••••• ------ --- _ ----.- .. __ 

Firearms and ordnance: 
Revolvers and pistols ...••••••••••.• -------------- .•.....•.•.•.•...•.•••.•.• ----------------------------number .. Rif:les. _____________________________________________________________________________________________________ do ... . 
Shotguns ..... _________ . ______ .. . ___ __ ..... _. _____ ------ ____ ------ ____________ ---------------------- ____ .... do ... . 
Machine and heavy ordnance guns and carriages-----------------------------------------------------------do ..•. 

Ammunition: 

11,192 
8, 567 
1, 643 

10,711 

Shot shells ......... . _________________________ ---------------- ____ --------------- ____ ----------------------- .. M __ 936 
Metallic cartridges ...... _ .. .. -- ------ ____ ------ ____________ --- ---- _____ ------------------ ____ ---------- -- ___ .M.. 50, 941 

~tE!~~i~-~ ~~-e!~~ ~~~ -~~~ ~~~~i~~~~:-.:·_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_:-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_P_~~~~== _______ ~~ ~-
Fireworks. ___ ---- __ -------------------- .. -----------------~--.-------.----------------------------------------------- --------------

Dollars Quantity Dollars 

5, 456,733 _, __________ , _______ __ 
222,485 
78,013 
19, 198 

1, 994, 590 

22,384 
1, 505, 123 

10,000 
1, 572,008 

32,932 

92,585 
932,639 
29,546 

143,059 

12,751 
484,278 

29,485,632 

1, 617,530 
7, 026, 682 

280,407 
16,860,894 

292,321 
12,194, 338 
12,967,264 
5, 412,493 

182, 516 
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Mr. Chairman, it will be seen that 

steam engines, locomotives, power ma
chines of every character, machine tools, 
such as engine and turret lathes, milling 
machines-the very implements which 
are the bottlenecks delaying our own de
fense-in values of hundreds of millions 
of dollars, were going out in an enormous 
stream to the other countries, including 
Japan and Russia and the countries now 
subjugated by Hitler. 

Some of those machine tools have just 
within the last few weeks gone to Russia, 
and the British are now complaining that 
the war materials we have sent to Russia 
are finding their way into Germany. 

Everybody knows the story of how our 
airplanes have been sent over while we 
denuded ourselves of our own defense. 

In the first 11 months of 1940 we 
shipped abroad more than 92,000 revolv
ers and pistols, nearly a million army 
rifles, 29,000 shotguns, more than 143,000 
machine and heavy ordnance guns and 
carriages, nearly a million metallic car
tridges, and 29,500,000 explosive shells 
and p:rojectiles of the 1-pound size. 

Little wonder indeed that General Mar
shall sadly says: 

Stores? We have no stores. It will be a 
happy day when we can speak about stores 
of Army equipment. • • • We have a 
need for all the modern equipment delivered 
to us. 

No man in Congress or out, except Mr. 
Roosevelt and his confidants, knows the 
actual state of undefense of this Nation. 

These are the shocking reasons why_ so · 
many Members of the Congress are 
gravely debating today whether or not 
to pass the so-called lease-lend bill, which 
has been more aptly described as the 
"lose-lend" bill, which will authorize 
President Roosevelt to give away or sell 
to any country which he may choose 
such further part of our pitifully scant 
national defense as now exists or as can 
be delivered to us in the future. 

The administration knew, of course, 
that this :flood of munitions, materiel, 
and implements of war was flowing out 
to Japan and Russia and other coun
tries. Nothing was done to stop it until 
very recently. Under the terms of the 
so-called lease-lend bill, Mr. Roosevelt 
could absolutely denude this Nation of its 
naval power, if he saw fit. The propo
nents of the bill contend he would not 
do these things. The transfer of 50 de
stroyers to the British without approval 
of Congress and the facts and the figures 
which have been given in the foregoing 
do not bear out this contention. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman -from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent ·to 
extend my remarks in the RECORD and to 
include therein a table from the Senate 
hearings, and also extracts from the De
partment of Commerce summary of ex
ports for the month of November. 

The CHAffiMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Washington [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair- The resolution reads as follows: 
man, I intend to vote for H. R. 1776, as senate Joint Resoiution 1 
amended, because I am convinced that it Relating to the foreign policies of the United 
is a measure which is decidedly in the in- states 
terests of our national defense. Be it resolved by the senate· and House of 

Every poll of public opinion and the Representatives of the State of Washington 
letters which I have received from my in legislative session assembled: 
constituents indicate that the vast rna- Whereas the citizens of this Commonwealth 
jority of the American people favor all have given overwhelming endorsement to the 
aid to Great Britain short of war. They foreign policies of President Franklin D. 

Roosevelt; and 
favor our sending planes, munitions, and Whereas at the present moment the free 
implements of warfare to Great Britain peoples of the world are engaged in a life and 
as speedily as possible, which is what this death struggle with the totalitarian powers, 
legislation seeks to accomplish. We who seek to crush those fundamental rights 
hereby seek to improve and strengthen dear to all Americans, the right to life, lib· 
our own defense by helping Great Britain erty, and the pursuit of :Q.appiness; and 
to defeat the Axis dictatorships and Whereas the Honorable Wendell L. Willkie, 
thereby prevent their attacking and in- titular head of the Republican Party, has 
vading the Western Hemisphere and our shown his high patriotism by endorsing the 

program of the President in this great world 
own country. We provide the young men crisis: Now, therefore, be it 
of Great Britain with the implements of Resolved, That we commend the efforts of 
warfare in order to obviate, if possible, our President to give full aid to the valiant 
the need and necessity of our own young free peoples of the world in their battle to 
men having to use similar weapons in the preserve the principles of democracy, and that 
defense of our country. Is this a wise we call upon our representatives in Congress 
and prudent policy for us to follow? It to support him to the utmost in his magnifi-

cent- fight to keep our country out of war 
seems to me that it is. In other words, while giving full aid to the democratic na
we seek to keep war out of the United tions engaged in a valiant struggle against 
States· and thereby keep the United barbarian aggressors; and be it further 
States out of war. Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 

we have succeeded in keeping out of immediately sent to the President, the Secre
the war to this date, and we are the only tary-of the Senate, and Clerk of the House of 

Representatives, and to each of our Repre
nation in the world which has not suf- sentatives in congress. 
fered loss of life or property. Under all The roll call in the senate and house 
the conditions and circumst-ances, this is was as -follows: 
a miraculous achievement and is the best senate: For, 40; against, 2; absent 2. 
evidence of the desire of President Roose- Against: Atkinson, Murfin. 
velt and Congress not to involve our coun- For: Baldwin, Bargreen, Black, Copeland, 
try unless and until we are ourselves Dawson, Drumheller, Duggan, Edwards, Eg
attacked. This has been and remains , bert, Haddon, Huntley, Jackson, Keller, Lind-

b . t' say, Lovejoy, Malstrom, Marsh, Maxwell, Me-
our -principal O Jec lVe. Donald, McGavick, McMillan, McQuesten, Mil-

The main purpose of H. R. 1776, as Ier, Moe, Mohler, Morgan, Murphy, Neal, om
amended, is to enable the President to dorff, Percival, Ray, Roberts, Rosellin1, 
more effectively defend the United States Schroeder, Shorett, Stinson, Sullivan, Thomas, 
by measures short of war, within the Voyce, Wall. 
Constitution. As Commander in Chief of Absent: Balfour, Farquharson. 
the Army and Navy, the President al- House: For, 79; against, 18; absent, 2. 
ready possesses enormous constitutional Against: Bernethy, CUster, Dootson, Eaton, 

Eddy, Hurley, Lauman, Needham, O'Gorman, 
powers. The President can sever diplo- Pennock, Pettus, Shadbolt, Sisson, Vernon A. 
matic relations with foreign powers. The Smith, Taylor, Todd, Trombley, Woodall. 
President can send the Army and Navy For: H. c. Armstrong, Ralph L. J. Arm
wherever he deems advisable. The fact strong, Backman, Beierlein, Bienz, Beede, 
that he has exercised none of these con- Broome, Callow, Carty, Chervenka, Clark, 
stitutional powers is positive proof of the Cowen, Devenish, Doherty, Dare, Erdahl, Rob
fact that he has sought to avoid war, for ert M. Ford, Dr. U. S. Ford, Foster, French, 
he has refrained from exercising any of Gallagher, Gates, Graham, Hall, Hanks, Julia 

Butler Hansen, Alfred J. Hanson, Henry, 
the constitutional powers which might Harry F. Henson, Isenhart, Walter A. John
and very likely would precipitate hostil- son, George H. Johnston, D. w. Jones, John R. 
ities. H. R. 1776, as amended, will bet- Jones, Judd, Kehoe, George G. Kinnear, Leber, 
ter enable the President to coordinate Lee, Lennart, Loney, Lyman, Martin, Me
production and the allocation of arma- Cutcheon, McDonald, McPherson, Floyd c. 
ments to satisfy British and American Miller, Fred Miller, Montgomery, O'Brien, 
needs and in collaboration with the Army Pearsall, Phillips, Pitt, Reno, Edward F. Riley, 

Rosellini, Ruark, Ryan, Sandegren, Schu
and Navy Departments render a maxi- mann, Sexton, Jurie B. Smith, sweeny, Taft, 
mum of aid to Great Britain and at the Thomas, Tisdale, Trunkey, Turner, Twidwell, 
same· time better build up our own na- Underwood, van Buskirk, Vane, Warnica, 
tional defense. Is not this a wise, pru- watkins, Wenberg, Wiggen, Zent, Mr. Speaker 
dent, and salutary policy to follow? It (Reilly). 
seems to me that it is, and there is not Absent: Murphy, savage. 
a single sound, valid objection which can Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
be urged against it. [Applause.] minutes to the gentleman from Missouri 

As indicative of public sentiment in the [Mr. CANNON]. 
State of Washington, I append the reso- Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
lution which has just been adopted by an man, I hesitate to take the floor follow
overwhelming majority in both branches ing the- epoch-making speech of our 
of the Washington State Legislature. leader, the gentleman from Massachu
Every member of the senate and house setts [Mr. McCoRMACK]. The speech he 
present from my Third Congressional delivered on the floor this afternoon will 
District voted in favor of the adoption rank as one of the notable speeches in 
of the resolution. [Applause.] the history of the American Congress. 
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His clear and convincing exposition of 
the bill, the high plane upon which he 
pitched his argument and the eloquence 
with which he maintained it, leaves 
nothing to be added. Any further argu. 
ment in behalf of the bill would be su· 
per:fiuous. I shall not discuss it further. 
I shall follow him implicitly in this su· 
preme hour of his statesmanlike and 
effective leadership. But just a word on 
a phase of the question not yet touched 
upon in the course of the debate. It is 
-· broad subject with far-reaching im
plications radiating in many directions, 
and there is always the possibility that 
in our deep interest in its primary objec
tive in international relations we may 
overlook its inevitable reaction on our 
domestic economy. 

The bill provides for the transportation 
of products, commodities, goods, wares, 
merchandise, and services in unprece
dented quantities. To quote the language 
of the bill, it provides for the fabrication, 
processing, distribution, and disposition 
of any "defense article" which, of course, 
includes the products and joint products 
of both labor and industry. I am wonder
ing if the provisions of the bill are to be 
interpreted as including also the products 
of agriculture as well as those of labor 
and industry. May I ask the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, in charge of this bill, who 
has handled it with such sl~ill and success 
in both the committee and the House, 
if we are to understand that the provi· 
sions of the bill apply to farm products 
as well as to manufactured products? 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman is cor· 
rect in so understanding. It·does so pro· 
vide in the bill. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. There has 
been some discussion as to whether farm 
products are included but this statement 
by the chairman of the committee which 
considered and reported the bill conclu
sively disposes of any doubts which may 
have arisen in that connection. It is cer· 
tain then that the Government under 
this authorization will send abroad not 
only the products of our plants and fac· 
tories but vast quantities of food, feed, 
and fiber grown on the American farms. 
Only one further fact remains to be de· 
termined. Will the farmer be as well paid 
for his labor and products thus contrib· 
uted to the program as labor and indus· 
try are paid for those which they supply. 
The Government has already indicated 
its deep concern in seeing that both labor 
and industry are amply compensated for 
their services. All contracts awarded up 
to this time have contained cost-plus 
provisions or have been negotiated at fig
ures which insured protection against 
loss and legitimate profits for all con
cerned. And where it has been necessary 
to further assure industry, the Govern
ment has provided facilities, built plants, 
supplied equipment, and made loans to 
be amortized out of the products pro· 
duced under the contract. 

Likewise labor has been protected and 
wage scales guaranteed by the clauses in 
every contract requiring meticulous ob
servance of labor laws providing for min
imum wages and maximum hours and 
otherwise insuring the payment of the 
highest wages Under the most favorable 

conditions ever enjoyed by labor in any 
land. 

This is as it should be. And only one 
more step is needed. That is for the 
Government to give similar assurance 
to the farmer that when cotton, wheat, 
corn, pork, beef, rice, tobacco, and dairy 
products are shipped abroad with guns; 
planes, tanks, and munitions, the Gov· 
ernment will pay him as fair a price for 
his toil and as fair a price for his prod· 
ucts as it pays labor and industry. 

Happily, there is no difficulty in de· 
termining what farm .prices should be. 
While Congress was enacting laws speci· 
fying minimum wages for labor and 
maximum prices for industry, it also 
enacted laws promising the farmer min· 
imum parity prices and providing for· 
mulas for determining parity prices. 
Here are the prices computed by the 
Department of Agriculture under those 
formulas: 

Parity prices of farm products 
lEstimates of average prices received by farmers at local 

farm markets based on reports to the Agricultural 
Marketing Service. Average of reports covering the 
United States weighted according to relative impor
tance of district and States] 

5-year 
aver- Parity 
age, Decem- price, 

Product August ber Decem 
1909- 1940 ber 
July 1940 
1914 

Cotton, pound ________ cents .. 12. 4 9. 33 15.87 
Corn, busheL ••••••••. do .••• 64. 2 54.5 82.2 
Wheat, busheL _______ _ do .... 88.4 71.5 113. 2 
Hay, ten ____ _________ dollars .. 11.87 7. 53 15.19 
Potatoes, busheL ••••. cents .. 69.7 54.9 86.5 
Oats, bushel. ____ ______ do .... 39.9 32.3 51.1 
Soybeans, bushel2 •. • dollars .. (3) . 81 11.73 
Peanuts, pound . ••.•.. cents .• 4.8 3. 22 6.1 
Rice, busheL __________ do .••. 81.3 76.3 104.1 
To barco: 

Flue-cured, types 11-14, 
pound ________ ... cents_. 22.9 12.1 122.4 

Burley, type 31, pound 
__ __ ___ -- ------- -cents .• 22.2 17.3 121.8 

Apples, busheL •.... dollars .• • 96 .86 1. 23 
Beef cattle. hundredweight 

dollars .. 5. 21 7.56 6. 67 
Hogs, hundredweight..do . .•• 7. 22 5. 59 9. 24 
Chickens, pound .••••. cents .• 11.4 13.0 14.6 
Eggs, dozcn ......•••••• do •••. 21.5 26.8 437.0 
Butterfat, pound ••..••. do .••• 26.3 34.8 4 36.8 
Wool, pound ........... do .... 18.3 31.2 23.4 
Veal calves, hundredweight 

dollars •• 6. 75 9. 01 8.64 
Lamb, hundredweighLdo ••.. 5. 87 7.88 7. 51 
Horses, each .•......••. do •••• 136. 60 69.10 174. 80 

t Post-war base. 
2 Soybeans for seed. 
3Prices not available. 
4Adjusted for seasonality. 

And here are computations of parity 
wages from data supplied by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics: 
Parity wages in building and construction, 

and of factory workers 

Occupation 

Pltimbers. -------------------
Electricians. __ ---------------
Stonemasons .• --------._ •• ----Steam fitters _________________ _ 

Carpenters . . ---------------- •• 
Painters ___ __ •.•••• ---------- •. 
Bricklayers . • _---------------
Factory workers .• _-----------

June 1, 1940 

Earnings 
per week 

Dollars 
58.10 
58.04 
59.60 
59.91 
55. 15 
50.32 
64. 85 
25.77 

Estimated 
parity 

earnings 

Dollars 
37.13 
33.42 
36.18 
35. 24 
32.78 
31.56 
43.24 
17. 11 

I do not happen to have with me a 
tabulation of parity prices for industrial 

products but they are available. And a 
glance at the financial page of any news
paper will show conclusively that indus
trial prices are far above parity, some of 
them, as in the case of building materials, 
having increased as much as 50 percent 
in the last 90 days. 

I think no one will deny, in the face of 
these official reports, that agriculture is 
entitled to receive a bare parity price, at 
least, for all farm products shipped to 
England under the provisions of this act, 
when the Government is so aggressively 
demanding minimum wage scales and 
maximum prices on all industrial prod· 
ucts shipped to England under the pro
visions of the act. 

In every past war agriculture has borne 
the brunt of the economic recoil which 
always attends and follows military cam. 
paigns, whether foreign or domestic. The 
American farmer has invariably been 
caught between the upper and lower mill· 
stones of uncontrolled inflation in the 
price of everything he bought and the 
imposition of arbitrary regulations freez· 
ing the price of everything he had to sell. 

Legislation by Congress in recent years 
authorizing parity prices for farm prod· 
ucts should prevent the recurrence of 
such conditions under the operation of 
this bill. And it is to be hoped that the 
Committee on Agriculture in furtherance 
of this established policy, will shortly re· 
port legislation implementing this au
thorization. In the enactment of such 
legislation, organized agriculture earn
estly solicits the aid and counsel of all 
representatives of organized labor with 
whom the American farmer has always 
cooperated so wholeheartedly to secure 
legislation providing the highest possible 
standard of living for American labor. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
20 minutes to the gentleman from Michi· 
gan [Mr. DINGELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, there 
is no substantial number of American 
citizens who desire active participation 
11 the bloody European carnage. 

Our -present national course and for· 
eign policy will have no bearing or effect 
upon the probability of our becoming in· 
valved in the war. It all depends upon 
Hitler and his criminal allies, who will 
not hesitate to strike as foul a blow 
against the United States as was struck 
against Austria, Czechoslovakia, Poland, 
defenseless Denmark, an ~ the other neu
tral and peace-loving neighbors of Ger
many-Luxemburg, Belgium, Holland, 
and Norway .. No provocation was given 
there, none will be necessary here to 
strike down our country. Military ex· 
pediency only and the ability to get away 
with arson, rape, and murder will be the 
deciding factors in any attempted fulfill
ment of the objectives of Mein Kampf. 
Germany never before needed an excuse 
to attack her neighbors; she needs one 
much less today. The historical record 
of her depredations always bad, became 
intensely worse during the period of 1864 
to 1939. During these 75 years, without 
provocation she murderously struck down 
her neighbors five times. We as a sov
ereign people are safe from involvement 
by German attack as long as Britain and 
her fleet bars the way across the broad 
Atlantic highway; for concededly it is not 
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the water in the narrow moat known as 
the English Channel that thus far has 
kept the Germans out of England-it is 
the British fleet and nothing else. 

There is no reason at this time why the 
United States should in reality or by any 
binding and formal alliance become a 
belligerent partner of England; but 
America, as the best possible means of 
self-defense, immediately should supply 
Great Britain with bombs, barbed wire, 
buckshot, and baled hell in unlimited 
quantities, for cash or as an outright gift. 
Our merchant ships should be used to 
shorten England's life line by carrying 
her supplies from distant parts of the 
world to Boston, Montreal, Halifax, and 
other New England, Nova Scotian, and 
Canadian ports for transshipment over 
the short trans-Atlantic route over which 
ships could be more easily and safely con
voyed by the British to their own ports. 

The number of Americans who oppose 
aid to Britain is about in balance with 
those who on the other hand demand our 
immediate and outrigQ.t declaration of 
war and joining with England. The 
number constitutes but a .small fraction 
of the population. 

It is my studied and unswerving 
opinion that by concentrating our efforts 
upon maximum possible production of 
ships, planes, tanks, and munitions which 
should be supplied Britain to the great
est possible extent consistent with our 
own needs and safety, that we will best 
serve ourselves, and saving democracy 
we will restore the subjugated peoples of 
blood-drenched Europe. That is the only 
safe course and as I see it the only one 
which offers promise of noninvolvement. 

This is no time for temporizing, specu
lating, or silly sentimentalism. We must 
face realities, we cannot dicker, bargain, 
or compromise with Germany. She is 
without honor-she has no word. We 
must observe the ever-increasing number 
of victims that have fallen beneath the 
crushing weight of her ruthlessness. We 
must remember, too, that in every in
stance trusting victims were attacked and 
their sovereignty destroyed after a solemn 
pledge had been voluntarily given by ag
gressor Germany. 

We are unchallenged today and beyond 
the reach of the predators because of the 
limited aid thus far given to England. 
Our future will be made permanently se
cure by a British victory made possible 
by our continued material contributions. 

Those who would attempt to prevent 
the flow of these essentials of war to the 
struggling democracies cannot hide their 
real purpose, the success at arms of Nazi 
Germany and her allies. 

You Republicans misunderstand the 
philosophy, the temper of the American 
people. You insist upon being wrong on 
the question of sound foreign policy 
when you could so easily be right by 
following our patriotic and inspired 
President. Pay heed to the head of your 
party, to your chosen leader. Listen at
tentively to his advice bearing upon the 
pending question. Do not repeat the 
same mistake you made as you looked 
forward to the campaign of 1940. For
get politics. Let 1942 take care of itself 
or it will take care of you. False proph
ets such as the one who stood in this well 

and predicted that the Republicans 
would gain 80 seats will lead you into 
the wilderness and political oblivion. 
Throw away your white cane and tin cup, 
open your political eyes, and quit this 
everlasting hopeless groping. Most of 
you are not so blind as to be unable to 
see the danger which threatens America, 
civilization, the wol;'ld, all of us without 
regard to partisan affiliation. A certain 
amount of comedy is necessary even 
when public hearings are being con
ducted on serious questions. It was 
nevertheless pathetic to see the re
hearsed burlesque which the people wit
nessed during the recent appearance of 
a barnstorming stunt flier who gave ad
vice from the storehouse of his inex
haustible ignorance about America's 
foreign policy, about her invincibility 
and security. It was a show, the best 
show the J,Jublic ever saw and the· chorus 
rose and applauded. The sum total of 
Lindbergh's advice could be totaled at 
zero. If you do not get down to realities, 
you will lose the public confidence and 
your party hide. Why not invite 
"Wrong Way" Corrigan to testify? He 
performed a greater trick flight than 
did Lindbergh. Why not invite the ex
pression of the eight or nine other trans
Atlantic fliers who crossed the ocean 
ahead of Lindbergh and Corrigan; they 
could give testimony just as valuable and 
authoritative as that of the Lone Eagle. 

Judging the attitude of the minority 
by the conclusions contained in the re
port the inevitable and logical interpre
tation could only be that the testimony 
of the following list of credible and ex
perienced witnesses were of no weight 
or import. Among these you will find 
men and women of the highest order, 
diplomats, labor leaders, statesmen, 
military and naval experts of the highest 
rank, industrialists, journalists, and, last 
but not least, the brilliant and experi
enced Cordell Hull, Secretary of State, 
his worthy cabinet associates, Henry 
Morgenthau, Secretary of the Treasury; 
and the Secretaries of War and of the 
Navy, Henry L. stimson and Frank 
Knox. 

A dictator bill the Republicans labeled 
H. R. 1776. It is an anti-Hitler bill, 
aimed to maKe America safe for us all. 
The combination of numerals designating 
the bill have a deep significance at this 
time. Patriots will rally to its support as 
did the patriots in that historic year of 
1776, when our independence was de
clared, our Government born, and the 
rights of Americans everywhere perma
nently established. We shall carry on 
now to preserve our American way of life. 

Precious time is being wasted in a use
less and a protracted debate that has 
been transferred from the news pages to 
the floor of this House. It may be dan
gerous trifling with the security of our 
own Nation, upon which today the civil
ized world depends. The great majority 
of the Members will not be affected by the 
gas attack, the wind, and hot air, but will 
be influenced by the pressing need of the 
hour, guided by patriotism. In the House 
the bill will pass with reasonable prompt
ness and carry by a substantial margin. 
Then it is destined to face a withering 
attack after leaving here. The purpose 

being to delay action, in order to handi
cap the · struggling democracies in favor 
of Germany, so she may retain her ill
gotten gains and continue the enslave
ment of millions of proud and civilized 
people. 

The Chinook winds from the Northwest 
will blow like a fury, pseudo-isolationists 
will employ every trick phrase their 
genius is capable of inventing, and this 
they will level against the proponents of 
the bill. But the sanity, patriotism, and 
courage of the majority will withstand 
the onslaught, the bill will pass and be
come law, and civilization will be ·saved 
by America's magnanimous and fearless 
action. 

I hope that when the bill is discussed 
in the Senate we may as a part of the 
debates find out the source of the malo
dorous eight-point proposal for a negoti
ated peace. I refer to the one which 
seeks to enslave permanently the people 
of Poland, Czechoslovakia, and the other 
countries, and attempts to let the crimi
nal Nazis go stark free for their arch 
crime of all time. It is without a doubt 
Nazi-ist in origin. It could not be other
wise. It is cut exactly according to their 
own pattern, and, if I am wrong in my 
suspicions that a special courier or "fifth 
columnist" did not take advantage of the 
proponent, then I can only say that men
tal telepathy and kindred spirits work 
in a way that is strange and effective. 
The Lindbergh plan along this line, which 
aims at a stalemate or a combat draw, 
is inspired by the same philosophy, if not 
original with Goebbels and Hitler. 
Someone in the Senate might ask some 
pointed, embarrassing questions which 
might satisfy the craving for knowledge 
of the American people. I do hope so. 

Every time the administration proposes 
a bill and it then becomes the responsi
bility of the majority to expedite its pas
sage, the Republican minority yells "dic
tatorship," "bankruptcy," "abdication by 
Congress," "rubber stamps," "unconsti
tutional," and employs every other verbal 
and written bogey thay can bring to bear 
against the measure. We heard it used 
against the National Industrial Recovery 
Act, the Gold Standard Act, and again 
when we debated the Agricultural Ad
justment Act. Every time we considered 
a relief bill this Chamber resounded with 
high-pitched voices and the stereotyped 
phrases. Similarly, these · same old 
charges were hurled at the majority as 
part of the reorganization debates, and 
again when the neutrality, embargo, and 
wages and hours bills were debated. 

My friend the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. FISH], the spearhead of many 
spirited battles, among other ridiculous 
statements, on Monday, said: 

Henceforth the Congress would be a mere 
rubber stamp to register the decrees and 
edicts of the President, if he condescends 
to ask for them. 

It is startling news to me that we are 
only now to become rubber stamps. 

I thought I heard Republicans shouting 
loud and long about our mental and phy
sical resiliency or ductility so many times 
that we believed we were confirmed and 
vulcanized implements used to register 
the will of the President. That line of 
bunk is so old, outworn, and ineffective 
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that the people have at last learned that 
it is a fake and a foible. Democracy goes 
on safe in the hands of the Democrats, 
to the chagrin of a bewildered Republican 
minority. 

Is it the Republican Party idea or that 
of the purblind variety within it to ham
string the Chief Executive during a time 
of continued emergency? Are we to 
quibble, argue, and debate in order to 
procrastinate, in order to encourage the 
dictators of Germany, Italy, and mili
taristic Japan? The red tape of insin
cerity and legislative privilege must be 
cut to the limit. This bill does not au
thorize or confer any dictatory power 
upon the President; it does not eliminate 
or surrender congressional control; it is 
not unconstitutional. The bill aims to 
free the hand of the Executive, within 
proper bounds, to deal expeditiously with 
any emergency now existent or which 
may momentarily arise. The bill will 
permit counter moves to circumvent Ger
man and Japanese threats wherever they 
may appear to menace our American 
rights and interests, whether in China, in 
Europe, or in the Western Hemisphere. 
The bill will save the lives of .Artlerican 
boys and girls. 
· The bill may bear directly upon pro

spective deals and may allow some horse 
trading. I am not going to handicap the 
Commander in Chief of my country so 
that he forfeits in trade a thoroughbred 
for a broomtailed pony. 

The battleship King George V, which 
recently visited our shores when the new 
British Ambassador arrived, is to be 
traded for American destroyers, so it is 
rumored. The newspaper story written 
by Cliff Prevost, outstanding Capitol cor
respondent for the Detroit Free Press, 
was promptly denied. In view of what is 
happening in Indochina and the threats 
of the Japanese toward the Dutch East 
Indies, it might be most reasonable to 
assume that battlewagons of the greatest 
possible gun power for the United States 
are the need of the hour. 

If we are to stand by our oft-repeated 
declarations of policy, if we are to defend 
the :fiag as Ions as it waves over the 
Philippines, if we are to protect our vital 
far eastern trade routes, our missions, 
and our rights, then we must be prepared 
for any eventuality. The yellow peril of 
the Pacific, stimulated by the poison of 
German cohesion and phobia, each day 
threatens America with ever-increasing 
boldness. The war lords of Japan are 
inching their way toward the acquisition 
of territories and bases which will 
strangle American trade in the Far East, 
pinch off essential raw materials, and 
destroy American industry with the ag
gregate result ·of reducing our living 
standard to an intolerable level. Japan 
will not fight the United States only be
cause she cannot do so successfully at 
this time. She will attempt to gain every 
advantage she can, and we must act in 
concert with Great Britain and Holland 
to stop her in her tracks; there is no time 
to lose. Not a shot will be fired, not a 
single life will be lost if we act with de
termination and promptness, if with 
courage, we act now. All hell's afire, and 
broken loose, and here we are fiddling 
and fudc!Jing about wh~t:p.er we ought to 

fight it or learn to live with it. Some 
ponderous debate has been going on as to 
whether we should supply the English 
fueman with a squirt gun gratis or charge 
him for it. 

I am in favor of all-out aid to England 
as long as they are willing to continue 
this heroic fight for Christianity, demcc
racy, and for humanity. I only hope that 
if and when they get the Hun on the run 
that they will burn his tail feathers off so 
close they will reduce him to cracklins. 
Hitler and his supporters know that if 
England gets our continued increased 
material assistance that he may as well 
be in hell without a fan as to try to defeat 
the heroic Britons. So he tried to bull
doze the United States, but in this he 
failed. "We do not scare so easily," so 
said our great President. I confess, I will 
never be satisfied until Hitler's mangy, 
worthless hide is tanned and nailed to a 
barn door. To accomplish the destruc
tion of Nazi-ism, I am willing to stand a 
tax increase of 100 percent to pay for all 
the buckshot and baled hell the British 
can deliver to the Nazis with my com
pliments. 

Hitler's most recent declaration is the 
most brazen and contemptible lie beneath 
which we find the broken remains of the 
victims, Austria, Czechoslovakia, Poland, 
Holland, Belgium, Luxemburg, Norway, 
Denmark, and others soon to follow. Will 
Ireland be next? The scab paperhanger 
can be relied upon to do just the opposite 
of what he tells the world. In other 
words, if he disclaims any desire to attack 
the United States or to invade Ireland, 
the opposite is exactly what he will do, 
and if peaceful Ireland, trying so hard to 
maintain her difficult neutral position, is 
invaded by Germany, then I say to you 
that our Navy should meet them head-on 
and blow the pirates into eternity. With 
me that will be the last straw. 

For the two reasons, first, because it 
will indicate clearly their westerly ad
vance toward our American shores by ex
tending the German battle line 800 to 900 
miles from their westernmost boundary; 
and second, because Ireland must be 
spared the suffering and the mass murder 
which otherwise awaits her sons and 
daughters. I am voting for the bill. [Ap
plause.] 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Maine [Mr. OLIVER]. 

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
utterly opposed to the pending resolu
tion. I am opposed to it with or without 
amendments. I am opposed to its very 
essence and its very reason for being. I 
am opposed to the foreign policy which 
it symbolizes and is intended to imple
ment. I am opposed to it because it 
means and spells war-war for America 
and American youth on foreign soil. I 
am opposed to it because it means and 
spells military dictatorship for all Amer
ica here at home. 

In this hour of tragedy all over the 
world, America stands at the crossroads. 
Down one course lies the destiny of our 
great Nati.an based on a policy of Amer
ica for the Americans, while down the 
other lies our destiny based on a policy of 
internationalism. To those of us en
trusted with the votes representing the 

will of our people falls the vital responsi
bility of committing this country to either 
one of these two courses. There is no 
middle ground. 

There can be no doubt that H. R. 
1776-wbich numerical designation must 
be causing our patriots of Revolutionary 
fame to writhe restlessly in protest
commits us irrevocably and irretrievably 
to a course of internationalism and im
perialism. We cannot follow the Presi
dent's call to free the world from oppres
sion, repression, and insecurity without 
at the same time committing ourselves 
to the far-reaching responsibilities and 
implications of such a crusade. The idea 
of wrestling with the unemployment and 
insecurity problems of the world finds 
me quite cold and unresponsive, particu
larly when I have daily reminders calling 
to my attention the many millions in the 
United States who even today, at this 
very hour, are hungry, cold, and clothed 
in rags. Recent statements of Bevin of 
Britain and his comrades indicate that 
they, too, are leaders in a similar cru
sade based on economic morality and 
equality for the whole world. 

This must mean then that we are 
brothers in the :fiesh and the spirit of 
this grandiose international moral spasm 
but to attain this lofty ideal, our mutual 
objective, we must first engage in the 
great holocaust of war. Well, that is one 
effective way to reduce unemployment. 
At least H. R. 1776 will be the means to 
this partial satisfaction of our idealistic 
crusade against world unemployment and 
poverty. The title of this resolution 
should be amended to read: 

A b1ll to liquidate the world unemploy
ment through war and its mass employment 
of human cannon fodder. 

What an indictment of our collective 
intelligence that we once again, after 
less than a quarter of a century, per
mit ourselves to be the willing victims of 
foreign war plans and war propaganda. 
But here we are at the cross roads re
gardless of the clearly marked signposts 
of the past 3 years, almost crowding in 
our eagerness to get down the road to 
war. And, once again, in the name of 
Christianity, morality, and humanity, 
ironically enough we orient ourselves 
down the road to hell itself. 

And for what purpose is it proposed for 
America to make this horrible sacrifice? 
What is the purpose of this resolution? 

We are told that it is to save democracy 
for the world. But we know that to be 
false, for we know that the only democ
racy remaining in all this world is here in 
the United States of America where this 
resolution cannot save but only can de
stroy it. We know this is not a resolu
tion to save America, for, if it were, it 
would be a resolution to remedy the ills 
of an American people one-third of whom 
are ill-housed and ill-clothed and ill-fed. 

We are told that it is to save the people 
of Great Britain whose financial re
sources are exhausted. But we know that 
also to be false, for we know that the 
financial resources of the British Empire 
are far from exhausted, that the existing 
wealth of that empire is enormous, that 
the possessions of the British Crown are 
of incalculable worth, and that the aggre ... 
gate wealth of the subjects of the British 
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Empire-these subjects in whose name 
this falsehood is presented-is beyond 
that of any other nation upon the face 
of the earth. 

We are told that the purpose of this 
bill is to save England by giving .to it the 
ships and the defense weapons, the air
planes, and the guns of the American 
people. But we know that likewise to 
be false, for we know that today Great 
Britain possesses more merchant ship
ping than ever before in her history-so 
much that her ships are reported still to 
be carrying oil from Venezuela and 
copper from Chile, and the Lord only 
knows what other war supplies, to Spain 
for probable transshipment to Italy and 
to Germany to be used in the mass 
murder of Great Britain's own people; 
and her ships are busy making private 
profits in the Asiatic trade which that 
same Great Britain hesitates to entrust 
to American ships because Great Britain 
fears we will not return that trade after 
the war. 

In the matter of increased supplies of 
airplanes, guns, and I 0 U's, authorized 
in this bill, we also know that this reso
lution will not help England to meet this 
impending so-called crisis, because we 
now are sending too her more than gener
ous allotments of the materials of war
fare which our productive capacity is 
currently turning out. The immediate 
crisis upon which the present need of 
this bill is being sold to the American 
public will not be affected one iota by 
the passage of this bill, unless we are to 
give away more of our existing naval and 
military strength. We are .advised that 
this further stripping of our own meager 
defenses is not contemplated at the mo
ment. Therefore it seems to me quite 
clear that any emergent urgency of this 
bill, insofar as immediate aid to England 
is concerned, is just so much window 
dressing to develop further the already 
distressing war psychosis of our people 
which is daily being fanned into a higher 
flame by militants, even of our clergy, 
who would have us commit murder in 
the name of Christianity and God. 

But this resolution, Mr. Chairman, is 
:Hying false colors. It has no right to be 
called a resolution, for there is no reso
lution in it. This is a child of irresolu
tion, of fear, and hysteria, and downright 
pusillanimity cowering behind the pretext 
of aiding democracy while cravenly pro
posing to permit the poor, deluded com
mon people, the sacrificed and mis
guided people of Britain, to defend us, as 
they have been deluded into defending 
their own money-grabbing, imperialistic 
aristocracy, while our own poor, mis
guided people suffer the consequences of 
our lack of courage and of our incompe
tence-yours and mine. We are afraid 
to face the truth. We are considering 
betraying America and all it stands for 
because we are afraid to face the truth. 
And this resolution is the written con
fession of it. This is what this miscon
ceived resolution is, and every thinking 
man and woman knows it. It proposes 
the surrender of the last democracy upon 
earth into the hands riot only of a mili
tary dictatorship but of the international 
brigands whose god is the calf of _gold. 
On the basis of buying time at the ex-

pense of the blood of the poor people of 
England, what a crass and a sordid stand 
America takes as it enacts the principle 
and policy of this legislation. 

Let us suppose that this horrible reso
lution is passed, then let us contemplate 
the inevitable result. Dictatorship at 
home and abroad while the war goes on. 
Dictation by foreigners if the end is de
feat. And if the end is victory for Brit
ain, and us, what then? Inescapable 
necessity for the establishing of Ameri
can influence over and responsibility for 
the war-prostrated peoples of all the 
world, for the sponsoring by America of 
governments everywhere and the policing 
and feeding and financing of the entire 
world. That, Mr. Chairman, is the in
evitable harvest of what is sought by the 
instigators of this monstrosity we have 
before us. That is the harvest they in
vite, wittingly or no. Is that what we 
want or what our people want? 

Mr. Chairman, I say to you and to the 
Members of this House that, cry though 
my voice may in the wilderness, never 
shall I vote nor acquiesce in such era ven 
abandonment of reason as this resolu
tion offers, nor such hollow mockery of 
truth as that to which it pretends. This 
is not a resolution for the defense of 
America. It is a resolution for the de
iense of international financiers and 
aristocrats desiring to cling to their own 
ill-gotten wealth while their own poor 
people fight the war and America's poor 
people pay the bills. 

This resolution is predicated on the 
proposition that this European and 
Asiatic threat to the British Empire is 
our war. It assumes that our defense 
and the security of the Western Hemi
sphere depend upon the defeat of the 
Axis Powers. I deny such an assump
tion and reject any such premise. 
Stripping the false face -or obvious war 
propaganda from the contention of the 
arm-chair strategists that the Western 
Hemisphere faces a military invasion, it 
seems crystal clear to me that the worldly 
financial and trade interests of the 
United States and the British Empire 
then stand forth as the real reason for 
this interventionist foreign policy. If 
this is the case, and I believe that it is, 
then, the two to three billions of dollars' 
worth of normal and average export vol
ume of the United States is not in my 
opinion worth the shedding of one drop 
of blood of a single American youth in war 
on foreign soil for the protection of the 
same. For me, then, there is only left 
the trade and financial interests of the 
British Empire as the reason for being 
of this bill which, God forbid, that 
America should be committed to foreign 
wars to preserve. 

We are told that we cannot survive in 
a world where force runs rampant and 
dictatorial governments reign; and yet 
for the 150 years of our national being, 
during which period America has done 
pretty well for itself, there has been only 
one decade that has not had from one to 
eight armed conflicts and clashes of force 
between nations. During the same pe
riod dictators all over the world have 
come and -gone. So now we are to change 
all this through the world-paternalistic 
and interventionist foreign policy of 

Uncle· Sam as outlined in this legislative 
monstrosity now pending. In other 
words, our Government pltis Comrade 
Bevin, of England, are to create the 
world holding company for good will 
and security for all men; but, first, su
perlatively ironical as it is, we must go 
to war in the interests of this good will 
and security. When will the American 
people refuse to be lulled into a mental 
coma by such continuously recurring un
mitigated eyewash? International good 
will will find its most fertile soil in the 
solution of economic maladjustments 
within nations which are nearly self
sufficient and then permitting any . re
sultant surpluses to overflow to the less 
fortunate nations of the world; that is, 
when international financial interests 
permit such an ideal to be developed. 

In conclusion let me state that my op
position to the policy of war, briefly sum
marized, is based on a two-fold view-
point: . · 

First, no individual or nation ever 
swaggered around looking for trouble 
without getting it and paying plenty and 
dearly for it, and that is the policy laid 
down in this bill for the United States 
to follow; and, second, the United States 
with the sole exception of the first World 
War and a few minor martial aberra
tions, has always done pretty well for 
itself by keeping its nose out of foreign 
entanglements, and we would do mighty 
well to follow that course now, but I fear 
that the national proboscus has already 
pushed out over 3,000 to 7,000 miles of 
water, asking for punishment which we 
will inevitably. get, win, lose, or draw, as 
we may, in this war. 

In brief, as to my position in connection 
with H. R. 1776 and the foreign policy, 
it symbolizes, I am constrained and hon
ored to "string along" with that brave 
and courageous American, Lindbergh. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Arizona [Mr. MURDOCK]. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, for 
3 long and hectic days we have lis
tened to debate on this bill, with many in
stances of heat, passion, fiery denuncia
tion together with more solemn warning 
than I have heard at any time during 
my 4 years in this body-and these 
last 4 years have been momentous. I 
truly believe that there is no exaggera
tion in the statements made by gentle
men on both sides of the aisle that this 
is a momentous bill, for I truly believe 
that this is the most critical time our 
country has faced in a generation, and 
accordingly, this bill may be of deepest 
significance. I had about made up my 
mind to listen only and say nothing this 
time excepting by my vote. However, I 
cannot let slip this last opportunity to 
indicate my feeling and attitude in such 
a crucial hour. 

Let us look at facts and act accord-
. ingly. America has the blueprints of a 

two-ocean navy and it was good to have 
Chairman VINSON's statement that we 
have at this moment more than blue
prints. However, practically our entire 
Navy is fn the Pacific. There must be 
some very good reason why it is in the 
Pacific. I would like to see our present 
naval strength, which is today in the 
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Pacific, remain there. Now, we are told, 
that we cannot have a two-ocean navy 
before 1946. It is certainly to be hoped 
that we do not feel the need of a two
ocean navy prior to its completion. 

As a member of this national policy 
determining branch of our Government I 
am, as is each one of you, interested in the 
total defense of our whole country. Yet, 
it is rather natural for me to be thinking 
of the far West and the sunset shores 
of America, which might be vulnerable, 
if for any reason our present Navy should 
be called from the Pacific to the Atlantic 
at any time prior to our having a two
ocean Navy. Of course, our Navy would 
certainly be brought from the Pacific to 
the Atlantic, if America were menaced 
from the east, even though we might also 
be menaced from the west at the same 
time, for the bulk of our population is in 
the eastern part of the country. A 
greater task of protection exists for the 
Navy over here because the bulk of our 
wealth and population is adjacent to the 
Atlantic Ocean. Certainly, it seems to 
me that it is a part of good judgment to 
assist any friendly navy controlling the 
Atlantic Ocean and not permit it to fall 
into unfriendly hands at any time-and 
certainly not prior to 1946. Now, regard
ing that friendly foreign naVY-it does 
not make any difference whether · I like -
the uniform, or the pronunciation by the 
men, or the fiag of such a fieet, so long 
as it is friendly and effective. 

There is a widespread, and I believe 
well-grounded, fear in this country that 
America is in danger. . High officials of 
the Government have said so publicly, 
and many of my constituents, whom I 
represent, have said so to me privately 
and in correspondence. This Nation is 
in danger because of the ill-will, the con
temptuous spirit, and hostile attitude of 
powerful outlaw leaders of outlaw gov
ernments. How long has that ill-will 
and contempt and hostile attitucte toward 
us existed? It has existed much longer 
than the past 8 years. It has not been 
engendered by the sharp words of Presi
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

It existed long before this Roosevelt 
became President. One of the foremost 
of these international outlaws is Hitler 
and he leads a nation, many of whom 
have been imbued with a feeling of 
superiority. However, that feeling has 
not just lately sprung up in central 
Europe . among the storm-troopers who 
carry the swastika. A generation before 
found their fathers speaking of "kultur", 
which they thought was the product of 
the race of supermen. We have had 
trouble with the Government and leaders 
of that people, several times in American 
history. For proof, ask Woodrow Wil
son; ask Theodore Roosevelt; ask Ad
miral Dewey; ask Grover Cleveland; or 
ask any one of the millions of German 
immigrants who fied from the fatherland 
and came to this country to escape its 
oppressions. 

Some say that our President has been 
too sharp in his characterization of these 
aggressors and that he should have been 
more diplomatic. I can scarcely see how 
he could have gained any less of the 
contempt of Hitler, or of Mussolini, if 
our President had exhibited lamb-like 
meekness in his speaking of them or 

agreeing with them. I do not believe 
that if America must finally have hos
tilities with Hitler, that it will be due 
to anything that has happened in the 
past few years that would not also have 
happened due to our clashes and hatreds 
by German leaders through former 
years. If there is anyone who supposes 
that Hitler may declare war on us-or 
more likely still make war on us without 
a declaration-because of anything that 
the Congress or President has done dur
ing the past 8 years, such a person is 
ignorant of a lot of history that trans
pired prior to 1933. 

During this debate we have heard 
much said about the British Empire, with 
an effort to make it appear that the sup
porters of this bill want solely or chiefly 
to uphold the British Empire. It has 
even been said that there is mighty little 
to choose between British imperialism 
and Nazi imperialism, entirely unmindful 
of the fact that the British Empire is not 
what it used to be. Well, I can see a lot 
of difference, if that were the real choice; 
but that is not the choice. 

At this moment civilization is at the 
crossroads. Certainly, Christian civiliza
tion is at a greater hazard today than it 
was when Charles Martel shattered the 
forces of the soldiers of the Crescent on 
the fields of Tours. The fate of the 
Christian world at that time hung in the 
balance, and western civilization was 
menaced by warlike frenzied fanaticism 
of those who had a superiority complex. 
They thought they were the possessors 
and the propagators of the only true re
ligious faith. Today Christianity and 
western civilization is likewise menaced, 
and at a greater hazard from a more 
numerous, a more warlike people-the 
fanatical supporters of the swastil{a who 
are imbued with a different kind of supe
riority complex such as that of ra<:e and 
culture, as well as of religion. This time 
on the fields of Tours the horsemen of 
the fanatics were not conquered, but their 
tanks and the torch blowers overcame 
the defenders. 

I am no Anglophile, but I do have a 
great admiration for my cultural heri
tage, and I have respect for the mother 
country which was the origin of so much 
of that cultural heritage. It is true that 
those same Britons conquered my ances
tors, but I bear them no resentment any 
more than I do my grandmother for the 
spanking she gave me when I was 2 years 
old. I do not recognize any language, 
literature, or culture, any law, govern
ment or social system as superior to that 
which has been evolved in western 
Europe and on historic islands off the 
west coast of Europe in which my ances
tors and yours had a part. That is not 
to say that I am condoning all that may 
have happened in British history. I rec
ognize faults as well as virtues. 

Apparently, we are fairly well agreed 
that we ought to give aid to Britain, but 
many of the opponents of this measure 
object to the bill because of the power 
which they say it gives to the President. 
Yesterday, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. WADSWORTH] quite properly 
pointed out that under our constitutional 
government, the President has power to 
involve us in war. That distinguished 

Republican said as earnestly as I can say 
it that he did not believe that President 
Roosevelt wanted to involve us in this 
war. Truly, I believe that the President 
is doing everything possible to keep us 
from being involved with manpower and 
in actual fighting now, or for our grand
children to be involved because of this 
war. 

Yes, most of us feel that we must give 
aid to Britain, but how far shall we go? 
I am not willing that we shall declare 
war or actually send our soldiers to en- · 
gage in this war with or without a decla
ration of war. I firmly believe that if 
the Axis Powers win this war, that we 
are going to have to fight them desper
ately later and that we will have to make 
vastly more preparation and arm vastly 
more men at that later date than we 
would have to do today if we should 
enter the war now. Even so, I would not 
send men today. I believe we can bring 
our economic powers to bear with imme
diate and sufficient aid to Britain so that 
the madmen of Europe will be stopped 
in their tracks, and it will not be neces
sary for us to send a soldier across the 
seas. 

