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SENATE

THURSDAY, MaY 9, 1946

(Legislative day of Tuesday, March 5,
1946)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on
the expiration of the recess.

Dr. Edward Hughes Pruden, minister,
First Baptist Church, Washington, D. C.,
offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, our gracious Heavenly
Father, we acknowledge Thee to be the
giver of every good and perfect gift,
and we acknowledge ourselves to be un-
worthy and unprofitable servants. We
have all sinned and come short of the
glory of God, and we pray today that
Thou wilt cleanse our hearts of all sin
and renew a right spirit within us.

As we assemble in this historic Cham-
ber to consider the problems involved in
our country’'s life and future welfare,
grant us that wisdom which cometh fmm
above, for we know that if this request
should be denied us we cannot be true
either to ourselves or to those we repre-
sent. When we come to the crossroads
of life and its confusing circumstances,
help us to wait quietly for that still, small
voice which ultimately will speak to us,
saying, “This is the way; walk ye in it.”

As we thank Thee for the good things
that have come to America, we would
also ask Thy favor upon the nations of
the earth which are afflicted with pri-
vation, hunger, and despair. In our re-
lationships with them, help us to demon-
strate the spirit of Him who went about
doing good, and in whose name we pray,
even Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BargiLEY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of the cal-
endar day Wednesday, May 8, 1946, was
dispensed with, and the Journal was
approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. BARELEY. I suggestthe absence
of & quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TUN-
NELL in the chair). The clerk will call
the roll.

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

Alken Hatch Pepper
Austin Hawkes Radcliffe
Ball Hayden Reed
Bankhead Hickenlooper Revercomb
Barkley Hill Robertson
Bridges Hoey Russzell
Brigegs Huffman Saltonstall
Brooks Johmson, Colo. Shipstead
Buck Johnston, 8. C. Smith
Bushfield Enowland Stanfll
Butler La Follette Stewart
Byrd Langer Taft
Capehart Lucas Taylor
Capper MeCarran Thomas, Okla,
Cordon McClellan Thomas, Utah
Donnell McFarland Tobey
Downey MecMahon Tunnell
Eastland Magnuson Tydings
Ellender Maybank ‘Wagner
Ferguson Mead Walsh
Fulbright Millikin ‘Wheeler
George Mitchell Wherry
Gerry Moore White
Green Morse Wiley
Guffey Murdock Willis
Gurney Myers Wilson
O'Mahoney Young
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Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY],
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass]l,
and the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Krrcore] are absent because of illness.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Brreol, the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
CarviLLE], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Gosserr], and the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. OverTOoN] are absent by leave of
the Senate.

The Senator from Filorida [Mr. An-
DREWS] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavez], the Senator from Montana [Mr,
Murray], and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. O'DanierL] are detained on public
businesss.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con-
NAaLLY] is absent on official business, at-
tending the Paris meeting of the Council
of Foreign Ministers as an adviser to the
Secretary of State.

Mr., WHERRY. The Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VANDENEBERG] is absent on
official business, attending the Paris
meeting of the Council of Foreign Min-
isters as an adviser to the Secretary of
State.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-
one Senators have answered to their
names, A quorum is present.

PROPOSED LOAN TO GREAT BRITAIN

The Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 138) to
implement further the purposes of the
Bretton Woods Agreements Act by au-
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to carry out an agreement with the
United Kingdom, and for other purposes.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair asks the clerk to read the unani-
mous-consent agreement entered into
yesterday.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, by unanimous consent, That on
the calendar day of Thursday, May 9, 1946,
at not later than the hour of 1 o’clock p. m.,
the Senate proceed without further debate to
vote upon the point of order raised by the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHNSON|
against the constitutionality of Senate Joint
Resolution 138, the pending British loan
measure; that the Senate meet at 11 o'clock
a. m. on tomorrow; and that the time be-
tween 11 o'clock a. m. and 1 o'clock p. m,
be equally divided between those supporting
and those opposing the point of order, to be
controlled, respectively, by the Senator from
Colorado and the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. BARKLEY].

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, may I
inquire how much time there is now re-
maining to be divided between the Sena-
tor from Colorado and me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
two n.inutes have expired. Ninety-eight
minutes remain.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish
to yield 15 minutes to the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson]. Before he
begins I wish to advise the Senate that
I hope we may .dispose of the pending
legislation today. I think we ought to
dispose of it by ordinary adjourning time,
but if necessary to run into the evening
in order to do so I shall ask the Senate
to sit during the evening.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the point of order
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raised by the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
JounsoN] be sustained by the Senate?

The Chair recognizes the Senator from
Michigan.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President, I de-
sire to speak upon the question now
pending before the Senate, and I ask to
have inserted in the Recorp at this point,
without reading, section 2 of Senate
Joint Resolution 138.

There being no objection, section 2 was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

Sec. 2. For the purpose of carrying out the
agreement dated December 6, 1945, between
the United States and the United Kingdom,
the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized
to use as & public-debt transaction not to
exceed $3,750,000,000 of the proceeds of any
securities hereafter issued under the Second
Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and the pur-
poses for which securities may be issued un-
der that act are extended to include such
purpose. Payments to the United Kingdom
under this joint resolution and pursuant to
the agreement and repayments thereof shall
be treated as public-debt transactions of the
United States. Payments of interest to the
United States under the agreement shall be
covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous
receipts.

Mr. President, the question before us to
decide is a question of parliamentary
practice and privilege. By virtue of
precedent the question is to be decided by
a vote of the Senate. The question is:
Can Senate Joint Resolution 138 originate
in the Senate? We began the debate on
this measure on April 15, 1946, and the
debate has proceeded now for 21 days.
The Senate itself can decide this question
as a parliamentary question unless by the
Constitution the Senate is prohibited
from originating the joint resolution.
The only section of the Constitution
which could apply and prohibit the Sen-
ate from proceeding to vote upon the
measure is the first paragraph of article
I, section 7, of the Constitution which
provides:

All bills for ra!sing revenue shall orginate
in the House of Representatives; but the

Senate may propose or concur with amend-
ments.as on other bills.

It is true that the precedents of the
House of Representatives on some ques-
tions. could have a bearing upon our
Jurisdiction here, but whatever we do
here can be reviewed, it is admitted, by
the House for no power on earth, except
its own vote, can compel the House to
adopt our views and vote on this legisla-
tion, or any other legislation which is
passed by the Senate. This, however, is
no reason why the Senate, after spend-
ing all these days debating the joint reso-
lution, should then determine, that, be-
cause the House of Representatives has
the final power to decide, the Senate
should stop debate and not vote upon this
measure.

While this measure is before us the
question of raising revenue by it is not
a judicial question; it is a parliamentary
or political question as to our authority
to proceed. After the measure is passed
and signed by the President it will be-
come a law and then its validity will be
a judicial question. The Supreme Court
of the United States, on several occa-
sions, has intimated a doubt as to
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whether there is judicial power to deter-
mine that an act of Congress originated
in the Senate for the purpose of de-
termining its validity—Railey v. United
States ((1914), 232 U. 8. 310); Flint v.
Stone Tracy Co. ((1910), 220 U. 8. 107) ;
Twin City Bank v. Nebeker ((1897), 167
U. S. 186).

I believe, based on the decisions, that
the Supreme Court could-then pass upon
the question whether this act was or was
not constitutionally valid. I believe, Mr.
President, that we can constitutionally
originate the measure in the Senate, and
to that end I want to say a few words.

In the last two cases the doubt ex-
pressed was as to whether the court could
go behind the enrolled bill to the Jour-
nals of the two Houses in order to ascer-
tain the origin of the act. Judge Hough,
however, in a Federal district court case,
aseertained from the marginal notes to
the act as shown in the Statutes at Large
that it had originated in the Senate, and
inasmuch as a tax was imposed by the
act, he held it unconstitutional—Hub-
bard v. Lowe ((1915) 226 Fed. 135). If
Judge Hough is right, then under the
present practice of enrolling bills, if Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 138 should become
law the court could without reference to
the Journals of Congress ascertain that
the bill originated in the Senate.

Thus it might become a judicial ques-
tion. As said by the Supreme Court in
Twin City Bank v. Nebeker (167 U. 8.
202) :

What bills belong to that class is a question
of such magnitude and importance that it is
the part of wisdom not to attempt, by any
general statement, to cover every posslble
phase of the subject.

What the court was discussing there
was the guestion whether a bill was a
revenue-raising bill. I think this ques-
tion is so important that we should dis-
cuss it now and have a vote upon it by
the Senate.

The questions here to be considered
are:

First. Is there any general rule that a
bill authorizing a bond issue is a “bill for
raising revenue” within the meaning of
the Constitution?

Second. If the answer to question 1 is
in the affirmative, are the bond-issue fea-
tures so incidental to the primary pur-
poses of the bill as to except the hill from
the operation of the general rule?

Third. Is a bill authorizing a bond is-
sue a “bill for raising revenue” within the
meaning of the Constitution?

LEGISLATIVE PRECEDENTS

In 1837 the Senate passed a bill au-
thorizing the issue of l-year Treasury
certificates which was sent to the House.
Upon motion made to consider it, the
objection was raised that it was a bill
that could not originate in the Senate,
The motion to consider was immediately
withdrawn and the House passed its own
bill, which was accepted by the Senate—
Fifth Congressional Globe, page 92.

The only other debated precedent was
in 1917, when the Senate added to the
naval appropriation bill an amendment
providing for the sale of $150,000,000 of
bonds by the Secretary of the Treasury.
The House returned the bill with a mes-
sage stating that the amendment provid-
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ing for the bond issue contravened the
Constitution and was an infringement
upon the privileges of the House—Fifty-
fourth CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, pages 4731,
4828. The Senate repassed the bhill,
omitting the provisions for the bond
issue. In other words, the Senate yielded
to the action of the House.