I firmly believe that if the Axis Powers 
should win a victory in Europe, Asia, and 
Africa, that this country of ours must 
outdo Sparta 6f old in military organi
zation and equipment through unborn 
generations to come. This would impose 
such a crushing burden of taxation, such 
an abrogation of the Bill of Rights, such 
a doing away with our personal liberties, 
and such a chauge in our American way 
of life, that its burdens would be next to 
slavery under the Nazi regime. There
fore, whatever wealth we contribute now 
to avert an Axis victory abroad will be 
but a drop in the bucket to what, in case 
of failure now, we shall have to contribute 
later to prevent an Axis victory through
out the world in the years to come. 

In all of my thinking in regard to this 
matter, I am holding America first, and 
the preservation of American ideals and 
way of life as the chief consideration. 
I may be willing to support certain 
amendments, certainly the committe-e 
amendments to this bill and possibly some 
others, but I do feel that the bill as 
probably amended ought to pass, em
powering the President to render such 
aid as will make a victory of the aggres
sors and a domination of the world by. 
them impossible. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
Chair advise me how the time stands? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BLOOM] has consumed 8 
hours and 23 minutes. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. FisH] has consumed 
8 hours and 12 minutes. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Alabama [Mr. JARMAN], a 
member of the committee. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
minority says that there have been two 
reasons given for new legislation: ( 1) 
Britain is running short of dollar ex
change, and (2) we need to coordinate 
British procurement with our own efforts;· 
and that this bill does not provide dollar 
exchange for Britain and is not needed 
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to procure coordination of our defense 
efforts. 

The minority's argument fails to recog
nize the realities of the situation. It is 
true the bill does not provide dollar ex
change for Britain, but let us inquire 
further. What is dollar exchange, and 
what is its importance in the present pic
ture? Obviously, the only purpose dollar 
exchange serves from the present British 
standpoint is that it is a means of secur
ing much-needed military supplies and 
equipment from this country. Dollar ex
change is not an objective in itself-it is 
simply a medium through which the true 
objective can be obtained. The present 
bill, however, eoes to the root of the 
problem by providing for the immediate 
manufacture and procurement of defense 
articles and for their transfer to Britain 
and other democracies on the best terms 
that this Government can get. To talk 
about dollar exchange at this point is as 
if a man whose neighbor's house was on 
fire should undertake, when the neighbor 
came calling for help, to lend him money, 
instead of a hose, so that the neighbor 
could purchase the help. 

Our neighbor's house is on fire and · 
there is grave danger that the fire may 
spread to our own home if the conflagra
tion is not checked. In selfish self-inter
est, therefore, if for no other reason, let ~ 
us supply all the help we can in the form- ' 
of equipment as quickly as possible. Let 
us do it, to be sure, on the best possible 
tenns we can get, but let us always re
member that the primary goal from the 
standpoint of our own interest is the ' 
quickness and effectiveness of the help 
and not the amount of return we shall 
get for it. If Britain wins with our help, 
we shall be saved enormous defense ex
penditures in the future. Even if the 
worst happens and Britain loses, our help 
to them will at least have delayed their 
defeat and gained us valuable time to 
arm against world aggressors. 

procurement with our own, let us re
member that no degree of coordination 
can make two or more separate procure
ment programs as effective as a single 
integrated procurement program. This 
will be possible under the lease-Iend bill. 

The minority attacks the committee 
amendments with the statement that 
they-
do not prohibit our convoying merchant
men; do not require our Army or Navy 
officers to determine our own defense needs; · 
do not place a constitutional 2-year limita
tion on the life of the bill. 

First. One of the amendments recom
mended by the Foreign Affairs Commit
tee provides that nothing in the bill 
"should be construed to authorize or 
pennit the authorization of convoying 
vessels by naval vessels of the United 
States." The language could hardly be 
plainer. Even prior to the amendment 
there was nothing in the bill which in 
any way touched the power of the Navy 
to convoy vessels, and to make assurance 
doubly sure the committee decided on 
the amendment quoted. The minority 
is, therefore, apparently resorting to red
herring tactics. 

Second. The Constitution makes the 
President Commander in Chief of the 
Army and Commander in Chief of the 
Navy. No President would act in any 
important defense matter connected 
with the Army or the Navy without 
consulting responsible officers of the 
Army or the Navy. Nevertheless, again 
to make assurance doubly sure, the com
mittee has recommended an amend
ment to the bill that military or naval 
equipment not manufactured or pro
cured pursuant to paragraph 1 of section 
3 (a) of the bill, shall not be disposed 
of except after consultation with the 
Chief of Staff of the Army or the Chief 
of Naval Operations of the Navy, or 
both. The minority, however, would re
quire certificates by "our highest Army 
and Navy officers" as a prerequisite to 
the sale of arms to Britain by this Gov
ernment. This perfectly exemplifies 

~ their willingness to violate the spirit and 
perhaps the letter of the Constitution of 
the United States if that is necessary to 
an attack on the present incumbent of · 
the office of President of the United 
States. As the Attorney General of the 
United States has said: 

To prohibit action by the constitutionally 
created Commander in Chief except upon 
authorization of a statutory officer subordi
nate in rank is of questionable constitu
tionality. 

nickel can be withdrawn from the Treas
ury of the United States after this bill 
is enacted. The bill is by its terms merely 
an authorization for an appropriation, 
and appropriation acts to carry it into 
effect will be necessary before any money 
will be available for the purposes of the 
bill. These appropriation acts will be the 
customary 1- or, in some instances, 2-
year statutes which comply in every re
spect with the letter and spirit of the 
constitutional limitation on Army appro
priations. Entirely aside from the fore
going, your committee has recommended 
an amendment limiting the life of the 
present bill until June 30, 1943, only 2 
years and a few months from today. 

The minority gives as one of their rea
sons for opposing the bill that it would 
give "the President absolute power over 
every concern in this country manufac
turing war materials." This is another 
example of the distortions and inaccu
racies with which the report is replete. 
The fact of the matter is that the Presi
dent was given power to take over and 
operate any plant in the country for de
fense procurement purposes by section 9 
of the Selective Service Act, which be
came law on September 16, 1940. Simi
lar power of a somewhat lesser scope had 
previously been granted by section 8 (b) 
of an act of June 28, 1940. Since the 
granting of that power to the President 
was one of the much-discussed issues in 
the last election campaign, I am amazed 
to find that the minority now has the 
temerity to attempt to deceive the Ameri
can people by telling them that the lease
lend bill would grant this power to the 
President for the first time, or that any
thing in H. R. 1776 grants any such power. 

The minority in its report proposed 
seven specific amendments to the present 
bill: 

1. A $2,000,000,000 credit to Britain, to be 
used in this country for purchasing arms 
when her dollar balance for thls purpose is 
exhausted, requiring reasonable collateral se
curity if available. 

The lack of realism of this proposal has 
already been discussed. It merely intro
duces an extra and unnecessary step into 
a situation in which there is little enough 
time for any steps. The bill in its present 
form goes straight to the heart of the 
problem. 

2. Permit the sale by our Government of 
arms to Britain only when our highest Army 
and Navy officers certify in writing such arms 
are not necessary for our national defense. 

Contrary to the views of the minority, 
the lease-lend bill is definitely needed to 
procure coordination of our defense ef
forts. Under the bill this Government 
will have charge of the entire production 
and procurement program, both for our 
own needs and those of Britain and the 
other democracies. The advantage of 
this from our standpoint is tremendous. 
It will greatly facilitate the standardi
zation of defense supplies which is so in
.dispensable to rapid mass production. 
The problem after all is essentially how 
to best use and best allocate between 
Britain and ourselves . the production 
facilities of this country which are still 
wholly inadequate for the defense needs 
of our two great nations. As a practical 
example~ let us assume that after the en
actment of this bill we should order 10,000 
planes with the intention of transferring 
them to Britain. Since this Government 
would be in charge of production and 
procurement of these planes, we could 
make sure that they were of a type best 
suited to our own military needs so that 
in the event Britain should fall, we could 
take the planes over as they come off the 
assembly line and quickly integrate them 
with our own Military Establishment. 
While the existing procedures already 
make possible the coordination of British 

Third. By their statement that the 
amendments do not place "a constitu
tional 2-year limitation on the life of 
the bill," the minority craftily seeks to 
create the impression that such a limita
tion is a constitutional requirement. 
This is, of course, a flat falsehood. 

The only limitation of this sort is a 
provision in the Constitution that appro
priations to raise and support armies 
shall not be made for a longer term than 
2 years. This limitation applies only to 
appropriation acts. As every signer of 
the minority report and, indeed, every 
Member of Congress knows, the present 
bill is not an appropriation act. Not one 

The lease-lend bill authorizes the Pres
ident to dispose of arms to Britain only 
when he finds that it is in the interest 
of our own national defense. The Con
stitution specifically makes the President 
the Commander in Chief of the Army 
and Navy. He is, therefore, the highest 
officer of the Army as well as the highest 

1 officer of the Navy. For Congress to at
tempt to require him to act only on the 
written certification of one of his sub
ordinates would certainly violate the 
spirit of the Constitution and probably its 
letter. 

3. A 1-year time limit on all extraordinary 
powers. Congress meets again next year and 
can easily extend the time limit if our in
terests require it. 
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An amendment recommended by a ma

jority of the committee limits the life of 
the bill to June 30, 1943, slightly over 2 
years away. This is in harmony with the 
time limitations which Congress has 
placed on other extraordinary emergency 
powers given to the President in the past 
8 years, for instance, in the case of the 
stabilization and monetary powers and 
the reorganization powers. 

4. Provide that no vessels of the United 
States Navy shall be disposed of without the 
consent of Congress. 

The Secretary of the Navy assured 
the committee that there was no present 
intention to dispose of any vessels of the 
United States Navy under the bill, never
theless a situation might arise in which 
a few of our vessels might mean the 
difference between victory or defeat for 
the British. A situation of this ct.ar
acter could develop very quickly. Con
gress could not possibly act quickly 
enough to fill the needs of such a sHua
tion. The power to act quickly and de
cisively must be vested somewhere, and 
the head of the executive branch of the 
Government and the Commander in 
Chief of the Army and Navy is the 
logical recipient for it. 

5. Prohibit the use of our :ports for repair 
bases for belligerent ships. We must not 
bring the war to American ports. 

This is another example of the minor
ity's willingness to talk of their desire 
to aid Britain and their unwillingness 
to reduce their aid to terms of practical 
realities. Let us suppose, for example, 
that the great British battleship· George 
V had been torpedoed off our coast dur
ing the recent trip on which it brought 
the new British Ambassador, Lord Hali
fax, to the United States. The min0rity 
says it desires to aid England, but it 
apparently prefers that if that battleship 
should succeed in limping into one of 
our ports, it should not be repaired and 
returned to active service but would have 
to remain there crippled for the rest. of 
the war, though the loss of such a great 
man-of-war would mean a serious im
pairment of Britain's naval striking 
force. 

6. Prohibit the use of American vessels to 
transfer exports to belligerents. · 

This amendment would be entirely su
perfluous since section 2 (a) of the Neu
trality Act of 1939 prohibits the use of 
American vessels for the purpose of car
rying passengers or cargo to belligerents. 

7. Prohibit the convoying of merchantmen 
by our Navy. One sunken ship might plunge 
us into war. 

I have already discussed this matter. 
In the first place, there is n.othing in the 
bill that in any way affects or endangers 
any existing powers to use our Navy for 
convoying merchantmen. Secondly, a 
majority of the committee has recom
mended an amendment which specifically 
states that nothing in the bill shall be 
construed to authorize such convoy work. 
The powers of the President to order the 
Navy anywhere on the high seas do not 
stem from Congress but from the Con
stitution. 

The minority also states that Congress 
should specify the nations to receive aid. 

To leave it wide open would mean the 
President could, now that we have lifted 
the moral embargo, give aid to Russia, 
by sending planes and war materials. 
Congress is to be in session for some 
months. It can extend aid to other coun
tries if it is necessary. 

As a practical example of the logic of 
this reasoning, let us assume a surprise 
attack on Brazil from African bases. Ev
ery American would insist that the 
United States Government rush all aid 
to Brazil immediately, but if the minority 
had its way, nothing effective could be 
done until Congress had met and amend
ed existing legislation to specifically des
ignate Brazil as a possible recipient of 
American aid. 

The two things that stand out most 
after studying the minority report are: 
First, that the minority stubbornly re
fuses to recognize the verdict of the 
American people last November, that 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt is the Presi
dent of the United States; and second, 
that the minority is attempting to con
fuse the American people into the belief 
that this bill is an attempt on the part of 
the President to make himself a dictator 
and to lead the country into war. 

It would be amusing, if it were not 
tragic, to recall that the very same people 
who are now trotting out the old cliches 
about dictatorship and concentration of 
power are the same ones who a few weeks 
ago were bitterly criticizing the Presi
dent for not delegating to a single man 
all of the President's powers and respon
sibilities for supervising and directing the 
national-defense program. The fact of 
the matter is that many of the powers 
which the lease-lend bill would give to 
the President, in many respects, merely 
make it easier for him to do what he 
already can do and has done by more 
involved methods. As to the argument 
that the President seeks to lead us into 
war, and that this bill will give him the 
power to do so, no one with any ·true 
understanding of the constitutional back
ground of the powers of the Presidency 
of the United States and the historic 
precedents in connection with the exer
cise of those powers could make such a 
statement in real sincerity. Under the 
powers granted directly to the Presi
dent by the Constitution-not merely to 
this President but to every President-he 
is not only the Chief Executive, not only 
the Commander in Chief of the Army 
and Navy, but also the sole organ of the 
Government in all foreign relations. 

Jefferson did not seek the authority of 
Congress when he dispatched the Navy 
against the Tripolitan . Pirates in 1801. 
Pierce did not ask the consent of Con
gress before he ordered a naval vessel to 
bombard the town of Greytown, Nicara
gua, in 1854. Lincoln did not ask for 
the approval of Congress when he pro
claimed a blockade of the Confederate 
States in 1861. McKinley did not first 
ask for statutory sanction before he sent 
naval vessels and troops to China dur
ing the Boxer Rebellion in 1900. Nor 
did Wilson when he sent ships and troops 
to Vera Cruz in 1914, or ordered the 
Pershing punitive expedition into Mexico 
in 1916. Coolidge did not find congres
sional authority necessary to wage what 

has been termed his own private war in 
Nicaragua in the middle twenties. These 
are only a few examples of the many that 
could be cited. 

To say, therefore, that the lease-lend 
bill will give the President power which 
he does not now possess to take the coun
try into war is deliberately to disregard 
the constitutional powers of the Presi
dency and the interpretation which past 
Presidents have placed upon them. It 
is useless to deny that a wicked or ir
responsible President could unaided ::tnd 
without the bill in question put the coun
try into an actual state of war for any 
reason or for no reason within a matter 
o ~ days. In these matters, therefore, the 
Nation must depend, as it has always de
pended, upon the conscience, the integ
rity, the responsibility, and the good 
judgment of the man whom the majority 
of the American people have chosen as 
their President in a free election. That 
trust I have-though the minority ap
parently does not. It is not invidious to 
suggest that that is perhaps why they are 
tl1e minority. I appeal to them now to 
cast aside their partisanship and join 
with us in the struggle to save democ
racy and civilization in America. The 
lease-lend bill is an instrument which 
will place in the hands of our Govern
ment the means of carrying on this strug
gle effectively. The minority will have 
a heavy burden on their conscience if 
through their efforts this bill should be 
defeated or crippled into uselessness. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Minnesota EMr. H. CARL 
ANDERSEN.] 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair
man, after listening patiently and in
tently to the testimony given before 
the Foreign Affairs Committee and for 
the past 3 days to the splendid men and 
women who have spoken either for or 
against H. R. 1776, my personal reac
t.ions have crystallized into a few ques
tions. Answers to these have not as yet 
been given in a form satisfactory to my
self, nor do I believe, satisfactory to 
many of you. 

Question No. 1: I believe, as a founda
tion to this query, that 90 percent of 
the people of the United States view 
with abhorrence the actions of Hit.;, 
ler, Mussolini, and Stalin. I believe, 
also, that 99 p~rcent of the Members of 
this House are in full agreement that 
the defenses around the Western Hem
isphere should be made impregnable 
against all possible attack and that our 
Nation's greatest job right now is to 
attain that degree of defense, regardless 
of cost. 

Furthermore, it is my firm belief that 
the great majority of our people want 
all possible aid given to the courageous 
British, Greek, and Chinese people in 
their death struggle against the new so
called benevolent order of totalitarian 
despots; provided, however, that that aid 
does not bring a recurrence of 1917 and 
start again a steady stream of our best 
young men into the trenches and many 
of them into their graves. 

Moreover, I discard as unworthy our 
discussion in this body the premise that 
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Britain and the British Navy is our first 

· line of defense. If that is the case, God 
help America. Rather do I subscribe 
to the Monroe Doctrine as reaffirmed by 
Congress last year. I absolutely refuse 
to concede that the destiny of our great 
Nation is indissolubly linked with that 
of Europe, Asia, P.nd Africa, where the 
slogan, "Might makes right," has for all 
history prevailed. 

With this statement as a foundation, 
I would like to have the answer to this 
question, namely, "Why is it necessary, in 
order to help Britain with material aid 
that she needs and that most of us here 
want to give her, provided her own 
resources are exhausted, that we as a 
Congress must abdicate our powers to the 
President? Must we become a body ser
vile to one man, who already has more 
power than any other President ever had 
except in wartime? As has been so aptly 
stated on this :floor before, must we sur
render our democracy in order to help 
other democracies retain theirs? 

Question 2. Why should we not be 
honest with ourselves and the people we 
represent and change the title of H. R. 
1776 from "An act to promote the defense 
of the United States" to its actual title, 
"An act tn aid democracies fighting for 
their lives against totalitarian nations 
by giving to those democracies untold 
billions of our war material, to be taken 
from the stock acquired by our ten 
billion national defense fund of last 
year and the proposed seventeen bil
lions in funds asked for in the name of 
national defense this year." Let us 
further amend the title to read, "To be 
given outright to such nations, without 
expecting repayment and said billions 
to be given at the discretion of one man." 

Third. Why can we not give, by special 
act of Congress, without red tape and 
without becoming another Reichstag, 
$2,000,000,000 of war material as an out
right gift from one democracy to an
other? Yes, I would vote today for such 
an outright gift provided I would not 
have to surrender to our President my 
prerogatives as a Congressman elected to 
represent here over 300,000 people. 

Fourth. Why must we incur almost ab
solute certainty of involvement in this 
war by not definitely prohibiting the con
voying of this material into the war zone? 
One of our warships sunk will mean 
eventually our entrance into this second 
World War. Just the other day we 
heard rumors of over 4,000,000 identifi
cation tags ordered for ·the Army. When 
I think of these tags, I also think of a 
dear brother of mine, just a number in 
a veterans' hospital; just one of several 
hundred thousand boys who in 1917 
marched through streets behind brass 
bands over to trenches in France and for 
many of them oblivion. Our job as Con
gressmen ts to prevent a recurrence of 
our troops again being used abroad. Yes; 
we will always protect our own, but I can
not but feel that H. R: 1776, backed up 
by the glaring headlines of the war
minded eastern press and the propa
ganda ground out in the movies, owned 
in large part by the same group who 
dominate this press; I cannot but feel 
that all of this, together with the wrap
ping of our :flag about this so-called 

lend-lease bill, is but a prelude once more 
to brass bands again accompanying our 
brothers and perhaps our sons on a 
march to a war of destruction in a for
eign country, a war which we had no 
part in starting. No; neither were we 
consulted with by Britain at Versailles 
nor at Munich. I sympathize with the 
poor people in Europe today, with my 
own relatives in one of the Scandinavian 
countries now under the heel of the op
pressor, but the clammy, cold hand of 
death accompanies the convoying by our 
warships of supplies going to their aid. 

Fifth. Have we not the right to ask of 
Britain, in return for even two billions 
of our property, once an enormous 
sum of money, that she sign over to 
us as collateral most of her posses
sions in the Western Hemisphere, with 
the exception of the Dominion of Can
ada? Is it too much to request of her 
the bases vital to our own defense, not 
for 99 years but for eternity? 

Oh, yes; I have heard the statement 
made that we must not attach the sordid 
dollar sign to our aid bill designed to help 
sister democracies. 

Does not our Nation demand even in
terest on that same "dollar sign" in all of 
its dealings with our own farmers and 
home owners? Our Government requires 
every farmer and home owner to pay in
·terest and principle when due on the 
loans which adversity has forced on these 
same people. If delinquent, these farm
ers, my neighbor and yours; these home 
owners, your friends and mine, are either 
hounded by collectors or turned out to 
exist as best they can. 

Oh, yes, I have heard this "sordid dollar 
sign" statement, but I see it each day in 
the steady :flow across my desk of be
seeching and pitiful letters from old peo
ple of my district who tell me. that they 
cannot live on $19 or $20 a month. I see 
it throughout the Middle West, where 
only those farm buildings owned by in
surance companies are painted. I can 
see these same farmers trying to meet 
increased costs and taxes and at the same 
time try to farm not on parity but on 
three-fourths of parity with industry and 
unionized labor. 

Oh, yes, my colleagues, the sordid dol
lar sign does exist. When I glance at 
this scrap of paper, this bill H. R. 1776, 
carrying within its covers no one knows 
how many billions in gifts to a sister 
democracy, but at least as much, in my 
honest opinion, as is the total farm 
mortgage indebtedness of nearly 40,-
000,000 farm people in America; yes, 
when I study this bill, I begin to wonder, 
do we not perhaps forget too much our 
own people and should we not perhaps 
just request a little collateral, sordid word 
though it may be, in return for untold 
thousands of millions in outright gifts 
to other nations? 

In conclusion, I want to help Britain. 
I want to see Hitler and his ilk defeated, 
but also cold realism tells me, as my con
science often does, that this so-called 
lend-lease bill places far too much power 
in the hands of one man. It makes 
Congress a puppet body, and places no 
limitation whatsoever upon the billions 
of our taxpayers' dollars to be poured 
out in lend-lease material; ships, guns, 

food, which you and I know deep down 
within us, can never, and will never be 
repaid. 

Yes, Mr. Chairman, cold· realism also 
calls to my mind the danger of this bill 
involving us in war, just a few months 
after both major political parties pledged 
that never would a singl' one of our boys 
be again sent to foreign wars. I for my 
part can hear that inward voice, what
ever it may be and wherever it may come 
from, whispering, "Our beloved Nation is 
at a crossroads of destiny. Let us stop, 
look, and listen." [Applause.] 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from New York [Mr. LEoNARD W. 
HALL]. . 

Mr. LEONARD W. HALL. Mr. Chair
man, after reading the minutes of the 
hearings before the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee, and now, after listening to 3 days 
of debate on H. R. 1776, one significant 
fact stands out, the preponderant senti
ment of the Members of the House is to 
give aid, as quickly and effectively as 
possible, to Great Britain and the democ
racies. 

With this general accord as to what all 
of us desire to bring about, it does seem 
to me to be a pity that we have not thus 
far, even in a small way, redressed or 
conciliated the co-nflicts aroused by this 
bill. And we are already in the third 
and final day of general debate. 

I think we are aware, poignantly so, 
that the disharmony and discord here is 
having a tragic effect on our country. 
Instead of passions being allayed, they 
are becoming more furious-a lamentable 
fact and a matter of great concern to all 
of us, I am sure. 

Before we can expect the people of our 
land to present a common front in tbe 
emergency that faces us in this war-torn 
world, we must calm the discord right 
here. It is here that we must provide 
the basis for national concord. 

It is not too late to bring about concord 
on the objectives we all have in mind. 
We can do it and we must do it, if the 
people are to be united-not divided
and we must reach a decision to which 
they will give their spontaneous, common, 
loyal acce:gtance and support. 

If· we do not reach this objective we 
shall have failed. 

Let us understand the fundamental 
difficulty, the root of our discord. And, 
understanding it, perhaps we can elimi
nate it. 

In my view the reason lies in the fact 
that this bill, by its terms-Not the an
nounced statement of its operations by 
the administration-but the bill by its 
own terms, goes far beyond the natural, 
the positive wishes, purposes, and reso
lutions of the overwhelming majority of 
our people. 

This bill sets up the President as a vir
tual director of the war. The lives and 
liberties of our 130,000,000 people will 
be gravely affected by the powers we are 
asked to grant him. The constitutional 
power of Congress to declare war may 
become an empty thing. Power to dis-· 
pose of sums of money, estimated at as
tronomical figures, without appropriation 
or control by Congress, is given. 
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This bill would short circuit the rights 

of the people. Their forum, . the Con
gress, would be gone. 

They could petition, but without re
dress. For under this bill if the stated 
powers are given away to the Executive, 
the Congress would be powerless. 

The Congress would be placed in a 
strait jacket of its own making. It 
would surrender the rights of the people; 
and this while we are still at peace. 
And this with the knowledge that Eng
land, while at war, still finds its Parlia
ment supreme. 

The argument has been made that so 
long as Congress retains the actual ap
propriating power, that its authority 
remains. But in the declaration of 
authorization of appropriations in this 
bill, the Congress pledges, as policy, that 
the appropriations will follow without 
time limit. We shall have been pledged, 
committed, and, in turn, on that pledge 
and commitment to appropriate. The 
President, in turn, has blanket power to 
commit this country to any expenditure 
within the boundless authority given 
him. 

How can it be argued persuasively, 
therefore, that the power of the purse is 
still in the hands of Congress under this 
bill? For Congress to try to recapture 
it under the blanket authorization given 
would mean the repudiation of its own 
pledge to provide all funds the President 
makes commitments for, and the repudi
ation, also, of the commitments, pledged 
·commitments, of 'the Chief Executive 
·himself. The Congress would therefore, 
in the effort to recapture the purse 

·strings, have to dishonor its own authori
. zation and the commitments of the Chief 
Executive of our country as well. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that we 
must grant these tremendous powers in 
order to give the aid that we all desire. 

I think I should point this out also. 
From the tremendous number of letters 
I am receiving in relation to this meas
ure, people generally understand that 
immediate material aid-more than they 
have been receiving-will become avail
able to the democracies. Af.ter listening 
to Mr. Knudsen's testimony, it . seems 
clear that there will be no great increase 
in our material aid, even if this bill is 
adopted, until the latter part of this year 
or the first part of next year. 
· There are many who believe that this 
bill cannot be amended properly and that 
a new bill should be introduced. I am 
not one of those. I sincerely believe that 
proper limitations, so far as time is con
cerned, a ceiling on the amount of money 
to be granted, and other limitations can 
be made by amendment to this bill. Mr. 
Chairman, your party is in control of this 
House. This bill was prepared without 
consultation with any minority Membez: 
although the President, on many occa
sions, has spoken of the necessity of 
working as a team during this crisis. 
Your party can pass this bill in its orig
inal form, but, like my good friend the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. WADS
WORTH], I sincerely believe that the unity 
of the country will best be served if 
proper amendments, limiting the power 
of the President and keeping intact the 
appropriating power of the Congress, are 
accepted by the majority party. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to that Lincolnesque statesman from the 
South, the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. ROBSION], 10 minutes. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. 
Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I am 
very glad to have an opportunity to 
express my views on this important bill. 
This is a fateful time in the history of 
this Nation. Perhaps this is the most 
important bill that has come before any 
American Congress in the 152 years of 
its history. 

This question transcends all partisan
ship. I wish to commend the large num
ber of Democrat Members of the House 
who have stood on this floor during the 
3 days of this general debate and coura
geously expressed strong opposition to 
this bill. It required real courage to op
pose this measure so strongly urged by 
their Democrat President. 

I do not represent a district of pacifists 
or appeasers. In fact, the people of my 
constituency do not faint when they smell 
gunpowder or when they see blood. 
Ninety-nine percent of my constituency 
as well as myself are made up of English 
and Scotch parentage in Virginia, North 
Carolina, and Kentucky before the Rev
olution. I doubt if I have as many as 
half a dozen Germans in my congres
sional district and not many more Ital
ians. 

I have always admired Great Britain 
and her able statesmen. She has had 
through the centuries very able and loyal 
leadership. From a few small islands 
they have helped their country to acquire 
at least one-fourth of the earth's surface 
and 500,000,000 of the 2,000,000,000 popu
lation of the entire world. They possess 
more square miles in North America than 
the United States. Their statesmen have 
never given up an inch of ground once 
taken possession of. by the British Empire 
and they have never bankrupted them
selves for any other country. They look 
after the interests of Great Britain, and 
they are doing that now. Every ship and 
every plane, almost, that comes to our 
shores from Europe brings some duke, 
prince, lord, or baronet spreading propa
ganda, urging us to pledge our Navy, 
Army, air force, and our resources to bail 
out again the British Empire. The King 
and Queen also came. 

For the first time in the history of this 
country the President of the United 
States made a trip on a cold, drizzly night 
to Annapolis to welcome the Ambassador 
of a foreign nation. It was Lord Halifax. 
In the next day or two that British Am-· 
bassador visits certain leaders in the 
House and Senate, inquiring about H. R. 
1776, the bill before us. I wish all those 
who enjoy the benefits of our great coun
try would manifest the same zeal and 
devotion to our country as British states
men show to the British Empire. 

With the background of the ancestry 
of myself and my constituency, I natu
rally sympathize with the British Isles, 
and I think this is the feeling of most 
of my constituents. My constituents 
and their ancestors have always had a 
passionate love for the United States and 
an unswerving devotion to our flag. They 

·know but one flag, .the Stars and Stripes, 
and one country-the United States of 
America. They have always hated op-

pressors wherever they might be in the 
world. I share their feeling. I shall 
strive, however, not to permit my partial
ity for Great Britain or my dislike for 
Hitler, Mussolini, and their ilk to warp 
my judgment in doing the very best thing 
possible to protect and preserve the best 
interests of the people of the United 
States. [Applause.] 

I was elected and took the oath to up
hold our Constitution and to serve our 
country and not some other country. 
[Applause.] 

All we desire down in my district is to 
be known as good, liberty-loving, loyal 
Americans, loving but one flag-the Stars 
and Stripes; owing allegiance and devo
tion to but one country and its ideals
the United States of America. [Ap
plause.] 

I do not share the fears expressed by 
some of the proponents of this bill or 
subscribe to the thesis that Great Brit
ain and her Navy are our first line of 
defense and that she has saved and pro
tected us through all the years. The 
ancestors of some of my constituents 
served with the naval heroes-Paul Jones 
in the Revolution, Oliver Perry in the 
War of 1812, Admiral Farragut and 
·Admiral Porter in the War between the 
States, and many other great naval 
heroes. They were never defeated. I 
wonder if they might not turn over in 
their graves when we are now told that 
we cannot survive without the. protection 
of the British Navy, although it is now 
admitted that we have the finest and 
most powerful Navy of any country on 
the earth and we are adding to it hun
dreds of fighting · craft from battleships 
to submarines; [Applause.] Under this 
bill, however, the President can cripple 
that Navy. 

The war in Europe is not our war. We 
were not consulted; but, on the contrary, 
our Ambassadors, Mr. Bullitt and Mr. 
Kennedy, testified a few days ago that 
they warned France and England that 
they could not expect the United States 
to aid them in another world war if one 
was started. Yet, with that warning, and 
the various ac :s of Congress, and the 
American press, and the speeches of our 
public men and women, and the resolu
tions of hundreds of organizations warn
ing against war, England and France 
told Poland to hold on to Danzig, a Ger
man city; and jqst as soon as Germany 
attacked Poland, England and France 
declared war on Germany. 

I do not for a moment condone or ap
prove of the action of Hitler and Mus
soHni, or any other war lord, but it can
not be said this is our war. Ambassador 
Bullitt, testifying for this bill, admitted 
that the Versailles Treaty in the last 
World War and Danzig brought on this 
war. He pointed out that President Wil
son tried to restrain the greed and selfish
ness of the Allies-Britain, France, and 
others-and pointed out to them that 
that treaty would cause another war. 
Our United States Senate refused to 
ratify that treaty. 

We made unusual sacrifices in blood 
and treasure to help England and France 
disarm Germany and the other Central 
Powers. We cannot be blamed for 
Britain and France permitting Germany 
to become strong and powerful again. 



640 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE FEBRUARY 5 
Must we sacrifice millions of our young 
men and untold billions of treasure every 
20 or 25 years and go to Europe to help 
Great Britain disarm her enemies? 

It is not our war, and Great Britain 
is not fighting our war, and neither is she 
or her fleet our first line of defense. She 
is fighting her own war. If it is our war, 
let us meet it honestly, openly, and 
squarely. Let the administration bring 
in a resolution to declare war and let Con
gress under its constitutional powers and 
as representatives of the American people 
vote direct as to whether or not we shall 
go into that war. I am frank to say that 
I would not .vote to go into that war. 

The national conventions of both 
parties in 1940 pledged the American 
people that they would not take. this 
country into any foreign war unless we 
were attacked. President Roosevelt and 
Mr. Willkie and every Member of the 
House and Senate made like pledges to 
the American people. I made speeches, 
sent letters and copies of speeches to tens 
of thousands of voters in my district, in 
which I solemnly pledged them I would 
not vote to put this country into another 
European-Asiatic-African war unless we 
were attacked, and I propose to keep my 
pledge, and I think Mr. Roosevelt and 
Mr. Willkie should do likewise. 

Mr. Willkie charged Mr. Roosevelt 
with grabbing dictatorial powers from a 
subservient Congress and that if Mr. 
Roosevelt was elected he would lead this 
country down the road to war. Mr. 
Roosevelt bitterly denied these charges 
time and again and made a great plea 
for peace over the radio on the night 
before the election. We did not hear 
from Mr. Willkie until this bill came up, 
and his first utterance was not to keep 
us out of war but urging the American 
people to swallow this bill giving to the 
President more power than any Presi
dent has ever been given and insist on 
all-out aid to Britain. His first speech 
was for Great Britain, and not for the 
people of the United States. 

If the Republican convention had 
known of his attitude, he would not have 
been nominated, and if the American 
people had known that President Roose
velt would back a bill like the one now 
before us, he never would have been 
elected. It is hard to say now which one 
is exerting the greatest effort to get us 
in the war, Mr. Willkie or President 
Roosevelt. 

If the administration feels that Great 
Britain should have some credits, why 
did not they bring in a bill specifying 
the character and the amount of credit 
we would extend to Great Britain? I 
understand a substitute bill will be of
fered, cutting out these unlimited powers 
of the President, protecting and preserv
ing the constitutional powers of Congress 
to declare war, raise and support armies, 
and provide and maintain a navy, re
taining in the Congress the power over 
the sword and the purse, and the bill will 
extend credit to Britain for at least 
$2,000,000,000 and make it available at 
once to the British Government so that 
she could buy anything in this country 
that she might believe would be helpful 
in her defense. But mark my words, the 
administration will fight extending any 
credit to Great Britain unless there is 

attached to it these dangerous limitless 
war powers to the President provided in 
H. R. 1776, and unless these unlimited 
powers are stricken from the bill I . shall 
vote against it. 

The President did not want Congress 
to stay in session last year. Veterans' 
organizations and others and citizens in 
great numbers urged that Congress re
main in session to keep the President 
from involving us in the European-Asi
atic-African war. We remained in ses
sion for 366 days. Now some of the Mem
bers of this House propose to give to the 
President power to carry on wars for and 
against any nation or nations in the 
world. It does not seem consistent to 
me. I wanted to keep him and this 
country out of war all last year, and I am . 
still determined to do what I can to keep 
our President and our Nation out of the 
European-Asiatic-African war. 

UNLIMITED AND DANGEROUS POWER 

.I have been reading and studying H. R. 
1776 from the time it was introduced. 
The oftener I read it and the more I 
study it, the more alarmed I become. 

We have been informed that Mr. 
Morgenthau, Secretary of the Treasury, 
prepared this bill. It was not written by 
any Member or any committee of the 
House or Senate. No one man could 
have prepared this bill. Those who pre
pared it evidently had in mind two pur
poses: One. To grant to the President 
more power than has ever been sought 
by any American President, or granted 
to him by any American Congress; two, 
and there was an overpowering desire to 
aid a group of nations engaged in the 
European-Asiatic-African War. 

In my opinion, the real purpose behind 
this bill is not to secure dollar credits 
or authority to manufacture guns, boats, 
planes, or munitions. The real purpose 
is to grant authority to dispose of de
fense articles already manufactured or 
which are in the process of being manu
factured. This bill is supposed to be 
predicated on the idea that it is going to 
grant immediate aid to Britain and other 
countries we desire to help. Secretary 
Hull, Secretary Stimson, and Secretary 
Knox testified that Britain is facing a 
great crisis and that she must have im
mediate help. They say this crisis is 
likely to come within 60 to 90 days. Now 
it has been admitted by many of the pro
ponents of this bill on the floor of the 
House during this debate and by our col
league the able and distinguished former 
Senator WADSWORTH from New York 
that none of the defense articles which 
are to be manufactured and covered in 
this bill could be produced in less than 
8 to 12 months. 

Soon after the bill was introduced, 
Senator BARKLEY expressed the belief 
that this bill would go through by the 
1st of March. The crisis, as described 
by the proponents of this legislation, 
will have come and gone before a single 
gun, ship, boat, or plane, can be pro
duced under this bill. 

Britain, while she is short of dollar 
credit, is not short of liquid or liquid
able assets. A few days ago the Fed
eral Reserve Board in one of its bulle
tins showed that Britain had in this 
country more than $8,000,000,000 in cash 

and liquidable assets in the way of high
class stocks, bonds, and other securities 
that she could sell and secure the money. 
How much has she in other countries? 

I invite your attention to some of the 
sentences and phrases that have not 
been emphasized in this debate. This 
bill constantly refers to defense articles. 
The bill defines defense articles. What 
are defense articles under this bill? 

First. Any weapon, munition, aircraft, 
vessel, or boat; 

Second. Any machinery, facility, tool, 
material, or supply necessary for the 
manufacture, production, processing, re
pair, servicing, or operation of any arti
cle described in this subsection; 

Third. Any component material or · 
part of or equipment for any article de
scribed in this subsection; 

Fourth. Any other commodity or arti
cle for defense. 

From that definition, it means that 
the President can take hold of any wea
pon or defense article now belonging to 
the United States or any foreign gov
ernment, or to which we may hereafter 
acquire title, possession, or control. Yes; 
he can go out and take anything that 
belongs to the United States or belongs 
to any of its citizens; or ships, boats, 
tanks, planes, or guns, of other coun
tries. You can see at once the purpose 
of this bill is to give the President abso
lute control of all the defense articles 
belonging to this Government or to any 
private citizen, or belonging to other 
governments, to use and dispose of them 
now. 

That is the big idea in this bill, accord
ing to my views. And I wish to call your 
a.ttention further to some words in sec
tion 3 that have an important meaning. 
This section is the very heart of the bill, 
with the definition of "defense article" 
applied. It says-

SEc. 3. (a) Notwithstanding the provisions 
of any other law-

This at once repeals the law prohibiting 
the President or any other officer from 
disposing of any part of our Navy or the 
equipment, guns, tanks, planes, and other 
equipment of our Army and air forces 
until and unless the heads of the Army 
or Navy, as the case may be, certify that 
such ship, gun, plane, or other defense 
article is surplus and is not necessary fer 
the defense of this country. Those few 
words repeal that law, and they repeal 
the neutrality law that Congress was 
urged to pass to keep this country out of 
war. Those words also repeal the John
son Act, that protects the United States 
Treasury from future raids by defaulting 
nations. Those words, in effect, take 
away the constitutional powers of Con
gress to declare war, to raise and support 
armies, and to create and maintain a 
navy, and turn the powers over to the 
President. 

Now, after those laws are repealed and 
Congress has abdicated its powers and 
turned them over to the President, what 
can the President do? He can order his 
Secretary of War, Secretary of the Navy, 
or any other head of any department or 
agency of the Government to-

( 1) Manufacture in arsenals, factories, 
and shipyards under their jurisdiction, or 
otherwise procure, any defense article-
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The words "otherwise procure" makes 

the sky the limit. 
For whom are we to manufacture and 

procure defense articles? The bill says 
''for the government of any country 
whose defense the President deems vital 
to the defense of the United States." 

You can see at once all this power to 
manufacture, or procure is not to manu
facture or procure any ship, gun, tank, 
plane, or other munition for the United 
States. It does not propose to add one · 
ship, gun, plane, tank, or other defense 
article to the Navy, Army, or air forces 
of our own country. It all is for some 
other governments. The bill says "any 
country"-it takes away any discretion
ary power of Congress to say what 
country or countries we are to help
and places it solely in the hands and 
control of the President to help any 
country, anywhere, anytime, with any of 
our defense articles. 

. After we have accumulated ships, guns, 
planes, tanks, shells and other munitions, 
what disposition is to be made of them? 
The President, by himself or through 
any person or agency selected by him, 
can do what? "Sell, transfer, exchange, 
lease, lend, or otherwise dispose of." I 
am calling your attention to those brief 
words "or otherwise dispose of." Does 
anyone believe the President is going to 
sell any of this defense material and get 
money on securities for them? How 
can we, when he has said, "We must re
move the silly dollar mark from our plans 
to help these other countries"? The 
words "otherwise dispose of" could mean 
any one of a dozen things he could do. 
He could have our soldiers, sailors, and 
flyers use them for Britain or other 
countries. He could put British sailors 
or British officers in charge of them. He 
could convoy British merchant ships or 
American merchant ships, and take our 
Navy right into a war zone, in direct 
conflict and violation of our neutrality 
law, except this same section of the bill 
provides he can do these things "not
withstanding the provisions of any other 
law." 

Now, to whom can he sell, lend, lease, 
or otherwise dispose of these defense 
articles? To any such government as he 
might think would help the defense of 
the United states. And what articles 
could he dispose of? The bill says "any 
defense article." Every ship, boat, plane, 
tank, gun, or other weapon, and all mu
nitions of our Navy, Army, and air forces 
that are now a part of our Navy, Army, 
and air forces or that we may manufac
ture or otherwise acquire are articles of 
defense and come within the provisions 
of this bill and could be . disposed of by 
the President · at any time to any nation 
anywhere on the face of the globe. 

The President and his advisers know 
that our shipyards, plane, tank, and 
munition factories are full up with 
priority orders, and orders placed for the 
manufacture of any defense articles un
der this bill could not be reached in less 
than 8 months. This bill is being pushed 
through to enable the President to meet 
this so-called crisis in Great Britain and 
to enable him to sell, lease, lend, or dis
pose of in any other way he might desire 
any of our ships, boats, tanks, planes, and 
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munitions of our Navy, Army, and air 
forces. He wants the power to use the 
defense materials of our Army, Navy, and 
air forces in that fight that they say will 
likely come in 60 or 90 days. 

Of course, that means he will put us 
directly in that long, bloody, costly war. 

If we propose to go to war, let us not 
carry on an undeclared war. Let the war 
resolution come up squarely before Con
gress and the American people, and let us 
say whether or not we desire to get into 
that war. 

No American President was ever given 
such limitless powers, even when we were 
in a life-and-death struggle for the pres
ervation of the Nation in the Civil War 
or in the World War. 

This bill also provides that we can re
pair, outfit, recondition, or place in good 
working order any defense article, not for 
the United States, but for any other gov
ernment on the face of the earth. We 
can permit foreign warships and other 
vessels to occupy our shipyards, our ports 
and docks, in violation of recognized in
ternational law and in violation of our 
neutrality act, and this will bring the war 
right to our shores. This bill starts sec
tion 3 by saying that the President can do 
these things "notwithstanding the provi
sions of any other law." 

This is not all. The President has a 
right to communicate and turn over to 
not merely Great Britain but to any gov
ernment or its representatives any or all 
of our· most vital and valuable military 
and naval secrets. We have many great 
secrets that have always been jealously 
guarded. The President can turn over 
these secrets so that they may become 
commori knowledge to any government 
or governments on the face of the earth 

. if, according to his mind, it is to the best 
interests of this country. 

It was adnii tted by Secretary Knox of 
the Navy that the President could give 
~way any or all of the United States Navy, 
any gun or plane, or other defense equip
ment or article. The President says, of 
course, he is not going to give away the 
Navy, but the Congress and the Nation 
already know that he did, in violation of 
a positive law passed by Congress, dis
pose of 50 improved destroyers on the 
active list of our Navy, secretly to Great 
Britain. It was an accomplished fact 
before the slightest intimation was given 
to Congress or the American people. He 
did attempt to contract and dispose of 
20 of our latest and most up-to-date sub
marines that were almost completed. We 
had but a handful of submarines. We 
needed these submarines very much for 
our own Navy and the defense of our 
own country, but the President was will
ing to let England have them without con
sulting Congress. Senator WALSH, chair
man of the Naval Affairs Committee of 
the Senate, and the American people 
generally denounced this as a violation 
of law, and the President was forced to 

. back up. The President claims, and so 
does the Secretary of the Navy and others, 
that he has the power to convoy navy 
and merchant ship~ and go right into 
the war zones in Europe. The President 
says he has no thought of giving away 
our Navy or using it as a convoy. Secre
tary Knox admits the use of our Navy for 

convoying ships would clearly be an act of 
war. The President says he is not going 
to use this power-well, why should he be 
given this power? 

This bill, as introduced by the admin .. 
istration, boiled down, means that th«;~ 
President is given unlimited power fm 
an unlimited period of time, backed b~ 
the unlimited resources of this country. 
with a blank check for God know:r 
how many billions, and our Navy, Army 
and air forces with their equipment, in 
his hands to go out and carry on unde
clared wars for or against any nation 
or nations on the face of the earth. 
Such powers and the exercise thereof 
are bound to plunge us into the longest, 
costliest, and bloodiest war in which this 
Nation has ever taken part. 

This bill is to implement, in my opin
ion, the purpose of this administration 
when the crisis comes to use every de
fense article of this country now held by 
it or which it may acquire to get into 
that war in Europe when this so-called 
crisis comes, under the theory, they 
claim, that Great Britain and the Brit
ish Navy is our first line of defense. 

I do not agree with the proposition 
that Great Britain or the British Navy 
is our first line of defense. When was 
it that Great Britain or her Navy de
fended this country or upheld the rights 
of American citizens? Was it during 
the Revolutionary War when we had to 
go out and fight her on land and sea, and 
gain our independence? Was it in the 
War of 1812 when we again had to 
fight her on land and sea to preserve 
our independence and gain for ourselves 
the right to saU the seven seas of the 
world? Was it during the dark hours 
of 1861-65 when the life of this Nation 
hung in the balance and England had 
come to the conclusion that this country 
was growing too big and wanted to di
vide us and she took sides with those 
who were trying to destroy the Union 
and preserve African slavery in this 
country? She was against the United 
States in the Revolution, in the War of 
1812, and in the Civil War. She threw 
her army and navy and her possessions 
here on the Western Hemisphere against 
this country. Our Navy and our country 
were England's first line of defense 
when our Navy, our manpower, and our 
resources went to her rescue in 1917-18. 
A million American soldiers and sailors 
through wounds and disease gave their 
lives, our hospitals are filled with blind, 
crippled, and disabled, we have a million 
widows and orphans of those who served 
in that war. We still have a great na
tional debt hanging on our shoulders as 
a result of that war, and before we are 
through paying compensations, pensions, 
and hospitalization, that war will have 
cost us a hundred billion dollars. We 
helped to disarm the Germans and other 

· enemies of Great Britain. 
Who encouraged Hitler to overthrow 

the democracy of Germany and to build 
up power in Germany? Who encour
aged Hitler to rearm and obtain stronger 
powers? Who appeased Hitler through 
the years? Great Britain; and now 
Congress is _called upon to surrender its 
constitutional powers, the American 
people are called upon again to furnish 
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the blood and tears and to bankrupt 
themselves and surrender their liber
ties to save the far-flung British Em
pire. And yet, we are told we must save 
her because she and her Navy are our 
first line of defense. It is time America 
and Americans devoted a little time to 
saving themselves. Let us develop our 
own national defense on land, sea, and 
in the air, and make ourselves strong 
within by building up our economic life, 
and clearing out enemy aliens so that 
we can protect ourselves against any and 
all who may assail us, preserve the liber
ties of the people of the United States. 
[Applause. J 

Dictators have marched, have come 
and gone in Europe, Asia, and Africa for 
centuries, fighting, as they are now, for 
territory, J.ands, trade routes, commerce, 
markets, and political power; and they 
will continue until the angel Gabriel 
places one foot on the land and one foot 
on the sea and proclaims to the world 
"Time is no more." Europe, Asia, and 
Africa have always handled their dicta
tors-they will do it this time. Hitler 
and Mussolini are not going to take 
Great Britain and the British Empire 
and their Navy, and it is my honest opin
ion, unless there is a break-down in Ger
many, that the United States and Eng
land combined, even though we bank
rupt our country and furnish millions of 
soldiers, cannot march into the middle of 
Europe and win a total victory there 
under present conditions. 

Russia, to whom the administration 
recently gav~ a certific?te of good moral 
character although she is gorgeg with the 
loot and spoils of this war and her hands 
are covered with the blood of millions of 
innocent men, women, and children, and 
she has taken the lancis and destroyed 
the liberties of other millions, is sitting 
back waiting and waiting until noncom
munistic nations, including our own, have 
exhausted and destroyed themselves to 
erect upon the ruins a God-hating, 
liberty-hating, communistic government 
of the world. 

I am unwilling for our Nation to dissi
pate our weapons of defense, exhaust our 
credits and resources, give up our 
liberties, and to bankrupt our people 
unless we have first been attacked. Let 
us make ourselves strong enough to meet 
successfully assaults from any and every 
source in the world. 

H . R. 1776 IS A WAR BILL 

This bill should be styled "A bill to pro
mote war, unlimited power of the Presi
dent, and final bankruptcy in the United 
States." This bill clearly gives the Presi
dent the power to dispose of any part or 
all of our Navy, any or all of our airplanes, 
any or all of the guns or equipment for 
our Army, together with any or all of our 
naval and military secrets. He could 
transfer all of these materials and secrets 
on such terms as he may think best for 
this country and give them to any country 
or countries on the face of the earth that 
in his opinion would help the defenses of 
the United States. The sky is the limit 
on the amount of the appropriations and 
authorizations in this bill. Some contend 
he could spend at least $40,000,000.000 
and could make contracts for any period 
of time in the future. The sky is the 

limit in the amount he can spend or con
tract for and he can operate throughout 
the world. He will at once become the 
W. P. A. Santa Claus for the world. 
Harry Hopkins is now in Europe. He is 
no doubt working out plans by which this 
Nation proposes to aid countries in Eu
rope, Asia, and Africa. The President is 
not limited except by the boundaries of 
the great, wide world. 

The Ways and Means Committee has . 
agreed to report a bill increasing the debt 
limit of this country to $65,000,000,000. 
It will not be long until our debt limit will 
reach that sum. What we are about to 
do authorizes the spending of money 
which, in my opinion, will be only the 
first installment. Other billions will be 
required from our people and taxpayers. 
The national debt will jump by leaps and 
bounds. 

They will finally call for our ships and 
our boys. If this measure is passed 
and we become involved in Europe, Asia, 
and Africa, I can see nothing before us 
except actual or undeclared wars, com
plete bankruptcy, the lowering of our 
standard of living, the loss of the lives 
of many of our fine young men, a 
great increase in the great army of 
widows and orphan children made by 
the last World War, our old hospitals 
and new hospitals filled with the lame, 
the halt, and the blind, a complete upset 
of our social, economic, and political life, 
and, worst of all, a loss of our own lib
erties. Our people already have been 
called on to do more than the powerful, 
rich, and big dominions of the British 
Empire. Canada has not passed any draft 
act, forcing her young men into a foreign 
war. Great Britain is paying the people 
of her dominions for what defense ar
ticles and material::- she buys from them. 
Some of our citizens are insisting that we 
again make donations of billions of dollars 
and supplies to the British Empire. Let 
us not overlook the fact that we must 
borrow this year at least $10,000,000,000 
to cc::..rry on our own defense program 
and we shall continue as we have for the 
last 10 years or more to spend more than 
we are taking in. While Great Britain 
may not have cash dollars enough in this 
country to meet its purchases, she does 
have liquid assets and she does have these 
islands in the Western Hemisphere that 
would be helpful to our defense for which 
our country would pay her billions of dol
lars. Is it right to bankrupt our citizens 
and our country to carry on a war to help 
Great Britain carry on her war when she 
has billions of dollars of assets available? 
Yet I am willing to lend to her a reason
able sum on a reasonable basis but I want 
to know what we are giving and the terms 
thereof and not give to the President a 
blank check to dispose of billions and at 
the same time put into the war any part 
or all of our Navy, Army, or air-force 
equipment. 

My first concern is to see this country 
thoroughly equipped to defend itself. No 
one now claims that Hitler and Musso
lini can cross 3,000 miles of the Atlantic 
and attack this cm,mtry or the Western 
Hemisphere. . The President greatly 
frightened the American people with that 
sort of a claim last summer, but in his 
recent annual message to Congress he 

stated that no one believed Germany 
and Italy could invade the United States 
or the Western Hemisphere until and un
less they acquired naval and air b3:ses 
here on the Western Hemisphere. With 
our most powerful Navy in the world and 
with proper build-up of our air forces, 
there can be no such danger. I might 
say that it is generally known that we 
are turning over to Great Britain 75 per
cent of our production of airplanes, and 
so forth, while the American people be
lieve we are only turning over 50 percent 
and keeping 50 percent for ourselves. 
This country must not be stripped of its 
defenses for any other country, and that 
is one of the strong reasons for my oppo
sition to this bill; it makes it possible to 
do that very thing. 

The President appears to be so strongly 
in favor of taking care of Great Britain 
I am afraid he will neglect and impair 
our own defenses. I do not propose to 
give him the power to do so. When we 
were called on last year and recently to 
vote billions and billions of dollars we 
were told that these huge sums were for 
the purpose of building up our own Navy, 
Army, and air force. There was no hint 
that a bill like the one before us would 
be brought in to enable the President to 
use these billions or the equipment that 
has been manufactured or will be manu
factured to aid any country in the world 
according to his opinion and judgment. 

AMENDMENTS WILL NOT PROTECT US 

The administration was forced to agree 
to the acceptance of four amendments. 

First. The President can spend and 
make contracts and incur obligations 
under this bill to June 30, 1943. It de
veloped the other day that some of the 
departments made contracts for perhaps 
$10,000,000,000 in a few days. Billions 
and billions could be spent and contracts 
and obligations made before June 30, 
1943. During the last 8 years the Presi
dent under the pressume of some 40 or 
more emergencies has secured from a 
subservient Congress many extraordi
nary powers. Limitations were put in 
those bills for a year or 2 years; but he 
still has the powers. He is able to have 
these powers extended from time to time, 
and more than likely we will be so much 
involved before June 30, 1943, that we will 
be unable to extricate ourselves and con
ditions will develop that he will be de
manding more and more powers. 

Second. Another amendment requires 
the President to consult with the Chief of 
Staff of the Army or the Chief of Naval 
Operations, or both, before he turns over 
any of our defense materials to other na
tions. That amendment means nothing. 
The President appoints the Chief of Staff 
of the Army and the Chief of Naval Op
erations. He is their commanding officer. 
He can discharge them at any time and 
appoint new chiefs. They agree with him 
or else. There is nothingin the bill that 
requires him to accept their sugge&tions 
or advice. Judging from Mr. Roosevelt's 
past record, when he gets a man in who 
does not carry out his wishes, he gets the 
man out of office. Secretary of the Navy 
Knox admitted that personally he would 
not approve of turning over the Navy or 
any material part of it to any other na-
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tion, and he did not think it would be 
wise to convoy merchant vessels to the 
war zone, yet he admitted that if his 
Commander in Chief, Mr. Roosevelt, or
dered him to do so he would follow his 
superior officer's orders. 

Third. An amendment was written 
which provides that the President shall 
report at least every 90 days what he 
has done under this bill to Congress, un
less in his opinion to make such a re
port would be incompatible with the 
public interest. That simply means that 
he would not have to report at all. He 
would merely have to say that he was 
not reporting about certain acts because 
it would be incompatible with the pub
lic interest. 

Fourth. It is urged that the fourth 
amendment would help the bill. This 
amendment provides that nothing in 
this act shall be construed to authorize 
or permit the convoying of merchant 
vessels by our Navy into the war zone 
in violation of the present neutrality 
act. Secretary Knox and others ad
mitted· that the President already has 
such power if he desired to exercise it 
and it would not be necessary to grant 
him any such power in this bill. There
fore this amendment is less than an idle 
gesture. This convoying of merchant 
vessels into the war zone is very im
portant, because if any of our naval ves
sels or merchant vessels should be blown 
up while in the war zone it very likely 
would mean war. In fact, it is an act 
of war, as admitted by Secretary Knox, 
for a naval vessel to convoy a merchant 
vessel in a war zone, but he said if his 
Commander in Chief ordered him to use 
the Navy to convoy these merchant ves
sels he would do so. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I 
have listened for 3 days to the arguments 
on the floor of this House both for and 
against this proposed legislation. In law 
one who institutes a suit is required to 
prove the justice of his contention by a 
greater weight of the evidence. It seems 
to me that the same rule is or should be 
applicable to those who propose the 
enactment of laws before a lawmaking 
body. They should prove to the satisfac
tion of the majority of their colleagues 
that the legislation, if enacted, will be of 
general benefit to the people of the nation 
or state, as the case may be. 

The people of the United States in their 
Constitution granted serious and far
reaching power to Congress. They have 
a right to expect that that power will be 
exercised judiciously and soundly. It 
ought not be disregarded or delegated to 
others. Congress has no right to evade 
responsibility. It has no right to shirk 
its constitutional prerogatives. With the 
session just beginning, there is no need of 
shifting to the executive authority which, 
if reasonable and necessary, he could get 
for the asking. 

This bill is fraught with danger to the 
very existence of our form of govern
ment. Its proponents, in the 3 days of 
this debate, have not to my satisfaction 
explained the necessity of the enormous 
grant of power which it gives to the 

President. The title of the bill is, "To 
promote the defense of the United States, 
and for other purposes." They have not 
explained except in a vague manner how 
it will promote our national defense and 
have not given us a true picture of the 
other purposes. They contend that its 
passage will aid England, but they give 
no logical reason why we in America 
should set up a dictatorship of our own 
in order to do so. 

They say its passage- is necessary to 
defeat Hitlerism. Yet if enacted our Na
tion will have taken a lengthy stride to
ward adopting the very form of govern
ment that Hitler has created and which 
we condemn in no uncertain terms. 
Most certainly we shall have lost our 
struggle against Hitlerism if we yield to 
the philosophy of totalitarianism·. Can 
we, as true Americans, down Hitlerism 
by aping it? Can we defend ourselves 
against it by adopting its principles and 
methods? Hitlerism is dictatorship. 
This bill should rightfully have been 
termed "a bill for the destruction of the 
American Republic." It seeks to place 
in the Chief Executive an unlimited dic
tatorship with power over the lives and 
property of the American people and 
power to make alliances with foreign 
powers as suits his fancy. It actually 
gives the President the same right to de
clare war as is, under the Constitution, 
vested solely in the Congress. Do you 
remember, Mr. Chairman, the German 
Reichstag and the Italian Chamber of 
Deputies? It has been a long time since 
we have heard of any activities of those 
supposedly legislative assemblies. Why? 
They consented to their own destruction. 
Are we going to do likewise? If we do, 
we are preparing the cradle from which 
an American dictator will rise and con
trol the destiny of 130,000,000 people. 

Mr. Chairman, we are told that this is 
a bill which will aid England and that by 
its passage we will be aiding her in her 
battle against totalitarianism, but, Mr. 
Chairman, is it necessary for us to create 
totalitarianism here in America in order 
to aid England? I think not. 

In their testimony before Congressional 
committees, members of the President's 
Cabinet,.apparently basing their opinions 
on information which they have received 
froin abroad, stated that they expected 
the crisis in England within the next 90 
days. How then is this bill to help Eng
land? Without the enactment of legis
lation such as this, we have been extend
ing aid to her practically without limit. 
We have turned over certain of our war
ships. We have allowed her to take 
priority to hundreds of airplanes, tanks, 
cannons, machine guns, rifles which she 
is receiving from us, ·and she has been 
given priority to the allocation of the 
products of our munition industries. 
This bill is not required to convert Amer
ica into an arsenal for Britain. We are 
that already. If British funds are be
lieved to be inadequate, why does not the 
administration, instead of asking for 
powers over the lives and destiny of the 
American people and the abdication of 
the American Congress, ask the legisla
tive branch of our Government to lend or 
give to Great Britain whatever sums are 
necessary for her to "carry on"? 

I have not heard it explained by any 
of the proponents of this legislation how, 
with the crisis 3 months away, the pas
sage of this bill will save England or assist 
in saving democracy. 

Let us as Members of Congress of the 
United States avoid the fate of Hitler's 
Reichstag. Let us preserve democracy 
by retaining it here in America. This 
totalitarian bill should be defeated. We, 
my fellow colleagues, are the chosen rep
resentatives of the people. Ninety per
cent of them are opposed to our Nation 
getting into this war. The passage of 
this legislation will draw us closer to it. 
They abhor totalitarianism and dictator
ship. This bill gives it to them. They 
don't want an American Reichstag. They 
want a free and unhampered Congress. 
They do not want a dictator. They do 
not want war. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. ARNOLD]. 

Mr. ARNOLD. Mr. Chairman, permit 
me to say at the outset that I have no far
reaching love for Great Britain. My en
tire concern is for the future welfare of 
this Nation. My earnest desire is that 
our boys be kept out of war. It was in 
that spirit that I, as a member of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee of the House, 
entered into the extensive hearings on 
H. R. 1776. 

We, as Members of Congress, have a 
sacred duty to perform. On our decisions 
may rest the future of this Republic. We 
have seen the officials of European na
tions lulled into a false sense of security, 
and even propagandized against the con
tinued existence of their own govern
ments. 

In April of 1939 I was invited to listen, 
in the studios of WRC, in Washington, 
to the speech of Chancellor Hitler, and 
afterward to comment on the speech 
over the same N. B. C. network. I said, 
in part, as follows: 

Chancellor Hitler definitely de.clines the 
conference table. We, as a Nation, should 
dedicate ourselves anew to the task of ade
quately and efficiently preparing ourselves 
for the defense of this great new Nation 
that we all love so well. • • • I think 
there can be no doubt about his intention 
to continue until he achieves his aims. 
That is where we come in-we don't know 
how far his ambitions and his ego would 
lead him. 

It has been the desire of the member
ship of this House to remain neutral 
with respect to the warring nations of 
the world, but in view of what has hap
pened in Europe, and the aggression and 
butchery performed by Japan with re
spect to China, and by Mussolini in 
Ethiopia, Albania, and Greece, is it any 
wonder that today practically everyone 
in both bodies of Congress agrees that 
our future welfare as an independent 
Nation depends upon the defeat of those 
bound together by the tri-partite agree
ment? The dictators now in control of 
those governments have openly bragged 
that they have pooled their strength for 
the purpose of establishing in the world, 
"a new order." It just happens that in 
that "new order" a democracy, such as 
ours, has no place assigned to it. 
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With all my thoughts concentrated 

solely on the future welfare of this Na
tion, I was anxious, in the hearings just 
concluded, to ascertain the opinion of 
not only those in positions of great re
sponsibility within our Government, but 
of others who appeared, as to whether 
if Great Britain should fall, we would 
eventually have to fight the aggressor 
nations not only with all the materials 
we are able to assemble, but with our 
manpower. I arrived at the decision 
that such would undoubtedly be the 
case. The history of conquerors is that 
they do not stop until they are 
"stopped." Every witness summoned by 
the majority and minority side, except 
one, Colonel Lindbergh, was of the opin
ion that our future welfare was tied up 
with a victorious Britain. They, of 
course, differed as to the policy this Gov
ernment should pursue. 

I must admit that I do not concede 
defeat for this Nation in the event of an 
Axis victory, but our future would not be 
alluring, nor pleasant to contemplate. 
The products of South American coun
tries would be needed by the victors, and 
the manufact; :red articles, much re
quired by our neighbors to the south, 
would be produced by enforced cheap 
labor under Hitler, Mussolini, and the 
rulers of Japan. The goods of our manu
facturers would disappear from the con
tinent of South America. Their military 
machines would follow their commercial 
travelers. Oh, yes; the victors would re
quire some of our products, but on their 
own terms of barter and trade. To show 
how that works, about a year ago I was 
·talking with an official of one of the agri
cultural Balkan states near Czecho
slovakia-a manufacturing n a t i 0 n. 
When the Czechs had an independent 
existence her manufactured articles 
moved to this agricultural nation, and, in 
turn, her agricultural products were sold 
to Czechoslovakia, each on a cash basis. 
But, when Hitler took over this latter 
country, the trading was entirely differ
ent; and the prosperity of this agricul
tural nation "flew out the window." She 
needed to sell her agricultural surplus 
and Czechoslovakia was her logical and 
only market, but to do so she had to enter 
into a barter and exchange arrangement 
with Herr Hitler as to what her products 
were worth, in terms of cheap and un
suited manu~actured articles that Hitler 
was willing to send her. Life became in
tolerable. In fact, today, she is under 
German domination. 

Accustomed as we are in the United 
States to a high standard of living on our 
farms and in our industries, I can foresee 
poverty and internal strife that will 
render this Nation a very fit subject for 
"an inside job." God forbid that such an 
end should ever be ours. 

It is not my purpose to go into the 
mechanics of this bill. Others have done 
so. Large powers are necessarily placed 
in the hands of the President, in whom 
they rightfully belong. When we, as a 
Nation, were sick in 1933, the Congress 
did not hesitate, almost unanimously I 
believe, to lodge much more far-reaching 
powers in his hands. He acquitted 
himself with credit, and the reconstruc
tion job was far on the way, when war 

clouds of gigantic proportions appeared 
on the horizon. .The citizenry of this 
Nation were satisfied with the resurrec
tion of our internal economy, and af
firmed their confidence in him, in an 
election just passed, to guide us through 
the troubled waters that surround us. 
Therefore, as a Representative of the 
people, as well as of my own volition, I 
am thoroughly willing to place in his 
hands, temporarily, the large powers 
necessarily granted in this bill, intro
duced for the purpose of further promot
ing the defense of the United States. 

Much has been said of the cost of de
fense and national preparedness. Some
thing should be said of the cost of failing 
to defend and the cost of failing to or
ganize national preparedness. On this 
latter · subject, current circumstances 
necessitate the reference to the experi
ence of others who failed to prepare and, 
accordingly, failed to defend. Now, here 
is some of the information which I have 
dug out from magazines, newspapers, and 
other publjcations. 

The rapid military conquest of Poland, 
the Low Countries, Norway, and France 
is a manifestation of the superb planning 
and organization on the part of the Ger
mans, and throughout this speech by 
Germans I mean Nazis, and in referring 
to Germany I mean Hitlerized Germany. 
This same planning and organization has 
now been transferred to the systematic 
economic and financial exploitation of 
the conquered countries. For such coun
tries a formal cessation of armed hostili
ties only marked the beginning of a 
newer form of hostility which, from a 
long-range point of view, will have more 
profound consequences to the social and 
economic life of the conquered countries 
than complete military defeat in the tra
ditional sense. The Germans are now 
well advanced in the conquered coun
tries on a program of economic and fi
nancial subjugation and enslavement on 
totalitarian lines, in the interests solely 
of Germany. The Germans in numerous 
ways, some patently illegal, others, hav
ing exactly the same consequences, but 
dressed in a cloak of legality, have oper
ated in so complete and devastating a 
manner that regardless of what the ulti
mate outcome of the present war may be, 
the whole life of the invaded areas, and 
particularly the economic and financial 
structure thereof, will forever bear the 
mark of German aggression and totali
tarianism. 

The economic exploitation ·of other 
countries by Germany began long before 
the outbreak of the present conflict, when 
Germany took advantage of her military 
and economic dominance over the coun
tries of Central and Southeastern Europe 
and, to a lesser extent, even of nations 
as far away as South America. Yet, 
even though those countries were ex
ploited by a great variety of cunning 
devices, they were comparatively fortu
nate, for they did receive something 
from Germany in return for their goods 
and services, even if it was only mouth 
organs and aspirin. Today the con
quered areas receive nothing, unl_ess they 
receive what Germany considers to be 
absolutely essential to keep them alive 
for further exploitation. 

Germany has followed traditional 
methods of conquest in conscripting 
labor, confiscating property, and sacking 
the public treasury. These crude meth
ods of looting and pillaging have been 
supplemented everywhere, and particu
larly in western Europe, by the more 
sophisticated "buying up" of the re
sources and the manpower of the con
quered areas through newly created Ger
man money, called reichskreditkassen
scheine, which are valueless outside of 
the conquered area; through staggering 
indemnities exceeding by many times 
any costs of an occupying army; through 
direct extension of credit to German in
terests by the banking systems of the 
occupied countries which have been 
placed under German control; through 
the forced accumulation of blocked 
marks by conquered countries in connec
tion with clearing agreements; and, 
through the use of forced labor · of both 
civilians and prisoners of war coming 
from the conquered countries to work 
in German industries and mines and on 
German farms. Through all these meth
ods Germany is as literally and com
pletely stripping the occupied countries 
of their resources as does a plague of 
locusts in a field of grain. The eco
nomic resources thus looted by the Ger
mans have enormously increased her po
tential for achieving her next military 
objectives. We may be sure that if Ger
many succeeds in defeating Britain, 
Britain's world-wide economic resources 
in turn will be exploited by Germany 
to enable it to carry its final assault on 
this country. 

In Poland, the total value of property 
confiscated outright by Germany, with
out even a suggestion of compensation to 
the former owners, has been estimated at 
between $2,000,000,000 and $2,500,000,000. 
In the areas next to the former German 
frontier, all Polish-owned land and in
dustrial enterprises were confiscated out
right; the Germans did not even go 
through the form of making out a valu
ation for this property before taking it 
over. German behavior in Poland is 
completely consistent with the policy out
lined by their Minister of Agriculture 
Darre in a speech which he is reported to 
have delivered to an inner circle of Nazi 
party officials in May of 1940, in which 
he said: 

All soil and industrial property of inhab
itants of non-German origin will be con
fiscated without exception, and will be dis
tributed primarily among worthy members 
of the party and soldiers accorded honors for 
bravery in the war. Thus a n ew aristocracy 
of German masters will be created. 

The occupation of Czechoslovakia was 
accompanied by the "visiting" of numer
ous concerns in Prague by representatives 
of German firms. Such German repre
sentatives were, of course, in the company 
of Gestapo agents. The directors of the 
Czech firms were simply thrown out or 
arrested and their offices taken over by 
German representatives. This was the 
fate of the great Vitkovice Iron Works. 
Needless to say, the great German banks, 
particularly the Dresdner Bank and the 
Deutsche Bank, shared prominently in 
the spoils. In other instances, the same 
end was attained through the formalities 
of a reorganization in which a large block 
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of the new shares in the corporation was 
issued to German owners for a nominal 
contribution to the real assets. All these 
firms, and the materials that these firms 
produce, were placed at the disposal of 
the German Army. Hitler, in his speech 
of November 9, 1940, announced that the 
Schneider-Creusot Steel Works of France, 
the Fokker Aircraft factories in the Neth
erlands, the Belgian and French heavy 
industries, the Danish and Norwegian 
shipbuilding yards will be utilized to ca
pacity to produce for the German Army 
in its preparation for the Battle of 
Britain. 

Wherever the Germans went they req
uisitioned existing food · and petroleum 
stocks, irrespective of the minimum needs 
of the local population. At least 1,500,000 
tons of petroleum stocks were seized in 
France and perhaps a half million tons 
in other western European countries. 
This 2,000,000 tons is, roughly, equal to 
one-fifth of Germany's needs for a year 
of active warfare. Over 2,000,000 tons 
of wheat reserves were nominally pur
chased in the occupied countries, ex
cluding an unknown and perhaps con
siderably larger amount taken from occu
pied France. The Danes were force.d to 
reduce the number of pigs from 2,900,000 
to 1,400,000. In Holland 23,000,000 out of 
the former stock of 29,000,000 poultry 
were killed. In Norway one-fourth of the 
cattle were slaughtered and the meat 
shipped to Germany. Norway was fur
ther required to furnish Germany with 
200 tons of fish per day in spite of a 
domestic shortage of all kinds of foods. 
Had the 1940 crop and part of the stocks 
on hand in continental Europe been equi
tably distributed, there would be little 
abnormal shortage of food any place in 
Europe today and certainly no widespread 
starvation. Current bare subsistence ra
tions, or less, are the direct results of 
deliberate German policy. 

Outright confiscation sometimes as
sumes the cloak of collective fines on 
whole cities or communities. For in
stance, in Bourdeaux during the past 
week a collective fine of 2,000,000 francs 
was imposed on the municipality be
cause a group of French citizens "mo
lested" a single German soldier. 

Even the symbols of taxation are pros
tituted to accomplish outright confisca
tion. Thus, on August 8, 1940, the Ger
man individual income tax was modified 
to provide for an additional levy of 15 
percent of the total income of all Poles 
in the German Reich and the annexed 
Polish territories. This is called a social 
equalization tax, and the idea behind it, 
as expressed by the highest German offi
cials, is that it equalizes the circum
stances of Poles and Germans because 
Poles, being members of an inferior race, 
need less food, less clothing, and less of 
all other cultural goods. When this tax 
was adopted the proper German minis
tries were given further discretionary 
authority to extend it to all other nation
alities under the Reich's control. It has 
already been extended to the Jewish 
population in all areas occupied by 
Germany. 

In all the invaded territories the con
quered country is required to pay in cash 
the full cost of the army of occupation, 

as estimated, of course, by the German 
authorities. This may explain the fact 
that the common German soldier in oc
cupied Holland is today receiving 8 marks 
per day salary, or the equivalent of $3.20 
per day. In France, occupation expenses 
have been set at 400,000,000 francs a day, 
which means 146,000,000,000 francs a 
year. This amount is, roughly, equiva
lent to one-half the total national income 
of France for the year 1938. This figure, 
obviously, does not represent the total 
annual contribution which France is to
day compelled to make in support of Ger
many's war expenses, but merely that 
portion represented by occupation costs. 
The Norwegian occupation bill repre
sents the equivalent of 40 percent of the 
national income of Norway under nor
mal conditions. The occupation costs 
for Belgium will amount to a sum in ex
cess of the average of the whole pre-war 
budget for Belgium. 

The funds necessary to meet these costs 
are provided by the simple device of the 
central bank of issue in each invaded 
country creating new money and turning 
it over to the Germans. Under the cir
cumstances of widespread scarcity pro
duced by war conditions, the large-scale 
financing of additional purchaS.!S with 
new money creation would, normally, 
have resulted in a very considerable infla
tion. Tbis, however, would have defeated 
the end::: of the Germans in levying a fixed 
monetary tribute on the occupied coun
tries . . Therefore, the Germans took steps 
to preserve the value of the monetary 
tribute which they levied, by imposing 
rigid price and wage controls. The cost 
of goods which the Germans wanted was, 
in this · way, held relatively stable. The 
effect of this whole process was to drain 
the occupied countries of goods, and leave 
them stuffed with new money with which 
they could, under present conditions, buy 
nothing. 

Actually the so-called occupation costs 
far exceed current operating expenses of 
the Germans in the conquered countries. 
The differential is being used to penetrate 
by purchase the industries, banks, and 
security holdings of the conquered coun-

. tries and their nationals. In Frapce the 
Germans have recently purchased the 
controlling interest in the largest copper 
mines in Europe, the Mines de Bor in 
Yugoslavia. The backbone of French in
dustry, namely her coal and steel re
sources, is being brought under German 
control both through purchase and 
through the imposition of. an interna
tional cartel which will allocate to the 
French plants such production as is in 
conformity with German needs and 
plan·s. 

In addition to the occupation costs, 
in each of the conquered countries the 
Germans have established control over 
the banking system so that they could 
extend to themselves banking credits 
with which to buy up both current in
dustrial output and the capital assets 
of existing firms. The skill with which 
the Germans have operated in bleeding 
the conquered countries is evidenced by 
their preference for using the ordinary 
domestic money and credit facilities of 
each occupied country rather than cre
ating a new and strange medium of ex-

change. Thus, when the Frenchman 
sells his heritage, he obtains in return, 
not German marks, but rather French 
francs; certainly nothing could on the 
surface appear to be more legal to the 
individual Frenchman. In some in
stances the credit facilities of an occu
pied area have been marshalled by the 
creation of a new central bank of issue 
controlled by the Germans. In other 
instances, the more subtle device of sim
ply stationing a commissar at the head 
of each of the important banking insti
tutions has been used. 

Wherever the Germans have gained 
control they have established a further 
pmcedure for milking the occupied coun
try by integrating the local exchange 
controls with that of the Reich. This 
results in compelling each of the occu
pied countries to extend clearing credits 
to Germany to finance exports to Ger
many. On the surface, this appears to 
be merely a multilateral clearing agree
ment. Actually, the end product is that 
each of the clearing partners is made 
to extend forced long-term loans to 
Germany. Thus, in Denmark, immedi
ately after occupying the country, the 
Germans transformed a small clearing 
credit into an enormous clearing debt. 
By the end of 1940 the Germans had 
accumulated a clearing debt to Denmark 
of about 1,500,000,000 crowns-roughly 
$300,000,000--an enormous amount for 
a country of less than 4,000,000 people. 

The amount which Germany thus ex
tracted in clearing loans from Denmark 
in 8 months of occupation is, roughly, 
equivalent to the total value of all 
Danish exports during 1938. 1\aturally, 
these extraordinary exports have re
sulted in draining Denmark of a large 
part of her capital. Of course, Denmark 

·got paper credit in exchange which 
hypothetically entitles her, assuming she 
can obtain priorities, to German goods 
at some future date. And it must be 
emphasized that Denmark occupies a 
preferred position in the Germany econ
omy due to her accepting Germany's 
protective custody without armed resist
ance. 

Germany confiscated all of the gold 
and foreign currencies found in Holland, 
Belgium, and France. Germany sealed 
all of the safe deposit boxes in the con
quered areas preventing the owners from 
withdrawing their property. Germany 
has either seized the contents of such 
safe deposit boxes or set the stage for 
such seizure as German needs may re
quire. These are the countries who de
liberated and hesitated to use their 
foreign gold and foreign exchange assets 
and other resources to build up the de
fense of their own independence and 
who are now being compelled to turn 
over all of these assets to their conqueror 
to enable Germany to continue on its 
course of worldwide depredations. All 
of these countries are now paying an
nually as tribute to Germany far more 
than they have ever spent in the defense 
of their own independence. If it were 
not for the fact that this country took 
immediate action to protect the $4,000,-
000,000 worth of assets in this country 
belonging to the conquered countries 
and their nationals these huge sums 
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would also have been turned over to the 
Germans to finance their wars. 

Finally, Germany has been able to 
build up her war potential by depriving 
the occupied countries of their manpower. 
Reliable reports are to the effect that the 
total civilian workers transferred from 
the conquered countries to Germany 
number between 1,200,000 and 1,500,000. 
To this enormous total must further be 
added an uncertain number-anything 
up to 1,000,000-of prisoners of war who 
are working in German industries, mines, 
and on German farms. The total of the 
newly acquired labor force in G3rmany
including both civilians and prisoners of 
war-approximates 2,500,000. This new 
labor force constitutes perhaps 10 percent 
of the total workers employed in Ger
many, excluding the armed forces. The 
prisoners of war have, of course, no choice 
about working to build up the German 
war machine. The civilian laborers, who 
have been brought in from the occupied 
countries, have, in actuality, very little 
more choice than do the war prisoners. 
The invasion of the conquered countries 
produced untold disruption which, in 
turn, precipitated an unemployment 
problem of unparalleled magnitude. 
This unemployed manpower was given 
the alternative of employment in Ger
many or a denial of unemployment com
pensation benefits in its own country. 
As a consequence, there was a draft of 
human power throughout the occupied 
territories for the direct contribution for 
the war effort of the German Empire. 

This is the history of democracies who 
failed to realize the need for cooperative 
action in marshaling and using their 
economic resources to create an adequate 
defense against totalitarian terror and 
aggression. Having failed to make sen
sible use of their resources to protect their 
own independence they are now com
pelled to divert those resources to further 
their own subjugation and to advance the 
world-wide imperial aims of Germany. 
Shall we repeat the mistakes of western 
Europe or shall we use our economic 
strength in the most effective manner to 
defeat this menace to our institutions and 
civilization? [Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. POAGE]. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
oppressed with a feeling almost akin to 
despair as I observe the repetition of 
arguments by Members, which seems to 
me to so nearly approach pure parti
sanism on an issue which should be far 
above party lines. I should despair en
tirely were it not for the fact that I 
accept and applaud the statement of 
my distinguished and able friend the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. EATON], 
who on Monday said that insofar as the 
consideration of this bill is concerned 
that he was not an isolationist or an in
terventionist, not a Republican nor a 
Democrat, but an American. This is 
indeed the attitude in which every 
Member of this House should ap
proach this subject, and I am sure that 
it is the true attitude of the Members of 
the minority who have by strange coin
cidence been almost alone as they fol
lowed each other into the well of this 

House to proclaim their belief that 
America should build. up her own defense 
and aid Great Britain, but who have with 
three or four outstanding exceptions pro
tested that we should follow some other 
method of extending aid. 

I know, and the Members of this 
House know, that this apparent .parti
sanism has been but a coincidence, be
cause we know the high character of 
the men and women who have repeated 
this time-killing doctrine that is re
ceived in Berlin, Rome, and Tokyo with 
so much gratification. We know that 
these spokesmen for delay have not con
sciously planned to encourage the Axis 
dictators even though their attitude does 
much to wipe away the chagrin of the 
African defeats suffered by the junior 
member of the Axis. We know that this 
attitude does not reflect the will and the 
determination of the American people. 
We know that America recognizes not 
only the need for defense-we also know 
that the American people realize the 
need for prompt action and the necessity 
in time of danger of using the tools that 
are available. 

The danger in this respect is not that 
the American people will be diverted from 
the main issue-the protection of Amer
ica, the danger lies in the possibility that 
the dictators may be misled into believing 
that there exists a serious breach in 
American solidarity, and that so believ
ing they will decide that it is safe for them 
to apply the now famous "squeeze play" 
to America. That in event of an appar
ent refusal of America to extend prompt 
aid to Britain, that Japan will assume 
the role heretofore played by Italy, of 
entering the war in the hope of sharing 
the spoils. 

On the home front, however, there is 
a very real danger-a danger that the 
people will not understand that honest 
men and women can sincerely urge in one 
breath national def~nse and in the next 
protest against taking what seems to most 
of us to be the obvious steps to assure our 
own defense by stopping the danger be
fore it reaches us. 

Nor can I understand this attitude, Mr. 
Chairman, although I repeat that I do 
not question the sincerity and patriotic 
intentions of those who urge such a con
tradictory course. It seems to me that 
there are, however, two or three vital mat
ters on which we are all agreed. Surely 
every man and woman in this bcdy will 
agree that the United States of America 
wants peace. Surely we will all agree 
that this Government owes a sacred duty 
to our people to do everything within its 
power to maintain an honorable peace. 
We are not obligated to defend Great 
Britain or any other nation, except as 
such defense adds to the security of 
America. We can also agree with at least 
99-percent unanimity that the United 
States should prepare to defend itself
at least our votes so indicate. We have, 
with only one exception, I believe, joined 
to support the greatest national-defense 
program ever undertaken by any nation. 

Certainly such a program--such stag
gering expenditures, such disruption of 
the lives of our people, and particularly 
our young men-can be justified only on 
the ground that we believe that America 

stands in danger and very real danger 
of attack. Surely you did not vote to 
burden your people for generations to 
come simply because of vague rumors 
which you now term "fantastic dreams" 
or "British propaganda." Surely, when 
you voted these billions of dollars repre
senting the accumulated toil of millions 
of Americans throughout years to come, 
and when you voted to take your neigh
bor's boy out of his job and send him to 
a training camp, you had in mind some 
definite and concrete threat to the safety 
of America. Surely you did not fear an 
invasion by Ecuador, nor were you pre
paring to resist the menace of the Re
public of Finland, whieh so frightened 
the utterly helpless Soviet Union with its 
150,000,000 people. Nor were you fearful 
that stricken Holland or Czechoslovakia 
would send an expeditionary force 
against our shores. No, we had a defi
nite threat in mind-at least I did-but 
the threat we feared and still fear was 
not the threat of the democracies. I 
know that there are those who for some 
inexplainable reason seem reluctant to 
name the threat they feared. I shall not 
try to put words into my colleagues' 
mouths, but as for myself, I feared and 
I still fear an attack from the dictators, 
who control and direct the "new order 
of violence" in the Old World. I fear no 
one of them, but I do fear the pack. 

I fear this trio of international bandits 
because I have observed their actions 
and I know that they will take anything 
they want and have the power to take 
without any scruples as to the rights 
of other people. I have seen Japan grab 
a piece of China each time an oppor
tunity presented itself. I have watched 
her move on to Siam and to French Indo
china just as soon as these regions 
seemed to be more helpless than China. 
I have listened to the words of Adolf 
Hitler after stripping Czechoslovakia of 
her great defenses proclaim, "I have no 
further territorial ambitions in Europe.'' 
I recall his assurance that · he would 
never violate the neutrality of Holland 
or Belgium, and I have, within the last 
week, heard him make the same state
ments relative to his territorial ambi
tions in the Western Hemisphere, and 
his relations with the United States. I 
do not think it is safe to trust the exist
ence of my people to the word of a man 
who has demonstrated that he recognizes 
no obligation to make his actions con
form with that word. I have also 
watched the spurious Fascist model of 
the Roman Empire sit by until it thought 
that the democracies were defeated and 
then rush in for what it believed to be 
the kill. Such a record-such indisput
able evidence of bad faith-and willing
ness to lead their own people to war 
simply to take the property of their 
neighbors, convinces me that our only 
safety from the same kind of treatment 
lies in our ability to resist the combined 
forces of these exemplars of violence. 

We can resist any one of them. We 
can rely on our ability to utterly defeat 
Japan, for instance, if we were called 
upon to deal only with Japan. So long 
as Great Britain stands and the British 
Fleet controls the Atlantic it is safe for 
the United States to keep our great Navy 
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on the Pacific, and there is no danger of 
a Japanese attack. But, with the British 
Fleet destroyed, or, worse, yet, in Axis 
hands, could we dare leave the American 
Fleet in the Pacific? If we did not, what 
would stand in the way of a Japanese 
attack on Puget Sound and the Golden 
Gate? Yet, if we did leave our fleet in 
its present location, what would protect 
the great industrial areas of the North 
Atlantic seaboard, or this Capitol itself? 
With no fleet to offer opposition, the At
lantic, rather than constituting a barrier, 
would become a highway for an Axis in
vasion. Or would those who say there is 
no danger have us divide the fleet and 
court utter destruction on each ocean? 
Does not the utter impossibility of pro
tecting the coasts of two continents with 
one fleet appall you? Of course, you voted 
to build a two-ocean navy just as I did. 
Why? You knew that it could not be in 
existence for 4 or 5 years. You knew that 
the fate of Europe and the British Navy 
would be determined long before our new 
fleet was ready for action. You said by 
your vote that you felt there was real dan
ger on both sides. What do you propose 
to do to provide for the defense of your 
country while the new fleet is building? 
I shall not undertake to answer for others, 
but as for me, I shall extend every aid 
possible to the forces that stand between 
my home and danger. 

It is with me a pure matter of self
interest. I might have a neighbor whom 
I heartily disliked, but if I was down
stream from him and if I saw his levee 
about to break I would do my best to help 
him fix it, or if a fire was sweeping in 
my direction but was presently threaten
ing only his house, which stood between 
my home and the fire, I would not hesi
tate to help him save his house, and in 
so doing I could not be justly charged with 
approval of his practice of whipping his 
wife or beating his debts. 

So today the stream of conquest is 
breaking on the chalk hills of England. 
If those hills stand as they have for a 
thousand years as a bulwark of democ
racy, America is safe. I am, therefore, 
going to do all I can to protect them 
because I love the chalk hills and black 

· valleys of centrai Texas, and the men and 
women who make their homes among 
them, and I want to see those men and 
women spared the horrors that have 
been suffered by other men. and women 
in Belgium, in China, or in Ethiopia. 

The United States is not going ta go 
to war at any time because we want to. 
If .we go to war it will be solely because 
the European dictators decide that they 
want us to be at war. Of course, they 
will not force us into war until such time 
as they feel that they have a ·reasonable 
opportunity to destroy us. They have 
little opportunity to destroy the United 
States, Great Britain, China, and Greece 
all at the same time. They are not, 
therefore, at all likely to force the United 
States into war so long as Great Britain 
and China continue to put up the mag
nificent fight that they are now doing. 
These democracies can continue to do 
this so long as we give them every possi
ble material aid. It is, therefore, as I see 
it, to the selfish advantage of the United 
States to give all possible aid to Great 

Britain, China, and Greece right now 
without delay, without limitation, and 
without counting the ccst. It is to our 
advantage to do so because it protects 
the United· States from attack. I am, 
therefore, for a British victory. I am in 
favor of giving Great Britain all possible 
material aid now, as the best method of 
protecting the United States further 
down the line. It is true that our aid 
may be both too little and too late, but it 
is a chance we must take. Our failure 
to aid Britain would surely lessen our 
chances of avoiding war. A British vic
tory will mean we will escape the horrors 
of war. A British defeat is, as I see it, 
absolutely certain to lead us into war
into a war that we will have to fight alone 
and unaided. I cannot sit idly by and 
see my country drift into such an un
happy situation. 

But many of the speakers have said in 
effect, "I agree with you in the desirabil
ity of aiding the democracies, but I don't 
want to do it this way." Of course, Mr. 
Chairman, I would not say it, but there 
are people in this country who will say 
that certain Members of this House would 
never be satisfied with any method of 
giving thiS aid so long as the plan had 
the support of the President of the United 
States. Now, I would be willing to ac
cept almost any method that looked as if 
it would help now, but I know, and so 
does every Member of this House, that 
under our form of government any kind 
of procedure that we can pass must have 
the approval of the President to make it 
immediately effective, and therefore, as 
practical men and women, we can prove 
the sincerity of our desire to aid those 
who are now protecting us by supporting 
the measure that can pass rather than 
by urging f.wther delay-more hearings, 
new plans, and always still further delay. 

I am for this bill because it is prac
ticable. It can ;3.nd will pass. It pro
vides a workable method of administra
tion. It is in keeping with the American 
form of government. It creates no dic
tatorship as has so unfairly been charged. 
It takes from Congress no power. It 
but expresses the legislative will that the 
President exercise the powers already 
conferred upon him by the Constitution 
as Chief Executive and as Commander in 
Chief of the Army and Navy. By the 
terms of this bill, Congress, the legisla
tive branch of government, determines 
the policy of the United States-deter
mines this policy to be one of self-pro
tection through aid to the democracies. 
This determinatio}1 of policy is a legis
lative function, and it is not delegated to 
anyone. But someone must carry on or 
administer the provisions of the bill. A 
hundred and fifty years ago we discov
ered that Congress could not act as an 
administrative body, and for that reason 
we abandoned the old Continental Con
gress of the Confederation and established 
·a new government of three coordinate 
branches under the Constitution. Under 
the Constitution the administrative or 
executive power was taken from Congress 
and placed in the hands of the President. 
This bill carries out the plan of the Con
stitution and places responsibility for the 
administration of the bill in the hands of 
the President-the Chief Executive. The 

power conferred upon him is not legis
lative but executive in nature. The leg
islative powers, such as the making of ap
propriations to carry out the objectives 
of the bill, are very definitely retained by 
the Congress as they should be. But for 
the existence of specific prior acts of 
Congress the President would have every 
power conferred under this bill-and his 
power comes not from an act of Congress 
but from the Constitution itself. This 
bill, in the final analysis, does not confer 
any power on the President-it simply 
removes whatever barriers the Congress 
itself may have in the past erected, which 
at this time might stand in the Presi
dent's way as he attempts to carry out 
the legislative will of Congress that we 
give prompt and effective aid to those 
who· are fighting our battles. 

Nor can I overlook the cruel and unfair 
charge that the President and the Con
gress deliberately seek by this bill to lead 
the country into war. A more unworthy 
statement was never circulated through 
the Nation. I know that it has been re
peated by thousands of honest, but un
thinking people, but it is so clearly false 
that it could have originated directly with 
Dr. Goebbels himself. The bill in nowise 
changes the power of Congress to declare 
war. That power and responsibility is 
fixed by the Constitution, yet not one 
single Member of either House has ever 
suggested war, nor has a single resolu
tion calling for war been introduced in 
either House. If the Congress wanted 
war it could have it-this bill adds noth
ing to our power in that respect. ·of 
course, every honest and intelligent per
son knows that the Congress does not 
want war. But they say the bill will 
enable the President to lead the country 
L a point where war will be inevitable. 
The President needs no new legislation 
to confer such power. He already has 
that power under the Constitution, which 
vests in his hands the control of our 
foreign affairs. There has not been a day 
since President Roosevelt has been in the 
White House that he could not have 
created a condition that would have in
evitably brought about war had he been 
the monster that some would like to pic
ture him, and certainly had he been more 
attached to his personal political welfare 
than to the welfare of the great Nation 
which he serves so faithfully, he would 
have led us down the bloody path last 
fall when he had a personal interest 
rather than now when he is safely re
elected. No, Mr. Chairman, even the 
blind can see the cruel falsity of this 
horrible charge-but there are none so 
those who will not see. 

Let it not be said of us that we would 
not see. Let it not be said of us that we 
refused to take prompt and effective ac
tion to help our neighbor stay the flood 
that if not stopped now will so surely en
gulf us. Let it not be said that we were 
unwilling to use American money and 
American munitions now as a means of 
saving American lives later on. Let us 
pass H. R. 1776 as the only effective 
method of protecting the liberty we 
gained in the year 1776, and of preserving 
the peace that we enjoy in 1941. [Ap
plduse.] 
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Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. YOUNGDAHL). 

Mr. YOUNGDAHL. Mr. Chairman, 
Members of Congress, as well as the en
tire Nation, realize the tremendous im
portance of the present issue before us. 
The problems confronting us are so in
volved and varied, and so numerous and 
often so complicated, that to me, it seems 
advisable, at times, to strip all of these 
many problems and propositions down 
to their essentials, and ask ourselves, 
just what is our goal and for what pur
pose are we striving. 

Surely we are not concerned with that 
phase of the European war which has 
to do with desires for more land and 
colonies. That is a factor in the war, 
but it does not primarily concern us. 
We at:e not directly interested in that 
phase of the struggle which will deter
mine who will dominate Europe. That 
is a big factor in this war but that alone 
will not threaten to involve us. 

It seems to me we have appropriated 
billions of dollars for defense; changed 
all our traditions by adopting peacetime 
conscription; produced all Army and 
Navy equipment on wartime bases; for 
just one fundamental reason and that 
is adequate protection for our way of 
life; for the right to govern ourselves. 
There can be no other motive in my 
mind. · 

It is true, we must honestly face the 
problem of greater aid to other na
tions; the problem of granting further 
powers to the President; the spending 
of more billions and the raising of taxes 
to finance those expenditures. Yes; even 
the problem of whether or not we shall 
go to war with that fundamental prin
ciple in mind. 

If we are to fight for our democracy 
against a totalitarianism of Europe by 
creating a dictator here at home, it seems 
to me our program is wrong. A dictator 
is a dictator. An American brand of 
dictation is preferable to a European 
brand, but it is still dictatorship. 

If we go to war in an effort to save 
the liberties and rights of Europe, and 
by so doing we lose our freedom here at 
home, we have accomplished little. 

Based upon the above thoughts, I have 
tried fearlessly and courageously to ana
lyze the bill now before us, H. R. 1776, as 
reported by the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee, and have come to the conclu
sion that I cannot support this measure. 

First, let me say that I am deeply re
sentful at the attempts to smear the 
character and motives of those who have 
disagreed. Colonel Lindbergh is a fine 
American. He volunteered information 
along aviation lines on which he was 
qualified to speak as an expert. Attempts 
were made to trap him into expressing 
personal views, and he has been branded 
as a "fifth columnist" and pro-Nazi by 
many of those who disagree with him. I 
have at times disagreed with Senator 
WHEELER's political positions, but I do 
believe that Senator WHEELER is a true 
American. I resent the efforts to smear 
his reputation that have been made 
against him because of h~ opposition 
to this bill. 

We are all Americans. We are all en
titled to our opinions and the right to 
express them. I may be as wrong as any
one else but my stand is based on an 
honest conviction of what is best for this 
Nation. Those who disagree with that 
stand may have just as high motives and 
I have nothing but respect for their view
points. 

I am going to vote against this meas
ure, first, because I am opposed to Amer
ica entering this war. In my opinion this 
is not a lease-lend bill, it is not a bill to 
provide all-out aid to Britain, or even a 
bill to defend democracy. It is primarily 
a war measure. 

Much as I hate to believe it, I am con
vinced that this bill is destined to put 
America into a war to which I believe we 
have been drifting for many months. I 
do not believe that it is to the best inter
ests of this Nation, nor to the cause of 
democracy, that we enter this war. I 
believe America's first duty is the preser
vation of democracy and Christian ideals 
here in America. By such action, I am 
convinced we can best serve not only our
selves but the spirit of liberty and free
dom ·everywhere. 

Second, I am absolutely opposed to 
granting to any one man the unlimited 
power over our destinies and our chil
dren's futures that this bill grants to the 
Chief Executive. I would not grant un
limited power to any man, regardless of 
political party. Our Constitution grants 
certain specific rights to government, 
dividing them between the executive, the 
legislative, and the judicial branches. All 
other rights are retained by the people. 
I have unlimited faith in the American 
people. I cannot pin all my faith on any 
one man. 

Under the provisions of this bill the 
President could, entirely on his own in
itiative and without the consent of Con
gress, give every ship in our Navy, every 
cannon in our Coast Guard, every air
plane we possess, every rifle, every mess 
kit, and every piece of military equipment 
we own or can manufacture, not only to 
Britain, but to Greece, China, or to any 
other nation which he desired to help. 
The amendment providing that 90 days 
later he must tell Congress about it, I 
think is meaningless. That amendment 
would only make locking of the barn door 
after the horse is stolen, an official act. 

Under this bill the President has the 
full power to put this country into the 
war on the side of anyone he desires 
without asking or receiving the advice or 
consent of anyone. Certainly he could 
put this Nation into the war on the side 
of Great Britain. However, he could also 
put us on the side of Russia, the greatest 
totalitarian dictatorship on the face of 
the · 'lrth and the one nation which has 
done more than any other to undermine 
our democracy. The administration has 
already lifted the moral embargo against 
Russia, thus allying ourselves to some ex
tent at least with one totalitarian despot 
while hurling invectives at the others. 

The administration accepts a limita
tion of 2 years on these powers and feels 
it has made great concessions to self
government. The powers of dictator
ship granted to Hitler were limited to 
4 years. The German people did not 

get them back at the expiration of that 
time. The President's right to devalue 
the dollar was limited to 2 years. Con
gress did not get that power back at tl}e 
end of that time. It does not have it yet; 
Under that power the present admin
istration has not only fina:-ced this war 
carried on by the military dictators of 
Japan in China but has built up Japan's 
military and naval forces to the point 
where they are now a menace to us. 

I am going to vote against this bill 
because I believe America must have a 
national defense strong enough to with
stand any power or combination of 
powers in the world. That is America's 
safeguard. I am convinced that the 
American people are willing and ready to 
make any sacrifice necessary to attain 
that security. I do not believe that we 
are willing to make those sacrifices and 
then give to one man the power to strip 
those defenses of everything we have 
provided and give them to some friend 
across the seas. Even though we ad
mire and respect that friend, I think 
America's defenses come first. There is 
an element of selfishness in that, I admit. 
Where America is concerned, I admit I 
am selfish. I admire Great Britain and 
I glory in the fight she is making for 
her existence. I loathe totalitarianism 
and all that it stands for. But first I 
love America and her way of life, her 
ideals, and her safety. 

The President has said he has no in
tention of ordering our warships to con
voy munition ships, but administration 
leaders refused to accept any amend
ments actually prohibiting him from or
dering such convoys. Opening our har
bors to warships for repairs opens our 
ports to saboteurs and danger. Convoys 
mean we will be attacked and at war. 

In my opinion, this bill is entirely un
necessary. Congress is as much con
cerned with our safety as the President. 
I am sure that Congress can be kept in 
continuous session, ready at any time to 
carry out any emergency move necessary. 
It can and will do so quickly. The $4,-
000,000,000 authorization for a two
ocean Navy was passed in 2 hours, with
out a roll call. There is no need for 
Congress to abdicate. The best way to · 
fight totalitarianism is with a successful 
continuation of democracy and demo
cratic functions. 

I am not opposed to all possible legal 
aid to Britain. I think we should sell 
to Britain everything we do not need for 
our own defenses. I do not believe pas
sage of this bill will make possible a 
single airplane, ship, or arms that is not 
possible for her to get now, except we 
go to war and give her everything. 

Instead of abandoning our democratic 
functions, instead of voting all-out 
powers to any one man, let us give Great 
Britain all the legal aid we can, but let 
us do it in a democratic way with normal 
functioning of our democratic govern
ment. Then, and then only, can Amer
ica stay out of war. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman to ask him a 
question. 

Mr. YOUNGDAHL. I yield to the 
gentleman. 
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Mr. BLOOM. Just for the RECORD, did 

I understand the gentleman to say that 
he was opposed in some way to this bill 
because of the discourteous treatment 
that Mr. Lindbergh received at the hands 
of the committee? 

Mr. YOUNGDAHL. I did not mention 
the committee, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BLOOM. In his examination be
fore the committee? 

Mr. YOUNGDAHL. I did not say that. 
Mr. BLOOM. Did not the gentleman 

say something about personal questions 
being asked Mr. Lindbergh and that he 
objected to that? 

Mr. YOUNGDAHL. I said that be
cause of his position there were those who 
criticized him and condemned him, but I 
did not mention any member. 

Mr, BLOOM. I may say to the gentle
man that : personally received a letter 
from Colonel Lindbergh stating that in 
all his experience he had never been re
ceived or treated with more courtesy than 
he was treated at the hearings when he 
appeared before our committee, and I 
wanted to be sure about that because the 
committee has been praised by the press 
and everyone else about the way the hear
ings were conducted, and I would not 
want the impression to go out to the 
country by reason of the gentleman's 
speech that any person appearing before 
the committee, either for one side or the 
other, was treated discourteously. 

Mr. YOUNGDAHL. I may say to the 
distingUished gentleman from New York 
that I heard his very nice compliment 
paid to Colonel Lindbergh and I thought 
it was very fine sportsmanship. 

Mr. BLOOM. I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

[Here the gavel fell.l 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as the gentleman may desire 
to my colleague the gentleman from 
South Dakota [Mr. CASE]. 
A TRADE OF CREDITS FOR BASES WILL AID BOTH 

BRITAIN AND THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, on the opening day of this 
session, the distinguished Speaker of the 
House brought cheers from every Mem
ber when he said: 

It will be my unswerving aim to preserve, 
protect, and defend the rights, prerogatives, 
and power of the House of Representatives. 

Under the Constitution, one of the re
sponsibilities of the Congress is to pass on 
the issue of war or peace, the power to 
declare war. The bill, H. R. 1776, pro
poses that Congress shall abandon this 
responsibility and empower the President 
to take part in any war in any part of the 
world with everything except men. 

That is more power, Mr. Speaker, than 
one man should have in a republic; it is 
more responsibility than the Congress 
should abandon. 

I have not overstated the situation. 
Nothing can exceed the plain language of 
the bill. It provides that the President 
may transfer to any nation any defense 
article on any terms he deems satis
factory, 

Defense articles are defined not merely . 
to include any weapon, aircraft, or vessel 
but any tool, any article or commodity 
for defense, food, clothing or materials, 

raw or manufactured, any plans or in
formation-in short, anything of value 
to a nation at war. 

The President may manufacture or 
procure, but need not even procure; he 
may transfer what we already have. 
That will require no appropriations 
whatever. 

LITTLE CONTROL THROUGH APPROPRIATIONS 

Although many have claimed Congress 
would retain control over the situation 
by control over appropriations, you will 
recall the answer of the majority leader 
to my question on that point this after
noon. Upon questioning, he did agree 
that the bill granted the power for imme
diate transfer of equipment on hand or 
on order. 

He expressed the opinion, however, 
that at least 95 percent of the aid to be 
given would come from future appropria
tions. If that be true, what becomes of · 
the argument that England needs help 
now? How much can be appropriated 
for, bought, produced, and delivered in 
60 days or 90 days? 

Personally I think that if England 
needs aid she will need it this spring. 
And if she needs credits, she needs them 
in time to buy equipment on hand or in 
process that can be delivered this spring, 

This bill is one way to make it possible 
for England to get that aid; it is not the 
only way. But it makes aid possible be
cause it does grant immediate ·power to 
transfer without any appropriation 
whatsoever. And it authorizes the Presi
dent to procure and manufacture, and, 
of course, Congress will later pay the bill, 
as the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
FisH] pointed out. 

So, under H. R. 1776, Congress will 
control neither the purse nor the sword. 

STILL PRESIDENT OF OUR COUNTRY 

Now, I do not believe that this Presi
dent or any President is going to give 
away our Navy or any other thing he 
thinks we need, but his judgment or the 
judgment of any one man on when and 
where we should engage in war with 
everything except men is not infallible 
and delegation of such power is not com
patible with our responsibility to the 
people of the Republic. Certainly not, 

. unless we are at war. 
If we were to accept the claim that 

this Nation is already at war, more could 
be said for this bill. Under the power 
and the responsibility of the President 
as Commander in Chief of the Army and 
Navy, I agree that he can place and 
direct our armed forces. That is true 
in peace; it is certainly true in war. 

So I do not argue too much on this 
point of power. I do not think it is wise; 
I do not think it is fair to the President 
to increase his responsibility and I do not 
think it is fair to the people for Congress 
to delegate it. To me, however, there 
is a far more practical question involved. 
That is the security of the United States. 

ARE WE ENDANGERING OUR DEFENSES? 

What concerns me, fellow Members, is 
that the passage of this bill in its present 
form will mean taking the last step short 
of sending men. What then concerns 
me is that we may be endangering our 
own defense. If that is not so, why wipe 
out the requirements of existing law that 
the Chiefs of tbe Army and Navy, re-

spectively, must certify in wr-iting that 
the equipment can be spared before it is 
transferred? 

Those are the practical questions be
fore us. 

Aid to Britain approved by the recent 
election? Aid to Britain approved by 
various polls? A mandate given? If so, 
remember that it was a mandate to give 
aid short of war. 

Search every speech made by the can
didates for the Presidency. Read every 
platform utterance. You will find not 
one phrase that proposed waging war 
with everything except men in any quar
ter of the globe. 

Every commitment was against involv
ment in foreign wars. Every commit
ment was for aid short of war. This 
bill proposes to wage war with ·every 
weapon, every tool, every commodity, 
every dollar that the President deems 
desirable. It is not aid short of war. 
It is all-out aid short only of men-at 
this time. 

I am not objecting to aid for Britain. 
I am not pleading for neutrality. I am 
not pleading for international law. The 
time has passed for those things. 

NEUTRALITY ABANDONED LONG AGO 

We abandoned neutrality when we re
pealed the Neutrality Act. I opposed 
that repeal because, as I said at the time, 
our decision then would chart our course. 
It has. That was a step short of war but 
nevertheless an irrevocable step in that 
direction. 

And steps short of war have brought us 
where we are-One step from war. 

So, then, when that first step was taken, 
immediately I resolved to work aggres
sively for measures which I conscienti
ously thought would add to the true 
strength and security of the United 
States. In my work on the appropria
tions subcommittee for the War Depart
ment, I have endeavored to make the 
United States so strong that no nation 
would even want to attack us much less 
try. 

I did draw attention to the Espionage 
Act of 1917 which stopped the transfer 
of the mosquito fleet but I did it without 
bitterness and I did it for two good rea
sons: One that such a transfer was a 
plain violation of the criminal code of 
the United States, and the Judge Advo
cate of the Navy and the Attorney Gen
eral upheld that position; the other rea
son was that, in the words of the Senate 
Committee on Naval Afiairs, the transfer 
would weaken our defenses as these were 
the only motor torpedo boats that we had. 

Not one word of bitterness or partisan
ship was spoken by me in the afiair. 
Members on both sides of the House ap
proved the citation of the law, and one 
of the leading majority members came 
to me and thanked me for saving the 
administration from a terrible mess with 
officials in ·violation of a major criminal 
statute. 

WE CAN ACT IN SELF-DEFENSE 

And I did not oppose the transfer of 
the over-age destroyers for bases, be
cause, setting aside the thin logic by 
which the Attorney General drew a dis
tinction between the old destroyers and 
the new mosquito boats, the deal obtained 
for the United States some ofi-coast bases 
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which I had long believed essential to the 
defense of the United States. 

I subscribe to the idea that the United 
. States can act in its own defense. 

Indeed, immediately after the vote by 
which we abandoned neutrality, I as
sembled material for a resolution on the 
acquisition of off-shore bases. 

During our hearings on the Panama 
Canal bill, I developed testimony on the 
need for these bases when General Strong 
was before us. He was then chief of the 
war plans division. When we reported 
the bill in February 1940, months before 
the destroyer deal, I introduced a special 
resolution, H. Con. Res. 49 of the Seventy
sixth Congress, on the subject. 

My bill did not merely provide that 
credit be given defaulting nations on old 
war debts; it specifically proposed that 
gold in the $2,000,000,000 stabilization 
fund be used to pay in part for the island 
or land bases to be acquired. 

In my remarks at the time, I pointed 
out that this plan would not only give 
us bases that we needed, but that it would 
help to reestablish gold in international 
exchange, and, equally important, that it 
would establish credits for the nations 
who would need them in the days ahead. 

That day is here. England tells us 
that she has scraped the bottom of the 
barrel. If she has not reached tl).at point 
actually, it probably will be agreed that 
she is approaching that point. So today 
we face the question of aid that was in
evitable when we abandoned neutrality 
and encouraged the nations of Europe to 
continue their war. 

When we made purchase of arms and 
airplanes legal we committed ourselves 
as a nation morally to making it possible 
for England and her allies to acquire sup
plies within the limits of cash and carry. 
That ended our moral concern for inter
national law and our practical concern 
for the conduct of any offended nation. 
We took the gamble. 

PROBLEM IS UNITED STATES SECURITY 

The only practical problems before us 
now, then, are those which deal with the 
actual security of the United States. And 
the fair queEtion is, Which method among 
those proposed will add most to and de
tract least from the strength and security 
of the United States? 

In my judgment, we can answer that 
question in a way that will contribute 
doubly to the strength and security of the 
United States while affording fullest pos
sible aid to England short of sending men. 

That answer is to adopt the substitute 
measure proposed yesterday by my col
league the gentleman from Minnesota, 
the Honorable MELVIN J. MAAS, ranking 
minority member on Naval Affairs, and 
regarded, I believe, by Members on both 
sides of the aisle, as one of the best posted, 
most courageous, most ardently patriotic 
men in the House. 

The Maas proposal is that we offer 
Britain enough for her island possessions 
in this hemisphere to retire the old war 
debt and to establish a $10,000,000,000 
credit, good for whatever she wants to 
buy. 

This will buy time for us, Mr. Chair
man, if that is what is wanted, although 
those who use that argument would be in 
better position if they would devote their 

eloquence and energy to getting time and 
production today from those who are los
ing it in strikes and lock-outs on the do
mestic front . 

MAAS PROPOSAL ANSWERS THE QUESTION 

This proposal of the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. MAAS] provides England 
with what she needs; it provides us 
with what we need properly to organize 
our defenses in a world changed by fast 
boats and faster flying machines. If we 
found it desirable to acquire the Virgin 
Islands in the World War, even more 
compelling are the reasons for acquiring 

·these other islands at this time. 
As the gentleman from Minnesota has 

pointed out, these islands are too far from 
European nations to have a defense value 
for them; they are valuable to them only 
as an offensive outpost against us. They 
are too close to our shores to have an 
offensive value against European powers 
if ever we were foolish enough to want to 
invade Europe; but they are altogether 
essential in any sound defense plan for 
this hemisPhere. 

When the time comes, then, I hope you 
will support the Maas substitute plan. It 
meets every avowed purpose of the bill, 
adds to our strength and security, and it 
is a step away from war instead of that 
last step toward it. 

THEY LOOK TO US 

In closing these remarks, Mr. Chair
man, may I use the words spoken a few 
days ago by the distinguished Member 
from Ohio [Mrs. BoLTON]. She said, 
"Nothing matters but America." 

Nothing does matter but America. Not 
our sympathies. Not our personal af
fairs. Not our political lives. But Amer
ica does matter. 

The other day I received a post card 
from a correspondent who has written me 
many helpful letters. It said, "We sit 
with helpless hands and look to you." 

They do look to us, my coUeagues, those 
folks at home. They look to us to pre
serve and to strengthen America. They 
look to us to vote and to act in such a 
way that this Nation, under God, may 
preserve for the world the idea of indi
vidual freedom. We cannot do that if 
we weaken our defenses. We cannot do 
that if we again hurl our civilization into 
the maelstrom of European wars. 

I do not think England is going down. 
She has chosen to fight and she will carry 
on and win the last battle. I do not ex
pect capture of the British Isles, but even 
that would not end the Empire that is 
Canada and Australia and India and 
South Africa. Will the British Navy 
abandon Canada or Australia or the other 
dominions that have sent their men to 
fight for Mother England? I do not 
believe it. 

And Hitler is not coming to this hemi
sphere with his armies. He knows too well 
the power of mechanized forces strafing 
troops far from their base of supplies. 
He has invited the British to tell him 
where they want to invade the Continent 
so that he can evacuate the spot and let 
them land and then repeat the horrors 
of Dunkirk. No; Hitler is not leaving 
Europe behind him with its millions of 
downtrodden people; not with the Rus
sian Bear at his rear waiting to move 
farther into Europe, and certainly not 

with the Army and the Navy and the air 
force of the United States properly based 
on our natural outposts, ready to meet 
him. 

America is not going down. We will 
get through what we start. I plead with 
you, however, that we remember those 
who sit with helpless hands and look to 
us to preserve America as a land where 
men and women and boys and girls can 
plan their lives without being condemned 
before they are born to the round of wars 
which has marked the history of the Old 
World. [Applause.] 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
20 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, the Congress is asked by the terms 
of the bill, H. R. 1776, now before us, to 
surrender to the President- two tradi
tional and fundamental powers vested in 
and heretofore exclusively exercised by 
the legislative branch of our National 
Government. What are these powers? 
They are to make war and to control the 
purse strings of the Nation. They are 
among the delegated and limited powers 
entrusted exclusively to the Congress by 
the supreme will of a free and sovereign 
people. 

To retain these powers in the legisla
tive branch, where the Federal Consti
tution has placed them, is vital to the 
preservation of representative govern
ment. It is the sworn duty of every 
Member of this House to preserve and 
protect these basic principles of free gov
ernment. Wrench these supporting prin
ciples from th~ foundation of the Repub
lic and the whole structure must ulti
mately fall. 

Throughout history, designing rulers 
have resorted to all the arts of intrigue 
to gain control cf this war-making power 
and the control of the purse strings. For 
centuries bitter and bloody battles have 
been waged to wrest these two funda
mental and vital attributes of liberty 
from the greedy and grasping hand of 
tyranny. A thousand years is but a grain 
of sand upon the shore of time, and 
every century furnishes innumerable 
illustrations of the lust for individual 
power. Let me single out one from the 
many instances where power has been de
manded in the name of liberty and the 
commonweal. I have chosen an incident 
that occurred at a time when men were 
:fleeing from Europe to this continent to 
escape the tyranny of arbitrary power: 

On May 22, in 1685, King James II of 
England summoned the Commons to the 
Bar of the Lords. Seated on his throne, 
the King addressed both Houses. He de
clared himself resolved to maintain the 
established Government in church and 
state. But then His Majesty directed 
this most extraordinary admonition to 
the Commons: He was "apprehensive," 

. he said, "that they might be inclined to 
dole out money" to him from time to 

. time in the hope that they should thus 
force him to call them frequently to
gether. But he must warn them that 
he was not to be so dealt with, and that if 
they wished to meet him often, they must 
"use him well." What was the implica
tion of this admonltion? It was that if 
the Commons did not give him as much 
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money as he demanded, he would take it. 
The debate in the Commons that fol
lowed is not without interest and not un
worthy of reflection. A member rose 
to inform his colleagues that it was not 
his wish that the Parliament should with
hold from the·Crown the means of carry
ing on the government, but to inquire, 
Was there indeed a Parliament? Here

. minded his colleagues that great dan-
gers impended over the civil constitution 
of the realm; that the Habeas Corpus 
Act, the rampart of liberty, was marked 
for destruction; that never was there a 
time when it more concerned the public 
weal that the character of Parliament 
should stand high. The Commons went 
into committee and promptly voted to 
the King, for life, the whole revenue en
joyed by his brother. 

It may be proper to inquire, Is this to 
be a House of Representatives, or is it 
in· this crucial hour to abdicate and to 
thus relinquish its control of the sword 
and the purse? 

It was not alone the sword and the 
purse that some rulers sought to con
trol, but other departments of govern
ment essential to the preservation of in
dividual liberty. An independent judici
·ary has always been anathema to arbi
trary rulers. King James II called before 
him the chief justice of the court of 
common pleas and told the justice that 
he must either give up his opinion in a 
pending case or forfeit his place. The 
chief justice replied: 

For my place I care little. I am old and 
worn out in 1lbe service of the Crown; but I 
am mortified to find that Your Majesty 
thinks me capable of giving a judgment 
which none but an ignorant or a dishonest 
man could give. 

To this rebuke the King answered: 
I am determined to have 12 judges who 

will be all of my mind as to this matter. 
Your Majesty-

Replied the chief justice-
may find 12 judges of your mind, ·but hardly 
12 lawyers. 

The King promptly dismissed the jus
tice from the bench and forthwith packed 
the court. 

It was this background of tyranny, 
many times multiplied, that caused the 
framers of our Constitution to be alert, 
vigilant, and realistic in the distribution 
of governmental powers. 

What did George Washington have in 
mind wpen he admonished his country-
men-

It is important, likewise, that the habits 
of thinking in a free country should inspire 
caution in those entrusted with its adminis
tration to confine themselves within their 
respective constitutional spheres; avoiding in 
the exercise of the powers of one department 
to encroach upon another . The spirit of en
croachment tends to consolidate the powers 
of all the departments in one, and thus to 
create, whatever the form of government, a 
real despotism. A just estimate of that love 
of power, and proneness to abuse it, which 
predominates in the human heart, is suffi
cient to satisfy us of the truth of this 
position. 

On the part of those who advocate that 
Congress shall surrender the power to 
make war and the control of the purse 

to the Executive it is urged that he will 
not abuse the powers so granted, and that 
he will use them prudently and effectively 
during the period for which they are 
given. Could any answer to such soph· 
istry be made with greater force and 
clarity than the reply made by Thomas 
Jefferson, when confidence was said to 
outweigh principle: 

It would be a dangerous delusion

Said Mr. Jefferson-
- t 

if our confidence in the men of our choice 
should silence our fears for the safety of our 
rights. Confidence is everywhere the parent 
of despotism. Free government is founded 
on jealousy and not in confidence. It is 
jealousy and not confidence which prescribes 
a limited Constitution to bind down those 
whom we are oblig-ed to trust witl' power. 
Our Constitution has accordingly fixed the 
limits to which, and no further, our confi
dence will go. In questions of power, then, 
let no more be heartl of confidence in man, 
but bind him down from mischief by the 
chains of the Constitution. 

This injunction, this warning, is direct
ed to every official, high and low, in the 
Federal Government to whom the powers 
of the people are entrusted under the 
safeguards of constitutional definitions 
and limitations and a solemn oath of 
office. 

I maintain that all aid to Great Brit
ain, short of neglecting to immediately 
build up an impregnable defense of our 
own, can be achieved without the powers 
asked for in the lend-lease bill. I am 

. opposed to sending our Navy, our air 
force, or our Army to Europe. England 
desires the products of our industries, 
and these she is getting as rapidly as they 
are produced. England, so far as I can 
ascertain, now enjoys a priority on essen
tial war materials that is stripping the 
United States of the very implements nec
essary for our own defense. It is an un
disputed fact that for several years our 
country has also been sending war mate
rials in large quantities to the aggressor 
nations-the very nations that now com
prise the Axis Powers. The belated but 
partial embargoes placed on these ship
ments might well have silenced the cry 
of our high officials that the Axis Powers 
must be stopped to give the United States 
time to prepare. 

The Executive powers demanded in the 
lend-lease bill as an aid to Britain are, 
when analyzed, the most colossal bid for 
one-man power over the destinies of this 
and other nations to be found in history. 
If these · powers are granted to President 
Roosevelt, he can dictate the whole mili
tary policy of Great Britain. He will be
come the knight errant of the world. He 
will be clothed with arbitrary power to 
act as purchasing agent for Great Britain 
for essential war materials, fighting im
plements of every kind and character, 
and he may, if he so desires, require as a 
condition precedent to their present or 
future delivery, that he be consulted as 
to how, when, and where they shall be 
used. The more Great Britain becomes 
dependent upon the United States for 
supplies the more she will, of necessity, 
be forced to accept the views and dictates 
of the one man who controls the output 
and the allocation of the products of the 
American arsenals, assuming that the 

Congress passes this lend-lease bill in its 
present form. 

When I speak about entrusting these 
powers to one man I would call attention 
to the recent repeal of the moral em
bargo on the shipment of war materials 
to Russia. Great Britain feels that this 
is inimical to her best interests at this 
time, yet we are asked to grant greater 
and more far-reaching powers to the 
President on the theory that he will use 
them wisely in aid of Great Britain. We 
can give the aid Great Britain needs with~ 
out giving such powers to the President. 

The lend-lease bill as now written is 
not merely a step but a long stride toward 
our participation in the European war. 
Whatever one may think about our future 
involvement, the English point of view on 
this subject appears in the November 16. 
1940, issue of The Economist, a publica~ 
tion that usually presents with accuracy 
and clarity the opinion of the ruling 
classes of Great Britain. I quote: 

What, then, should we in England hope 
for-a larger and earlier slice of a small cake 
or a smaller slice of a much larger cake? If 
the answer is to be given from the somewhat 
narrow viewpoint of our own material needs, 
it must be that we should prefer America to 
be nonbelligerent in 1941, belligerent in 1942. 
We n;tust hope for her eventual participation 
in the struggle with all the strength of an 
armed continent. 

I do not see how England can draw any 
other conclusion from the steps already 
taken by the United States, especially in 
view of the present provisions of this bill. 

The first great task that confronts 
Great Britain, I assume, is to stop Hitler. 
to prevent him from crossing the channel 
and invading England. This is an 
achievement we all hope will be accom~ 
plished by Great Britain. This in and of 
itself may be sufficient to lead to a peace 
parley, but I doubt it, unless utter ex
haustion of the belligerents impels this 
course of action. Even so, the menace of 
Hitler still remains unless hunger, pesti~ 
lence, and internal revolution remove 
him from his position of military prestige 
and power. There can be no security for 
England until Hitlerism is crushed. What 
world power can accomplish this unless 
the United States is called upon to finish 
the job? How far do the American peo
ple wish to assume responsibility for fur~ 
nishing the millions of men and billions 
of dollars to crush the Hitler war ma
chine, reduce it to such impotence that 
it will be, in truth and in fact, a war that 
will end wars? 

This line of approach takes us into the 
field of speculation that requires the an~ 
swer to many questions: How many trans
ports, how many soldiers, how many 
planes would it require to enable our mili
tary forces to obtain a fighting foothold 
on the Continent of Europe? How many 
tons of food and guns and tanks and mu
nitions would it be necessary to send over 
to enable our Army to strike the initial 
blow and then follow through? How long 
would it take to produce all these essen
tial materials and implements of war to 
enter upon such an enterprise? Has any 
military expert estimated within billions 
of dollars the probable cost of such a 
venture? 
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I do not know how many men Germany 
mobilizBd for her battle with France, but 
those who are advocating the adoption 
of this war measure in its present form 
may know. It seems to be the opinion of 
our General Staff that Germany mobilized 
six or seven million men for the drive 
against France. Could the United States 
conduct a successful invasion of the Con
tinent of Europe with fewer men? 
Would it be possible to land an army and 
fight on to an aU-conclusive victory with 
an army of less than 10,000,000 men? I 
.do not know the answer and neither do 
our military experts. The last invasion 
of Europe by our Army "to end wars" 
.and "make the world safe for democracy" 
.raises a subject which has received scant 
consideration during this debate. But 
we do know and our records show some 
of the results of our previous attempt to 
settle affairs in Europe. The last annual 
report of the Administrator of Veterans' 
Affairs presents these ghastly facts re
lating to the tragic consequences of war. 
He reports that on June 30, 1940, com
pensation was being paid to 348,164 vet
erans suffering from disabilities connect
ed with service during the World War. 

The Administrator reports that an 
analysis of the major disabilities, for 
which this compensation is being ·paid, 
discloses that neuropsychiatric diseases 
are the disaLling cause in 19.74 percent of 
the awards, tuberculosis in 15.76 percent, 
and general medical and surgical condi
tions in 64.50 percent; that 166,000 men 
were wounded in action. Compensation 
was being paid to the widows and chil
dren and dependent parents of 99,479 
veterans of the World War who died in 
service as a result of diseases or injuries 
incurred in service during the war. 
Death claims, have been paid to date to 
the widows and dependents of 158,597 
deceased World War veterans. 

This war business is not a matter of 
fiag waving and bands playing-not for 
our dead, disabled, and blind; not for the 
insane who have gone through the hell 
of a living death these past 23 years. 

I firmly believe that President Roose
velt now has sufficient power to furnish 
all aid to England, short of war, without 
the extraordinary powers he demands 
under the terms of the lend-lease bill. 
If, however, certain specific objectives are 
to be attained, then I believe it would 
hasten all necessary aid, short of war, to 
Britain, not covered by the present power 
possessed by the President, if he were to 
state his specific objectives and request 
specific powers. 

The Congress has been in continuous 
session ever since this war emergency 
arose and, in strict compliance with the 
demand of the public, has remained here, 
ready to take action when any emergency 
might arise. The Congress will continue 
to re~in in session at all times, ready t.o 
act promptly on any specific request to 
accomplish any specific objective that 
may be in the interest of national defense, 
aid to Britain, or any other extraordi
nary emergency. The people then can 
feel the same sense of security that they 
evidenced when the Congress declined to 
adjourn last June. They cannot feel 
secure when their protection rests with 
the wisdom of one fallible man. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I Yield 
l.O minutes to the gentleman from Ore
gon [Mr. MOTTL 

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, this de
bate is drawing to a close and the time is 
becoming very short. All of us obviously 
will not have an opportunity to state our 
full views upon this most important bill. 
For fear I may not have that opportunity 
I desire to make at least one complete 
statement at the outset. I make it as 
briefly, as plainly, and as emphatically 
as I can. It is this: I am for total na
tional defense; for a military, naval, and 
air establishment so huge, so complete, 
and so perfect that no nation or com
bination of nations will ever risk the 
consequences of attacking us. Further
more, and because I believe that aid to 
Britain, at this particular time, will im
pliment and strengthen our own national 
defense, I am in favor of extending to 
Britain, immediately," all of the material 
aid that we can extend without actually 
becoming engaged in the war ourselves 
and without actually weakening our own 
national-defense requirements. 

I am in favor of extending this aid to 
Britain by a simple, straightforward, 
honest, mandatory law of the Congress. 
That is the only constitutional way, and 
the only effective way, to do it. It can be 

' done in that way, and it should be done 
in that way. There are several bills now 
pending in Congress which propose to 
do exactly that. Two of them I hold 
in my hand. One is H. R. 2612; another 
is H. R. 2805; another is H. R. 2790. 
Still another method is that proposed by 
the recommendations of the minority 
members of the Foreign Affairs Commit
tee in the report upon this bill. This 
direct, effective, mandatory aid to Brit
ain can be immediately accomplished by 
enactment of any one of these individual 
bills, or b~ substituting any one of 
them by way of amendment to the bill 
before us-H. R. 1776. It can also be 
accomplished by way of the motion to 
recommit, which will be offered by the 
minority side at the conclusion of this 
debate. This legislation, mark you, Mr. 
Chairman, does not consist of mere sug
gestions. It is in the shape of bills actu
ally here before us-bills whose provisions 
will be incorporated in the motion to 
recommit, and upon which a direct vote 
will be taken at the close of the debate; 
and by this legislation we propose to give 
to Britain aid 10 times more valuable and 
effective and a thousand times less dan
gerous to the security of the United 
States than that proposed in the pending 
bill, H. R. 1776. Our proposal, in brief, 
Mr. Chairman, is to make available to 
Britain and her Allies the entire produc
tive capacity of the United States in 
planes, tanks, guns, and all other war 
equipment, under such safeguards as will 
properly protect our own defense require
ments, and to make it immediately pos
sible for Britain to procure this equip
ment by making her an outright gift, 
through a direct appropriation of the 
funds with which to procure it. That, 
Mr. Chairman, is the most valuable aid 
we can give to Britain, and, furthermore, 
it is the only kind of aid which Britain 
has ever said she wanted or needed. 

I am opposed to the bill, H. R. 1776, 
which we now have under consideration 

I am opposed to it because I am con
vinced that it is a complete and all
inclusive delegation of the entire legis
lative authority and responsibility in this 
field to the President-an authority and 
responsibility which the Constitution re
poses exclusively in the Congress-a dele
gation of legislative power so far reach
ing that it will be dangerous, if not 
disastrous, to our very system of repre-· 
sentative government. I am further 
opposed to this particular bill because 
I honestly and conscientiously believe, 
after the most thorough study I can give 
it, that if it passes it will not promote 
but, on the contrary, it may destroy the 
defense of the United States, and that, 
moreover, it will not give Britain the 
kind of aid she needs. Therefore, I am 
opposed to it, and unless it should be 
amended in such a way as to remove 
these fundamental objections I shall vote 
against it. 

I wish now in the short time allotted 
to me in this debate to discuss briefly 
what I conceive to be the issue, and the 
only real issue, involved in the consid
eration of the bill H. R. 1776. But, first, 
I am going to make an observation which, 
perhaps, I should not make. For the 
most part, the debate on this question has 
been proper, decorous, and devoid of 
partisan and hysterical statements and 
insinuations. I have sat in my place to
day, however, and listened to some ir
responsible, demagogic statements by 
politically minded partisan proponents 
of this bill, in which the patriotism and 
Americanism of those who .oppose it was 
challenged. Personally, I resented that. 
The impudent insinuation was made that 
the opponents of this bill were anti
British, that their opposition was in line 
with Nazi propaganda, and that they had 
no feeling for the gallant Britons who 
today are fighting with their backs 
against the wall for the preservation of 
their homes and of the democratic way 
of life. I find it hard to overlook that 
kind of insult, and I merely want to say 
to those gentlemen who had no better 
taste than to indulge in remarks of that 
kind that my own ancestors happened to 
be British. They came to this country 
from England more than 300 years ago
more than 140 years before our American 
Revolution. Their direct descendants 
were American soldiers in the American 
Revolutionary War. They have taken 
part in every war in which this country 
has been engaged from the Revolution 
down to the World War, in which, inci
dentally, in a humble way I was privi
leged to have a humble part as an en
listed man in the United States Navy. 
That is all I desire to say; but I hope to 
hear no more of that kind of criticism or 
insinuation from the other side of the 
House during the remainder of this de
bate. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, what is the iS.sue in
volved in this bill? In my opinion, the 
issue arises out of two or three rather 
simple questions. The first is, What does 
the administration claim for this bill in 
the way of aid to Britain? What do 
they claim it will do; and just what kind 
of aid do they propose to give to Britain 
under this bill? The second question is 
whether the . kind of aid they propose is 
necessary or desirable from the viewpoint 
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of national defense of the United States. 
The third question is this: Why is it 
necessary, in order to give this aid to 
Britain, to resort to a bill of this char
acter, under which we certainly provide 
no mandatory aid of any kind, but under 
which, instead, we merely transfer from 
the Congress to the President the entire 
jurisdiction upon this subject which is 
now vested in the Congress by the Con
stitution? If we want to aid Britain, 
why must we surrender our legislative 
power to do so by passing this bill, which 
merely gives to the President unlimited 
discretion to do as he pleases in this 
regard? 

That is the issue, and the whole issue, 
involved in consideration of this bill, and 
those are the questions out of which that 
issue arises. 

Most of the arguments that have been 
advanced here, it · seems to me, are en
tirely beside the point. There is cer
tainly no controversy over the question of 
total national defense, because, as every 
gentleman knows, the Congress of the 
United States by mandatory law has al
ready provided for the total defense of 
the United States. The Congress has 
done this of its own volition, upon its own 
initiative, and wholly upon its own re
sponsibility as the lawmaking body of 
the Nation. It has fully authorized the 
defense establishment, which, when com
pleted, will be the largest and most pow
erful on earth; and it has provided the 

· money with which to do it. The admin
istration and execution of this manda
tory law of Congress is vested in the 
President, who, under the Constitution, 
is charged with the sole duty and respon
sibility of carrying it out. 

Let me take time to call attention 
briefly to the several phases of the de
fense program. I want to do this be
cause it has been charged that the Con
gress is slow, that it ·has not talten the 
proper initiative, and that therefore su
preme power should be vested in the 
President, as provided in H. R. 1776. The 
first and probably the most important 
phase of the defense program is the two
ocean navy and the expansion of our 
shore facilities. If any member of .the 
Naval Affairs Committee is present, he 
will certainly concur in my statement 
that that proposal did not come from 
the President; that both the affirmative 
action and the direct proposal came from 
the Committee on Naval Affairs; and 
that it came long before the President 
ever accepted it as a part of his policy. 

That was the case also wjth another 
very necessary part of naval defense, the 
naval air station establishments. I think 
in the debate on a naval bill the other 
day I reminded you of the fact that it 
took us 5 years to establish the first naval 
air station in our present expansion pro
gram before we could get the consent of 
the President · to let that proposal go 
through. I am not criticizing the Presi
dent, and I want that plainly understood. 
I desire to give the President full credit 
for all he has done, and he has done a · 
great deal; but I also want to give the 
Congress full credit for those things it 
has done. I want to remind you that in 
times of emergency like this the Congress 
always acts. It usually acts before the 

Executive is ready to accept its proposals. 
It . acts with wisdom based on the long 
and expert experience of its committees. 
It has proved itself always to be far
sighted. It has invariably chosen the 
right time to act, and when the time 
came it has acted, as a general rule, with 
even greater speed than the Executive 
could act. 

The next thing the Congress did in our 
program o! total national defense was to 
pass the conscription bill, under which 
we are now raising and implementing the 
most powerful, the most modern mili
tary establishment in the world. And 
that bill, Mr. · Chairman, did not come 
from the President. It was introduced 
in this body by the distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. WADS
WORTH] without any initial approval or 
even cooperation of the President and 
without consulting the President. It was 
introduced in the Senate by an opponent 
of the President and, in fact, by one of 
the principal purgees of the President, 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BURKEl. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, the gen

tleman is making a very informative 
speech. I yield him 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. MO'IT. That bill, the conscrip
tion bill, was passed, and is a part of 
national-defense program. We are also 
now on our way to establishing the great
est air force in the world, all for the pur
pose of getting this country prepared to 
defend itself when that time comes. And 
I hope you gentlemen will remember, 
when they have the propaganda that 
Congress must now surrender its power 
to the President, because only the Presi
dent can act in an emergency, that it 
was the Congress and not the President 
which did these things I have referred to. 

I have never been one to say that there 
was no danger to this country from the 
aggressor nations. On the contrary, for 
years both in committee and on this floor 
I have tried to point out the very decided 
probability of a war, not only with one of 
these dictator nations, but with a com
bination of all of the dictator nations. 
That is why I wanted a two-ocean Navy, 
and why I advocated it as early as 1938, 
and that is why I have wanted all of the 
other things that make up our national
defense establishment. 

Very well; we passed those laws; and 
where do they stand now in regard to our 
present efforts to aid Britain? As a 
part of those and other laws we have 
given the President complete authority 
over priorities in the manufacture and 
delivery of war equipment to Britain. 
Britain at this time has several billions 
of dollars ·of orders for planes and other 
war material in this country. The Pres
ident under existing law is authorized to 
determine how much of the whole pro
duction in America shall go. to Britain 
and how much shall go to our own Army 
and Navy. During the past year the tes
timony before the Naval Affairs Commit
tee shows, so far as naval planes and 
equipment are concerned, something 
more than 75 percent has ·gone to Brit
ain. In Army planes and Army material 
it is even higher than that, and the Pres
ident has full authority under existing 
law to order the delivery of 100 percent 

of the entire American war production 
to England if he wants to. So I say 
that his power in that regard is com
plete; that he is fully exercising that 
power and has been doing so ever since 
these laws were passed; and that deliver
ies of war material to Britain at the 
present time are limited colely by our 
capacity to produce. 

Now, what does Britain need? What 
kind of aid should we give her? Let me 
say in the first place that Britain herself 
ought to know what kind of aid she needs, 
and I call your attention to the fact that 
British authorities have repeatedly said 
that what they want is planes, and tanks, 
and munitions, and more planes, and 
tanks, and munitions. Delivery of this 
war equipment, as I have said, is limited 
only by our own capacity to produce, 
and that capacity is increasing rapidly 
every hour. 

Now, lately Britain has said that after 
the present orders are filled she will not 
have enough cash to pay for any further 
orders. I say if that is the case-and I 
am willing to take Britain's and the ad
ministration's word for it-then the aid 
which I propose, and which the minority 
has here proposed and will propose again 
upon its motion to recommit, is the 
proper and the most valuable kind of 
aid-namely, an appropriation of as 
much money as Britain needs to con
tinue to purchase this war equipment. 
I say that that, together with the war 
equipment which the President is already 
giving Britain from our Government
owned naval and military supplies, is 
complete aid to Britain; it is the most 
real and effective kind of aid; and we 
can give that aid without surrendering 
any of our own legislative jurisdiction 
and without passing a bill that will dras
tically alter our representative system of 
government. 

The provisions of this bill, H. R. 1776, 
have been so thoroughly discussed that I 
cannot add much to the discussion; but I 
simply want to say this: There is nothing 
to be gained by any Member's trying 
to deceive himself as to the scope of this 
bill, because no intelligent man can pas- • 
sibly deceive himself. This bill is abso
lutely unlimited in scope-as unlimited 
as legislative language can make it. It 
transfers the whole legislative jurisdic
tion in this field to the President, and it 
simply gives him discretionary authority 
to aid Britain in any way he pleases, 
upon any terms he pleases, and under any 
conditions he pleases; he is the sole judge 
of what aid, if any, shall be given and of 
the terms and conditions upon which it 
shall be given. It gives the President the 
power to make treaties, alliances, com.;; 
mitments, and binding agreements with 
any nation on earth without ratification 
by the Senate and without the consent 
or approval of the Congress, and without 
even the knowledge of the Congress. It 
allows him to make any kind of trade he 
pleases with any belligerent power he 
pleases. It allows him to sell, trade, lend, 
or give away the whole or any part of 
the United States Navy; to purchase 
American merchant ships and send them 
into the war zones; to convoy them by 
naval vessels; to repair and outfit battle
ships of foreign belligerent nations in 



• 

654 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE FEBRUARY 5 
American harbors; to purchase foreign 
warships; and to do anything and every
thing he may choose to do in regard to 
anything defined-in the bill as a "defense 
article,'' which includes everything from 
bread to machine guns. It allows him 
to have an important part in the conduct 
of this present foreign war; and that, I 
think, is probably the most important as 
well as the most dangerous thing in the 
whole bill. 

I have never been one of those who say 
that the President wants to get this coun
try into war. I do not believe he does. 
I do not believe the President has ever 
wanted to get this country into war; but 
I do say it is my sincere conviction-and 
I base that upon the very terms of the 
bill and upon what we all know to be 
the real foreign policy of the President. 
That policy was announced by the Presi
dent in his Chicago speech in 1937, and 
he has never changed his position on it. 
The policy announced then was that the 
United States should help to police the 
world and that it should take parallel ac
tion with the other democracies to put 
down the dictators in all parts of the 
world . . That was, as you recall, his 
famous "quarantine" speech. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. MOTT. I thank the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Commit
tee the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. BLOOM] for his courtesy. I say 
that policy was announced by the Presi
dent long before this emergency ever 
began, and that he has never changed it. 
His present proposal to make the United 
States the arsenal for democracies is 
merely another name for it. Whether 
his policy is right or wrong, under the 
unlimited authority given him by this 
bill he will now have the power and the 
opportunity to put it into full effect. If 
those powers are put into effect the in
evitable result must be to lead this coun
try into war, even though the President 
does not desire it, because it is impossible 
to exercise those powers and still keep 
the United States at peace. There are 
provisions in this bill which, if exercised, 
would bring about situations the natural 
and inevitable consequence of which 
would be war. I think no one doubts 
that. In fact, it has been freely ad
mitted here in this debate by some of the 
most able and concientious advocates of 
the bill. 

For this reason it is clear to one that 
the bill permits the President to do acts 
which will result in war, thereby putting 
the country into war without the consti
tutional requirement of a declaration by 
Congress. One of those acts would be 
the reconditioning and overhauling Brit
ish battleships in New York Harbor. I 
am familiar with those facilities in New 
York Harbor. I voted in committee for 
the bill which authorized the building of 
them, but I never expected to see a bill 
which would permit the President to use 
them for repair of battleships of a na
tion with which we were not actually in 
war as an ally. In our war plans, as YoU 
know, we must consider all kinds of prob
able war situations-wars in which Eng-

land, or any other nation, may be our 
ally, and in which England or any other 
nation may be our enemy. It is right 
and necessary to make those plans and 
to prepare the facilities for any probable 
contingency. The time may come when 
it might well be to the advantage of the 
United states in her own defense to re
pair British battleships in our docks in 
New York Harbor, and if we do we must 
expect retaliation to follow a!) a matter 
of course. That would be the risk we 
would have to take in those circum
stances. Such retaliation, by the way, 
now is possible, because we have Navy 
bombers which have a radius of 7,000 
miles and are able to carry a full load of 
bombs for that distance. So if and when 
we do repair British battleships in New 
York Harbor, we are, of course, in war. 

Now, I have said that sometime it may 
be to our advantage to go to war by that 
route; but when that time comes, as a 
Member of the Congress of the United 
States, which is charged by the Consti
tution with the sole responsibility of ex
ercising the war-making power, I insist 
that I myself retain the right to vote 
whether we do that thing or not. I am 

· not willing in advance to leave it in the 
discretion of the President by voting now 
for this bill, which will transfer the war
making power to the President, and to 
leave the people whom I have sworn to 
represent without any voice and without 
a remedy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oregon has again ex
pired. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. If 
the gentleman will yield to me, I will give 
him 2 minutes of my time. 

Mr. MOTT. I yield gladly to the gen
tlewoman from Massachusetts, a distin
guished member of the committee. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Does 
not the gentleman feel that England 
would much rather have a specific, liberal 
sum of money with which to purchase 
things in our country so that she could 
get those things promptly? The gentle
man wants to give aid to Great Britain 
just as I do, and to give it now. 

Mr. MOTT. I am thoroughly con
vinced of that. I am convinced of it by _ 
.the statements of witnesses before the 
Naval Affairs Committee, including the 
testimony of plane manufacturers. That 
is the principal thing the British want. 
They want delivery of planes. They want 
delivery of tanks. They want delivery of 
artillery and of munitions and of all the 
things they need. They are willing to 
pay for it if they can, and up to now 
they have paid for it, but their willing
ness to pay does not speed up produc
tion, and certainly nothing in this bill 
H. R. 1776 will or can speed up produc
tion. That is now flatly admitted by 
the sponsors of this bill. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. In 
other words, they want first things first. 

Mr. MOTT. They want first things 
first and they are willing to pay for it 
as long as they can. I am willing, and 
I know that the overwhelming majority 
in Congress is willing right now, to ap
propriate enough money so that they can 
pay for whatever they need when their 
credit is exhausted, and let me say that 

H. R. 1776 does not provide for any such 
direct and necessary aid to Britain as 
that. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. If 
this bill should pass in its present form, 
is it not true that the President would 
virtually be controlling the strategy of 
the European and Asiatic wars? 

Mr. MOTT. There is no doubt about 
that; and that, as I have said, is the most 
dangerous part of the bill. He would 
have a very important part in the con
duct of a foreign war; and when the 
Commander in Chief of the Army and 
Navy of the United States has a vital 
or controlling part in the conduct of a 
foreign war, then I do not see how it 
would be possible for us to keep out. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. · 

Mr. BLOOM. I would like to know 
who has charge of the time? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I am 
willing that the gentleman have 2 min
utes of my time. 

Mr. BLOOM. I did not know the lady 
had control of the t ime on the minority 
side. 

Mr. MOTT. Does the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee desire to yield me some additional 
time? 

Mr. BLOOM. I would like to know 
who has charge of the time on that side? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield the gentleman · 
from Oregon 2 minutes from the time 
assigned to the gentlewoman from Mas
sachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOTT. I yield. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Does 

. not this bill also, if passed in its present 
form, give the President authority to 
take over all agricultural products in the 
country? Cotton, for instance, is a war 
commodity. 

Mr. MOTT. It does, most certainly; 
because they are listed as "defense 
articles," and as "defense articles" the 
President may do anything he pleases 
wi~h them. [Applause.] . 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
WILSON] such time as he desires. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, we usu
ally credit man with being the most intel
ligent animal on earth. He can easily 
master animals many times larger than 
himself. This power we attribute to his 
superior mental ability. He is supposed 
to learn faster, retain his knowledge 
longer, and at all times profit by his mis
takes. 

I well remember dad's mule once came 
near a sinkhole and the ground caved in 
with him. Twenty-five years later he 
had become an old mule, but he still 
would not go near that sinkhole. But re
member that he, being a mule, had only 
half horse sense. Yet experience meant 
a lot to that old mule. Perhaps profiting 
by experience made him an old mule. 

Less than 25 years ago we stubbed our 
toe when we set out to make the world 
safe for democracy. The man who has 
half horse sense should be able to recall 
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that World War No. 1 cost us the lives of 
122,160 men, 52,779 of whom were killed 
on the battlefields and now lie under Eu
ropean dirt. It cost us up to 1938 approx
imately $48,000,000,000, or about ~400 per 
~an, woman, and child. To a family of 
10 the cost was $4,000 just in money, to 
say nothing of other costs. 

Now, some say that the purpose of this 
, bills is to stall off Hitler that we may have 
time to arm. This is a poor argument 
when we consider that Hitler has been 
arming for 7 years and has not yet in
vaded England across 20 miles of water, 
and that we have been sending away 
practically all of our new defense equip
ment as fast as we have been able to 
produce it. 

I have listened rather patiently for 
several days to the hearings and to the 
debate on the lend-lease bill. I also 
have followed closely the workings of 
the New Deal throughout its existence. 
I firmly believe that this bill has as its 
hidden purpose direct involvement of the 
United States in a foreign war. 

This bill before us in Congress today 
involves far more than aid to Britain; 
war in support of British policy in Eu
rope or around the world, or the com
plete abrogation of congressional powers. 
The fundamental domestic issue raised is 
a question of whether we A:ineri~an rep
resentatives are to award dictatorial 
powers of policing the world to the Presi
dent. 

There is no doubt in my mind that our 
. brief war-prosperity boom will bust into 

a depression that will make the 1930's 
seem like boom days. Then we will find 
ourselves and generations to come in a 
condition of poverty and bankruptcy un
known to any people of this great coun
try of ours. 

Must we now take this drastic step of 
underwriting a British victory, a step af
ter which there is no alternative, but 
perhaps to eventually place millions of 
our best men up for cannon fodder, after 
which again we will have not thousands 
but millions of widows, orphans, and dis
abled veterans. 

Our cherished American institutions 
and traditions may experience the revo
lutionary changes which the ardent New 
Deal left-wingers have reconciled them
selves to since the President entered the 
White House. Make no mistake about it, 
if we vote to pass this dictatorship bill, 
we Representatives vote ourselves into the 
powerless status of · an electoral college 
or the present German Reichstag. 

As Thomas Jefferson once said: 
For us to attempt to reform all Europe and 

bring them back to principles of morality, 
and a respect for the equal rights of nations, 
would show us to be only maniacs of an
other character. 

Europe's fighting never ceases. Their quar
rels are never settled, and for us to become 
entangled on one side, to pay their bills and 
fight their battles, means disaster. 

In this fight against aggressors let us 
not ourselves become aggressors. And 
in our aim to save democracy let us not, 
in the cot:rse of battle, destroy the very 
thing we are fighting to preserve. 

If you like this prospect, go ahead. I 
do not like it and, therefore, to save 
America-to say nothing of the world-1 

will struggle to the end to keep this coun
try out of war. 

As Thomas Jefferson has said: 
I am not ·for linking ourselves by new 

treaties with the quarrels of Europe; enter
ing that field of slaughter to preserve their 
balance • • •. The first object of my 
heart is my own country. 

An American boy, on American soil, 
under any and all conditions, is better 
than an American boy under European 
dirt. EApplause.J 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Indiana EMr. GILLIEJ. 

Mr. GILLIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
register my protest, and the protests of 
large numbers of my constituents, against 
the passage of H. R. 1776, a bill which has 
been labeled "An act to promote the de
fense of the United States, and for other 
purposes." 

My able colleague the gentlewoman 
from Ohio [Mrs. BoLTON], in her inspir
ing speech of last Monday, commented at 
some length on the hidden meaning of 
the routine phrase, "for other purposes." 
She pointed out, and rightly, that the 
danger in this bill lies in its unwarranted 
delegation of vast war-making powers to 
an Executive who has clearly demon
strated, by his past actions, that he will 
not hesitate to use them. 

Let us now, before proceeding to a vote, 
investigate a little further into the "other 
purposes" of this bill. And after deter
mining their exact nature, let us examine 
the methods by which it is proposed that 
we accomplish these purposes. 

The proponents of this bill state that 
its principal purpose is to provide aid to 
Great Britain in her life-and-death strug
gle with the totalitarian powers. They 
assert that we must pass this bill now, 
without further amendment, in order 
that we may immediately throw our 
great productive capacity behind the 
British Empire. 

My sympathies naturally lie with 
Great Britain, for I am a native of the 
British Isles and even now bombs may 
be blasting away my ancestral home. 
If I felt that this bill actually would 
bring immediate aid to Britain, without 
weakening our own inadequate defenses 
or robbing Congress of its constitutional 
powers, I would be the first to vote for 
it. In fact the bill would command al
most universal support. 

But wili it do this? The answer, ac
cording to military experts, is in the 
negative. Only yesterday the able mi
nority leader of the Naval Affairs Com
mittee pointed out that this bill will not 
get a single extra airplane to England. 
It will not make available a single tank, 
a single gun, a single shiP-unless we 
strip our own defenses to provide them. 

What, then, is the purpose of this bill? 
If it is simply to provide financial aid to 
Britain, why is it necessary to grant these 
dictatorial powers to the President? Why 
cannot Congress, retaining control of the 
purse and the sword, appropriate a fixed 
sum to be spent in the financing of 
British purchases in this country? Would 
this not be the constitutional, sensible 
way to proceed? Would this not be the 

, American way? · 

. 
I have followed the bearings and the 

debate on this measure very closely and 
I have yet to hear a single, convincing 
answer to the question of why it is neces
sary for Congress to abdicate in order 
to provide aid to Great Britain. 

Supporters of the bill argue that the 
emergency demands it. But is there not 
always an emergency? Hardly a week 
has gone by during the past 8 years that 
the President has not demanded addi
tional powers in the name of one emer
gency or another. 

I contend that there is no emergency 
here that Congress cannot properly deal 
with in its own way. There is nothing 
that the President can do to aid Britain, 
within the limits of the Constitution and 
without weakening American defenses, 
that Congress cannot also do. The Presi
dent is using aid to Britain as a smoke 
screen behind which he hopes to . wrest 
from Congress complete blank-check 
control over the destinies of a great 
people. 

It is not my intention to enter into an 
extended discussion of H. R. 1776 and its 
many dangerous implications. There. are 
other speakers who no doubt will do so. 
Before concluding, however, I do intend 
to voice my conviction-and the appar
ent conviction of a majority of my con
stituents-that passage of this bill would 
be another step in our steady progress 
toward active participation in this war. 

It should not be necessary to remind 
Members of this body that they were 
elected only 3 short months ago on 
pledges to keep America out of foreign 
wars. These pledges were made in the 
platforms of both political parties and 
were repeatedly enunciated in the cam
paign speeches of the Presidential candi
dates. They should constitute a solemn 
covenant between the people and their 
elected representatives. 

As for me, I made that pledge to the 
citiz2ns of the Fourth Indiena District in 
1938 and 1940. I renew it now in this 
Chamber, which houses the greatest law
making body in the world. I intend to 
keep it. I shall vote against H. R. 1776 
because serious study of its provisions has 
convinced me beyond question that its 
passage would lead to one-man Govern
ment and war. 

If we are to preserve democracy at 
home and prevent American participa
tion in a disastrous war abroad, we must 
do it now by defeating this dangerous, un
American proposal. If we fail in this 
solemn hour, "tomorrow may be forever 
too late." EApplause.J 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
all during the hearings in the House and 
Senate committees I have wanted to hear 
the whole evidence available on the bill 
H. R. 1776, whether in accord with my 
own views or not. 

I recall a statement in the press about 5 
weeks ago, I believe by Senator WHEELER, 
that William R. Davis would appear be
fore some committee and testify regard
ing the peace proposal he is reported to 
have brought back from Berlin and to 
have submitted to the State Depart
ment in October 1939. 
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Why has William R. Davis not yet ap
peared as a witness in any hearing on this 
matter? I do not have any purpose in 
asking this question except to advocate 
the presentation of all known evidence 
possible on so important a measure as 
this. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
20 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MARCANTONIO], WhO Will be the 
last speaker on this side. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman, 
it is most unfortunate that the most im
portant question that has confronted the 
people of the United States since the 
declaration of war in 1917 is being kept 
from the American people by a maze of 
confusion, probably· not purposely done 

·by some people but certainly this con-
fusion results from a conspiracy to be
cloud the real issues involved in the 
proposed legislation and the real im
plications in-volved throughout the pro
mulgation of the present prewar policy 
which we have been pursuing since May 
16, 1940, when the President launched 
the present blitzkrieg against the peace 
·and freedom of the American people 
fro~ the rostrum of this chamber. If 
the American people were made to realize 
by a clear presentation of the facts on 
the part of the press and on the part of 
the radio that the policy of armaments 
as a:1 arsenal for one side of the bel
ligerents as against the other side neces
sarily and inexorably leads to participa
tion by actual conflict, and if the 
American people were made to realize the 
war implications involved in the policy 
of aid to Britain by means of converting 

·the United States into an arsenal for 
so-called democracy, I am certain that 
these selfsame American people who are 
definitely opposed to war would likewise 
be opposed to this policy of aid to Britain 
and its corollary policy of making the 
United States an arsenal for alleged 
democracy. 

Mr. Chairman, everything has been 
done since the President addressed the 
Congress of the United States on the 
16th day of May to keep from the masses 
of America the course involved in this 
policy, to wit, the inexorable course to
ward war which this policy sets forth. 
We first sold this war program to the 
American people in the month of May 
1940 by calling it national defense. We 
were told that the country was in 
imminent danger of invasion and that 
it was necessary to pursue an armament 
program. Subsequently we were told 
that since we had the armament we 
must provide the men. So we adopted 
a policy of militarizing the American 
youth by conscription. Then slowly we 
began to drop the national-defense angle 
a little bit and we ·permitted to creep 
out in public something which was a 
little more bold. 

This was the program of aid to Britain 
short of war. Of course all of the 
papers, all of the radios, and all of the 
instrumentalities of propaganda in this 
country, which incidentally are con
trolled by monopoly capital, the same 
forces that were responsible for the last 
European war and the same forces that 
are responsible ·for this war, naturally 

did not bring out to the American people 
the implications that were involved in 
aid short of war; namely, that aid short 
·of war simply shortened the distance 
between peace and war for the people 
of the United States. 

So they sold that idea ,and they sold 
it very cleverly by means of bringing 
about a sort of political false national 
unity in the last campaign, and I refer 
to the strangest political campaign that 
we have ever seen, the Presidential elec
tion of 1940, where both . candidates had 
no difference whatsoever on this question 
of aid to Britain short of war. In fact, 
they both agreed on a program of arma
ments, conscription, and war, not for 
democracy but for imperialism. How
ever, they did not let the people know 
-their real intentions. They used weasel 
.words of keeping America out of foreign 
wars; but were actually agreed on an 
imperialist war program. This · inci
dentally has been borne out by the con
duct of the defeated candidate for Presi
dent of the United States during the last 
3 weeks. 

This utility barefoot boy went over to 
England and strolled · aiong the streets. of 
London in Horatio Alger's hero style. 
.You know, the man who came up tne 
hard way, with his locks over his fore
head and his tie askew. The husky
voiced crusader for the commonwealth 
people of America came upon the debris 
.and the wreckage caused by the Nazi 
bombs and · when he looked upon this 
wreckage he made a great contribution 
to world literature. He said, "Gee, it's 
awful." That contribution is going to 
go down in the history of world litera
ture alongside the Sermon on the 
Mount and the Gettysburg Address. 
[Laughter.] 

His conduct there and his attitude on 
·this bill are an effort to carry out the 
purposes of that queer campaign
namely, to take over the 22,000,000 who 
voted against his opponent to the side 
of the President's war policy. This con
duct proves what I charged during the 
political campaign-that there was no 
difference between these two candidates. 
Essentially they were both pro-war can
didates, and Mr. Willkie, in particular, 
reminded me of a prize fighter who had 
been sent into the ring under agreement 
to take a dive. His attitude proves con
clusively that he carried a towel in his 
trunks, and I am sorry for his managers, 
because they must have had an awful 
job keeping him from throwing in that 
towel in the first round. [Applause.] 

So we find the tired, husky-voiced cru
sader of the common "wealth" [laughter] 
people now confusing the 22,000,000 peo
ple who voted for him and who supported 
him because they did not want war. We 
also find an awful lot of confusion cre
ated by some of the opposition to this 
bill, because I maintain that in all hon
esty anybody who advocates aid to Eng
land, who believes in all-out aid to Eng
land, cannot very well criticize the basic 
features of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this 
bill because I am opposed to converting 
this country into an arsenal, not an ar
senal for democracy, if you please, but 
an arsenal in pursuance of a policy which 

would catapult the American people into 
a war which is not a war for democracy 
but a war for the maintenance of the 
present British imperialist interests, a 
war between two gangs of imperialistic 
bandits, one gang who stole yesterday 
and one gang who is trying to steal today. 
This war, which we are told is a war for 
demo"cracy in order to force us into it, 
should be analyzed from every aspect. 
Of course, it is now also being sold to 
the American people as a war for Chris
tianity, as Lord Halifax said in a radio 
speech some time ago. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I yield to the 
gentlewoman from Illinois. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Does the 
gentleman know of any war that has 
ever succeeded in increasing Christian
ity? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I have never 
known of any imperialistic war that has 
ever succeeded in increasing Christian
ity or democracy. One thing I also know 
is that this war is just as imperialistic in 
character as the last war, and I shall de
velop that point as I go along in my 
speech. They are trying to sell this as 
.a war for Christianity, as a war for 
democracy . . I think the best evidence of 
the character of this war is the repre
sentative that this so-called democracy 
has sent here. . 

Lord Halifax, or, as the British work
ers who are now living in the subways of 
London while his friends live in exclu
sive underground hotels call him "Lord 
Holy Fox" [laughter], despite his ca
daverous appearance of an unwrapped 
Egyptian mummy, he is the one who is 
sent here to tell us that he and his 
fellow rulers of Britain and the British 
Empire are the champions of democracy, 
.that they are fighting this war for 
democracy. Itt& the same Lord Halifax 
who has betrayed democracy on . every 
occasion he has had contact with it; Lhe 
same Halifax who betrayed the people of 
.Spain wl).en they were fighting for their 
democracy; the same Halifax who be
trayed democracy at Munich and sold it 
down the river and made a deal with 
Hitler; the same Halifax who is part of 
.that Cliveden group in England that 
gave money to Hitler, that built up this 
.frankenstein in the hope that Hitler 
would march eastward toward Russia: 
the same Lord Halifax who as Viceroy 
.of India sent 47,000 Indians to jail be
cause they asked for the independence 
and freedom of their country. This same 
Lord Halifax, who has been the spokes
man for the appeasement faction in 
England for many, many years, was un
fortunately greeted right up here by the 
President of the United States. I cannot 
help but remember my history, that the 
last time a British battleship c9.me this 
near to Washington was when the Brit
ish redcoats burned the White House 
and the Capitol of the United States. 

He is supposed to be a spokesman of 
democracy. Is not the very presence of 
this man as a representative of the Brit
ish interests indicative of the character 
of the war that is being waged today, not 
for democracy but for the preservation of 
empire? 
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If that does not convince you, let me 

point out something else as to the char
acter of the war that is now being waged. 
This will come as a surprise to many of 
my colleagues, and I now present unques
tionable and irrefutable evidence that to
day British financiers and German finan
ciers, the representatives of Adolf Hitler, 
are still doing business. They are still 
conducting business for profit · among 
themselves, yet we are told that they are 
fighting to destroy Hitlerism. Let us see 
whether they are fighting Hitlerism or 
are seeking to protect their financial and 
other imperialist interests. 

I refer to the report of the Bank for 
International Settlements which was is
sued on May 27, 1940. On the list of the 
board of this bank you will find the names 
·of the following gentlemen: Montagu 
Norman, Governor of the Bank of Eng
land, and Dr. Funk, director of Hitler's 
economic policy, as joint directors; Van 
Zeeland, as manager of the bank; with 
·two other German bankers, three French
men, two Italians, a Dutchman, a Swiss, 
and a Swede as the other directors. 

The bank makes the interesting com
mentary: it "undertakes only such oper
ations as are irreproachable from the 
point of view of both the belligerent and 
other countries. In December 1939 cer.;. 
tain rules of conduct which the bank had 
as a matter of fact' observed since the 
month of September were codified and 
brought to the knowledge of its clients." 

You who are asking us to follow a 
policy which will inevitably plunge us into 
actual con:flict, not plunge us in war, 
because we are in that war from the 
standpoint of armaments-from the 
standpoint of having put our country on 
a war-economy basis we are actually in 
war-you are asking us to go further 
into that war, and inevitably, for now 
that you have become this arsenal and 
this military reservoir, you are bound to 

· engage in actual con:flict. You are ask
ing us ·to do that for what?, For de
mocracy? ·Are you convinced in your 

· hearts that this clash between Great 
Britain and Hitler is a clash for the pres
ervation of our way of life, that it is a 
clash for idealism, that it is a clash for 
democracy and the maintenance of dem
ocratic principles throughout the world? 
Can you be convinced of that in the face 
of the fact that you have here as Am
bassador one of the chief appeasers of 
Hitlerism, and that you have here con
crete proof that the monopoly capitalists 
of England are still doing business with 
the monopoly capitalists of Nazi Ger
many? 

Let me also call your attention to some
thing else about this British democracy 
for which we are asked to fight. 

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

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kentucky. · -

Mr. CREAL. According to the kind of 
government they have, if there is no dif
ference, if the gentleman shifted his citi
zenship tomorrow for life, where would 
he prefer to live, in Germany or in 
England, with their known customs, laws, 
and permits? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. That is not a 
fair question, for the· simple reason that 
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I prefer to live in my own country, the 
United States. The question is so hypo
thetical that you cannot expect anyone 
to give a concret~ answer. My point, 
however, is that, while there may be a 
difference between the ruthless course of 
British imperialism and that of Nazi 
Germany, the difference is one of degree, 
and that degree is so small that it does 
not warrant us in pursuing an arsenal 
policy such as this bill provides, which 
will push us further into war and force 
us to shed the blood of our youth and 
spend billions of our dollars. 

Mr. CREAL. Will the gentleman yield 
for one other question, please? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Certainly. 
Mr. CREAL. Does the gentleman call 

it a small matter when one country pre
serves the 12-man jury system, freedom 
of the press, and freedom of religion, 
which one country has and one does not? 
Does the gentleman call those things 
small differences? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Oh, but your 
premise is wrong. Where is this freedom 
in Britain, which censors and suppresses 
the antiwar press and conscripts labor; 
ih the Britain which is ruled by Tories 
who were elected 5 years ago and act 
toward the people as though they were 
ruling five centuries ago? · I ask you, 
what freedom of the press. and what 
freedom is there for 300,000,000 people in 
India? What freedom does England give 
to the Indian people? I ask you,_ what 
freedom is there that Britain gives to 

' the exploited natives of South Africa; to 
the Boers down in South Africa? I ask 
you, what freedom is it that Great Brit- . 
ain gives which is any different from the 
freedom that the Nazis give Norway; in 

·the exploitation of millions of people in 
the British West Indies? _ 

Ah, when we talk about freedom, let 
us not just point to the lack of freedom in 
Nazi Germany. Let us also realize the 
lack of freedom that exists in one-fifth 
of the world that is under the British 
Empire, and you cannot get away from 
that. 

Let me give you an example of what 
is going on in India today. We are going 
to send bombers to the British Govern
ment. Today bombers are being em
ployed in dropping bombs on natives in 
the hills of northern India. Sure, those 
facts do not come out. You do not think 
for a minute that the British censors are 
going to let that out, but Indians are in 
this country who have recently arrived 
here, and they have told me personally 
that Indian people in the northern hills 
of India are being bombed by British 
bombers because those people are seeking 
freedom from the exploitation and en
slavement of British imperialism. 

Certainly, I say I do not want to see a 
Hitler victory, but I am likewise opposed 
to a victory of British imperialism, or, 
for that matter, even Wall Street impe
rialism. All imperialism means enslave
ment of the working class throughout the 
world, and particularly enslavement of 
the people in our own country, if we pur
sue an imperialistic war course. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

the gentleman from New York 5 more 
minutes. · 

Mr. CREAL. When the gentlem-an is 
speaking of that method of suppression, 
does he know in all history where any 
government, when people inside of its 
sovereign domain rebelled against the 
government, did not use the necessary 
force for suppression, even in America at 
the time of the secession of the Southern 
States? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. So therefore 
the gentleman wants us to embark on a 
policy which will aid those forces that 
are suppressing people who are rebelling, 
in order to attain that democracy which 
you say we are going to fight for by the 
enactment of this bill. 

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

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I yield. 
Mr. WHITE. I would like to ask the 

gentleman if he knows what the British 
Navy was doing just 100 years ago. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. That is history. 
Mr. WHITE. Smashing the ports of 

China to force opium down the throats 
of the Chinese. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I am glad the 
gentleman mentioned opium. Look at 
the League of Nations' report on this 
great democracy, this great champion of 
civilization and· Christianity which did 
nothing less than employ the use of 
opium in order to demoralize the natives 
of China so that the·y could not resist 
British imperialism in China. 

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

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. The gentleman in declin

-ing to state in which country he would 
prefer to live, but rather preferred to live 
in America, and in his characterization 
.of this ·war as imperialism versus im
perialism, raised a question in my mind 
as to what he thought would constitute 
the greatest threat to America, which he 
has said he loves, and I sincerely believe 
he does--

Mr. MARCANTONIO. The greatest 
threat to America--

Mr. GORE. The greatest threat to 
America, the overwhelming defeat of 
Great Britain by the German forces or 
the defeat of Germany by the British 
forces? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I say that 
America's greatest threat lies in three 
forces: One from Hitlerism, a Hitler vic
tory; two, from a British imperialist 
victory; and, three, the most imminent 
danger to the welfare of the American 
people is by plunging the United States 
of America into this imperialist war [ap
plause], because we are not going into a 
war at the termination of which there 
will be established democracy and justice 
throughout Europe; but, on the contrary, 
we are going into a war in pursuance 
of the imperialist policies not only of 
Great Britain but of the United States 
Wall Street imperialist interests as well. 
I intend to develop the thought that 
what we are about to accomplish just 
now, and what we have really accom
plished, is the formation of a new axis. 
In this imperialist world crisis as opposed 
to the Rome-Tokyo-Berlin Axis, we have 
formed the Wall Street-Downing Street 
axis, and the worst thing for America is 

· a triumph of either one of those two axes. 
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The best thing for the American people 
is to bring about the defeat of both of 
these axes, and the most important thing 
that the American people can do to bring 
about the defeat of the Wall Street
Downing Street axis, as well as of the 
Rome-Tokyo-Berlin Axis, is to remain at 
peace, to build up our democracy, to give 
work to the unemployed of America, and 
to preserve civil and constitutional lib
erties in the greatest democracy in the 
world. [Applause.] 

Now, what kind of government does 
England have today? Ambassador Ken
nedy testified, and he said as follows, on 
page 237 of the hearings: 

But, nevertheless, I said very definitely ln 
a speech I made for President Roosevelt, 
that when the war came on on the 6th 
day of May last year the British passed a 
bill in 2 hours debate, and democracy went 
out of the window. 

Of course, you are going to say that 
this is just temporary, despite the fact 
that China and Spain were able to con
tinue a war without destroying their 
own democracy. 

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

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Let me com
plete t.his thought first. I think what 
the country ought to have is Ambassa
dor Kennedy's confidential report. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes more to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. He filed a con
fidential report with the State Depart
ment and the State Department sup
pressed it and will not release it. Apol-

. ogists for the State Department say that 
these documents are not released until 
17 years afterward, but that was not 
the case when Ambassador Bullitt went 
on the air and slandered tbe workers of 
France, falsely charging them with 
causing the defeat of France. When 
Colonel Donovan came back with a re
port and tried to blame France's col
lapse on labor legislation, not only was 
he permitted to release his report, but 
further than that, Colonel Knox wrote a 
preface for that report which was pub
lished in the press. I have before me a 
small newspaper entitled "In Fact," got
ten out by a gentleman whom I per
sonally know, George Seldes, in whom I 
have utmost confidence. On January 
13, 1941, he printed excerpts from that 
report. To this day the authenticity of 
the publication of this report has not 
been challenged, and I challenge the 
State Department to refute the authen
ticity of this report. This report, as we 
say in my district, is "the McCoy," it is 
the real goods. 

Here are the conclusions that Mr. 
Seldes derives from that report, which 
I repeat is reprinted in his paper In 
Fact, dated January 13, 1941. He says 
that this report was filed by Mr. John
son, counselor of the Embassy, for the 
Ambassador, dated London, October 10, 
1940. Here are the conclusions derived 
from that report: 

First. That England is proceeding ra
pidly toward fascism on the Nazi model. 

Second. That fascism cannot be sold 
the British people without the enthusias
tic cooperation of the Minister of Labor, 
Ernest Bevin. 

Third. That the people of England
the working people-are paying for the 
war, while the Government makes great 
concessions to the industrialists, muni
tions makers, and big business. 

Fourth. That the Government is not 
ab1e to protect its people against air 
raids. 

I had hoped that the State Department 
might meet the challenge issued by this 
publication. If we are going to defend 
England as a democracy, if England is 
our first line of def(mse, and our Am
l;>assador files a report to the effect that 
England is no longer a democracy, why 
does not the State Department-the ad
ministration-release that information 
to the American people, so that we can 
debate this question with our eyes open? 

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

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Yes. 
Mr. CREAL. I-n speaking of that very 

informal and undemocratic method of 
the British Parliament .in passing a bill 
within an hour without debate, had the 
same question been up in Germany, I 
presume the bill would first have been 
referred to a bouse committee, and after 
the house committee reported it would 
have then gone to the rules committee 
with ample debate and full discussio~ 
before being agreed to by the Reichstag? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Perhaps they 
might have taken a half hour less in 
Germany to pass the bill instead of 2 
hours. Is that a reason why we should 
pursue a policy to get us into war, to 
defend the government that destroys de
mocracy in 2 hours' time against the 
government that destroyed its democ
racy in 1 !,~ hours' time? If the gentle
man wants that distinction to justify our 
going into the war, he is welcome to it. 

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

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Yes. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 

agree with the gentleman that the De
partment of State should give the Con
gres.>, particularly the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate, the most complete information 
as to what its representatives find is 
going on in European and Asiatic coun
tries. We are expected to legislate prac
tically in the dark and I am glad the 
gentleman has brought that matter to 
the attention of the House. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Since the gen
tlewoman has discussed Asiatic coun
tries, bringing in China at this point is 
very important. China is fighting fer 
her life, putting up a genuine fight for 
democracy, but what is our policy toward 
China? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York bas again 
expired. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman has used all of the time on 
the Democratic time, I am glad to yield 
the gentleman 10 minutes from our side. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. The American 
Labor Party is doing pretty well. 
[Laughter and applause.] I want to 

thank the gentlemen of both parties for 
the time. 

China! What is our policy toward 
democratic China, which is being used as 
a bait to get people to support this kind 
of legislation? We loaned China $100,-
000,000. Ask the Chinese representative 
what they have been able to buy here. 
They have been unable to buy a single 
war article of any consequence by which 
they could prosecute the war of defense 
against Japanese aggression. This may 
astound you, but check up this statement 
at the State Department and you will 
find it is true . . For the past 6 months, 
instead of our exports to Japan declin
ing, our exports to Japan during the last 
6 months have been larger than at any 
other time during the period commenc
ing with the invasion of China by Japan. 
We are increasing our exports to Japan. 
What is our game over there? It is very 
obvious. We give China just a little bit 
to keep Japan busy, but never will we 
give China sufficient to make China win, 
so as to establish a democratic China, 
because a genuinely democratic China 
will be antagonistic to the imperialist 
interests not only of Japan but of Down
ing Street or Wall Street as well, and 
will never permit the exploitation which 
we, in conjunction with Japan and 
Downing Street, are conducting in China. 

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

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. The gentleman stated a 

few moments ago that No. 1 danger was 
of a Hitler victory. No. 2, I believe, was 
a British victory. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I did not mean 
anything by 1. 2, and 3. I say that the 
three of them are equally dangerous, but 
the most immediate danger is that of 
going into this war, thereby destroying 
our peace and our freedom. 

Mr. GORE. The gentleman says that 
victory by either one constitutes a threat. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Right. 
Mr. GORE. Then how does the gen

tleman justify, since they are now com
bating each other in a fight to the 
finish, bow does the gentleman justify 
his vote against all national-defense 
measures? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. The gentleman 
was here when I discussed that the other 
day. 

Mr. GORE. I would like to have the 
gentleman discuss it now in the light of 
what he has just said. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I will be glad 
to do so. When I voted against these 
allegedly national-defense bills I said 
they were constituting this country into 
a military reservoir for one side as 
against the other; that they were not 
being used strictly for national defense. 
I said that in June. The press and 
others called me names in the months 
following June 1940, but the President 
came here in January 1941 and said that 
we had to become an arsenal, and he 
said an arsenal for democracy. That is 
where I disagree with him. 

We are an arsenal, but not an arsenal 
for democracy. Therefore I will vote 
hundreds of millions of dollars for the 
strict defense of my country, but I will 
not vote for these appropriations since 
time and events have demonstrated con-
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elusively that we have not been appro
priating for the defense of our Nation, 
but rather we have appropriated in 
preparation to catapulting this country 
into an imperialist war, and being op
posed to that imperialist war, I refuse to 
appropriate for anything that catapults 
us into that war. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I yield. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Is it 

not true that all the time there was con
siderable expression of sympathy for ·the 
democracy of China? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Certainly. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. And 

yet we were sending scrap iron and arms 
to Japan with which to destroy that so
called democracy? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Yes, and we are 
exporting more to Japan now than we 
ever exported before. 

Now, I would like to tell you what the 
representatives of monopoly capital say. 
This is right straight from Wall Street. 
The National Industrial Conference 
Board, 247 Park Avenue, New York City, 
is one of the important research bureaus 
for the monopoly finance and monopoly 
business. Mr. Virgil Jordan, its presi
dent, made a speech before the Invest
ment Bankers Association at Hollywood, 
Fla., on December lOth last year. 

Mr. GORE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MARCANTONIO. Now let me 

give the gentleman this speech. 
Mr. GORE. I want to get the gentle

man off of that straw man. 
Mr. MARCANTONIO. He is not a 

straw man. Mr. Virgil Jordan happens 
to be one of the spokesmen for the big 
men who are making many legislators 
straw men. Now I yield. [Laughter.] 

Mr. GORE. I am still quite inter
ested, since the gentleman has made 
such great protestations of his love for 
America and Americanism, and we all 
attribute the gentleman with sincerity 
in that, just how he can speak now and 
name two definite threats to America 
and American liberty, and yet because 
he sees some little something or imagines 
he sees something in the defense pro
gram that he does not like, he is un
willing to vote for one dollar to save us 
and protect us from that threat? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. The gentle
man is distorting the position as I have 
explained it. 

Mr. GORE. I beg the gentleman's 
pardon. That is the position the gen
tleman took. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Just a mo
ment. I have the floor. Let me answer 
the question. I said our most immedi
ate danger is our participating in this 
imperialistic war; that our appropria
tions have not been for the defense of 
our country, its shores, and its people. 

All these appropriations allegedly for 
defense are not in pursuance of a peace 
policy but rather a policy which will 
mean our participation in this war, and 
for that reason I have opposed and will 
continue to oppose appropriations for 
armaments which are intended for the 
prosecution of an imperialistic war and 
not for defense. Now I want to g~t 
back to my subject. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? I will yield him an
other minute. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I do not want 
to bargain about it, but I shall need it. 
I yield. 

Mr. FISH. Does the gentleman know 
out of these hundreds of millions of dol
lars we have appropriated how many 
modern airplanes we have in the War 
Department today? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I am afraid to 
answer that question because at a press 
conference at the other end of Pennsyl
vania Avenue I may be accused of want
ing to give information to Germany. 
[Applause and laughter .J 

Mr. FISH. I will answer it for the 
gentleman, because I am in bad with 
the President anyhow. I will say to the 
gentleman that although we have spent 
hundreds of millions of dollars for air
planes we have not got one single mod
ern airplane with self-sealing tanks, 
with the proper armament, or with the 
proper number of guns, not one. They 
have all been given away. That carries . 
out what the gentleman was talking 
about. 

Mr. MILLS of Louisiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield that I 
may ask the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. FisH] a question? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I yield, but I 
do hope these gentlemen will let me pro
ceed a little myself. 

Mr. MILLS of Louisiana. The gentle
man from New York [Mr. FISH] is a 
member of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. Does the gentleman not figure 
the statement he has just made places 
the United States in bad grace with the 
republics of South America? 

Mr. FISH. I want to tell the gentle
man what has happened to this country. 
Notwithstanding the fact the Congress 
has appropriated these hundreds of mil
lions of dollars we have not got one mod
ern airplane with self-sealing tanks, with 
armament, and the number of machine 
guns required in a modern airplane; and 
that comes as near being treason to the 
United States as anything I know. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Just a few 
words as to South America and then I 
want to get back to Virgil Jordan. We 
are not fooling the people of South 
America. we may hear grandiose 
speeches from certain South American 
dictators talking about the kind of pro
tection we are giving them. The people 
of Latin America know that the kind of 
protection we are giving them is the kind 
of protection AI Capone gave the Chicago 
businessn:en. [Laughter.] We are ex
ploiting South America, we are following 
the course of empire with regard to south 
America, economic and commercial ex
ploitation is our order of the day in South 
America. And these dictators down in 
South America, who put them there? 
Who was responsible for these dictators? 
Who established the dictators in South 
America? We may as well answer those 
questions for the American people be
cause the people of Latin America know 
the answer. 

Our State Department knows the role 
we have played in the establishment of 
dictatorships in Latin America. The only 

time we shall have real Pan Ameri
canism, the only time the Latin Ameri
can people will believe our good faith in 
the good-neighbor policy, will be when 
we show to the people of South America 
that not only are we in favor of keeping 
Hitler out of South America but that we 
are likewise opposed to keeping all kinds 
of exploitation and imperialism out of 
South America, including the Wall Street 
brand. · 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, now will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Not now; I 
want to get back to Mr. Jordan. This is 
important. Maybe the gentleman knows 
about this speech and does not want me 
to read it. 

[Here the gavel fell.l 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 

the gentleman 5 additional minutes. 
Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Virgil Jor

dan said: 
Whatever the outcome of the war, America 

has embarked upon a career of imperialism, 
both in world affairs and in every other aspect 
of life, with all the opportunities, responsi
bilities, and perils which that implies. This 
war inevitably involves a vast revolution in 
the balance of political and economic power, 
not only internationally but internally. 
Even though, by our aid, England should 
emerge from this struggle without defeat, 
she will be so impoverished economically and 
crippled in prestige that it is improbable she 
will be able to resume or maintain the domi
nant position in world affairs which she has 
occupied so long. 

At best, England will become a junior part
ner in a new Anglo-Saxon imperialism, in 
which the economic resources and the mili
tary and naval strength of the United States 
will be the center of gravity. Southward in 
our hemisphere and westward in the Pacific 
the path of empire takes its way, and in 
modern terms of economic power as well as 
political prestige, the scepter passes to the 
United States. 

Whatever the facts about this war may 
have been or are now, it · must be unmis
takably clear to any intelligent person that 
we are engaged in it. Our Government has 
committed the American community to · par
ticipation in this war as the economic ally 
of England, and as her spiritual, if not her 
political, partner in her struggle with the 
enemies of the British Empire everywhere in 
the world, to help prevent, if possible, their 
destruction of the Empire, and if this should 
not be possible, to take her place as the heir 
and residuary legatee or receiver for what
ever economic and political assets of the 
Empire may survive her defeat. 

Whereas we are following the course of 
empire here, my colleagues, we have 
formed the Wall Street-Downing Street 
axis, with Great Britain gradually taking 
the role of junior partner in that axis. I 
refuse to follow an empire course which 
will inevitably lead to the shedding of 
the blood of American people and which 
will mean the spending of the dollars of 
American taxpayers. Empire for Amer
ica means death for American liberty. 
Let us follow this a little further-and I 
refer this argument to my collagues, par
ticularly my New Deal friends who were 
opposed to the economic royalists, who 
were opposed to the 60 families, the ex
ploiters of America-and yet we are told 
that we are fighting this battle for the 
defense of democracy. But when I look 
around and see the people who are es
pousing this cause of defense for this de
mocracy, whom do I find? John Pierpont 
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Morgan, Thomas W. Lamont, the Chase 
National Bank, the Du Pants. 

I thought they were the economic roy
alists. I thought they were the enemies 
of the people. I believed it then, I believe 
it now. The difference between the New 
Dealers and me today is that they be
lieved it then but they deny it now, that 
these people were, have been, and always 
will be the enemies of the working people 
of America, of the common people of 
America, and of America's democracy. 
They are the forces alined on the side 
of war, on the side of this legislation 
which makes war inevitable, on the side 
of imperialism. They are now on your 
side. I am still against them. We find 
that these forces have always opposed 
labor legislation, we find that these forces 
have always opposed the extension of de
mocracy to the farms, to the cities, to the 
mines, to the mills, and to the factories 
of this country. You tell me this is a 
fight for democracy and I yet find them 
espousing this aid-to-Britain cause, this 
arsenal policy and this legislation. Would 
they support all this if this program were 
really for democracy? These enemies of 
democracy support this program because 
they know it to be an imperialist war 
program, more profits for them and the 
end of the freedom of the American peo
ple. It is historically tragic that they 
have taken you into their camp. 

Remember, Lord Halifax, John Pier
pont Morgan, the Chase National Bank, 
the du Pants, the utility companies
every bit of monopoly capital and its 
representatives-are behind this legisla
tion. They, I repeat, are enemies of de
mocracy. Do you still believe this policy 
one for democracy? 

This legislation means the death of 
peace in America. We will go to war, 
not for democracy, we will go to war for 
imperialism; we will go to war for the 
Wall Street-Downing Street axis-a new 
axis contending for world control and 
world empire. I do not want my Nation 
to be an empire. I want my Nation to 
remain a free nation, not an empire-a 
country of a free people breathing the 
free air of a free nation, collaborating 
with the democratic people throughout 
the world for world democracy. By 
building up our democracy and collabo
rating with democratic people in the 
world we will guarantee the end of 
Hitlerism throughout the world. 

Mr. GORE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MARCANTONIO. I yield to the 

gentleman from Tennessee. 
Mr. GORE. The gentleman took off 

from Wall Street, he sailed through., Great 
Britain, Europe, and touched India-

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Now, you are 
expecting me to jump on Tennessee? 
[Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. GORE. The gentleman lighted in 
India, China, the East Indies, Africa, 
South America, and then back to Wall 
Street. He has had a brilliant succession 
of knock-outs against the strawmen and 
he has ended with a peroration about 
freedom here in America, this freedom 
which we al1 love; yet in the face of the 
threats which he has admitted here to
night stare us in the face, the gentleman 
has not told us anything he has done to 

assist in the defense of our liberties. 
Why? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman, 
I fought for the unemployed, for the 
farmers, and for labor. I voted for every 
bill ·that was essentially and strictly a 
national-defense bill on the floor of this 
House. I fought for constitutional and 
civil rights in this House and throughout 
the country. May I say to the gentleman 
that if we follow the course advocated by 
him, which will inevitably plunge us into 
this imperialistic war, you,_ not I, will help 
destroy the freedom that we all love. 
[Applause.] 

In conclusion this lend-lease bill lends 
America's youth to war and leases Ameri
ca's institutions to the Wall Street
Downing Street imperialist axis. [Ap
plause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

20 minutes to an outstanding Democrat, 
the gentleman from the State .of Idaho 
[Mr. WHITE]. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, we are 
here considering plans to help England 
win the war. In the first place, it must 
be apparent to the most ardent interven
tionist that this country is doing every
thing it can consistent with any reason
able defense policy to furnish food and 
munitions to the British Empire short of 
paying for them with Government money. 
Without going into statistical details, 
everyone familiar with current events 
knows of the airplanes, destroyers, tanks, 
artillery, rifles, and the release of our 
secret invention turned over to the Eng
lish in the present conflict. This bill 
being considered here-H. R. 1776-pur
porting to be "An act to promote the de
fense of the United states," is in reality 
a financing program by which it is pro
posed that the American people, already 
staggering under a national debt of $50,-
000,000,000, will attempt to finance the 
war being waged by the British Empire
an empire rich in all the world's resources 
and so vast that England boasts that the 
sun never sets on its possessions-posses
sions that include the Dominibn of Can
ada, Australia, Egypt, the Union of South 
Africa, the Malay States, and India, with 
teeming hordes of some 320,000,000 
people. 

When we consider the extent of the 
British Empire and its vast resources it 
is difficult to believe that the Congress of 
the United States would seriously con
sider the undertaking proposed in the bill 
in our present financial situation nor even 
if our country was free of debt, as it was 
in Andrew Jackson's time. 

Anyone understanding what has been 
done, or is being done now, in supplying 
England with food and war munitions 
must realize that there is no need for this 
legislation unless we are to gratuitously 
shoulder the load of financing the pres
ent war being waged by the British Em
pire, with almost a certainty that the 
youth of this country, composing our mili
tary organizations, will be forced into the 
conflict to bear the burden of the war, to 
destroy the German Army, wrest the 
countries of Europe from their control; 
yea, invade Germany and dismember the 
German Nation. The American people 
have no intention of making this sacri-

fice; and if they understand the military 
and financial resources under English 
control, they will not undertake this ex
hausting financial program. 

I may explain that the report of the 
Federal Reserve shows most of the Eng
lish business to be confined to the pur
chase of war materials. 

Let me present for your consideration 
a few facts concerning the financial re
sources of the British Empire. In the 
January Federal Reserve Bulletin we find 
this statement: 

"' · "' "' The Board's estimates of foreign 
gold and dollar resources at the beginning of 
the war would be altered as shown in the 
table on the following page. 

The table indicates that gold and dollar re
sources of every sort held by the British Em
pire amounted to over $7,000,000,000 at the 
outbreak of the war. In the intervening 
period the Empire has produced $1,100,000,000 
of gold and sold $1,400,000,000 of goods to the 
United States. Drafts upon the aggregate of 
these gold and dollar resources have been 
made to pay for - $2,600,000,000 of goods al
ready delivered by the United States and to 
cover substantial withdrawals of capital from 
England as well as for other purposes. 

So we find that, according to the Fed
eral Reserve Board, the British Empire 
has approximately $5,500,000,000 remain
ing available for defense expenditures. 
It is interesting to note that the state
ment of the Secretary of the Treasury as 
to the amount of England's financial re
sources was limited to the United King
dom, a small part of the British Empire. 

Mr. Herbert Bratter's illuminating 
article in the January 27 issue of Bar
ron's Weekly gives more light on the 
British financial status, from which I 
quote: 

The President's proposal to take over Brit
ish orders here to the initial extent of $3,-
000,000,000 seems to accept the statement 
that the bottom of Britain's financial barrel 
is in sight; and the press, in commenting on 
the subject, generally seems to adopt this 
view without question. 

The evident fact is that Britain's potential 
resources here are much more extensive than 
1s commonly supposed, and their full u t ili
zation in the war effort is not a matter which 
we, as potential financiers of the democracies, 
should overlook. 

Means of British payment are already here 
and have been for years. They are more than 
ample to cover the $3,000,000,000 plan of the 
President. 

Britain's dollar resources are not limited to 
cash 1n banks here. They are not limited to 
British holdings of stocks and bonds which 
can be sold here. Thev are not limited to 
British-owned real estate, factories, and simi
lar direct business investments here. Nor 
are they limited to all these together, plus 
all the gold and silver held or produced by the 
Brit ish, for which metals we maintain an 
unlimited market at fixed prices. 

When thf' war began, the British held for
eign investments 1n bank accounts, securit ies, 
and businesses everywhere abroad totaling an 
estimated $14,750,000,000. Of this, $11 ,618,-
000,000 was located in the New World, as 
follows: 
Empire h o 1 d i n g s in the _ 

United States _____________ $4,433,000,000 
United Kingdom holdings in · 

Canada and Newfound-
land, 1937 ---------------- 2, 685, 000, 000 

Empire holdings in L a t i n 
America __________________ 4,500,000,000 

Total ________________ 11,618,000,000 
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Add to this: 

British Empire gold hold-
ings, Aug. 31, 1939________ 2, 407, 000, 000 

British Empire gold produc-
tion, Sept. 1, 1939, through 
Dec. 31, 1940 (estimated)__ 1, 116,000,000 

Canadian silver production 
during the same period____ 11,000, 000 

Tot al British Empire 
resources in the New 
World during war's 
first year ___________ 15,152,000,000 

There appears to remain in British hands 
at the end of 1940 about $5,282,000,000 worth, 
which is being replenished by Empire new 
mine production. From this should be de
ducted the amount of net decline in British 
Empire short-term balances here since the 
start of the war, perhaps, $150,000 of gold 
at the estimated rate of $850,000,000 per 
year. 

I wish you would take note of the fact 
that the English Empire produces 70 per
cent of the world's gold and is producing 
gold at the rate of $850,000,000 a year, 
$15,000,000 short of a billion dollars a 
year. 

I wish you would also note the close 
accord between the statement of the 
Federal Reserve Board and the article 
from which I just quoted. 

Further quoting: 
The $5,282,000,000 is already here. It 

doesn't have to be moved here. In short, 
Britain is not yet broke. · 

But most important of all in consider
ing Britain's ability to pay is the gold re
sources of the Empire, the source of 
which 70 percent of the world's gold sup
ply we have greatly increased in value 
by raising and fixing the price of gold by 
law. 

Statistical records disclose that Great 
Britain produced $850,000,000 in gold last 
year 0940), an increase of 16 percent in 
South Africa and 14 percent in Canada. 
There is no accurate way of measuring 
and determining the vast gold resources 
still remaining in the British mines. 
Back in 1935 John J. Croston, a mining 
expert, undertook to estimate the world's 

· unmined gold resources and prepared a 
table from such figures as were obtain
able, from which I have taken the sched
ule of the British resources inserted here: 
Esti mat ed unmined gold reserves, British Em

pire (Croston table) 1936 

Ounces 
Ftand (Transvaal)--------------- 50,214,067 
Fthodesian______________________ 1, 217, 558 
Australian______________________ 5, 815, 452 
Canada------------------------ 13,823,030 

71,070,107 

Later, in using his table as a result of 
vast new gold discoveries, the Bureau of 
Mines has this to say: 

Mr. Croston points out that ore estimates 
are generally based upon company reports 
that show only reserves blocked out for a 
1- to 4-year period ahead. It can well be 
understood that these figures represent min
imum reserves, as they do not include prob
able reserves and undeveloped areas, which, 
if included, would increase the total many 
times. As an example, reported reserves for 
the Rand in South Africa in 1934- 35 were 
50,214,000 fine ounces. Yet, as stated by 
Croston, "from present operations and de
velopments now in progress (1936), it would 
appear that the Rand can be counted on to 
produce over 200,000,000 ounces of gold in 

the future without including much of the 
potentially productive but totally undevel
oped areas." He further states, "if, how
ever, the extreme easterly and westerly sec
tions of the Witwatersrand prove up to re
cent borehole expect ations, this district will 
appear assured of a p.roductive life beyond 
the present century, and its relative impor
tance in the scale of unmined reserves would 
be vastly greater than the t able would 
indicate." 

I want you to note that from recent 
investigations the tests in South Africa 
it has been shown that the reserves of 
South Africa have been increasing, and 
anyone who thinks that Britain is broke 
or unable to pay for its war munitions is 
laboring under a false impression. 

Mr. Chairman, we mu:st not, we cannot 
permit ourselves to be manipulated into 
this European war. Every public state
ment made by our statesmen, the great 
leaders of the past, caution us against 
the · consequence of following the course 
proposed in this bill. Wise in his experi
ence of dealing with foreign nations and 
in creating and establishing this match
less government, George Washington in 
his Farewell Address tells us: 

Against the insidious wiles of foreign influ
ence, I conjure you to believe me, fellow 
citizens, the jealousy of a free people ought 
to be constantly awake; since history and 
experience prove that foreign influence is 
one of the most baneful foes of republican 
government. But that jealousy, to be useful, 
must be impartial; else it becomes the instru
ment of the very influence to be avoided, in
stead of a defense against it. Excessive par
tiality for one foreign nation, and excessive 
dislike of another, cause those whom they 
actuate to see danger only on one side, and 
serve to veil and even second the arts of 
influence on the other. Real patriots, who 
may resist the intrigues of the favorite, are 
liable to become suspected and odious; while 
its tools and dupes usurp the applause and 
confidence of the people, to surrender their 
interest. 

Why forego the advantages of so peculiar 
a situation: Why quit our own to stand upon 
foreign ground? Why, by interweaving our 
destiny with that of any part of Europe, 
entangle our peace and prof?perity in the toils 
of European ambition, rivalship, interest, 
humor, or caprice? 

Thomas Jefferson understood the 
danger of our Nation becoming involved 
in European disputes. His good advice 
to President Monroe should guide us in 
this critical hour. President Jefferson 
said: 

Their (Europe's) mutual jealousies, their 
balance of power, their complicated alliances, 
their forms and principles of government, are 
all foreign to us. They are nations of eternal 
war. All their energies are expended in the 
destruction of the labor, property, and lives 
of their people. On our part never had a 
people so favorable a chance of trying the 
opposite system, of peace and fraternity with 
mankind, and the direction of all our means 
and faculties to the purposes of improvement 
instead of destruction. • • • 

And the system of government which shall 
keep us afloat amidst the wreck of the world 
will be immortalized in history. 

I am so far from believing that our repu
tation will be tarnished by our not having 
mixed in the made contests of the rest of the 
world that, setting aside the ravings of 
pepper-pot politicians, of whom there are 
enough in every age and country, I believe it 
wm place us high in the scale of wisdom to 
have preserved our country tranquil and 
prosperous during a contest which prostrated 

the honor, power, independence, laws, and 
property of every country on the other side of 
the Atlantic. 

THOMAS JEFFERSON. 

Mr. Chairman, I have taken seriously 
the pledge of the Democratic Party to the 
American people made in our platform 
adopted by the national convention at 
Chicago on which the voters of this coun
try have placed their reliance in entrust
ing our party with administration of our 
Government when we solemnly declared: 

The American people are determined that 
war, raging in Europe, Asia, and Africa, shall 
not come to America. We shall not parti
cipate in foreign wars, and we will not send 
our Army, naval or air forces to fight in 
foreign lands outside of the Americas, except 
in case of attack. We favor and shall rigor
ously enforce and defend the Monroe Doc
trine. The direction and aim of our foreign 
policy has been and will continue to be the 
security and defense of our own land and 
the maintenance of its peace. To make 
America strong, and to keep America free, 
every American must give his talents and 
treasure in accordance with his ability and 
his country's needs. We must have democ
racy of sacrifice as well as democracy of 
opportunity. To insure that our armaments 
shall be implements of peace rather than · 
war, we shall continue our traditional poli
cies of the good neighbor; observe and advo
cate international respect for the rights of 
others, and for treaty obligations; cultivate 
foreign trade through desirable trade agree
ments; and foster economic collaboration with 
the republics of the Western Hemisphere. 

Mr. Chairman, I have taken to heart 
the advice of our first President and pro
pose to follow the admonition of the great 
Jefferson which I am sure was in the 
minds of the members of the Demoratic 
National Convention Resolutions Com
mittee in drafting our national platform 
on which I stand unalterably and un
equivocally. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

10 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Hampshire [Mr. JENKS]. 

Mr. JENKS of New Hampshire. Mr. 
Chairman, I know it is late, I know the 
Members are very tired, but I think you 
realize as I do that the result of the 
legislation we are considering now•may 
shape the destiny of the world for the 
next several centuries; so I think we can 
afford to get tired over the bill now be
fore us. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to make a plea 
to the membership of this House to seri
ously and calmly consider, without taint 
of partisanship or prejudice, and adopt 
each and every amendment designed to 
reserve to the people of the United States 
their constitutional rights and privileges, 
under any and all circumstances, which 
will be offered during the course of the 
next few days to this so-called lend-lease 
bill. 

The people of the United States are 
united on the proposition of adequate 
and proper national defenses for the 
protection of this country of ours as well 
as for this entire hemisphere, but they 
are deeply and rightfully concerned over 
the prospect of the active participation 
of this country in another foreign war, 
and the closer we, the Representatives of 
the people, permit this country to be 
brought to the brink of actual warfare 
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on foreign soil the greater will grow the 
rift and division among our people. 

And so it has occurred to me that if 
through the adoption of clarifying 
amendments and safeguards we of this 
deliberative body could more closely ap
proach harmony and unanimity of opin
ion and action on this proposed legisla
tion, it would be not only a contribution 
toward better understanding and clearer 
thinking among ourselves, but it would 
serve to eliminate much confusion of 
thought among the people we represent 
and solidify their confidence in the Con
gress of the United States. 

Why the confusion? 
Mr. Chairman, on October 22, 1940, the 

President of the United States solemnly 
made to the American people the fol
lowing statement: 

To every man, woman, and child in the 
Nation, I say this: Your President and your 
Secretary of State are following the road to 
peace. We are arming ourselves not for any 
foreign war. We are arming ourselves not 
for any purpose of conquest or intervention 
in foreign disputes. 

That assurance was given 12 days be
fore the national elections. 

Approximately 8 weeks after the elec
tion, on January 6, 1941, the President in 
his message to the Congress said: 

We are committed to the proposition that 
principles of morality and our own security 
will never permit us to acquiesce in a peace 
dictated by aggressors and sponsored by 
appeasers. 

This despite the fact that .the United 
States had no voice in the making of the 
present European con:flict, has no voice 
in its conduct, and certainly has no prem
ise on which to build a belief that this 
country will have any voice in the terms 
of settlement when military hostilities 
are brought to a close. 

Ten days later, on January 16, 1941, 
the Secretary of War, Mr. Stimson, stated 
before the House Foreign Affairs Com
mittee: 

I can well conceive that a portion of the 
Navy might be transferred (to Great Britain) 
on conditions very advantageous to us. 

T.b.e following day, January 17, 1941, 
Mr. Winston Churchill stated: 

We don't require in 1941 large armies from 
overseas. 

That remark raised in the minds of 
many of our people, as well as editorially 
in a percentage of the press of this coun
try, the question, When? In 1942? 

In the face of such con:flicting state
ments, need we ask why there is confusion 
of thought, troubled doubts, and wide
spread alarm among our people? Under 
such circumstances, certainly now, if 
ever, the duty devolves on us, the direct 
representatives of the people, to clear the 
atmosphere through a concrete demon
stration that we know what we are doing 
and in exactly what direction we are 
headed. 

Considering the rapid drift of this 
country of ours toward active participa
tion in another foreign war, the confu
sion, hysteria, and fear with which many 
of our people are beset and which is re
flected so clearly here in our midst, the 
most that those of us who are still willing 
to continue the increasingly uphill strug-

gle to keep this Nation from active par
ticipation in foreign wars can hope to 
accomplish now is something approach
ing adequate restraints and safeguards 
in this lend-lease bill that will enable the 
representatives of the people to continue 
to have a voice in the grim decision as to 
whether or not the blood of American 
boys again will be shed on foreign soil in 
another effort to "save democracy to the 
world"; and, in addition, this time, if you 
please, bring to the entire globe "freedom 
of expression, freedom of worship, free
dom from want, and freedom from fear." 
Mr. Chairman, all of us will agree that 
this is a lofty goal, a :Hight to soaring 
heights of idealism; but in the cold light 
of fact and harsh reality, most of us are 
well aware that progress in human af
fairs is an evolutionary process, which · 
slowly, and even painfully at times, plods 
along its ofttimes devious and mysterious 
course. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not among those 
who believe that Britain is fighting our 
war; if I believed that, I would be apolo
getic for the lack of a declaration of 
war months ago and for our not having 
entered the con:flict at the outbreak of 
hostilities in support of Britain with our 
entire resources, including manpower. 
While I, with every right-thinking Amer
ican, detest and loathe totalitarianism in 
any of its wretched forms-be it Nazi, 
Communist, or Fascist-and, with the 
vast majority of our people, fervently 
hope for a British victory, I am first and 
more profoundly interested in the pres
ervation of American ideals and the con
tinuance of our democratic way of life 
right here in the United States. No so
called isolationist or so-called interven
tionist am I-I am just a plain American, 
interested first, last, and all the time in 
the welfare of my own country, over and 
above everything and anything else. 

Mr. Chairman, the minority report 
which accompanied this so-called lend
lease b111 to the House sets forth the fol
lowing: 

WHAT THIS BILL DOES NOT DO 

This bill does not provide dollar exchange 
for Britain, and is not needed to procure co
ordination of our defense efforts. 

This bill will not provide any additional 
war supplies for aid to Britain within the 60 
or 90 days of her alleged crisis, unless the 
President uses the power provided to dispose 
of part of our arms or our ·Navy, which he 
and his Cabinet officers have specifically de
nied they could spare. 

There has been much talk of "restrictive" 
.committee amendments. The amendments 
adopted do not prohibit our convoying mer
chantmen; do not require our Army or Navy 
officers to determine our own defense needs; 
do not place a constitutional 2-year limita
tion on the life of the bill. 

WHAT THIS BILL DOES 

Using the slogan of "Aid to Britain," and 
under the title of "Promoting Defense," this 
bill gives the President unlimited, unprece
dented, and unpredictable powers--literally 
to seize anything in this country and to give 
it to any other country, without limit in law. 
He may sell or give away our Navy, our planes, 
our arms, our secrets, and use any proceeds 
from such sales for similar purposes; he need 
come to Congress only for appropriations to 
restore our Navy, our planes, our arms. 

John Bassett Moore, world-famous author
ity on international and constitutional law, 
says: 

"The pending bill assumes to transfer the 
war-making power from the Congress, where 
the Constitution lodges it, to the Executive. 
• • • The tide of totalitarianism in gov
ernment • • • has not .only reached our 
shores, but has gone far to destroy constitu
tional barriers, which, once broken down, are 
not likely to be restored. 

Remember, we cannot repeal war; we can
not repeal bankruptcy; and we cannot repeal 
dictatorship. Under this bill we surrender 
our democratic way of life now, for fear of 
a future threat to our democratic way of 
life. The oldest and last constitutional 
democracy surrenders its freedom under the 
pretext of avoiding war, with the probable 
result that the newest dictatorship will soon 
go to war. 

. This same minority report quotes the 
Secretary of State, Han. Cordell Hull, as 
once having said: 

This is too much power for a bad man to 
have or for a good man to want. 

I am in agreement with that statement 
as applied to this so-called lend-lease bill 
in its present form. 

And so I urge the adoption of the nec
essary amendments and safeguards to 
this lend -lease bill so as to retain in the 
Congress its constitutional powers, obli
gations, and responsibilities, and to pre
serve for the American people their con
stitutional rights and privileges. 

Let not this Congress abdicate the 
rights and prerogatives it holds in sacred 
trust for the people. [Applause.] 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. JENNINGS]. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and include therein certain 
excerpts from the platforms of the Re
publican and Democratic Parties in the 
campaign of 1940, certain statements of 
the two candidates in conformity with 
those two platforms, and certain brief 
statements of the William Allen White 
Committee to Keep America Out of War, 
as well as the statement of one other 
person. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, H. R. 

1776 is entitled "A bill further to promote 
the defense of the United States, and for 
other purposes." 

The great majority of the people have 
not read this bill. They do not know and 
realize the unlimited power conferred by 
it upon the President. They have been 
led to look upon it as a measure to ex
tend immediate aid to Great Britain in 
the way of war supplies. 

The overwhelming majority of the 
American people and the overwhelming 
majority of the Congress favor the fullest 
measure of aid to the embattled people of 
Great Britain, to the heroic Greeks, and 
to the Chinese, consistent with the safety 
of this nation. 

There is a difference of opinion about 
the form in which this aid may be given. 
All are agreed that this aid should be ex
pedited by every reasonable, possible 
means. 

The passage of this bill will not expe
dite the manufacture and delivery of a 
single ship, tank, airplane, gun, or shell 
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to Great Britain, Greece, or China. The 
increase in war supplies to these nations 
can result only from the speeding up of 
the output of our war industries. The in
dustries of this country are now lqaded 
down with orders for war supplies. 
Great Britain is already getting the great
er part of the war materials now being 
produced in this country. For the past 
eighteen months she has been given pref
rence by this Nation. We have furnished 

her cannon, rifles, ammunition, airplanes, 
and fifty destroyers. 

The clothing of the President with 
absolute power over every industry in the 
land producing munitions of war will 
work no magic. Such power will not 
place in his hands an Aladdin's lamp, the 
rubbing of which will create over night 
the instrumentalities of war. Rather 
may such power defeat its ends. 

The recent repeated threats to take 
over the Ford plants are ominous and a 
warning of what may be expected when . 
once the barriers of thJ Constitution 
have been broken down. Sweep away 
the shield of the fifth amendment-"No 
person shall be deprived of life, liberty, 
or property, without due process of law," 
and the beginning of the end of our liber
ties and free institutions is at hand. 

The great majority of the American 
people are beginning to a wake to the fact 
that this so-called proposal to aid Britain 
should not be made an excuse for the 
abandonment of our free system of rep
resentative government. They feel that 
to fight dictatorships abroad it is not 
necessary to set up one here at home. 

For the first time in the history of our 
country a well-organized and heavily fi
nanced propaganda has been loosed upon 
the American people to convince them 
that their safety and national existence is 
dependent upon the victory of some for
eign power. The geographic position of 
this country is such, her resources in ma
terials and men and in spirit are so great, 
that with the Navy we now possess, and 
are building, and with the proper arm
ing and training of our manpower, no 
nation, or combination of nations, can 
invade and conquer us. This country will 
never be invaded by a foreign foe unless 
two things first occur: First, the break
down of the morale of ou:· own people 
through loss of liberty at the hands of our 
own rulers; second, the dissipation and 
destruction of our material resources and 
manpower by repeated participation in 
other people's wars. 

And when I say this, I do not mean 
that we are not concerned in the sur
vival of the British Empire and in the 
defeat of Hitler. If epithet, denuncia
tion, a barrage of hard words, would 
damn him to the deepest hell. I would 
readily join in the well-nigh universal 
chorus by which he is consigned to per
dition. 

All my sympathies are with Great 
Britain in this war because of the ties 
of blood, speech, literature, the common 
law, and the principles of human free
dom embodied in the Bill of Rights, to 
enjoy which we fought and won the 
Revolution. 

Let us now examine the so-called 
lease-lend bill, this aid to Britain bill, 
and look inside of the wrapper and be-

yond the caption to its actual provi
sions. 

Section 3 of the so-called lease-lend 
bill, in effect, repeals and wipes out all 
provisions of any law now upon the 
statute books that might be held to in
terfere with the exercise of the ·powers 
granted to the President under the lease
lend bill. Under the terms of this bill 
the President is given power, first, to 
manufacture-
any defense article for the government of any 
country whose defense the President deems 
vital to the defense of the United States. 

Second-
To sell, transfer, exchange, lease, lend, or 

otherwise dispose of, to any such government, 
any defense article. 

Under this provision of the bill the 
President is authorized to give to any 
country in the world a part or all of our 
naval vessels, a part or all of our mili
tary equipment, eonsisting of cannon, 
machine guns, tanks, armored cars, 
rifles, ammunition, and part of or all 
of the entire fighting planes of the Army 
and Navy. 

By section 9 of the bill the President 
is given the authority to 
promulgate such rules and regulations as 
may be necessary and proper to carry out 
any of the provisions of this act; and he 
may exercise any power or authority con
ferred on him · by this act through such 
department, agency, or officer as he shall 
direct. 

The effect of this provision of the act 
is to clothe the President with power to 
legislate and to promulgate rules and 
regulations having the force and effect 
of law. 

Under section 3 he is authorized to 
turn over to any government in the 
world any defense article owned by this 
Government, and any of the military or 
naval secrets of this Government. 

It is insisted by the supporters of this 
bill that it will keep this country out of 
war. In fact and in law it clothes the 
President with power to. put the country 
into war. Under its terms the Presi
dent is authorized to seize alien ships 
in the harbors of this country and to 
give or turn them over to any other 
country of his choice. This would be an 
act of war. 

It has been insisted by supporters of 
the bill in this debate that the President 
has the authority under existing law to 
direct the Navy to convoy our own ships 
to belligerent ports, and, if he should see 
fit, to order our Navy to convoy the ships 
of nations now at war. 

Under the terms of the bill he is au
thorized to repair and equip with muni
tions of war the naval vessels of bellig
erent nations. If this were done, a war
ship of a belligerent nation might be 
followed into one of our harbors by a sub
marine of an enemy nation. This, of 
course, would, in all probability, lead to 
war. 
· It has been argued upon the floor of 

this House by supporters of the bill that 
it is the duty of Congress "to summon 
the resources of the land, the power of 
the Nation, for its defense; to summon 
the manpower, if necessary; to build up 
our sea power; to mobilize materials; to 
mobilize· strength." And then it· is in-

·sisted that when Congress has thus 
"summoned the resources and the powers 
there is but one officer of the Govern
ment under the Constitution of the 
United States who may employ these re
sources and exercise these powers-the 
President; none other." 

This argument goes too far. The effect 
of this argument is that when Congress 
has made the necessary appropriations 
for a Navy, for an air force, for an Army, 
the Chief Executive, if he sees fit, may 
give them to any nation in the world, and 
the Chief Executive, if he sees fit, as the 
Commander in Chief of the Army and 
Navy, may take such steps as will inevita
bly, and beyond recall, involve this coun
try in an undeclared war. It also gives 
the President the pov·er to sell, lease, 
lend, or give away, not only our naval 
vessels, our guns, ammunition, and air
planes, but also, in effect, gives him the 
power to appropriate, on behalf of any 
foreign nation he desires to aid, not less 
than $40,000,000,000 of the money of the 
American people, which is now under his 
control by laws now on the statute books 
and by virtue of the terms of this act. 

Under the Constitution the President 
is vested with power to enter into treaties 
with foreign countries, by and with the 
consent of the Senate. Under this bill 
he is given the power to enter into 
treaties of alliance, offensive and defen
sive, with foreign nations, without the 
consent of the Senate. Under this bill 
the President can makt war on any 
nation in the world. 

But it is said that this is a day of 
undeclared wars, and that, therefore, the 
President of the United States should be 
put on an equal footing with the warring 
dlctators abroad. 

The provision that-
Neither the President nor the head of any 

department or agency shall, after June 30, 
1943, exercise any of the powers conferred by 
or pursuant to subsection (a), except to carry 
out a contract or agreement with such a 
government made before July 1, 1943-

not only does not protect the people 
against the dangers of the act: it fails to 
limit what may be done under the act to 
any period of time. Under the powers 
conferred by the act, the country may be 
put in war in 30, 60, or 90 days, as is 
forcefully stated in the minority report: 

We cannot repeal war; we cannot repeal 
bankruptcy; and we cannot repeal dictator
ship. 

As the Representative of the Second 
District of Tennessee. and as a Member 
of this Congress, I am in favor of total 
preparedness on the part of this Nation. 
I am in favor of continuing aid to Great 
Britain and to Greece, and, above all 
things, I am in favor of keeping this 
country out of the present war. Our in
volvement in it will, in my opinion, cost 
the lives of hundreds of thousands, if not 
millions, of our boys, necessitate the ex
penditure of virtually all the wealth of 
this Nation, and result in a dictatorship. 

I shall support the amendments spon
sored by the minority of the Foreign Af
fairs Committee, which, in my opinion, is 
a lawful and democratic program to aid 
Britain and to keep us out of war: 

1. A $2,000,000,000 credit to Britain, to be 
used in this country for purchasing arms 



664 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE FEBRUARY 5 
when her dollar balance "for this purpose is 
exhausted, requiring reasonable collateral 
security if available. 

2. Permit the sale by our Government of 
arms to Britain only when our highest Army 
and Navy officers certify in writing such arms 
are not necessary for our national defense. 

3. A 1-year time limit on all extraordinary 
powers. Congress meets again next year and 
can easily extend the time limit if our in
terests require it. 

4. Provide that no vessels of the United 
States Navy shall be disposed of without the 
consent of Congress. 

5. Prohibit the use of our ports for repair 
bases for belligerent ships. We must not 
bring the war to American ports. 

6. Prohibit the use of American vessels to 
transfer exports to belligerents. 

7. Prohibit the convoying of merchantmen 
by our Navy. One sunken ship might plunge 
us into war. 

·In the face of the fact that the Secre
tary of the Treasury and the leaders of 
this administration in Congress are now 
asking that the debt limit of this country 
be raised to the staggering sum of $65,-
000,000,000, the above proposals for the 
aid of Great Brjtain are generous in the 
extreme. 

The people of this country demanded 
that Congress remajn in session during 
the entire year of 1940, in order that it 
might function as a Congress in the 
event of any crisis, foreign or domestic. 
The so-called lease-lend bill proposes. by 
its terms, that Congress, upon the thresh
old of this new term, surrender its powers 
to the Chief Executive with respect to 
entering war, making treaties, the ap
propriation and expenditure of moneys. 
I do not believe that you would wish Con
gress to cease to function and surrender 
all of its powers in the above particulars. 
I do not believe a member of either party 
in Congress, in view of the platform decla
rations of the two parties, and in view of 
the repeated promises to American peo
ple by President Roosevelt and by Mr. 
Willkie that they would keep this country 
out of the present war, would be justified 
in such a surrender, and I am thoroughly 
convinc~d that a Member of Congress, 
under his oath of office, could not justify 
himself in surrendering his sworn duty 
under the Constitution which all of us 
have sworn to uphold, protect, and 
defend. 

Our first duty is to our own country. 
All we do must be measured by the one 
standard: What is best for the United 
States of America? Self-defense is the 
first law of nature. And it is true today, 
as it was of old, that "he who provideth 
not for his own household hath denied 
the faith, and is worse than an infidel." 

Let us now examine this bill and meas
ure it by the standards and provisions of 
the Constitution. 

By section 8, of article I, of the Consti
tution, it is provided: 

The Congress shall have power • • • 
to declare war; to raise and support armies; 
but no appropriation of money to that use 
shall be for a longer term than 2 years; to 
provide and maintain a navy; to make rules 
for the government and regulation of the 
land and naval forces; to make all" laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car
rying into execution the foregoing powers, 
and all other powers vested by this Consti· 
tution in the Government of the United 
States, or in any department or office hereof. 

By section 2, of article II, it is pro
vided: 

The President shall be Commander in Chief 
of the Army and Navy of the United States 
and of the militia of the several States, when 
called into the actual service of the United 
States. • • • 

He shall have power, by and with the ad· 
vice and consent of the Senate, to make 
treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators 
present concur. 

By section 3 of article IV it is provided: 
The Congress shall have power to dispose 

of and make all needful rules and regula· 
tions respecting the territory or other prop· 
erty belonging to the United States. 

By article VI it is provided: 
This Constitution, and the laws of the 

United States which shall be made in pur
suance thereof, and all treaties made, or 
which shall be made, under the authority 
of the United States, shall be the supreme 
law of the land; and the judges in every 
State shall be bound there by. 

By section 1 of article II it is provided 
that-

Before he (the President) enter on the 
execution of his office, he shall take the fol· 
lowing oath or affirmation: "I do solemnly 
swear that I will faithfully execute the office 
of President of the United States, and will to 
the best of my ability preserve, protect, and 
defend the Constitution of the United 
States." 

And by article VI it is provided that the 
Senators and Representatives "shall be 
bound by oath or affirmation to support 
this Constitution." 

Ours is a government of enumerated, 
delegated, and limited powers. These 
powers are enumerated, defined, dele
gated, and limited by the terms of the 
Constitution. By it three separate, dis
tinct departments of government are set 
up. Each is supreme in its respective 
sphere. Ours is, therefore, a government 
of checks and balances. It can only 
continue as such if each branch of the 
Government continues to function as 
such. Congress cannot arrogate to it
self, it cannot seize and execute the 
powers vested in the Chief Executive. 
By the same token, and measured by the 
same standard of duty on its part, it 
cannot, without stultifying itself, sur
render to the Chief Executive its legis
lative power. The people, through the 
Constitution, delegated to the Congress 
the power to declare war, to raise and 
support armies, but limited any appro
priation made by it for that purpose to 
a period not longer than 2 years. 
Through this medium of their will the 
people delegated to the Congress the 
right and duty to make all laws neces
sary and proper for carrying into execu
tion the powers vested in it as the Na
tion's supreme legislative counsel, and 
vested in it the power to enact laws, to 
carry into execution all other powers 
vested by the Constitution in the Gov
ernment of this Nation. The President, 
by the supreme law of the land, is given 
the power, "by and with the consent of 
the Senate, to make treaties, provided 
two-thirds of the Senators present con
cur." The Congress, and not the Presi
dent, is given power to dispose of and 
~ake all needful rules and regulations 

respecting property belonging to the 
United States. 

This bill, 1776, is unprecedented. 
Nothing like it has ever before been pro
posed in this country, either in peace or 
war. Its title, "1776," is a pertinent re
minder that on July 4, 1776, the Thirteen 
Original Colonie.s, by the Declaration of 
Independence, "assumed that free and 
independent state among the nations of 
the earth to which the laws of nature 
and nature's God entitled them." 

By this bill the Congress surrenders its 
discretionary war-making powers and 
gives them to the President. It, in effect, 
gives to the President the power to enter 
into treaties of alliance, offensive and 
defensive, with any nation on earth. It 
strips Congress of its right to dispose 
of the property of the United States. It 
surrenders the control of Congress over 
the purse strings of the Nation. It is an 
abdication, a surrender on the pa.rt of 
Congress. It places in the hands of the 
Chief Executive complete control over 
the sword and the purse. At_ one fell 
swoop, in one abject surrender, it gives 
to the Chief Executive the power to cell, 
lease, lend, or give away the Army's 
guns, ammunition, tanks, and air
planes-the Navy's ships, guns, mb
marines, destroyers, mosquito fieet, and 
airplanes--our total military equipment. 
It gives to the President a blank check, 
payable in the sweat and the wealth of 
our people and in the blood of our boys. 
It is portentous, forbidding, challenging, 
frightful, and stupefying in its possible 
and probable effect on the future of this 
Nation. 

In the interpretation and construction 
that may properly be placed upon this 
proposed statute, it is our duty and we 
have the right to look at it in the light 
of history. Let us examine this chal
lenge to the integrity of our institutions, 
this threat to the liberties and lives of 
our people, in the light of the past. Let 
us measure it by the standards of our 
constitutional provisions, by the tradi
tions of this House. Let us look at it in 
the flickering light of the platforms of 
the Republican and Democratic Parties. 
Let us scrutinize it in the declarations 
of the two major candidates for the 
Presidency, and in the cold facts of the 
present situation, and, if you please, in 
the light of the present world trend to
ward totalitarian power-power in the 
hands of one man. 

NOT OUR WAR 

This is not our war. This Nation was 
not consulted before it was declared. 
It was declared by England and France. 
The declaration was ostensibly to save 
Poland. Both England and France knew 
they could no·t save Poland. They began 
it at a time when neither was prepared. 
It is a repetition of the endless conflicts 
of the Old World; the age-old conflict 
between European powers for territory, 
trade, colonies. and world dominion. 

THE STORY OF THE BRITISH EMPmE 

The story of the British Empire-its 
rise, its far-fiung dominions, colonies, de
pendencies, its conquered lands, and sub· 
ject races, surpasses in glamour, in mag
nitude and power, the rise of any other 
empire the world has ever known. In 
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the wake of the Union Jack, along the 
routes of conquest and trade traversed 
by it, to the lands dominated and con
trolled by the British in Asia, Africa, 
Europe, the Americas, and in the seven 
seas, there followed upon the heels of 
conquest and exploitation, if not democ
racy as we know it, order and a better 
way of life. These adventures of the 
world's greatest empire builders have 
caused the wealth of this far-flung em
pire to flow in an unending stream into 
the coffers ·of the _British Isles. The 
world dominion of this empire is one of 
the miracles of history. Successful in 
most of her ventures, she suffered re
verses in some. By the mistakes re
corded in the Declaration of Independ
ence, she lost the 13 original colonies, 
the nucleus that grew into the United 
States of America. By blunders, age-old 
in tlleir stupidity and brutality, she 
alienated and lost Ireland. 

The spectacular, the beneficent, rule 
of Britain's world power, for more than 
100 years, has. been maintained by a 
diplomacy and intrigue and a statesman
ship of surpassing resourcefulness and 
brilliancy. This capacity for government, 
for more than a hundred years, has 
enabled 40,000,000 people, sitting on the 
doorstep of Europe, to hold their place in 
the sun. How have 40,000,000 people 
girdled the earth with their colonies and 
controlled the sea lanes with their war
ships, wl:ile their merchantmen filled 
the harbors of the world and brought 
back its riches to the mother nation? For 
years they maintained, for want of a bet
ter name, the so-called balance of power. 
Great Britain, by her control' of the seas, 
her vast wealth, her possession of Gibral
tar and the Suez Canal, has played one 
group of European nations off against 
another. In 1914, and during the World 
War, she had on her side Belgium, 
France, Russia, the Balk"ns-with the 
exception of Bulgaria---Japan, and Italy. 
Ranged against her were Germany, 
Austria-Hungary, and Turkey. And 
finally, "to end all wars" and "to make 
the world safe for democracy," the United 
States of America went in on April 17, 
1917. 

The futility of that war, its bitter dis
illusionment to our people and to the 
world, is about to be forgotten, and today 
there is another war, world-wide in its 
scope, and the American people are again 
confronted, overwhelmed by, and sat
urated with the best organized and best 
financed propaganda that has ever 
plagued, frightened, and bedeviled our 
long-suffering peopJe. The air, the press, 
the rostrum, the mails, the movies, the 
billboards, both by day and by night, are 
filled with it. These propagandists and 
their unending output proclaim them
selves "the cloud by day" and "the pillar 
of fire by night," that must be followed 
by the American people unless they are 
to be invaded, conquered, and enslaved 
by Germany, Japan, or Italy. And as a 
result of the hysteria whipped up by our 
"war jitterbugs," Americans are ready to 
take one another by the throat, impugn 
one another's motives and patriotism, all 
because. forsooth. Europe is at war again. 

Our motives are altogether altruistic. 
We seek no colonies, we seek no blood-

stained profits to be derived from con
quest. We are called upon to forget the 
historic r.nd traditional way of life and 
pathway· which have led us to the posi
tion of the world's richest, strongest, 
freest, and happiest people. And it is 
now proposed that this Nation become · 
the world's greatest Santa Claus; that 
we go out, not for conquest, not in our 
own necessary self-defense, but to estab
lish freedom of speech everywhere in 
the world, freedom of worship every
where in the world, freedom from want 
and the abolition of poverty everywhere 
in the world, freedom from fear and the 
abolition of war everywhere in the world. 
These are our aims. 

The prizes for which the European na
tions are at war are great-colonies, 
world trade, world dominion, are in the 
balance. 

We have the greatest industrial system 
and the greatest natural resources of 
any people in the world, and we have the 
greatest reservoir of the finest man
power-cannon fodder-in the world. 
The balance of power heretofore existing 
upon the European continent is no 
longer in existence. I cannot but ad
-mire and recognize to the fullest extent 
the shrewdness, the wisdom and the pa
triotism of the British statesmen who 
seek to enlist this Nation on the side · 
of Great Britain in the present World 
War. We are the only nation left in the 
world strong enough and r·ich enough to 
underwrite British aims in the present 
war and to finance and fight this war. 

"A burnt child dreads the fire," but 
human memory is short. The voices of 
those who died in our other venture, and 
who sleep the long sleep, are forever 
hushed; the billions we spent, and for 
which we were repaid by hard looks, and 
harder words-"Uncle · Shylock" and 
"slackers"-have vanished into the limbo 
of things forgotten and gone. 

This is a new day. There are new 
British spokesmen, a new audience. 
Charity, with us, no longer begins at 
home. We forget our disabled soldiers, 
their widows, their children. We ignore 
our old people in dire need of old-age 
pensions. We are about to raise our debt 
limit to $65,000,000,000. The voice of our 
propagandists, male and female, joins 
with that of European spokesmen and 
cries aloud for entry of American soldiers 
into this war, and for the shedding of 
American blood that will get us in. 

We are the world's greatest democracy, 
but, strange to say, we have always had 
a weakness akin to that of the moth "for 
the fierce white light that beats upon a 
throne," and for the glamor of the 
prince and the princess. 

And when I read in the daily press that 
Prince and Princess So-and-So, on a safe 
vacation from their native lands, have 
supped with the mighty here in the Na
tion's Capital, and have crossed the 
threshold of those in high places, we are 
led to wonder if there are those among 
us who are playing an international poker 
game, in which the wealth, the liberties, 
and the lives of our people are the pawns. 
Be not deceived; the stakes. are large; 
the players are shrewd, experienced, and 
worldly wise. Thrones are in the balance. 
The kingdoms, the principalities, of 

princes, kings, and queens are said to be 
in our keeping. The crack diplomats C'f 
the Old World, in spectacular arrival on 
mighty battleships, add to the spectacle. 
And it all boils down to and adds up to 
this: Give us your money, your planes, 
your ships, your guns, and in 1942 your 
boys. 

Let us be realistic. The British Em
pire is yearly producting $500,000,000 in 
gold. It is not broke. It is fighting for 
it::; life. It has possessions in the Western 
Hemisphere that are not necessary to its 
national existence or national defen.3e. 
They are necessary to the national exist,;. 
ence and to the national defense of this 
Nation. Now that the house of its exist
ence is on fire :::.nd that it is asking us not 
only to lend it a fire hose, but to enter its 
burning house and to have our boys fight 
and die alongside of its soldiers, why not 
let it transfer to this Nation its West 
Indian possessions, and other military 
and naval bases in the Western Hemi
sphere, in fee simple, that is, give us an 
absolute title to these properties in ex
change for the billions it owes us and for 
the billions we are asked to give it? 

In view of the fabulous wealth of the 
British Empire-its crown jewels, the 
enormous salaries, perquisites and sub
sidies it yearly turns over to the members 
of the royal family-the American 
mothers whose boys will be called upori 
to fight and die as a result of our pro
posed entry into this war well might say: 
"These are my jewels, they are more 
precious to me than your gold, your 
jewels, and your colonies are to you." 

Do you know the war aims of Britain? 
Mr. Churchill has said that she will stop 
nothing short of an invasion of Europe 
and a complete victory over Germany, 
Does anybody believe that she can sue-

. ceed in this ambitious program without 
an American expeditionary force, and in 
a force vastly superior in numbers and 
armament to that which we sent to 
France in 1917 and 1918? But it is no 
longer possible for us to land an expedi
tionary force in England or in France. 
What then is to be the theater where 
our forces are to fight? There is but one 
possible answer to this-and that is in 
Africa and thence through the Balkans 
into Europe. 

This bill does not provide for the ·pro
duction of ships, guns, airplanes, shells, 
and other implements of warfare . . The 
machinery for their production is already 
set up, and in full blast of operation 
under the supervision and leadership of 
some of the ablest industrialists in this 
Nation. Why then this fevered haste for 
the concentration of power in the hands 
of one man? But it is said the President 
will not use these powers. He himself 
has said that any intimation that he will 
use the powers conferred by this bill is in 
a category with the feat of the cow when 
she jumped over the moon, and that While 
the bill does not forbid his use of ships 
to convoy the ships of belligerents in hos
tile waters, and while it does not forbid 
him to give away the Navy, that neither 
does it forbid him to "stand on his head." 

Now, even though the cow jumped over 
the moon and even if somebody stands 
on his head, neither performance is any· 
excuse for the granting of the tremendous 
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powers conferred by this bill. It is said 
the President will not give away the 
Navy, that he will not strip our armed 
forc-es of the necessary implements of 
warfare. Then why give him the power? 
Why give any man the power to do any
thing we would not do ourselves? What 
good is a time limit? Why lock the door 
after the horse is gone? Once we are in 
the war we are in all m·er for years to 
come. 

It is my settled opinion that, within the 
limits of our own safety and self-interest, 
we can give all aid to Great Britain it is 
safe for us to extend, and yet escape the 
war. In the first place, Germany cannot 
at this time make effective \\ ar on us. In 
the second place, for her to attempt to 
do so would have a bad effect on the . 
morale of her own people. In the third 
place, it would adversely affect her in the 
eyes of the nonbelligerent nations of 
Europe. In the fourth place, a declara
tion of war by her on us would mean that 
the sky would be the limit once the shoot
ing started. It would be an "all out" war 
on our part. 

And this brings· us to a consideration of 
the platforms of the Republican and 
Democratic Parties in the last Presiden
tial campaign, and to a consideration of 
the repeated statements of President 
Roosevelt and Mr. Willkie as to their 
position on our entrance into the World 
War. Platforms of a political party are 
not just to get in on. They are more 
than that. They constitute a solemn 
compact, a sacred contract, between the 
candidate and the people. All of us ran 
on a platform. Most, if not all, of us 
made commitments on the question of 
whether we were for entry into or stay
ing out of this world confiict. I am old 
fashioned enough to consider mine bind
ing. I stated to my people: "I will never 
vote to make a European policeman out 
of Uncle Sam or to send our boys to fight 
and die in the endless brawls of Europe 
or Asia." That pledge to them I propose 
to keep. 

Upon this subject the national Demo
cratic platform of 1940 pledged the people 
as follows: 

The American people are determined that 
war, raging in Europe, Asia, and Africa, shall 
not come to America. 

We will not participate in foreign wars, 
and we will not send our Army, naval, or air 
forces to fight in foreign lands outside of 
the Americas, except in case of attack. We 
favor and shall rigorously enforce and defend 
the Monroe Doctrine. 

The direction and aim of our foreign policy 
has been, and will continue to be, the se
curity and defense of our own land and the 
maintenance of its peace. 

• 
In self-defense and in good conscience, the 

world's greatest democracy cannot afford 
heartlessly or in a spirit of appeasement to 
ignore the peace-loving and liberty-loving 
peoples wantonly attacked by ruthless ag
gressors. We pledge to extend to these peo
ples all the material aid at our command, 
consistent with law and not inconsistent 
with the interests of our own national self
defense-all to the end that peace and in
ternational good faith may yet emerge 
triumphant. · 

In conformity with this platform 
pledge, President Roosevelt made the fol
lowing statements to the American pea .. 

ple on the question of keeping them out 
of war. We quote: 

Our acts must be guided by one single hard
headed thought--keeping America out of this 
war.-President Roosevelt to Congress, Sep
tember 21, 1939. 

The time is long past when any political 
party or any particular group can curry and 
capture public favor by labeling itself the 
peace party or the peace bloc. That label 
belongs to the whole United States and to 
every right-thinking man, woman, and child 
within it.-President Roosevelt to Congress, 
January 3, 1940. 

We are keeping out of the wars that are 
going on in Europe and in Asia.-President 
Roosevelt to the Young Democratic Clubs of 
America, April 2.0, 1940. 

We will not send our men to take part in 
European wars.-President Roosevelt to Con
gress, July 10, 1940. 

We will not participate in foreign wars, 
and we will not send our Army, naval, or air 
forces to fight in foreign lands outside the 
Americas, except in case of attack.-President 
Roosevelt to the Teamsters, September 11, 
1940. 

To every man, woman, and child in the 
Nation I say this-your President and your 
Secretary of State are following the road to 
peace. We are arming ourselves not for any 
foreign war. We are arming ourselve~ not for 
any purpose of conquest or intervention in 
foreign disputes. I repeat again that I stand 
on the platform of our party: "We will not 
participate in foreign wars and wm not send 
our Army, naval, or air forces to fight in 
foreign lands outside of the Americas, except 
in case of attack."-President Roosevelt at 
Philadelphia, Octobar 23, 1940. 

I give to you and to the people of this 
country this most solemn assurance: There 
is no secret treaty, no secret obligations, no 

. secret commitment, no secret understanding 
· in any shape or form, direct or indirect, with 
any other government, or any other nation 
in any part of the world, to involve--no such 
secrecy that might or could, in any shape, 
involve--this nation in any war or . for any 
other purpose. Is that clear?-President 
Roosevelt at Philadelphia, October 23, 1940. 

I am fighting to keep our people out of 
foreign wars. President Roosevelt at Brook
lyn Academy, November 1, 1940. 

The fir§t purpose of our foreign policy is 
to keep our country out of war .-President 
Roosevelt at Cleveland, November 2, 1940. 

In the platform adopted at Philadel
phia in June 1940 the Republicans 
pledged the people, as follows: 

The Republican Party is firmly opposed to 
involving this Nation in foreign war. 

We are still suffering from the ill effects 
of the last World War-a war which cost us 
a $24,000,000,000 increase in our national 
debt, billions of uncollectible foreign debts, 
and the complete upset of our economic sys
tem, in addition to the loss of human life 
and irreparable damage to the health of 
thousands of our boys. 

Our sympathies h~ve been profoundly 
stirred by invasion of unoffending countries 
and by disaster to nations whose ideals most 
closely resemble our own. We favor the ex
tension to all peoples fighting for liberty, or 
whose liberty is threatened, of such aid as 
shall not be in violation of international 
law or inconsistent with the requirements 
of our own national defense. 

Wendell L. Willkie, the nominee of the 
Republican Party in 1940, in his cam
paign for the Presidency, stood squarely 
on that platform and its promises with 
respect to our keepi.ng out of the World 
War, and repeatedly stated to the people: 

I will not lead the American people down 
the path to war; I Will never send their boys 

to the shambles and butchery of European 
trenches. 

And in that election on November 5 
of last year the American people had 
their only opportunity to express a choice 
as to whether they wanted to get into 
this war or not. They had the right to 
treat the platforms of the Democratic 
and Republican Parties as a solemn con
tract between each of said parties and 
the people of this country that they would 
not be led down the road t9 war. They 
had the solemn and repeated promise 
of both candidates for the Presidency 
that they would fight to keep our people 
out of foreign wars. 

But times have changed. William 
Allen White's Committee to Defend 
America by Aiding the Allies, in its effort 
to aid the Allies by getting the United 
States into war, became so hot that 
honest Mr. White remembered that he 
was getting old and had some books to 
write and some chores to do out in Kan
sas, and quit. Since then Dr. Henry 
Noble McCracken, President of Vassar 
College, and who is one of those friends 
to England, withdrew his support from 
the committee on the ground that it was 
undertaking to lead this Nation into war. 
The other day, at a dinner in Brooklyn, 
Dr. McCracken said: 

The battle for American entrance into the 
war has begun and is in full activity. The 
outline of strategy is fairly clear. The 
slogans have been devised, the publicity of
fices are working night and day. The psy
chologists have selected the emotions. The 
speakers have their themes selected. 

There are those who say "We are in the 
war already. It is too late." I deny it. 
Our great electorate of citizens has never 
authorized this word. We are still outside 
the battle. We have never agreed that 
Britain is fighting our war. 

And in keepin$ with the common sense 
of these two great Americans, Robert M. 
Hutchins, president of the University of 
Chicago, on the night of January 23, 
declared: 

I speak tonight because I believe that the 
American people are about to commit suicide. 
We are not planning to. We are drifting into 
suicide. Deafened by martial music, fine 
language, and large appropriations, we are 
drifting into war. 

And thus it is. The shouting of the 
captains grows apace. The war drums 
daily throb louder. They say the Presi
dent is being pushed by the people along 
the path to war. 

We are told that Britain will quit fight
ing if we do not pass this bill, and that if 
she goes down the British Navy will be 
added to that of Germany, Italy, and 
Japan, thus greatly outnumbering ours. 
Well, France went down, but France did 
not turn over her Navy to Hitler. Just 
what kind of a poker game is this any
how? Does anybody expect us ·to believe 
that England will quit defending herself 
if this Congress retains its constitutional 
functions? Will she surrender if this 
country requires of Great Britain her 
colonies and Holland, that they pay to 
the extent of their ability to pay? 

The British Empire and its constituent 
parts have billions of dollars worth of as
sets that can be used, or pledged, or 
tra·nsferred to pay for, or secure the price 
of the armament now on order and to be 
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ordered and made for Britain in this 
country. The Dutch Empire is one of the 
richest countries in the world. It has bil
lions of dollars of assets in this country. 
It owns the Dutch East Indies, rich in 
tin, in rubber, and in oil. 

The British Empire covers about one
fourth-13,539,113 square miles-of the 
world's habitable land surface. Its pop
ulation in the aggregate, according to the 
latest census and official estimates, is 
some fifteen millions more than one
fourth of the inhabitants of the world-a 
total of 504,218,209. According to 
Moody's Governments and Municipals, 
1940, the national wealth and resources 
of the United Kingdom, as estimated by 
Sir Josiah Stamp for the year 1930, were 
as follows: $72,811,575,000. And this 
great Empire is so rich that it annually 
pays to its King and the members of the 
royal family $2,376,615 per year. 

Have we no obligations pressing and 
imperative? What of the cost of our 
armament? What about our millions of 
unemployed? What about the aged and 
the needy who are clamoring for old-age 
pensions? What of our veterans, their 
widows and orphans? 

Shall we pour out the wealth of this 
Nation like sand and the blood of our 
boys like water to protect Dutch colonial 
possessions rich in oil, in tin, and other 
critical war materials, when the Dutch, 
though able to do so, do not raise a finger 
or offer to pledge a dime for the restora
tion of their country and the throne of 
its exiled rulers? 

This is a time for sanity. Help Brit
ain? Yes. Get in this war. No. Be not 
deceived. The passage of this measure 
will be the last fatal step that lands or 
will shortly land us in this war. 

On January 3 of this year our distin
guished Speaker, the gentleman from 
Texas, the Honorable SAM RAYBURN, on 
assuming the duties of his .great office, 
said: 

The House of Representatives has been my 
life and my love for this more than a quar
ter of a century. I love its traditions; I love 
its precedents; I love its dignity; I glory in 
the power of the House of Representatives. 
As your Speaker and presiding officer, it shall 
be my highest hope and my unswerving aim 
to preserve, protect, and defend the rights, 
prerogatives, and the power of the House of 
Representatives. 

He was applauded when he thus spoke, 
and I again applaud him. 

By the plain terms of this bill, if we 
pass it by our votes, we shall have sur
rendered the rights, prerogatives, and the 
power ·of the House of Representatives. 
We shall have surrendered our constitu
tional po7.7er over the sword and the 
purse, the two mightiest instrumentali
ties of governmental authority; we shall 
have stripped ourselves of our right and 
duty as the Representatives of the people 
to say whether this Nation shall or shall 
not be plunged into the present European 
war. The passage of this bill, in my 
opinion, will sound the death ~nell of 
constitutional government in this land. 
It will lead inevitably to our participa
tion in this war and to an expeditionary 
force of millions on the soil of Africa and 
Europe, and such a course on the part 
of those responsible for it will be a crime 

against the American people and a still 
greater blunder. [Applause.] 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illinois 
[Miss SUMNER]. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, today we are illustrating the 
difference between representative gov
ernment and one-man government by 
the President. At the White House there 
is no person elected by the minority who 
can debate with the President the poli
cies meaning life and death to the Amer
ican people. Here and there today you see 
vacant seats and some empty heads but 
the people have ears in the press gallery 
and they have access to the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD. Reason has some oppor
tunity to guide the destiny of the 
American people. 

For many years preceding the Amer
ican Revolution England had been tlght
ing an internal revolution for increased 
democracy. They have never, that I 
recall, retreated in that revolution. 

Whenever the people wanted more 
rights they had gone on a tax strike just 
as the American colonists did when they 
revolted. By using the tax power as a 
weapon the British Parliament had, at 
the time of the American revolt, wrested 
many powers from the king. 

The Constitution apportioned some of 
the newly acquired sovereign power to 
the Congress, the rest to the President. 
But they left the tax weapon for wrest
ing power from the President with the 
Congress so it is surprising to find opin
ions of the United States Supreme Court 
telling the people that while the Con
gress can grant additional power to the 
President the Congress cannot take 
power from the President for instance 
in foreign policy. 

Leading professors of constitutional 
law in Great Britain regard that view of 
the American Constitution as ultracon
servative and erroneous. I doubt if it 
. was the view of Thomas Jefferson, who 
was an advocate of the right of the peo
ple to grow up through increased re
sponsibility. 

After the American Revolution the 
evolution of increased democracy in 
England continued until the Parliament 
had wrested from the King every impor
tant right he had. 

In America, on the other hand, democ
racy has in this respect not developed 
since the writing of the Constitution. 
Since 1932 the Supreme Court has be
come virtually royalist, steadily encour
aging the President to obtain more power 
until, when this bill is enacted, it would 
be difficult to say what policy the Presi
dent might wish to adopt that he would 
not have the power to carry through and 
still be within the law and Constitution. 

Yesterday a most distinguished Mem
ber, arguing that the bill should be en
acted, enumerated various occasions 
upon which American Presidents have 
usurped powers hitherto enjoyed by the 
Congress. He pointed out that in each 
case the usurpation was deemed neces
sary to the defense of the countr.Y. 

His speech reminded me how much 
like the forming of the character of a 
:12erson is the forming of the character of 

a nation. The steps he mentioned were 
taken by great men. 

Certainly we would forgive such men· 
as Jefferson and Lincoln,. the steps they 
took which beat a primrose path leading 

· to the decline of representative govern
ment. 

The strength of the British democracy 
today is that such is their respect for law 
and tradition that no emergency ever 
seems to justify a surrender of parlia
mentary power. They have stuck with 
stubborn bulldog tenacity to the prin
ciples to which they owe all that · they 
are and all that they hope to become. 

Who can deny that with the passage 
of this bill we slip further back down the 
uncertain path of one-man· government. 
I shall not be surprised if Hitler hails 
this as another remarkable victory for 
his ideology. Over and over again in 
Mein Kempf he has stated, "Democracy 
is not good enough. The destiny of a 
nation, especially in time of peril, should 
be given into the hands of one man." 

Can not you just see him mounting his 
rostrum, pointing to this American re
treat from democracy, saying "Ich habe 
dich gesagt-I told you so." 

I hope that history will excuse this 
unheroic vote on the grounds of duress. 
I do not believe that even the administra
tion officials really believe that Hitler 
intends to invade this country, risking 
what he has won in Europe, stirring up 
the hornets' nest in America. 

Maybe if I were afraid, if bombs were 
flying over the Capital, I should be the 
first one to run weeping to the White 
House and fling my responsibility to the 
future generations of America upon the 
lap of the President. 

Maybe I would and maybe I would not. 
It would not be the first time I have been 
in a tight place. Facing death makes 
you feel alive, especially if you risk it in 
a good cause. Every American mother 

. has faced death gladly-knowing she was 
contributing to the world of tomorrow . 

·And you and I have taken on a responsi
bility not only to the people who elected 
us but to the many, many more people 
who shall live after them. 

I know that your generous-hearted 
constituents are imploring you to do 
anything and everything that might 
result in aid to Britain. But have they, 
have you, stopped to consider how you 
are binding and gagging those of us who 
are young enough that we shall still be 
having to labor for peace and democracy 
long after Roosevelt has become a dod
dering old man? 

How can we convince the Germans, 
for instance, that you and the President 
really believe that they ought to have a 
democracy, that it will be safer for them 
to have a democracy, if by this vote you 
have already proved to them that the 
more danger there is the less democracy 
a country ought to have? 

The President is being given more pow
er to play with dynamite. If and when 
it. explodes and we shall be in war, have 
you thought what kind of speeches you 
can make, after passing this bill, which 
will inspire American youths to become 
physically disabled for the representative 

· kind of government in which you believe 
but for which you do not vote? 
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I am trying now to think what I shall 

say 40 years from now, when I am a nice 
· old lady still trying to keep burning the 

belief in the blessings of representative 
government, like an ancient vestal virgin. 
Perhaps I shall have to do my lecturing 
to young citizens in some secret catacomb. 

Shall I tell those youngsters that the 
citizens of 1941 were prodigal sons of 
prodigal sons? That they had inherited 
a democratic tradition which they had 
not earned and did not thoroughly un
derstand? 

That under Washington and his con
temporaries the Government was run so 
well that it enabled the people to thrive 
and prosper? So they did not perceive 
the necessity of cleaning out the increas
ing incompetence and corruption in gov
ernment? Their Republic brought so 
much prosperity that they acquired the 
habit of voting for anybody who sounded 
like more prosperity without scrutinizing 
the methods used by those they elected to 
make sure the methods being used might 
not prevent fQture prosperity. So in 1929 
they suffered the first consequences of 
civic laziness. 

They were frightened. It was not 
wholly the fault of the man who became 
President in 1932 that they gave him so 
many powers and duties that soon minor 
clerks in Government offices were making 
decisions on policies which until then had 
been the prerogative of the Congress. Not 
wholly his fault that so much money was 
granted him to be spent at his discretion 
that he could not possibly supervise it 
properly and the elections became filled 
with fraud and misrepresentation so that 
it was only luck that the Congress was not 
filled with political mountebanks per
forming only political wheelhorse services, 
mouthing opinions predigested for them 
at the White House. 

Will anybody ever be able to explain 
the American retreat from democracy 
which began before the rise of Hitler, ex
cept by saying that it is human nature; 
the more· dependent a people or the peo
ple that represent them pecome, the 
weaker they grow and the more subject 
to fear, until at length they become such 
slaves to fear that the only power of 
choice they have is to decide which is 
their master's voice, Roosevelt or Hitler, 
or somebody else. 

We have gradually approached the 
point where the people of America shall 
have nothing left to fortify them against 
the tyranny, which history proves, is the 
inevitable result of one-man government 
and which is likely to come in America 
after the death of Roosevelt, if not before. 
In their fear, Americans have tossed away 
all the traditions of good government, 
which enables governments to endure 
during times when their chief leaders are 
not up to the usual standard. 

To me this bill is a step backward in 
human progress. I regret that I cannot 
emphasize the depth of that conviction 
with martyrdom. [Applause.] 

Mr. ARNOLD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. DICKSTEIN]. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, a 
few more minutes and I would have be
come as sentimental as the gentlewoman 
from Illinois [Miss SuMNER] in the very 

able speech made by her and the manner 
in which she presented her case. 

I wonder what Thomas Jefferson and 
Abraham Lincoln and all of our great 
forefathers would do if they were here in 
the conditions of today. What would 
these great leaders do if they were con
fronted with the situation which our 
beloved country is confronted with to
day? Unfortunately, the gentlewoman 
was not here in the Seventy-fourth and 
Seventy-fifth Congresses. I am sure 
that if she were a Member of the House 
at that time, sbe would be in a better 
position to analyze and appraise the sit
uation confronting us today. At that 
time I called the attention of this Con
gress to Hitler's activities throughout the 
world, and particularly called attention 
to the fact that Hitler is not only seeking 
to destroy the people of Europe but is 
undermining our form of government by 
propaganda. 

No, I may say to the gentlewoman, 
who says that Hitler is not going to in
vade America, that Hitler already has in
vaded America and has done it for al
most 7 years by undermining our people 
and creating hate and intolerance among 
those ·of us who love the :flag. Hitler has 
spent millions of dollars seeking to de
stroy our people by arraying class against 
class and race against race. 

No; Hitler dces not invade countries by 
an army. He first undermines the gov
ernment of the country he seeks to 
destroy, and when he finds that the peo
ple are so weak that they would offer no 
resistance, he comes along with other 
new-fashioned ideas to destroy the 
world-and one country after another. 

I do not have to recite what he has 
done in the last year, and I do not have 
to tell you that every day by the orders 
of Hitler thousands of people are being 
slaughtered like cattle in slaughter
houses. Only 3 days ago by order of the 
Fuehrer and the Nazi government a 
couple of wagons went along the streets 
ot Bucharest, Rumania, and they picked 
up Christians and Jews and took them 
to the slaughterhouse, and actually 
slaughtered human beings. Then they 
threw kerosene on them and made a 
splendid fire of human beings. Talk 
about Hitler invading-no; he does not 
invade that way. 

After reading and listening to all the 
fine speeches that have been made by my 
colleagues, I do not know where I am. 
The people in my district are not object
ing to helping England. The only people 
who are objecting are members of the 
Communist Party or Fascist sympa
thizers. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Not just now. 
Mr. MARCANTONIO. May I say that 

many other people are objecting to it. 
Mr. DICKSTEIN. That is true; I think 

you are right, but the only protest I got 
was from the Communists in my section. 

I have read carefully the report and I 
have read the evidence. The whole 
thing simmers down to one question. 
You want to help Great Britain; you are 
all crying for Great Britain; you would 
give her $2,000,000,000, $3,000,000,000, or 

$5,000,000,000, but you do not want to 
vest the power in the President of the 
United States. That is practically the 
whole argument of the last few days. 

Who gives the President that power? 
The Congress. Why cannot Congress 
take it away if it finds he is abusing that 
power? To whom else can you give that 
power? Is there any man or woman in 
this room who can po1nt out to me to 
whom they would give the power to 
administer this program? Who knows 
better than the President, who receives 
information from proper sources? 
Whom else can we under the Constitu
tion designate to carry out the intent and 
purposes of this act, if and when passed? 
After all it does not really require an act 
of Congress to give the President the 
power to administer the act. You all 
know very well that the Constitution of 
the United States has made the President 
Commander in Chief of the Army and 
Navy, and that therefore under the Con
stitution, it is the President who has the 
power to direct our Army and Navy and 
our air force any place, anywhere. 

Power must be granted to a particular 
agency, and it cannot be left in the hands 
of any committees or groups since unity 
of command is essential, and the only 
unity which can be found for such pur
pose is the power of the President of the 
United States. 

Can you give these broad powers to 
some department? Would you create a 
new commission? What would you do? 
Is there anybody here who can tell me 
just what he would do? Would you just 
give Great Britain $2,000,000,000 to do 
what it liked to do with it? Do you not 
think we are interested enough to want 
to know what they are going to do with 
it? Do you not think we are entitled to 
know what is happening throughout the 
world, and do you not think, as a great 
democracy, we have some interest in 
this world and have some interest in 
humanity and have some interest in the 
preservation of rights of human beings 
of this great world? Under present 
world conditions, does it appear that we 
ought to just mind our own business 
and build a fence around this entire 
country and forget about everything 
else? I will support any proposition 
that will keep us out of war. I do not 
want any war. I had my taste of it in 
the last war ~hen some of my blood fell 
on the battlefields of France. No; I do 
not want any more of it; Roosevelt does 
not want any more of it; and you do not 
want any more of it. None of us wants 
war. It was just hysterical propaganda 
that has been built up by certain sinister 
in:fiuences in this country that would try 
to cast aspersion upon the President that 
he is going to be a dictator and that he 
is going to drag us into war. My friends, 
he would be the last man on this earth 
that would drag us into war, and his 
pledge is far greater and worth more 
than all the arguments I have· heard an· 
this bill by some of the great statesmen 
on both sides of this aisle. 

So what is all this discussion about? 
If we eliminate giving the President the 
power under this bill, you are ready to 
vote for this bill tomorrow without any 
further trouble or without any further 
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amendments. Is there anybody here 
who can contradict that argument? 

So the only thing involved is the ques
tion of giving someone some power, and 
as your friend, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. WADSWORTH], well said to you 
yesterdaY •. under all the precedents, the 
President is the only person who can dis
pose of this matter. 

Now, what are we going to do? I say 
that all should be heard. I do not care 
what the party is, whether it is Demo
cratic or Republican or Communist, every 
one has his own views, but it seems to me 
that it is our greatest concern to know 
whether we are going to have a free gov
ernment and whether democracy is going 
to live, and we are entitled to know these 
things, and I do not see any reason why, 
in helping England with ships and planes, 
someone should not be given the power to 
administer the matter. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

the gentleman from New York 2 addi
tional minutes. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. I do not think it 
has been touched upon during this de
bate, but do you know that the Axis 
Powers are receiving more help from Rus
sia, from Japan, and from other lands 
because the so-called neutral countries 
are helping the Axis? No one is com
plaining about that, and why should they 
complain about what we are doing under 
this bill? We are simply helping a na
tion as a first line of defense to protect 
us from an invasion by a crazy man who 
has been crazy now for 7 or 8 years. He 
has not only destroyed Europe, but he 
has destroyed faith in God. He has not 
only destroyed faith in God, but he has 
destroyed women and children and inno
cent people, not because they have done 
something wrong, but because they be
lieve there is a God, and, my dear friends, 
can we sit here and say that we are not 
going to help them? 

There is an old axiom "that eternal 
vigilance is the price of liberty." In the 
many years that it was my privilege to 
fight for the eradication of subversive 
activities in our midst, I called attention 
to the fact that liberty is not self-pre
serving, but that it is necessary at all 
times to remind the people that if they 
wish to keep their liberties, they must 
be prepared to fight for them. Just as 
human beings are obliged to fight for 
the maintenance of their individual 
liberties, so nations must be prepared 
to defend their liberties lest an un
scrupulous tyrant will make an assault 
upon them and promptly put them into 
a scrap heap. Nations do not respect 
other nations unless they know that the 
nation involved is prepared to fight. It 
required the destruction of the liberties 
of Czechoslovakia, Norway, Finland, Es
tonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Bel
gium, Holland, Luxemburg, Denmark, 
and France to have the world see what 
a stranglehold Hitler has upon the entire 
civilized community, when by the march 
of his army he can obliterate all states 
and all nations. 

There is only one nation in Europe 
which has valiantly resisted aggression 
which may yet preserve the liberties of 
Europe-and I do not believe there is 

one man or woman on this floor or in 
the gallery who will not do everything 
in his or her power to help stanch Brit
ain to defend its liberties and the 
nations of the world. 

So that the entire argument before 
this House resolves itself into this-we 
are agreed to help Britain, we are agreed 

. upon giving Britain all the aid and as
sistance it needs in its struggle, but we 
are apprehensive in granting power to 
the President. I am prepared to vote 
for any intelligent amendment which 
will preserve the power of Congress in 
this emergency, but I do not want to feel 
for a moment that we are wasting pre
cious time and losing the battle, simply 
because someone is afraid of placing the 
trust in our President which should be 
given to him. 

I warn you, my friends, that unless you 
act and act promptly it may be too late 
to help, and then all those who foolishly 
insisted upon restraining the powers of 
the President and thereby defeated the 
bill, will rue the day in which their voices 
or vote contributed to this ignominious 
result. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
the highest office in the Federal Govern
ment, next to that of President, is, in my 
opinion, that of Secretary of the Treas
ury. The Secretary of the Treasury is 
the fiscal officer of the Treasury of the 
United States. His is a great tesponsi
bility. It is his high duty to jealously 
guard the credit of our Federal Govern
ment and the solvency of our Treasury. 

It is my opinion that the nature of the 
office of Secretary of the Treasury is such 
as to require the undivided attention of 
the person occupying it. How is it, then, 
that the Secretary of our Treasury is 
concerning himself so much with the 
treasury of another country? 

He appears to be deeply interested in 
that treasury. He finds it in bad condi
tion, so much so that he testifies it is 
broke and empty. Before the House For
eign Affairs Committee he engaged 
strenuously in proving this. The burden 
of his contention was that somehow the 
empty treasury of this other country por
tends immediate and grave military dan
ger to our national security. To meet 
this threat, he avowed, we must imme
diately open up our national larder and 
Treasury to that country. Our Treasury 
he says is healthy and strong, full up to 
the brim. 

In view of the facts, this to me is .a re
markable situation. I do not pretend to 
know much about the condition of the 
British Treasury. But I believe it can be 
proven to any unbiased mind that the 
condition of our own Federal finances and 
Treasury are in anything but a healthy 
state. 

Mr. Morgenthau has agreed that our 
Treasury is our first line of defense. 
That being so, whether the question be 
that of providing for our own military 
defenses, or that of aid to Britain, there 
is another question which underlies these 
and is paramount to them: What is the 

condition of our first line of defense, the 
Treasury; just how healthy, how strong. 
and how full is it? 

Upon the answer to this all-embracing 
question will depend, in the long run, the 
real and sustaining effectiveness of either 
our own defenses or of aid to Britain. 

Not votes, wishful thinlting, or senti
ment will be the controlling factor in de
ciding the fate of our desires and hopes to 
achieve these objects, but only hard 
realty. 

No nation has ever yet been able to 
outwit its own treasury, and every one 
that ever tried it brought ruin and dis
aster upon itself. 

It is true today as ever, if not more so, 
that, in the long run, wars are won or 
lost mostly by finance ministers. 

Let us inspect our first line of defense. 
First, let us look at our finances as they 
are reflected in the banking situation. I 
might state here that you will find in the 
last few pages of the hearings on the 
lend-lease bill a concise statement, ac
companied by two charts, which graphi
cally show some of the more important 
conditions of our Federal finances and 
Treasury. 

As of June 30, 1940, the total amount 
of deposits in the commercial banks was 
roundly $51,000,000,000. 

Of this amount only about $25,000,-
000,000, or less than 50 percent repre
sents what can generally be considered 
as noninflation deposits; that is, depos
its representing savings and secured by 
real assets. 

The remainder of the deposits, $26,-
000,000,000, or more than 50 percent of 
the total deposits, represent not savings 
and real assets but what may properly 
be considered as inflationary deposits. 

Thirteen billion dollars, or a little 
more than 25 percent, represents bond 
inflation deposits; that is, credit created 
by the deposit by the Treasury of direct 
Government obligations in the commer
cial banking system, checking against 
those deposits to pay Government oper
ating costs, and then the checks finding 
their way back into the banking system 
where they remain as permanent 
deposits. 

This scheme of inflationary financing 
was first begun during the World War to 
cover a part of the heavy war deficits. 
At the end of the war bond inflation de
posits in the commercial banks amount
ed to approximately $5,000,000,000. 

This practice of bond inflationary 
financing has been resorted to on an in
creasing scale to meet the heavy deficits 
since the beginning of the depression. 
By 1934 the commercial banks were hold
ing about $10,000,000,000 of this sort of 
deposits; and by 1940, as stated, they 
were holding about $13,000,000,000 of the 
same. 

Another category of inflationary de
posits in our banking system is that 
which is created through the gold-pur
chase program. It is of the utmost im
portance to a proper understanding of 
the true condition of our banking system 
that we know the real nature of these 
deposits. 

They are created in this way: For 
every dollar's worth of gpld that is im
ported and taken over by the Treasury a 
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dollar of credit is set up in the banking 
system. 

The dollar's worth of gold is sent to 
some Treasury vault. The Treasury 
prints on a piece of paper a statement 
which in substance says nothing more 
than that a certain amount of gold is in 
storage somewhere in the United States. 
This little slip of paper is called a gold 
certificate, which is given to the Federal 
Reserve bank. Then the Federal Reserve 
bank enters upon its books a credit of $1 
in favor of the bank with which the for
eigner who shipped the dollar's worth of 
gold into this country does business. 

It is supposed these .so-called gold cer
tificates are security for the credits set 
up in the banking system. But these 
little bits of paper called gold certifi
cates i"epresent nothing. They cannot 
be converted into gold by the Federal Re· 
serve banks unless the gold is for export. 
The law is specific on this point. Nor can 
these bits of paper be converted into any
thing else, except, perhaps, other bits of 
paper like themselves. 

Therefore the deposit of $1 in the bank· · 
tng system every time the Treasury ac· 
.cumulates a dollar's worth of gold repre
sents nothing whatever but the arbitrary 
creation of that much inflation of bank 
deposits, or fiat check currency. 

At bottom, the process of creating these 
gold credit deposits is merely a matter 
of diluting the deposits already in the 
banking system. 

By the amount of. these deposits the 
remainder of bank deposits are reduced 
in value. The $13,000,000,000 of these 
gold inflation deposits now in the banks 
have depreciated the value of the other 
deposits by about 25 percent. 

Is that not a most serious matter? 
We have here revealed also the impor

tant fact that the bank depositors carry 
the full cost of all the gold purchased 
under the gold-purchase program. It is 
these people who are paying for all this 
gold at the high price of $35 per ounce. 

Why are bank depositors of the United 
States being compelled to pay foreigners 
for billions and billions of dollars' worth 
of gold at this greatly inflated price? 

Why are they compelled to pay for any 
gold at all? Surely it will not be claimed 
there is any law compelling them to do 
this. 

Does· not the statute in the clearest 
terms say this gold is to be paid for by 
the Treasury, and is it not reasonable to 
assume, therefore, that the cost should be 
charged to all the people of the United 
States? 

Here is the way the law reads: 
GOLD RESERVE ACT OF 1934 

SEc. 3700. With the approval of the Presi
dent, the Secretary of the Treasury may pur
chase gold in any amounts, at home or 
abroad, with any direct Government obliga
tions, coin, or currency of the United States 
authorized by law, or with any funds in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, at such 
rates and upon such terms and conditions as 
he may deem most advantageous to the public 
interest. • • • All gold so purchased shall 
be included as an asset of the general fund 
of the Treasury. 

Where is there anything in this section 
that even remotely suggests that the 
bank depositors of the United States be 

compelled to pay for the gold which the 
Treasury alone is authorized to purchase, 
especially since this gold cannot be 
claimed by them after they have paid 
for it? 

Either the Treasury pays for the gold 
or the bank depositors pay for it. There 
is no other alternative. If the Treasury 
is paying for the gold, what is it using 
for money, gold certificates? And how 
does it get gold certificates? It gets 
them by just printing them. Are these 
so-called gold certificates therefore any. 
thing but fiat currency? 

Where is there anything in the law 
that gives the Secretary of the Treasury 
authority to buy gold with fiat currency? 
There is no such provision. 

Of course, it is the bank depositors 
who are paying for the gold. Every per· 
son who has really followed through all 
the entries of this gold purchasing 
transaction and seen under the magic 
veil, with which our public officials are 
shrouding it, knows this is the truth. 

Since it is hardly likely anyone will 
contend that the bank depositors should 
bear the cost of the gold purchased by 
the Treasury, we must of necessity 
charge this cost to the United States 
Government; at least until such time as 
the gold is actually given into · the pos· 
session of the banks and used by them 
as real assets. Hence, for the present, 
the cost of the gold which has been pur
chased must be included in the Federal 
debt. Likewise, the Federal Reserve 
notes in circulation, being in the final 
analysis a direct liability of the Treas
ury, must also be added to the Federal 
debt. 

The so-called gold certificates held by 
the Federal Reserve banks approximately 
equal the gold purchased plus the Fed
eral Reserve notes in circulation. 

Therefore adding the gold-certificate 
liabilities to the officially stated direct 
Federal, State, and local debts, we find 
the total public debt has taken the fol
lowing course: This debt stood at $7,-
000,000,000 in 1916; it rose sharply to 
$32,000,000,000 in the World War period. 
From thence it climbed slowly to $34,-
000,000,000 in 1930, then began its rapid 
ascent as the result of the heavy deficit 
financing, reaching $51,000,000,000 in 
1934. From this point it continued to 
climb still more rapidly because of the 
Treasury's gold-purchase policy. It 
reached $73,500,000,000 by the end of the 
fiscal year 1939; $80,500,000,000 by the 
end of the fiscal year 1940; and stands 
at, roundly, $85,000,000,000 at the pres
ent time. With appropriations and au
thorizations already made by the Con
gress-, and assuming that the regular op
erating costs of the Government will be 
8,bout what they have been in the last 
year or two, I believe it is safe to predict 
that the total public debt of the United 
States will reach $100,000,000,000 by the 
end of the fiscal year 1942. 

Leaving out State and local debts, we 
fiQ.d the Federal public debt took a some
what different course. Starting with 
$1,200,000,000 in 1916, it rose to $25,000,-
000,000 during the war period, from 
whence it dropped to $16,000,000,000 in 
1930. From this point it began to climb 
rapidly to reach the figure of $32,000,-

000,000 in 1934, $54,000,000,000 in 1939, 
$61,000,000,000 in 1940, and stands at 
present at about $65,000,000,000, and will 
probably reach $80,000,000,000 by 1942. 

But some people will say the Treasury, 
after all, has the gold as an asset to offset 
the gold-certificate liabilities, that con· 
sequently the officially stated Federal 
debt is not altered by the fact that the 
gold certificates are a liability of the 
Government. So long as the banks and 
the people of the United States are de· 
nied the use of the gold, it is impossible 
to know its value. Only when we are 
finally allowed to exchange gold for real 
values can its worth be determined. 
Until that time this abnormally large 
amount of gold, held by our Government, 
together with the anomalous monetary 
policies pursued by our public officials, 
may well prove to be a menace to our 
economy instead of an asset. 

It is interesting to contrast the course 
of our Federal debt with that of the 
United Kingdom. From the post World 
War figure of about £8,000,000,000, the 
United Kingdom debt dropped somewhat 
until 1930. In the next 9 years it rose a 
little more than 9 percent. 

During this same 9-year period our 
Federal debt rose 237 percent. Even 
leaving out gold-certificate liabilities, our 
;Federal debt rose in that 9-year period 
by 150 percent. 

The British Government up until the 
beginning of the present war maintained 
a splendidly balanced budget in compari
son with our own. 

It is not necessarily the size of the 
debt which determines the degree of 
danger. The purposes for which a debt 
is created and the character of financing · 
of necessity play a large part in deter· 
mining this. 

It is a serious question whether the 
United States Treasury may not at this 
moment be in a more distressed condi· 
tion than that of the United Kingdom. 

However that may be, can there be any 
doubt of the gravity of the disorders in 
our own banking system and of the 
weakened condition of our own Treas
ury, which this study reveals? Here is 
the foundation of our economy, our way 
of life, and our very first line of defense 
crumbling before we have even started 
to build our military defenses. Is it 
really thought we can ignore this situa
tion and not ultimately pay a heavy 
penalty for so doing? 

It was a similar financial disorder that 
caused Russia's break-down in the war 
in 1917. The same disorder undermined 
the Austro-Hungarian Empire during the 
World War so completely as to virtually 
destroy her fighting ability. 

I feel certain when the real story of 
France's recent military collapse is fully 
told, it will be shown that the principal 
cause was a disordered state of her 
finances and treasury, not unlike that 
from which our own Nation is now suf
fering. 

No doubt the officials of the Treasury 
and Federal Reserve System are aware, 
in some measure at least, of the serious· 
ness of our present financial plight. 
Statements coming recently from some 
of those officials to the effect that the 
Government should make an effort to 
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sell more of its securities to investors to 
be paid for out of their savings points 
in that direction. 

But where are there any savings in 
the United States with which to buy 
Government securities? In the years 
1930 through 1938 business disburse
ments exceeded receipts by a total of 
more than $41,000,000,000. (P. 308, Eco
nomic Almanac, 1940.) 

During practically this same period, net 
capital of all enterprises in specified man
ufacturing industries-total assets less in
vestments-declined roundly $14,000,000,-
000. (P. 230, Economic Almanac, 1940.) 

The average annual amount of new 
corporate security :flotations from 1932 
to 1939, inclusive, was only about 15 
percent of that in the years bf 1919 to 
1931, inclusive. <P. 144, Economic Alma
nac, 1940.) 

Under these circumstances there can
not possibly be any great amount of 
savings either available or forthcoming 
that can be used to purchase Govern
ment securities. What likely then will be 
the next move to raise the huge amount 
of funds necessary to meet the heavy 
deficits? 

Will the administration seek legisla
tion for more effectively controlling bank 
reserves to prevent run-away inflation 
and attempt to continue for awhile longer 
to raise funds under its present policy of 
creating fiat check money by the deposit 
of Government bonds in the banks? 

WILL IT RESORT TO THE PRINTING PRESS? 

Or shall we acknowledge with Mr. 
Bernard M. Baruch, one of Washington's 
guiding spirits, the complete breakdown 
of all our time-honored and traditional 
principles of Treasury financing? Shall 
we accept his advice to ~.bandon all hope 
of maintaining those well-tried and 
heretofore never-failing principles and 
submit ourselves to the totalitarian 
scheme of financing of Mussolini, Stalin, 
and Hitler? 

INDUSTRIAL MOBILIZATION 

It must be remembered that industrial 
· mobilization is only a part of total defense 

and is for the purpose, first, of getting what 
the Army and the Navy need when and as 
they need it with the least dislocation of the 
civilian life, which must be freed from 
profiteering or exploitation. To do this, one 
must mobilize men, money, materials, 
maintenance (food). 

MOBILIZATION OF CAPITAL 

Capital, under the Secretary of the 
Treasury, will be mobilized like anything 
else. It will be told for what purpose it can 
be used and for what purpose it cannot be 
used, and the rates which it can charge. 

In war a man should no more be permitted 
to use his money as he wishes than he should 
be permitted to use the ·production of his 
mine, mill, or factory, except through a gen
eral supervising agency as it should be set up 
in the general plan. This was being done 
toward the end of the World War. 

What is the use of vain talk of drafting 
dollars when dollars can be made to serve 
every purpose of government by the regula
tion of their use? (Statement by Bernard M. 
Baruch before the Conference Board's Con
sulting Committee on Industrial Mobiliza
tion Problems, December 19, 1940. Source: 
Conference Board Reports, January 16, 1941.) 

In considering Mr. Baruch's recom
mendation let us not overlook the car
dinal fact that up to now there is no evi-

dence that totalitarian Treasury financ
.ing has in the long run shown itself to 
be superior to democratic financing. In
deed, the evidence at hand is all to the 
contrary. And if totalitarian Treasury 
financing, would that not inevitably in
volve our Nation in a complete dictator
ship, with absolute regimentation of all 
labor, agriculture, and industry? 

The retort will come that it is to be 
only for the duration of what is contin
ually being euphemistically referred to 
as an emergency, that when this passes 
we will return to the democratic way. 

But it is only with a solvent Treasury 
that there is any hope of ever returning 
to the democratic wcy. 

The passage of the lend-lease bill will 
hasten the Nation into bankruptcy and 
thus assure the permanency of military 
dictatorship. [Applause.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. SPRmGER]. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, as we 
deal with the momentous questions in
volved in H. R. 1776, I doubt seriously if 
we will be confronted with any other leg
islation of its equal in importance·at this 
or any future session of the Congress. 
I am convinced that the people of our 
country do not want H. R. 1776 passed in 
its present form. There has been much 
confusion in the minds of the people re
specting aid to England, and the better 
policy for our country to pursue in order 
to keep out of this foreign war, and this 
confusion still exists. The press of our 
country has been filled with articles which 
were calculated to create a war hysteria 
in the minds of the people, and these have 
created an unrest throughout our Na
tion. The people do not want our coun
try to become involved in this war. They 
want to extend aid to England as we are 
able to do so-short of actual participa
tion in the war-and so as to not deplete 
our own national-defense materials and 
supplies. We are united that we must 
develop our own national defense. The 
people vividly recall our very rich experi
ence in a foreign war in 1917-18, and 
they recall the successive steps which led 
us into that war. As the people realize 
that the charted course today is leading 
us into this foreign war, not of their 
choosing, they are greatly alarmed; they 
do not want us to take any step which 
will lead· us into this war. They well re
member the very great sacrifices made 
during the la~t World War, and they re
member, as I remember, the broken 
bodies and the distorted minds of brave 
men, all the result of that war. The 
people want no more of it. 

Mr. Chairman, what are some of the 
implications if this bill is passed as 
written? The provisions of this pro
posed law would make an arsenal of the 
United States of America for all belliger
ents engaged in hostilities against the 
Axis Powers. This bill also embraces the 
plan of giving, leasing, or lending any
thing we have by way of war munitions 
and supplies, or anything we may pro
duce, to England, Greece, China, or any 
other power which may become engaged 
in this conflict against the Nazis or 
their allies. Under the provisions of 
this bill, this- legislation extends to the 

plan of financing those powers with war 
materials and supplies, ships, arms, 
military secrets, tanks, and airplanes. 
Who can tell how far reaching this plan 
may extend beyond this scope?. It 
might be construed to extend to the re
habilitation of France, Holland, Norway, 
Belgium, and Poland. This would be a 
serious commitment on the part of our 
country. Does anyone know what this 
plan will cost our Government? No one 
has ventured a guess on the cost on the 
side of the proponents of this bill. Re
cently I read the guess of one newspaper 
on the cost to provide England alone 
with war materials and supplies, and 
that estimate was from three to ten bil
lions of dollars for the first year. How 
long will this war last? And, can any
one give me an estimate of the cost to 
our country if the extension of this plan 
is made to other countries and allies of 
England? The people would like to 
know this answer. 

Mr. Chairman, if we had a well-filled 
Treasury-which is one of the essential 
·factors in every war, and in the defense 
of a nation-we would be in a far more 
favorable position respecting this pro
posed legislation. If we occupied a posi
tion which is strong and sound finan
cially, then we could abandon the fear 
of national bankruptcy and extend great 
aid to the nations who are fighting the 
Axis Powers. Unfortunately we do not 
have a well-filled Treasury; our Treas
ury is empty, we face a huge debt which 
is a claim to be asserted throughout the 
coming years; 

This proposed legislation gives the 
President the unlimited and discretion
ary power to fix the terms and condi
tions upon which any foreign power may 
receive aid from our Government; the 
language of t.he bill is as follows: 

The terms and conditions shall be those 
which the Presldent deems satisfactory, and 
the benefit to the United States may be 
payment or repayment in kind or property, 
or any other direct or indirect benefit which 
the President deems satisfactory. 

We must remember, too, this bill, if 
passed, repeals the Johnson Act and the 
neutrality law. 

This provision vests an unlimited and 
unrestrained power in the President. 

If this bill should pass, with the pro
vision above referred to contained 
therein, the Congress would have abdi
cated its power and function in that re
gard to the President of the United 
States. 

Let us follow just a little further this 
plan of possible payment, or repayment, 
to our country. Of course, no settle
ment of any kind would be made until 
this war is over-if, in fact, any pay
ment or repayment, is made in the 
future. We have not forgotten that 
England has never paid us the debt she 
owes us from the last World War. How
ever, let us assume that England, China, 
and Greece, or any other nation in that 
same class, would, after the war is over, 
elect to repay us in kind, and for that 
purpose they would start their factories 
and mills to producing guns, tanks, ships, 
and airplanes for us; then, after the pro
duction, they would start to make deliv
eries to us. Our own plants would be 
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largely idle, following the termination of 
production of war materials and sup
·plies, and during the period of rehabili
tation, and they would generally remain 
idle;. our workmen would be generally 
idle, and they would stand by and watch 
the foreign countries dump manufac
tured war materials and supplies upon 
our docks and piers. 

What would we do with these war ma
terials and supplies after the war is 
over? They become obsolete· in a very 
short space of time. We have not for
gotten the guns, tanks, trucks, and other 
war supplies from the last World War
all of which were stored in large ware
houses, and all of which were rendered 
wholly unfit for use in a very short space 
of time after the war was over. We won
der why we would want war materials 
and supplies, guns, tanks, and airplanes 
after the war is over. Yet that is one of 
the plans embraced in this bill, with the 
discretion vesting in the President, and 
that very plan would operate to close our 
industries and keep them closed; it 
would aid in producing unemployment, 
and it would keep our workers unem
ployed. That plan would give us some 
very undesirable war equipment when we 
have no use for it. My better judgment 
is that England would neither pay nor 
repay us, just as she did following the 
last World War. She owes us that debt 
today. 

These are some of the implications 
arising out of our great generosity under 
the provisions of this bill if it should pass 
as presented. 

Mr. Chairman, there are many other 
serious involvements in this proposed 
legislation. This bill seeks to extend 
greater power to the President than has 
been granted to any man in this Nation 
heretofore. It grants unlimited power to 
the President respecting this war and 
over our Army, Navy, our war supplies, 
and national-defense materials. This is 
greater power than any one man should 
desire, and it is far greater power than 
any one man should have. By this legis
lation the voice of the National Defense 
Commission is forever stilled; the wish 
and will of the people of this Nation will 
be nullified, and the voice of the Repre
sentatives of the people will be without 
force or effect; the War Department and 
the Navy Department will be relegated 
to a secondary position; and the ships, 
the destroyers, and the submarines will 
be subject to the order of the President. 

We wonder who would know best as 
to what ships, or how many, we could 
spare to some foreign country-the 
President, or the Navy Department? 
The question comes to us as to whether 
the President, or the War Department, 
would be better qualified to determine 
what guns, tanks, trucks, and other war 
supplies could be spared, and at the 
same time maintain our own defense of 
our country in case of attack? This 
bill is a "cover-all," with its grant of 
unlimited power to the President re
specting the question of this war, our 
national defense and the extension of 
credit in war materials and supplies to 
other nations. This legislation is a 
"blank check" to the President-the 
man who has rushed us into our present 
depleted financial state-giving him the 

unheard of and unlimited power to go 
onward and forward, without limitation, 
to further involve the generations now, 
and those to come. 

Mr. Chairman, because of these very 
serious involvements I cannot lend my 
voice or my vote in favor of this pro
posed legislation. This is highly dan
gerous legislation for our country at this 
moment. My fear is that very grave 
consequences will follow, if this meaure 
is passed. This plan and this policy is 
not consonant with American principles, 
because it portrays the passion of the 
dictator. This unwholesome plan, if 
carried out in its fullness and if war 
materials and supplies are sent to Eng
land, and other countries, in our ships, 
and convoyed by our vessels, through 
the war zones, those overt acts will cer
tainly cause our involvement in this war. 
Such a highly dangerous policy must not 
be pursued. We must keep out of active 
participation in this war. 

This war is in a sense a very peculiar 
one. In my service during the last 
World War, and sirice that time, I have 
learned that in order to conquer an 
enemy. it is first necessary to invade and 
occupy the enemy's territory, and then 
to organize and hold that occupied ter
ritory. This can only be accomplished 
with infantry, properly supported. Ger
many has tried to invade England, but 
she has been unable to accomplish that 
objective. Recently I learned that Eng
land has approximately 1,500,000 men 
under arms, while Germany has some 
6,000,000 men who are equipped and 
armed. With those respective forces 
may I ask if your judgment decrees that 
England can easily invade and occupy 
Germany, and the territory which she 
now holds, and if she could so invade 
and occupy that vast territory would she 
be able to organize and hold it? 

By every rule of the game of war, Eng
land would have to increase her man-· 
power. Then let us think just a few 
steps further, and if we supply guns, 
planes, tanks, and ships, and all kinds 
of war munitions, and give .aid to Eng
land as we now contemplate, what will 
be our position when England calls for 
manpower? Will we then decline to go 
further, or will we submit and send the 
flower of our American manhood across 
the ocean, again, to help fight that war? 
By the passage of this bill I fear we will 
be rushed into this war. Our people do 
not want our Nation to become involved 
in this war; they want to keep out of it. 

I apprehend, Mr. Chairman, that 
former Ambassador Kennedy has a su
perior knowledge respecting the matters 
involved in this bill. He has been in 
England, and he knows and understands 
their situation perfectly. He is entirely 
familiar with all conditions in our coun
try. He is well qualified to speak upon 
this highly important subject. What 
does Mr. Kennedy say? He stated that 
he was convinced that the great power 
sought to be conferred upon the Presi
dent of the United States as provided in 
this bill is entirely unnecessary. In 
other words, we have been able to extend 
all of the aid to England, and her allies, 
which we have been able to give, which 
is short of active participation in this 

war, without the extension of the un
limited power to the President which is 
provided in this measure. If there is 
any other aid which we could extend to 
England, and her allies, which is short 
of war, which we are not now extending, 
I would like for some proponent of this 
bill to stand in his place and state to 
the Members what that additional aid 
would be? 

Mr. Chairman, there is a very serious 
question respecting the constitutionality 
of this proposed legislation. Section 8, 
article I, of our Constitution provides: 

The Congress shall have the power to de
clare war; to raise and support armies, but 
no appropriation of money to that use shall 
be for a longer term than 2 years; to provide 
and maintain a navy. 

This power is vested exclusively in the 
Congress. 

The question now presents itself: Can 
that power be delegated by the Congress 
to any other person? 

The tenth amendment to our Consti
tution makes the further provision, which 
reads: 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people. 

The case of Schechter Bros. v. United 
States (295 U. S. 495) and Carter Co. v. 
Coal Commission (298 U. S. 238) are di
rectly in point on the question of the 
unconstitutional delegation of authority. 
The very power which is sought to be 
delegated by the Congress to the Presi
dent in H. R. 1776 is that power which 
was granted to the Congress by the people. 
The Congress cannot delegate that power 
to any other. 

Justice Frankfurter, while a private 
citizen, once stated respecting a similar 
plan that it was "the delegation of power 
running riot." 

Mr. Chairman, the Members of the 
House have serious duties to perform; 
we represent the people. I will not vote 
to abdicate that duty which rests upon 
me; I will not delegate that power and · 
that duty to any other man; I will not 
delegate that power to any President. 

These are serious days. We must 
think of the United States of America 
first; we must develop our own national 
defense; we must remain firm and sane; 
and we should not permit our very great 
generosity to impoverish our own Nation 
in our preparation for our own defense. 
Under the guise of the "emergency," or 
our national defense, however important, 
we must not permit the loss of our form 
of government. Liberty and freedom, 
gained throughout the years at a tragic 
cost, is too sacred to be frittered away 
even under the threat of war. The rep
resentatives of the people must stand 
steadfast for the United States of Amer
ica. [Applause.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 13 minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, [Mr. JoHNs]. 

Mr. JOHNS. Mr. Chairman, we have 
listened to the debate on this bill, and I, 
for one, have profited from getting the 
views of the different Members of the 
House on it. I have read the propaganda 
in the newspapers and listened to it ever 
the radio. As I now look back in retro-
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spect, I shudder at the similarity of the 
debates now and those back in 1916 and · 
1917 before we entered into the first 
World War to save the democracies of the 
world. How many of us at that time ever 
thought that in less than 25 years we 
would again be called upon to save the 
democracies of the world? Let us assume, 
for the sake of argument, that we again 
saved them. Just how long would it be 
until we would be called upon again to 
save them? 

In speaking today, I do so with a heavy 
heart. Every drop of blood in the veins 
of my body comes from Welsh, English, 
Irish, and French ancestry. The only 
child I possess in the world telephoned 
me last week that he had enlisted in the 
Royal Air Force and would go into train
ing very soon. So today, I have reached 
the crossroads of my life. I sympathize 
with England and her Allies. I abhor the 
things that Hitler and the other totali
tarian rulers stand for. But America was 
not responsible for creating any of them, 
unless it was our participation in the first 
World War. 

Today, in my opinion, 95 percent of the 
people would favor aiding England. The 
only question is in what degree and in 
what way. The same percentage of the 
people want Congress to say in what de-. 
gree and how much. They do not want 
it left to any one man to decide. That 
statement is made without any reserva
tions and without any reflections on the 
President of the United States. He is no 
superman; he is human, and has made 
many mistakes during his administration. 
He is not to be criticized for that. Per
haps someone else would have made the 
same mistakes, but the fact remains that 
he made them. Our economic and social 
problems still remain unsolved in this 
country after 8 years. The question re
mains to be answered: If he cannot solve 
our own problems, no matter how honest 
and sincere he may be, can he solve the 
problems of the rest of the world? 

If we were permitted under this bill to 
say whether we would give aid to Eng
land and her· allies, and if so, how much, 
and upon what security, if any, and these 
things were left to the Congress to de
Cide, the American people would be satis
fied. But when aid to England and her 
allies is tied up with a proposition to let 
one man say what, when, and how much 
shall be loaned, leased, or given away, 
and upon what security, if any, then the 
people rebel against such a procedure, 
and rightly so. If this bill is passed in its 
present form, Congress may just as well 
vote funds to run the Government, ad
journ and go home, await the amount of 
the war bill to be created, and then re
turn and vote the amount in order to 
save the honor of the Nation. 

To ask the people of the United States 
to finance this war and to assist in po
licing the world is the height of folly. 
Even though we should not get into this 
war any further and peace should come 
tomorrow, the standard of living will be 
lowered in this country for years. We 
have never fully recovered from our par
ticipation in the last World War. In 
1916, just before we entered the first 
World War, the appropriation to run our 
Government was $1,114,490,704.09. The 
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interest on our obligations for the pres
ent fiscal year will be more than it took 
to run our Government in 1916. Our 
public debt in 1916, just before we en
tered the last World War, was $1,225,-
145,568. The interest item in the budget 

· for the fiscal year ending in 1942 is · 
$1,225,000,000, within $145,000 of the 
amount of our public debt in 1916. Our 
public debt at the close of business on 
January 28 was over $45,000,000,000. 
To this, add the guaranteed obligations 
of the Government. We must raise our 
debt limit now in peacetime. What will 
it be when we start fighting? We are 
already in the war. We have become 
the munitions arsenal for the world. 

With a picture of this kind staring us 
in the face, it does not seem to me that 
we are in a position to give much aid to 
anyone except ourselves. We must re
member that with a debt 45 times larger 
than it was before the last World War, 
and the tremendous burden to carry it, 
it will not be as easy to get money from 
the people for loans as it was then. 
Many of them will recall that they were 
promised that loans made to the Allies 
at that time would be paid back. They 
have not forgotten that they were not, 
and that their tax burden has constantly 
increased since that time. They are.also 
familiar with the amount we are now 
borrowing from the American people for 
every dollar we have been paying out. 
The limit of their patience .may be 
reached much sooner than we anticipate. 

This bill gives the President extraor
dinary powers. It is said, however, that 
we will limit these powers to 2 years. If 
it is safe to give him that power for 2 
years, it would be just as safe for 4. 
Moreover, I do not believe there is any 
present Member of Congress who has 
served here during the past session of 
Congress who can remember of the Pres
ident asking to be relieved of any of the 
great powers given him during the past 8 
years. Whenever one of these bills comes 
up for consideration there is always an 
emergency existing requiring the exten
sion of the power given under some here
tofore enacted law. The safest way is 
not to grant such power to any one indi
vidual. Aid to England and her allies? 
Yes; but with a limitation as to the 
amount and with proper security. The 
British Empire boasts that the sun never 
sets on its possessions. That statement 
is literally true. If we were to ask Eng
land or any other country for a loan, I 
am sure that country would want securi
ty, and that would be especially true if 
we were in default to it on obligations 
heretofore incurred. 

Section 3 (b) of this bill gives the Pres
ident power to enter into such agree
ments for the giving away of the tax
payers' money as he sees fit. He can 
sell, lease, or give it away if he sees fit. 
Any consideration is sufficient. That is 
what the bill provides, and the American 
people should know it; and the people 
should not be led to believe that we are 
going to sell or lease something to some
one. 

Under this bill, the President, if he felt 
like doing so, could give away the entire 
Navy and also our airplanes in both the 
Army and the Navy. Not that the Presi-

dent would use this power, but he could 
if he wanted to do so. If he does not 
intend to use the power, then why give 
it to him? 

There is nothing in the bill that would 
require the President to give to the public, 
or even to Congress, a report of what he 
is doing unless he so desires, the countries 
with whom he is dealing, or the terms of 
such agreemen~ as he enters into. The 
public, and especially Congress, ought to 
know about these things. 

This bill carries no appropriations so 
the only thing the President has to deal 
with at the present time is the material 
we have for our own national defense. 
Just how much of it will he give, lease, or 
lend to other nations and just what de
fense will they give us should we need it? 
If we are in the grave danger from inva
sion that some people say we are, then 
this becomes very important. 

There is plenty to give, lease, or lend 
from money already appropriated. Con
gress, in 1940, appropriated $8,625,000,000 
for national defense and authorized an 
additional $3,800,000,000 in contract 
authorizations. Congress is asked to ap
propriate about $10,800,000,000 at this 
session for national defense. All of this, 
under this bill, could be given, loaned, or 
leased away, if the President saw :fit. In 
other words, the President will have the 
handling of a fund of about twenty-eight 
and one-half billion dollars. 

The people of the United States, with
out question, are for representative gov
ernment, which means their duly-elected 
Congressmen must make decisi.ons, and 
not any one man. In view of the uncer
tainty of life and the changes of time, 
to repose all this power in one man leaves 
the question open as to who that offichil 
may be in the future; how he may be in
fluenced; and again, it is too much re
sponsibility for any human being who 
has been or may be created, irrespective 
of in how much esteem he may be held. 

It might be well to reflect on just how 
many men, dollars, and years it may be 
necessary to appropriate to accomplish 
the purpose of again making the world 
safe for democracy, and should we a.c
complish our objective, whether it would 
be worth the cost. 

In its long history as a republic, the 
United States has been engaged in sev
eral wars. It has never lost one. War
time has too often brought curbs on the 
civil liberties of our people and our insti
tutions and restricted their freedom of 
speech and action. In times of peace we 
have had time to look back on these re
strictions and always with regret that 
they should have been invoked at all 
and frequently with shame at their ex
cessive severity. But with all their re
strictions they were not comparable to 
the proposal in this bill to do away with 
constitutional guaranties. 

Heretofore, when we have waged war, 
it has been only after full debate of the 
Congress, who are the people's repre
sentatives. Heretofore we have main
tained, through all the stresses arid 
strains of a war period, our constitu
tional form of government. The con
clusion of peace has found the author
ity of Congress intact and the American 
people free to govern themselves through 
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our American institutions. But now, in 
peacetime, we are asked to give up all 
of this. 

Twenty-four years ago we went into 
the first World War to save democracy 
for the world, but especially for Eu
rope, as we had it here. Here a~e some 
of the results: A treaty which msured 
another war; we succeeded in the de
struction of constitutional or demo
cratic government on the continent of 
Europe; established communism in R?s
sia, nazi-ism in Germany, and fascism 
in Italy; we helped to make possible _the 
spread of atheism and commumsm 
throughout the world; casualties of some 
500,000 American soldiers, the loss of 
more than $30,000,000,000 to our own 
country and the resulting war debts, de
pression, financial, and economic disa~ter, 
suffering, and misery to the Amencan 
people from which we have not as yet re
covered. Can we expect to accomplish in 
a second World War what we failed to 
accomplish in the first? 

Thomas Jefferson once said: 
For us to attempt to reform all Europe and 

bring them back to principles of morality 
and a respect for the equal rights of nations 
would show us to be only maniacs of another 
character. 

History shows that European fighting 
has never ceased. Their quarrels have 
never been mttled and never will be, and 
for us to become entangled on one side 
and pay their bills and fight their battles 
seems to be most absurd. 

To my mind, there has never been a 
just war nor an honorable one. To me, 
this rule has never chang-ed. 

I have watched with interest the de
velopment of the present war hysteria. 
It will gradually grow until objectors to 
our entrance into the war will cease. 
Soon the whole Nation, pulpit and all, 
will take up the war cry, and then it will 
be too late. 

If this bill is passed by the Congress, or 
any similar amended bill, our Constitu
tion will become one more scrap of paper. 
We will soon be fighting on the side of 
the Allies. Civilization may survive, but 
in an entirely new form. 

To offset this, we must depend upon a 
public who are tolerant and serene in 
their judgments, who have sympathies 
which are generous and broad, and who 
are willing that their representatives in 
Congress shall exercise the powers of 
sovereignty for ends loftier than the 
achievement of temporary advantage. 

I am for anything that will eventually 
bring about peace. Above all, I am for 
America-first, last, and all the time. I 
am for preparing our own national de
fense before building one for someone 
else. I am for aid to England or her 
Allies with proper security to protect our 
own people from the sad experiences 
they suffered from the last World War. 

I agree with what the present occu
pant of the White House said in his ad
dress at Chautauqua, N. Y., on August 
14, 1936, when he stated: 

We can keep out of war if those who watch 
and decide have a sufficiently detailed un
derstanding of international affairs to make 
certain that the small decisions of each day 
do not lead toward war, and if, at the same 

time, they possess the courage to say "No" to 
those who selfishly or unwisely would let us 
go to war. 

This bill should be overwhelmingly de
feated, and I again use as the best argu
ment for its defeat the words of the 

· President himself, in the same address 
heretofore referred to, when he said: 

But all the wisdom of America is not to 
be found in the White House or in the De
partment of State; we need the meditation, 
the prayers, and the positive suppo_rt of ti:e 
people of America who go along w1th us m 
seelting peace. 

Let us defeat this bill on that state
ment alone and continue constitutional 
government, and let Congress function 
as the Constitution intended it should 
and as the people expect that it will. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentlEman from New York [Mr. 
CROWTHER] 7 minutes. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Chairman, the 
limited time allotted for debate renders 
it impossible for each individual Member 
of the House to present his views on this 
important piece of legislation. Fortu
nately, the members of the great commit
tee that have reported this bill to the 
House have given us the benefit of their 
analysis and conclusions after careful 
consideration and study of the measure. 

I have heard scarcely a word during 
the discussion regarding our presumed 
neutrality. We still have a Neutrality 
Act on the statute books. Of course, it 
was materially emasculated by the pas
sage of the act which repealed the em
bargo on arms. Crippled as it is, it is 
still the law. In my humble opinion, the 
adoption of the so-called lease-lend bill 
renders our claim of neutrality null and 
void. 

WHAT ABOUT NEUTRAL PORTS? 

Why is so little being said about that 
provision in the lend-lease bill which 
would permit belligerent vessels to be out
fitted, repaired, or reconditioned in our 
own bases? That is the provision, re
marks the World-Telegram, which Alf. 
M. Landon said might result in importing 
war to our shores. 

If units of the British Fleet---or of the 
:fleet of any other nation the President 
decides to favor-are permitted to put in 
at the navy yards of Brooklyn, Norfolk, or 
Charleston, or at our Guantanamo base 
in Cuba, how long will it be before they 
are doing their fighting from our yards 
and bases? And how short of war would 
we be if some German raider followed a 
British vessel into an American base and 
fired upon both the British ship and the 
base? 

And how can we square that provision 
with the solemn declaration of the Pan
ama Conference? You remember that 
convention of foreign ministers of Ameri
can republics in the fall of 1939, called at 
the suggestion of our Government, that 
that Convention wherein the American 
republics solemnly proclaimed the exist
ence of a security zone around the 
American Continents, extending in some 
places as far as 500 miles out to sea, and 
notified the belligerents not to carry on 
hostilities within that zone. 

. To enforce the Western Hemisphere 
neutrality, the American republics agreed 
to take such action as would be necessary, 
specifically stipulating that they-

Shall prevent their respec~ive terrestr~al, 
maritime, and aerial. terntones from bemg 
utilized as bases of belligerent operations. 

The proponents of this bill charge that 
the opposition is endeavoring to spread 
the gospel of fear as to the · dire results 
of giving the President the unusual pow
ers so clearly indicated by the language 
of the bill. After bitterly assailing those 
who stress the danger of granting such 
powers, they then attempt to do a little 
frightening themselves by picturing the 
horrors of an invasion by the Nazis and 
the complete obliteration of the last 
·great democracy, the United States. 
Such a presentation is, as it is intended 
to be, rather dramatic but not particu
larly convincing. I am not disturbed ~s 
to an immediate invasion by the Axis 
forces. Such a development is a possi
bility but not a probability. Of greater 
concern to me is the economic invasion 
that will follow tre ending of the war re
gardless of who wins. We shall be faced 
with and come immediately in compe
tition witr a new type of economy, a 
totalitarian economy resulting from the 
necessity of millions of workers produc
ing commodities not for wages but for a 
food card that will barely provide for 
subsistence. In face of such competition 
what is going to become of our boasted 
standard of living, our short workweek, 
and high wages? 

It is high time that some post-war 
planning was being formulated in order 
that we may face such a situation with 
some degree of preparation. 

Much has been said relating to the 
tremendous powers that are given the 
·President in this proposed legislation. It 
may be well for us to remember that in 
speaking of other powers granted him 
that he warned us that "these powers 
might be dangerous in lesser hands." A 
long train of unfulfilled promises over 
a long, long period of 8 years has made 
a vast number of our people somewhat 
skeptical. The proponents of this bill as
sure us, aye, more than that, they ridicule 
us, for even suggesting that the Presi
dent would avail himself of the wide
open provisions of this bill and sell, lease, 
lend, or trade such munitions and equip
ment as woul<l strip our own defense. 
In view of past performances of the 
administration it seems to me that its 
defenders "protest too much." 

If, as the supporters of the President 
say, he will never use' the totalitarian 
powers granted in this measure, why in
clude them in the text? 

Patrick Henry said: 
Is it consistent with any principle of pru

dence or good policy to grant unlimited, 
unbounded authority which is so totally 
unnecessary that it never will be exercised? 

For 8 long years we have seen the 
gradual encroachment of the executive 
department upon the legislative division. 
If we are not careful, our great Republic 
will be destroyed, and we shall suffer the 
indignation of living in a land where the 
executive decree is the last word. 
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The plea, or rather, a demand has 

been made by the party in power for 
unity. How hollow that plea sounds 
coming from those who have by word 
and action created a degree of class con
sciousness and class hatred that we never 
dreamed possible in this great Republic. 
What they want is not unity. They want 
submission not only by the minority but 
by the Members on their side who have 
the courage to manifest independence in 
thought and action. [Applause.] 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. O'HARA]. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr: Chairman, Mem
bers of the House of Representatives, I 
arise to discuss H. R. 1776. I assure you 
that I do not discuss it as a partisan, not 
as a Republican, not as a Democrat, but 
solely from the American point of view. 
To me the )Jill deals directly or indirectly 
with three subdivisions: 

First, the constitutional guaranties to 
the people of the United States; 

Second, the economic resources of the 
United States; and 

Third, the most precious of all-the 
very lives of the people of this United 
States. 

I fully appreciate that any legislation 
affecting any one of these all-important 
problems should cause each of us sleep
less nights, and therefore I say that if we 
are sensible to our responsibilities we 

. must give deep and sincere consideration 
to this bill with all of these tremen
dously important problems. 

I have read and reread the Constitu
tion of the United States, and it is my 
view that Congress alone is vested solely 
with those powers to provide for the 
common defense and general welfare, to 
declare war, raise and suppOrt armies 
and provide and maintain a navy and to 
furnish the rules of government and reg
ulations of these land and naval forces. 
If we convey those powers to one man, 
the President, I believe we would be 
clearly guilty of abdicating those powers 
given to us by the Constitution, and it 
would amount to an abdication. If we 
convey those sacred responsibilities, then 
I suggest, as it has been suggested to me, 
that there is no further need of the Con
gress. Are we so incompetent as to not 
be entitled to discharge our duties, or are 
we so sluggish that we are incapable of 
performing the duties to which we are 
elected? Are we the ones to extinguish 
the last remnants of democracy? 

Each of you has received a tremendous 
number of letters, not only from your own 
districts, but, as I have, from States from 
California to New York. Practically 
every letter that I have received has 
urged the defeat of this bill. Some of 
the writers have referred to it as a dic
tator bill, and you, as I am, are opposed 
to a dictator form of government. 

We are told that this is a bill to give 
all-out aid to Britain. We are told 
through propaganda that this bill is vital 
to our national defense. Yet, in these 
days of debate, I have not heard a single 
convincing argument on any need of 
legislation for aid to Britain. We have 
been giving aid to Britain under present 
legislation. I have not heard a single 
convincing argume~at that the bill is 

necessary for national defense. National
defense legislation has been provided for 
in the last previous Congress. I am more 
concerned whether that national-defense 
program has reached the stage of ad
vancement to which it should be by this 
time in defense of the United States. 

I hope it will not be charged that my 
viewpoint is provincial. During the last 
World War I spent some 27 months in 
the service of this country. A part of 
that time was spent in France, and part 
in England. I have no prejudice against 
England. I have great admiration for 
the ideals and courage of the English 
people. Is there any one here who does 
not admire many fine qualities of the 
people of the Germany that was and the 
France that was. But I am not British, 
or German, or French. I remind you 
that today Germany has a dictatorship, 
France was ruined by the so-called poli
ticians, England is still a part of a great 
empire. I am proud to be an American, 
and I hope I have a deep appreciation 
of the American way of life, and my 
feeling as an American transcends any 
admiration or feeling for any foreign 
country and my single hope is that we 
preserve our American form of govern
ment and continue the American way 
of life. 

At such a time, with the whole eco
nomic, political, and social structure of 
our country hanging in the balance, with 
the fact that only so recently by the 
Draft Act, thousands of the youth and 
the young men of our country have been 
taken from their homes and from their 
way of life, and placed in training camps, 
and the fact that thousands and hun
dreds of thousands more are to follow. 
With this transition, I hope that we can 
get along without propaganda, and when 
we are dealing with matters of national 
defense I hope that we can deal in these 
and the other problems which are ours 
without hypocrisy and with honesty, 
without passion or prejudice, and most 
of all, without partisanship. 

I do not approach this problem with 
any idea that one side of this debate, or 
the other has a monopoly on patriotism 
I know that sitting in this Congress on 
both sides of the House, are men who 
have served in the wars in which this 
country has been involved. I know that 
sitting on both sides of the House are 
men who have received the Distinguished 
Service Cross for their services. Surely 
you are as deeply concerned with what 
is best for this country as am I. 

I come fresh from the people whom I 
have the distinguished honor to repre
sent. In becoming a Member of Con
gress I was deeply impressed with the 
oath which I took only a few short weeks 
ago to uphold and defend the Constitu
tion of the United States. The prob
lems which we have here have caused 
me many sleepless nights. To me the 
problem of how to fulfill this oath is to 
follow the dictates of my conscience to 
do what is right. 

I distinctly remember the pledges I 
made when I sought this high office, 
namely, I was opposed to our becoming 
involved in a European war, and I was 
opposed to sending the youth of our 
country to die on foreign battlefields. 

I believe that most of you made those 
same pledges. I do not know of anyone 
who was elected on an "all out" plat
form. I intend to keep that pledge 
because I believe sincerely that the pas
sage of this bill will mean involvement of 
this country in the tragedies of the 
European war, and that involvement 
means the death of many of the youth 
of our country. 

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

Mr. O'HARA. I yield. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. You recall, of course, 

that Candidate Roosevelt promised to 
keep us out of war and the Republican 
nominee, you will recall, ran on that kind 
of a promise? 

Mr. O'HARA. That is right. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Do you know of any 

Member of this House who did not make 
a similar promise? 

Mr. O'HARA. I will say that I do not. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Do you know of any 

reason now why we should violate those 
promises? 

Mr. O'HARA. No reason whatsoever. 
My first duty is to this Government, to 

my people, to my country. "To thine 
own self be true, and it must follow as 
the night the day that thou canst not 
then be false to any man." National de
fense? Yes. Increase it, extend it, and 
preserve it, but conserve our own lives, 
save our own republican form of govern
ment, and in so doing we will still be to 
the tragic peoples of distressed nations 
the candlelight still burning in the shrine 
of democracy-a sustaining light to 
which the eyes of Europe and Asia will 
look for guidance and reassurance that 
freedom has not perished from the earth 
and democracy is still worth fighting for. 

I deny that the British Navy is our first 
line of defense.. [Applause.] The Brit
ish Navy is the first line of defense for 
Britain and that Navy will go wherever 
the dictates of need may be for the pres
ervation of Britain. [Applause.] I am 
not an isolationist, and I am not a non
interventionist when I say that our con
cern should be the preservation of our 
American people and of our own form of 
government. 

In this great debate there are those 
who have spoken of the dollar sign and 
what this bill means in money and in war 
contracts. I insist somebody should 
speak for those who pay the taxes that 
would go into the billions that would go 
for aid to Britain. If this bill passes and 
if it means war, someone should speak 
for the parents of sons, the mothers and 
fathers that have suffered and sacrificed 
that our great American race should go 
forward on the feet of youth sound in 
mind and in limb, and I speak for the 
youth whom you are calling upon to de
fend us, in training now, and if there is 
war-then giving their lives. I want that 
youth to have the same vision that our 
forefathers had when they founded this 
country. That youth who look to you 
with this question, What are you going 
to do; are you going to regiment us, or 
are we to be free? Do not destroy their 
belief in life, their confidence in our form 
of government. Do not inculcate fear 
with propaganda. Keep alive in them 
the belief in life which is the essence of 
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youth. Give them confidence in a great 
national defense, but do not substitute 
hysteria for that confidence. 

Mr. Chairman, I state here and now 
that it is my sincere belief that H. R. 
1776 is a bill that would change our form 
of government, dissipate our resources, 
endanger our defenses, and, what is more 
tragic, may decimate the youth of our 
land. Are we to shut our eyes to these 
realities in order to make a quixotic 
gesture of aid to Britain? Britain has 
400,000,00C subjects. Britain is rich in 
resources-not only rich in her Empire 
but rich in wealth in this hemisphere. 
Let us not "sit in" at the poker table of 
Europe. H. R. 1776 is too high a price to 
pay for our stack of chips that would 
enable us to hold a hand in this slimy 
and crooked game of European intrigue. 
Our world and our ideology are new. We 
cannot affect the age-old intrigues of 
Europe or play the game of the shifting 
boundary lines that have involved Europe 
as far back as history itself. I quote 
from that statesman, Thomas Jefferson: 

For us to attempt to reform all Europe and 
bring them back to principles of morality, 
and a respect for the equal rights of nations, 
would show us to be only maniacs of another 
character. 

To have national defense we must have 
morale, not discord. We must have 
unity; we must have faith. Our strong
est national defense is a united people
people believing in this Government and 
willing to pay any price in order to de
fend it. 

It has been argued here that an over
whelming majority of our people favor 
this bill. I presume to doubt the sound
ness of this argument. It is my unbiased 
and honest opinion that there is a sharp 
and dangerous cleavage in the opinion of 
the people at this time. · Who can say 
that that group-that great inarticulate 
group who oppose this bill-are not in 
the majority? What tragic means of ex
pressing that cleavage will they have if 
this bill passes? Who will say which is 
the majority? I repeat to you, no candi
date for President, no candidate for Con
gress, ran upon the platform which would 
have provided the vast group of our 
electorate to express their sentiments in 
favor of or against this legislation. 

To change or abrogate the Constitution 
you must do it lawfully, not unlawfully. 
In behalf of those citizens, taxpayers, the 
mothers and fathers of our youth, and 
youth itself, I claim that they are the 
Government, and we are merely their . 
official spokesmen. 

As a ·Representative I object that we 
are not policemen of the world, but that 
our duty is to defend our OW!l lives and 
liberty and treasur.e the pursuit of hap
piness by preserving our form of govern
ment. Devoutly I say that I put my 
trust in God, my faith in the form of 
government left me by our forefathers. 
My one concern is that we shall continue 
that trust and faith as a free people, and 
with that courage which has been nour
ished by freedom and independence gird 
to defend ourselves against any nation or 
combinations of nations. 

Members of the Seventy-seventh Con
gress, I plead with you for unity and 
sanity, and for the reasons which I have 

given you I urge you to defeat this bill. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. THILLJ. 

Mr. THILL. Mr. Chairman, I am op
posed to H. R. 1776. In my opinion, this 
measure, if passed, will lead this country 
down the road to war. The first duty of 
every American must be to preserve and 
protect his country. I cannot vote for a 
measure whtch, in my opinion, will give 
the President dictatorial powers. These 
powers, if injudiciously used, can easily 
lead the United States into a war which 
will cost the lives of millions of American 
boys and bring bankruptcy, hardships, 
suffering, and ruin to our Nation. 

I am unwilling to give any President 
the power to dispose of our defenses as 
he sees fit. It was never the intention of 
the founders of our country that Con
gress should abdicate practically all of its 
war-making powers. We must face re
ality. We must not let emotionalism or 
partisanship becloud our vision and 
judgment. Let us not follow the dicta
tors by centralizing power in one man. 
Our Nation is a republic and must be pre
served as such. Our forefathers who fled 
the tyrannies of Europe have handed to 
us the torch of freedom. We must keep 
this fire burning brightly and defend our 
institutions against all enemies from 
without as well as from within. 

Let me quote the following interesting 
excerpt from the minority views on 
H. R. 1776: 

WHAT THIS BILL DOES 

Using the slogan of "Aid to Britain," and 
under the title of "Promoting Defense," this 
bill gives the President unlimited, unprece
dented, and unpredictable powers--literally 
to seize anything in this country and to give 
it to any other country, without limit in law. 
He may sell or give away our Navy, our planes, 
our arms, our secret s, and U:se any proceeds 
from such sales for similar purposes; he need 
come to Congress only for appropriations 
to restore our Navy, our planes, our arms. 

John Bassett Moore, world-famous author: 
ity on international and constitutional law, 
says: "The pending bill assumes to transfer 
the war-making power from the Congress, 
where the Constitut ion lodges it, to the Exec
utive. * * * The tide of totalitarianism in 
government * * has not only reached 
our shores, but has gone far to destroy con
stitutional barriers, which, once broken down, 
are not likely to be restored." Remember, we 
cannot repeal war, we cannot repeal bank
ruptcy, and we cannot repeal dictatorship. 
Under this bill we surrender our democratic 
way of life now, for fear of a future threat to 
our democratic way of life. The oldest and 
last constitutional democracy surrenders its 
freedom under the pretext of avoiding war, 
with the probable result that the newest dic
tatorship will soon go to war. 

Many authorities are convinced that 
H. R. 1776 is unconstitutional in its en
tirety, because it is a dictatorial and 
unwarranted demand by the President 
that the Congress of the United States 
abdicate its law-making, treaty-making, 
and money-disbursing power in the field 
of national defense and hand over such 
powers to the President for the defense 
of any foreign nations whom the Presi
dent, in his own judgment, may wish to 
defend. 

Under section 3 of the bill the Presi
dent is given power which might result in 

political, military, and commercial alli
ances or treaties with foreign countries 
without reference to any advice or con
sent of the Senate. 

If the President uses the powers given 
to him under H. R. 1776, he can force the 
taxpayers of this country and my con
stituents to underwrite every foreign war 
occurring anywhere in the world. I do 
not believe that the people I represent 
want this Nation to finance and support 
foreign wars upon the say-so of one man. 
The war-making power should be left in 
the hands of Congress, where the Consti
tution provides that it belongs. 

The following article discusses the laws 
which may be modified or voided by sec
tion 3 of H. R. 1776: 
LAWS NULLIFIED BY PRESIDENT'S PROPOSED WAR

POWERS BILL 

Section 3 (a) of the President's war-powers 
bill, as transmitted to Congress from the 
White House, provides: "Notwithstanding the 
provisions of any other law, the President 
may, * * * when he deems it in the 
interest of national defense, * *" etc. 

During test imony by Secretary Hull ques
tion arose as to what statutes or interna
tional commitments this authority might 
nullify. 

Secretary Hull implied the pending measure 
would in no . way affect the Johnson Act, 
adding:· 

"'llliis [Johnson] act would not appear to 
be involved, for the reason that it does not 
apply to this Government, or to a public 
corporation created by, or in pursuance of, 
special authorizat ion of Congress, or to a · 
corporation in which the Government has or 
exercises a controlling interest, as, for ex
ample, the Export-Import Bank." 

However, section 7 of the Neutrality Act of, 
1939 does forbid loans c':' credits to a bel
ligerent government by the Export-Import 
Bank, or similar Government-controlled cor
porations; although section 7 does not pro
hibit loans directly by the United States Gov
ernment, Secretary Hull told the committee. 

The net effect of the new bill, if enacted in , 
its present form, would be, as regards loans 
to belligerent nations, to repeal section 7 of 
thJ Neutrality Act of 1939. This would make 
possible direct Government loans or credits to 
any belligerent at the discretion of the Presi
dent, through the Export-Import Bank or 
any other existing agency. 

By this device, as Secretary Hull inter
prets the pending proposal, the Johnson 
Act would not be nullified as regards private 
credits to defaulting nations. 

Nevertheless the result of the new meas
ure would be to make unlimited Govern
ment credits available to any nation, bel
ligerent or defaulter, or both, in the 
discretion of the President. 

Moreover, this authority would not be en
cumbered by any specifications regarding 
collateral security, rate of interest, or maxi
mum period of repayment. Under this 
authority, as proposed, the President would 
be authorized to lend the entire resources of 
the United States Government, in both 
money and materials, to any nation or 
group of nations, without reference to Con
gress concerning terms or conditions of the 
loan. No limitation upon this authority is 
found in the White House text, as regards 
either time or amount of the proposed loans. 

ASSISTANCE TO WAR VESSELS 

Secretary Hull also testified that· three sec
tiqns of title 18, U. S. C., would be nullified 
by the proposed executive authority, as 
follows: 

"Section 23 makes it unlawful to fit out or 
arm in the United States a vessel with intent 
that it shall be employed in the service of a 
foreign belligerent agatnst a power or people 
with which the United States are at peace. 
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"Section 24 makes it unlawful to increase 

or augment in our ports the force of a ship 
of war or other armed vessel belonging to a 
belligerent power. 

"Section 33 makes it unlawful during a 
war in which the United States Is neutral 
to send out of our jurisdiction any vessel 
built, armed, or equipped as a vessel of war 
for delivery to a belligerent nation." 

In summary, Secretary Hull said: ''These 
provisions would be superseded by the new 
act." 

INTERNATIONAL LAW NULLIFIED 

Secretary Hull added that three sections 
of The Hague Convention of 1907 also would 
be nullified by thre proposed new powers. 
Article VI of the convention forbids the 
supply of war materials of any kind by a 
neutral to a belligerent power. Article xvn 
limit s repairs of belligerent war vessels in 
neutral ports to the minimum necessary 
Ior resumption of voyage in a seaworthy 
condition. Article XVIII forbids increasing 
the power or armament of a belligerent war 
vessel in a neutral port. 

Secretary Hull added that the Hague Con
vention was not applicable to the present 
European war, since article XXVIII provides 
It shall apply only when all belligerents are 
parties to the convention. "England and 
Italy are not parties to the convention." 

From this point Secretary Hull outlined 
the new United States policy in these words: 

"It may be urged that the provisions of 
the United States Code and the quoted pro
visions of the Hague Convention are declara
tory of international law on the subjects 
mentioned and that to do the things con
templated by the proposed act would render 
us unneutral. This would be largely true 
under ordinary circumstances, but we are 
not here dealing with an ordinary war situa
tion. Rather, we are confronted with a 
situation that Is extraordinary in character." 

This statement appears to summarize faith
fully the ultimate significance of section 
3 (a) of the proposed bill. Regardless of 
both domestic and international law, United 
States foreign policy would be fixed from day 
to day by Executive decree-the powers of 
totalitarian dictatorship. 

Secretary Hull enumerates four domestic 
laws and three long-accepted principles of in
ternational law which would be at once nulli
fied by "the things contemplated" under this 
single section of the proposed act. 

Doubtless there are many other domestic 
laws which would be at once nullified. At 
one point in the committee hearings, for ex
ample, the question was raised whether the 
language of section 3 (a) would not, in fact, 
authorize the President to issue new Govern
ment obligations without regard to the debt 
limits fixed by Congress under existing law. 

Mr. Chairman, we who represent the 
people of the United States must do 
everything in our power to sustain Amer
icanism. In no other nation on the face 
of this globe do the people enjoy all of 
those liberties given to us by the founders 
of our Republic. Freedom of religion, 
freedom of speech, and freedom of press 
must be maintained, and that is a par
ticularly hard task during times such as 
these, when hysteria and emotionalism 
can readily sweep the land. We cannot 
retain our freedoms and our form of gov
ernment if we vest vast dictatorial powers 
in one man. Congress must save unto 
itself the rights granted to it under the 
Constitution. Not only must Congress 
lead the way toward preservation of our 
Republic but every American must act 
with wisdom, courage, and cool-headed
ness to protect the American way of life. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Mich
igan [Mr. BRADLEY]. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, it is an honor indeed to follow 
the very capable gentleman from Minne
sota, whom we all know and recognize in 
the few weeks he has been here as a man 
of such abilities that he will soon become 
one of the most able Members of this 
body. [Applause.] Likewise, Mr. Chair
man, it is an honor to come this far down 
the line toward the end in this debate. I 
hope the remarks I have to make will not 
prove the least valuable. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened with a 
great deal of interest to the debate on 
this bill in the last 3 days. This bill un
questionably is one of the most impor
tant measures ever to come before the 

. Congress of the United States. Let us 
go back through history. We recall that 
in the year 1776 we came into being as a 
Nation. 

In that year we were engaged in a war 
with Great Britain which sought to con
tinue to rule us under a colonial status. 
We wrested from England our independ
ence and became a great nation. Wash
ington and Jefferson warned us repeat
edly against further involvement in the 
power politics of Europe, in their con
stant turmoil and strife. Throughout all 
the years up to the World War we fol
lowed their mandate and became perhaps 
the greatest Nation on earth. During 
this debate, Mr. Chairman, some of the 
historians in the House have recalled to 
our minds the fact that the Monroe Doc
trine was brought into being against 
whom? Against the dangers of en
croachment by the British Empire in this 
hemisphere. 

We were told that during the Civil War 
Great Britain sought to tear our nation 
asunder; and we were told that in the 
World War, after England had spent some 
$100,000,000 or more on propaganda, they 
got us involved in that war on their side 
in order to have the world for democracy. 
At the end of that war who wrote the 
peace terms? England; and we became 
known as Uncle Shylock. That was the 
kind of gratitude we got. That was a war 
to end all wars, the war to make the 
world safe for democracy, but we have 
seen on the continent of Europe the ris
ing of the dictators, the overrunning of 
democracy after democracy. No one in 
America has any faith, or any love, or any 
admiration for the dictators of Europe. 
We are all opposed to them. For that 
reason our sympathies unquestionably 
are at this time with the British people 
and the brave ftght they are putting up. 

This is not our war, the American 
people had no word in the start of it, 
and we shall have nothing to say when 
it is over. You can bet your life on 
that. Still .some of us are concerned by 
reports that our leaders did perhaps 
make certain now embarrassing com
mitments before the start of this war. 
But we are in the middle of the stream, 
we are committed to aid to England, 
and we must carry that out, but let us 
not do it to the detriment of ourselves. 

Last fall, in case some of you have 
forgotten, there was a political campaign 
in this country. Under our form of gov-

ernment we are governed by what are 
commonly known a.s politicians, and 
every so often we have a political cam
paign; we make speeches to the people 
and tell them what we will try to do for 
them, what we will stand for if elected. 
Some of us have very short memories, 
apparently. • I do not know of a single 
man in this country, certainly neither 
of the leading Presidential candidates, 
who had the effrontery to run on any 
platform of "all out" aid for England
or any other nation. 

If he had he would have gone down to 
the most ignominious defeat in the politi
cal history of this country. For myself, I 
campaigned on four definite pledges, 
among others: First of all, that I would 
not vote for any measure which I thought 
was a step leading to war. In my opin
ion, this bill is another step to·ward war, 
hence I am opposed to it. I intend to 
keep that pledge and keep faith with the 
people who sent me down here. [Ap
plause.] Second, I said I would vote for 
~o measure that had for its purpose the 
granting to the President of the United 
States or to the office of the President of 
the United States, regardless of who the 
occupant may be, now or in the future, 
any additional powers which were guar
anteed by the Constitution to the Con
gress of the United States. This bill un
questionably does grant those powers, 
hence I am opposed to it. Let us do our 
job. It is not fair or fearless to pass the 
buck to somebody else. Point 3, aid to 
EnglaJad? Yes; in view of the fact that 
we are in the middle of the stream, but 
not to the extent of sacrificing our own 
defense. 

We have heard said on the floor of this 
House that General Marshall has testi
fied that we have today in the United 
States Air Corps not one single modern 
fighting aircraft. We are shipping them 
all overseas; we are denuding our de
fenses; and now it seems we are going to 
go even further. My fourth pledge was 
that we should build our defense and 
make it impregnable. We cannot do that 
by shipping everything overseas as fast 
as it comes off the line. We must give 
our own boys something modern with 
which to train and with which to fight. 
We have heard it said in the well of this 
House that if Hitler wins this war we 
shall come next. There are those who 
would make you believe he would do so in 
the next 30 days; but what are we going 
to be doing in the meantime? If we build 
our defenses as we should and make our 
own shores impregnable, neither Hitler, 
Mussolini, the Japanese, nor the whole 
world could land a soldier on the shores 
of the United States and push us back 
from that shore line. 

With respect to the bill before us, I 
want to ask a few questions. Last sum
mer the membership will recall the Con
gress refused to go home when it was 
told to go home, told there was no more 
legislation to come up. We stayed here 
and we voted some $10,000,000,000 and 
upward for national defense. We stayed 
here in Washington through all the heat 
and on into the fall. Many of us did 
not have time to get home to campaign 
sufficiently, and some Members are 
missing as a result. I ask you: Why 
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was not this bill or a similar one intro
duced in Congress at that time? 

Oh, you may say it was not politically 
expedient to do so at that time. All right. 
We know that Hitler failed in his attempt 

_ to cross the English Channel, a little body 
of 22 miles of water, last fall. Is there 
anybody in this country today who doubt
ed that he would make the attempt again 
this spring? Yet we are told today that 
we must rush this bill through in order to 
help England in a crisis which is coming 
up in 60 to 90 days. We knew last fall 
that this crisis was coming. Why was not 
this bill introduced at that time? Con
gress was in session within a week after 
the election. The same President had 
been reelected. There was no change in 
the administration. Why was not the 
measure brought out on the floor at that 
time? 

Before our Foreign Affairs Committee 
each Cabinet member was asked just 
what change in the British emergency 
situation had come about since the elec
tion of last fall to make prompt action oi). 
this bill so imperative now. The answer 
was invariably, "Nothing." 

We are now told that England's dollar 
assets are gone. Did anybody in the Gov
ernment not know that last fall? Did 
Secretary Morgenthau not know last fall 
that England's dollar assets were becom
ing depleted? If so, why did he not bring 
the bill out then? The testimony before 
the committee is unmistakably to the 
effect that Secretary Morgenthau wrote 
this measure. Why did he not bring it 
out last fall? Why wait until January? 
Why come along to Christmas week and 
find the President with his usual suave 
delivery over the radio, alarm a peace
loving American people about the danger 
of an immediate invasion, and then state 
that we must become the arsenal for the 
democracies of the world? I ask again, 
why was not that speech not made 
months before Christmas? 

A new Congress comes into being, and 
the Chief Executive comes down here to 
the Congress, and he tells us we must 
pass this bill right now to save England. 
Yet we asked the defense production 
chief, Mr. Knudsen, whether this bill 
will in any way speed up the defense of 
America or speed up aid to England, and 
the answer was unmistakably "No." 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

the gentleman 3 additional minutes. 
Mr. BRADLEY of Michigan. Mr. 

Chairman, it is the same old stall. We 
are asked to rush this bill through. We 
are asked to grant more power in the 
hands of thl Executive which belongs to 
the Congress of the United States. We 
are told, yes, the Congress can control 
this power because it still has the power 
of the purse strings. 

Mr. Chairman, it l).as been proven on 
the floor of this House unmistakably by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. VoRYs] 
that under this bill he would have con
trol right now of $40,000,000,000 worth 
of American arms and ammunition, 
either now in existence in our Army, 
Navy, Marine Corps and air force or in 
the process of manufacture at this time. 
The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 

JoNKMAN], a member of the committee, 
stated that was a most conservative esti
mate. All of this can be turned over not 
only to England but to China, Greece, or 
to Russia or any other nation that the 
President deems is acting in the defense 
of the United States. 

Why is this so serious? Simply be
cause under this bill we are actually asked 
to create in the office of the President of 
the United States the office of quarter
master general of the armies now or 
hereafter in opposition to the Axis 
Powers. When we delegate this power, 
when we attempt to place in the hands 
of the Chief Executive of this Nation 
the quartermaster generalship of all the 
armies :fighting the war in opposition to 
the Axis Powers, this Government, the 
President, and the people of the United 
States assume the strategy of the war, 
and we guarantee that the war must go 
through to a successful conclusion. It 
must follow that we underwrite the suc
cess of the war. We underwrite the cost 
of war, in munitions, money, and, finally, 
of necessity, manpower. 

It is said that we are keeping the war 
away from our shores. Possibly we will, 
and we hope to God we will, but I want 
to ask just one final question. For the 
past year and a half Germany, with the 
greatest army on the face of the earth 
today, aside from the American people, 
with 6,000,000 men under arms, has 
found it impossible to cross 22 miles of 
the English Channel against a Britain 
that has only one and one-half million 
men under arms. 

Now, then, if this war is to be brought 
to a successful conclusion, the Germans 
must be driven back to Berlin as they 
should have been in 1918. We have cast 
the die, or the President did in his fire
side chat. Hitler must be completely 
smashed in order to win this war-for 
England. If this is to be done, who else 
but ourselves can supply the four and 
one-half million men required to balance 
Hitler's manpower-who will logically be 
expected to furnish it-"Uncle Shylock," 
of course. No, Mr. Chairman, talk all you 
will, and I do not doubt the sincerity of 
any Member of this House when he says 
his sole interest is to keep our boys out 
of foreign wars, but, I repeat, I see no 
possible ultimate alternative but that 
there will, of necessity, be another A. E. F. 
To many of your memories these hal
lowed letters of the alphabet mean an
other American Expeditionary Force, but 
this time, having carefully watched prop
aganda get in its deadly work, to me 
they mean After England Failed to 
finish her own war-without American 
boys. It will not come soon. Today we 
learn that England does not need men. 
Very obviously, where could she use them? 
But watch out; before long will come the 
awaited blitzkrieg. England may then 
become short of pilots, where will she get 
them? Our flying fortresses are going 
over; we are supposed to have the only 
trained crews in the world who can effi
ciently :fight them-and we are presumed 
to have some good fighters in our air 
force as well-though our policy has not 
permitted them to fly the modern ships 
now going to Britain. Who will soon be 
called upon to convoy ships? You guess. 

But some day, Mr. Chairman, there will 
be a peace come to Europe again-we all 
pray that day be not far off-but I ask 
this question: Will England again write 
the peace terms? And will we again be 
called "Uncle Shylock" when, if ever, we 
have the temerity to ask for payment
in kind or equivalent-for our aid in the 
form of first, munitions; secondly, our 
money; and thirdly, our manpower if that 
comes to pass? Will "Uncle Shylock" again 
apply to American Gold Star Mothers 
and widows? Will "Uncle Shylock" again 
be applied to widowed expectant mothers, 
to fatherless boys and girls, of our land? 
Oh, I pray not and I think not. 

Mr. Chairman, in the year 1776 we got 
rid of our colonial status; I pray that we 
guard well lest House Resolution 1776 
now result in our being graciously, granted 
Dominion status by Great Britain. 

After all, let us face this issue as Amer
icans and let us remember our oath as 
Representatives of the American people 
who sent us down here. Our duty is clear. 
It is to save America for Americans, let 
the chips fall where they may. Let us be 
and remain Americans. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, we have 

no more requests for time on ·this side. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, i move 

that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Speaker pro tempore 

[Mr. GoRE] having assumed the chair, 
Mr. CooPER, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 1776) further to promote the de
fense of the United States, and for other 
purposes, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. BRADLEY of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to in
clude in the remarks I have just made 
in the Committee of the Whole certain 
excerpts from the Republican and Demo
cratic platforms of last fall, as wen as 
certain remarks made by the principal 
candidates during the campaign. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to revise and extend 
the remarks I made while we were in 
Committee of the Whole by adding cer
tain excerpts from the Senate Naval Af
fairs Committee report and from other 
documents. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BEN
NETT] be permitted to extend his own 
remarks in the RECORD and include 
therein a short letter from the Chamber 
of Commerce of the City of Springfield, 
Mo., relative to the pending bill, also a 
brief Associated Press dispatch from the 
Washington Post of today relative to the 
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shipment of English and Canadian gold 
to the United States. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN] be per
mitted to extend his own remarks in the 
RECORD and include therein an editorial. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 10 o'clock and 49 minutes 
p. m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs
day, February 6, 1941, at 11 o'clock a. m. 

COMMITTEE HEARING 
The Committee on Agriculture will 

hold a hearing on Tuesday, February 11, 
1941, at 10 a. m., on H. J. Res. 15 in 
Room 1324, New House Office Building. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from . 
the Speaker's table and referred as 
follows: 

172. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting a copy of a pro
posed bill for the relief of Mrs. Addie Myers, 
widow of L. A. Myers; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

173. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting descriptive lists 
of all records authorized for disposition by 
him since the adjournment of the Seventy
sixth Congress, third session; to the Commit
tee on the Disposition of Executive Papers. 

174. A communication from the Presidr,nt 
of the United States, transmitting a draft 
of a proposed provision pertaining to an ex
isting appropriation for the Treasury Depart
ment for the fis<;al year 1941 (H. Doc. No. 71); 
to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

175. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting two sup
plemental estimates of appropriation for the 
Department of State, for the fiscal year 1941, 
amounting to $11,500, and a draft of a pro
posed provision pertaining to the appropria
tion, "Salaries, ambassadors and ministers," 
of t he Department (H. Doc. No. 72); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII •. 
Mr. BLAND: Committee on the Merchant 

Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 562. A bill to 
provide for the establishment, administration, 
and maintenance of a Coast Guard Auxiliary 
and a Coast Gunrd Reserve; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 25) . Referred to the Committee 
of t he Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. KING: Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. H. R. 591. A bill to permit 
alien wives of American citizens who were 

married prior to the approval of the ~migra
tion Act of 1924 to enter the United States; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 28). Referred 
to the Union Calendar. 

Mr. KING: Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. H. R. 590. A bill to ex
tend further time for naturalization of alien 
veterans of ineligible race who served in the 
armed forces of the United States during the 
World War; without amendment (Rept. No. 
29) . Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union . 

Mr. MOSER: Committee on the Census. 
H. R. 2665. A bill to provide for apportioning 
Representatives in Congress among the sev
eral States by the equal-proportions method; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 30). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. MOSER: Committee on the Census. 
H. R. 1619. A bill to provide for the appor
tionment of Representatives in Congress 
among the several States under the Sixteenth 
Census; without amendment (Rept. No. 31) . 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 
Mr. KING: Committee on Immigration and 

Naturalization. H. R. 727. A bill for the re
lief of Pr. Wilhelm Wolfgang Krauss; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 26). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. KING: Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. H. R. 724. A bill for the re
lief of Gloria D. Downing and George Corn
field; without amendment (Rept. No. 27). 
Referred to the Committee on the Whole 
House. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE 
Under clause 2 of rule XXII, commit

tees were discharged from the considera
tion of the following bills, which were re
ferred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 2199) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary Hurry; Committee on In
valid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: 
H. R. 3093. A bill to provide for the appoint

ment of a bailiff by each district judge in a. 
United States district court, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 3094. A bill granting pensions and 
other benefits to veterans and former service 
men, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr . DIMOND: 
H. R. 3095. A bill authorizing the construc

tion of a .highway to Alaska; to the Committee 
on Roads. 

By Mr. THOMAS F. FORD: 
H. R. 3096. A bill to prohibit discrimination 

against persons employed or seeking employ
mc1t on national defense or other Govern
ment contracts because of the age, sex, race, 
or color of such persons; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McGEHEE: 
H. R . 3097. A bill to provide for the reim

bursement of certain Navy and Marine Corps 
personnel and former Navy and Marine Corps 
personnel and certain Federal civil employees 
for personal property lost or damaged as a 
result of the hurricane and :flood at Parris 

Island, S. C., on August 11-12, 1940; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SHERIDAN: 
H. R. 3098. A bill to authorize the Adminis

trator of Veterans' Affairs to amend the 
Schedule of Disability Ratings, 1925, as 
amended; to the Committee on World War 
Veterans' Legislation. 

By Mr. WALTER: 
H. R . 3099. A bill to amend the Judicial 

Code by adding !;hereto a new sect ion 247e, 
relating to the interception of wire or radio 
communications ·.,y persons employed in t he 
investigation, detection, or prevention of of
fenses against the United States; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 3100. A bill to establish uniform pro
. cedure relative to the proof of age, place of 

birth, or of death; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WHELCHEL: 
H. R. 3101. A bill providing for equalization 

of taxes in counties whsre there are Govern
ment-owned lands; to the Committee on the 
Public Lands. 

H. R 3102. A bill to restore the 2-cent post
age rate on first-class mail; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

H. R. 3103. A bill making eligible, under the 
Relief Appropriation Act of 1935, for admis
sion to the Civilian Conservation Corps camps, 
or for any other governmental work, veterans 
ot herwise qualified but whose names do not 
appear on the relief rolls; to the Committee 
on World War Veterans' Legislation. 

H. R. 3104. A bill granting peneions to vet
erans of the Spanish-American War, includ
ing the Boxer Rebellion and the Philippine 
Insurrection, and the World War, their wid
ows, and dependents; to the Committee on 
World War Veterans' Legislation. 

H. R. 3105. A bill to promote peace and the 
national defense thwugh a more equal dis
tribution of burdens of war by drafting the 
use of money according to ability to lend to 
the Government; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

H. R. 3106. A bill to provide that World War 
veterans who are totally and permanently dis
abled from nonservice causes shall be entitled 
to pension without regard to the length of 
service; to the Committee on World War Vet
erans' Legislation. 

H. R. 3107. A bill to ame::1d the Railroad 
Retirement Act; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

H. R. 3108. A bill for the restriction of im
migration; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

H. R. 3109. A bill to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Act to provide annuities for in
dividuals who are totally and permanently 
disabled and have completed 15 years of serv
ice; to the Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce. 

By Mr. COSTELLO: 
H. R. 3124. A bill to provide for the retire

ment, rank, and pay of chiefs of branches 
or arms of the War Department; to the Com
mittee on Military Affairs. 

H. R . 3125. A bill to grant pensions and in
creases of pensions to widows and childl·en 
and other dependents of veterans who died as 
a result of injury or disease incurred in or 
aggravated by active military or naval service 
in the World War; to the Committee on 
World War Veterans' Legislation. 

By Mr. DISNEY: 
H. R. 3126. A bill authorizing the construc

tion of certain public works on the Arkansas 
River at Tulsa and West Tulsa, Okla., for 
tl.ood control; to the Committee on Flood 
Control. 

By Mr. KRAMER: 
H. R. 3127. A bill relating to mileage t ables 

for the United States Army an d ot her Gov
ernment agencies and to milea~e allowances 
for persons employed in the offices of members 
of the House and Senate; to the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Execut ive Departments. 
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By Mr. MARTIN J. KENNEDY: 
H. R. 3128. A bill making oppression by Fed

eral officers a crime; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BEITER: 
H. J. Res.104. Joint resolution for the relief 

of the distressed and starving men, women, 
and children of Poland and other similarly 
afilicted areas; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. DOUGHTON: 
H. J. Res. 105. Joint resolution to continue 

the temporary increases in postal rates on 
first-class matter, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma: 
H. J . Res. 106. Joint resolution defining and 

classifying gratuity expenditures or disburse
ments allowable as offsets in favor of the 
United States and against claims of Indian 
nations, tribes, or bands; to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. WHELCHEL: 
H. J. Res. 107. Joint resolution providing for 

the payment of war debts by the acquisition 
of funds in the United States and certain 
possessions in the Western Hemisphere of 
co1,1ntries in default in the payment of such 
war debts; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DICKSTEIN: 
H. Res. 96. Resolution providing for the 

salary of an assistant clerk to the Commit
tee on Immigration and Naturalization; to 
the Committee on Accounts. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of ru1e XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana: 
H. R. 3110. A bill for the relief of Thomas 

Green Wiggins; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. BENDER: 

H. R. 3111. A bill for the relief of Andrew 
Kovacs; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

By Mr. BURGIN: 
H. R. 3112. A bill for the relief of Robert C. 

Boyd, Sr.; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. CLAYPOOL: 

H. R. 3113. A bill for the relief of Cecil 
Higginbotham; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HART: 
H. R. 3114. A bill for the relief of the Pas

saic Valley Sewerage Commissioners; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. JENNINGS: 
H. R. 3115. A bill for the relief of Elmer 

Edward Mynatt; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. JOHNS: 

H. R. 3116. A bill for the relief of Ernest 
Melotte and Mary Melotte; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

By Mr. MICHAEL J. KENNEDY: 
H. R. 3117. A bill for the relief of Jacques 

(Giacomo) Medvedieff; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. ROLPH: 
H. R. 3118. A bill for the relief of the State 

compensation insurance fund of California; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

H. R. 3119. A bill for the relief of the State 
compensation insurance fund of California; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SASSCER: 
H. R. 3120. A bill to authorize and direct 

the Commissioners of the District of Colum
bia to set aside the trial-board conviction of 
Policeman William F. Fey and his resultant 
dismissal and to reinstate William F. Fey to 
his former position as a member of the Metro
politan Police Department; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr: SCOTT: 
H. R. 3121. A bill for the relief of the Auto

matic Temperature Control Co., Inc.; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WHELCHEL: 
H. R. 3122. A bill awarding the Distin

guished Service Medal to Joseph Ernest 
Shafer, ex-seaman, second class, United States 
Navy; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. GILLIE: 
H. R. 3123. A bill granting a pension to Alice 

Laureine Jones; to the Committee on Invalid 
~ensions. 

PETmONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

204. By Mr. ANDREWS: Resolution adopted 
by the Common Council of the City of Buf
falo, N. Y., on January 21, 1941, opposing the 
St. Lawrence seaway project; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

205. By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT: Petition for 
the construction of a Veterans' Administration 
hospital in the San Joaquin Valley, Calif.; to 
the Committee on World War Veterans' 
Legislation. 

206. Also, Senate Joint Resolution No. 7, 
memorializing Congress to provide funds for 
greater speed in completion of the Central 
Valley project in aid of the national defense; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

207. Also, Senate Joint Resolution No. 6, 
relating to the construction of necessary 
roads required by the Army and Navy; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

208. Also, Senate Joint Resolution No. 5, 
relating to the baneful effect of the importa
tion of livestock and dressed meats from 
countries where foot-and-mouth disease ex
ists; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

209. Also, Assembly Joint Resolution No. 2, 
memorializing Congress to amend the Social 
Security Act with reference to the exempt in
come rights accorded persons receiving old
age assistance; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

210. Also, Assembly Joint Resolution No. 8, 
relating to excess-profits-tax legislation; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

211. Also, Assembly Joint Resolution No. 13, 
memorializing the Secretary of the Navy to 
establish an airdrome at San Francisco Bay; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

212. Also, Assembly Joint Resolution No. 16, 
memorializing Congress to render continued 
aid to Great Britain; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

213. Also, Assembly Joint Resolution No. 19, 
memorializing and petitioning Congress to en
act legislation giving to draftees and others 
entering the military and naval service of the 
United States adequate insurance protection 
for themselves in the form of permanent total
disability insurance, as well as life-insurance 
protection; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

214. Also, Assembly Joint Resolution No. 17, 
relating to Sacramento River flood-control 
project; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

215. By Mr. FORAND: Resolution of Gov
ernor Nicholas Cooks Chapter, D. A. R., on 
the subject of national defense; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

216. By Mr. HAINES: Petition of Rev. C. A. 
McConaughy, Laurel, Pa., and members of his 
church, urging proper protection of the young 
men in the various training camps throughout 
the Nation; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

217. Also, petition of Mrs. G. N. Yagle, Red 
Lion, Pa., and other citizens of that com
munity, urging proper protection of the young 
men in the various training camps throughout 
the Nation; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. · 

218. By Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois: Petition 
o:i W. H. Jacob, president, Dallas City Town
send Club, and 375 other members concern
ing old-age pensions; to the Committee on 
Ways and. Means. 

219. By Mr. MciNTYRE. Memorial of the 
the House of Representatives, Twenty-sixth 
Legislature of the State of Wyoming, memo
rializing the Congress of the United States to 
amend the Reclamation Act and the Case
Wheeler Act (Public, No. 848, 76th Cong.) re
lating to water rights for supplemental water 
supply; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Reclamation. 

220. By Mr. RICH: Resolution adopted by 
the Olkosky-Jessop Post, No. 194, American 
Legion, of Emporium, Pa.; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

221. By Mr. ROMJUE: Petition of the Ver
mont State Chamber of Commerce, urging 
further increase and the speeding up of ma
terial aid to Great Britain and, if deemed 
needful for the protection of the United States 
and the Americas and Great Britain, the ex
tension of financial aid to Great Britain; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

222. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
Polish Falcons, Z. B. No. 1, of South Bend, 
Ind., urging consideration of their resolu
tion with reference to safety and security of 
this Nation; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

223. Also, petition of Adequate National 
Defense Association, Norfolk, Va., and Old 
Dominion Post, No. 158, Jewish War Veterans, 
Norfolk, Va., urg!ng consideration of their res
olutions with reference to national defense; to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 1941 

Rev. Roy Ewing Vale, D. D., minister of 
the Tabernacle Presbyterian Church, In
dianapolis, Ind., offered the following 
prayer: 

Almighty God, our gracious and loving 
Heavenly Father: We pray Thee to bless 
this day the Senate of the United States. 
As these Thy servants seek to do that 
which is wise and right for the Nation, 
wilt Thou by Thy wisdom guide in all 
thought and decision? 

We beseech Thy merciful favor upon 
all the people of our land; and as those 
in places of government, both national 
and local, from the President and the 
Senate to the humblest magistrate, carry 
forward their responsibilities, may they 
by the power of Thy Spirit lead us in the 
ways of a nation whose God is the Lord. 

We speak our prayer that these days 
of agony in the world may be shortened, 
and that upon the earth there may come 
a tranquillity wherein shall be estab
lished justice and peace for all men. 
To this high purpose, guide all our deeds, 
Almighty God. 

These things we ask in the name of 
Jesus Christ, our Lord. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Monday, 
February 3, 1941, was dispensed with, 
and the Journal was approved. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the President 

of the United States submitting nomina
tions were communicated to the Senate 
by Mr. Latta, one of his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Calloway, one of its 
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