On the other hand, the acts of August
5, 1861—Twelfth United States Stat-
utes, 313—and July 14, 1870—Sixteenth
United States Statutes, 272—are exam-
ples of bills that authorized bond issues
and yet originated in the Senate. No
discussion was had in either House upon
the constitutional question. The action
of the House in agreeing to the second
of these measures was subsequently ex-
plained by the House as an exceptional
instance occasioned by a necessity for ex-
pedition and in no wise to be regarded as
a precedent—House Report No. 42, Forty-
first Congress, third session; see also
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Forty-third Con-
gress, first session, pages 3075, 3076, [or
action of House in refusing to return a
Senate bill which fixed the maximum
amount of United States notes,

In Norton v. United States ((1875) 91
U. S. 566), dealing with a question of
statutory interpretation, it was said that
“bills for raising revenue when enacted
into laws become revenue laws.” The
court referred to the definition of “reve-
nue” by Webster, “the income of a nation,
derived from its taxes, duties, or other
sources, for the payment of its national
expenses,” and observed that the phrase
“other sources™ would include the pro-
ceeds arising from the sale of public secu-
rities, the proceeds of public lands, and
the excess receipts from the Patent Office
and Post Office. Nevertheless, it was
then observed that it is “‘a matter of com-
mon knowledge that the appelative ‘reve-
nue laws' is never applied to the statutes,
involved in these classes of cases.”

However, the actual decision in the
Norton case was merely that a measure
establishing a postal money-order system
was not a revenue law within the mean-
ing of an act imposing a statute of limita-
tions for the prosecution of offenses under
the revenue laws.

In United States v. James ((1875) 26
Fed. Cas. No. 15464), it was held by the
circuit court that a bill establishing rates
of postage is not a bill for raising revenue.
The court said that bills for raising reve-
nue are only those imposing taxes or levy-
ing duties, imposts, or excises for the use
of the Government “and give to the per-
sons from whom the money is exacted no
equivalent in return unless in the enjoy-
ment in common with the rest of the
citizens, of the benefits of good govern-
ment.” Of course, under this doctrine a
bill authorizing a bond issue would not
be a bill for raising revenue. He adds
that “no one supposes that a bill to sell
public stock is a bill to raise revenue in
the sense of the Constitution.” The con-
trary opinion by Tucker—I Tucker's
Blackstone’s Commentaries, appendix
261, and note—to the effect that every
bill which indirectly or consequentially
may raise revenue is a revenue bill, is not
supported by any legislative precedent or
court decision on the constitutional point.

There have been two principles sug-
gested that lead to the conclusion that a
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bill authorizing a bond issue is a bill for
raising revenue:

First. Such a bill raises money and is,
therefore, a hill for raising revenue.

Second. Such a bill places a charge on
the people and is, therefore, a bill for
raising revenue.

First, as to the raising of money, the
prineciple that any bill raising money is
a bill for raising revenue would include
within its scope not only bills authorizing
bond issues, but also every bill for the
sale of a publie building, every bill fixing
postal rates, bills imposing head taxes on
immigrants, naturalization fees, patent
fees, or any other fees, and all criminal
statutes imposing fines, Such a con-
struction is negatived, however, by the
history of the clause in the Constitutional
Convention. While very little light is
thrown on the guestion by the Conven-
tion debates, it does clearly appear that
the clause was not intended to include
bills that merely incidentally raise reve-
nue. At the time of the adoption of the
Constitution, by well-established practice
in England, all bills that raised money
or imposed a charge upon the people in
any shape whatsoever had to originate
in the House of Commons, and, indeed,
the House of Lords could not amend
them. Hundreds of bills creating offices
and imposing fines and penalties and
placing other commitments upon the
United States originate in the Senate
without question from the House.

The original draft of the provision read
“all bills for raising or appropriating
money”—>5 Elliot’s Debates, 274; 2 Madi-
son’s Papers, 1024. Mr. Randolph
stated his intention of proposing a sub-
stitute specifying that the bills “should
be for the purpose of revenue, in order to
repel the objection against the extent of
the words ‘raising money’ which might
happen incidentally”—5 Elliot’s De-
bates, 410. Two days later, on August
13, 1787, Randolph moved that the clause
be altered so as to read “bills for raising
money for the purpose of revenue, or for
appropriating the same * * *_EI-
liot’s Debates, 414. As to this, Mr.
Mason observed: “By specifying purposes
of revenue it obviated the objection that
the section extended to all hills under
which money might incidentally arise” —
5 Elliot's Debates, 415, While the lan-
guage finally adopted was not exactly
the same as proposed by Randolph, it
seems a fair inference that the change
from the original draft was along the
lines he had in mind, and, therefore, that
bills only incidentally raising money are
not within the meaning of the clause.

In 1875, however, the Senate added to
the appropriation bill approved March
3, 1875, an amendment increasing postal
rates which was passed by the House.
This was held in United States v. James
((1875), Federal Case No. 15464) not to
be a bill for raising revenue. In 1918 a
bill authorizing the Postmaster General
to fix air-mail rates at not exceeding
24 cents an ounce orginated in the Sen-
ate and passed the House without ques=
tion as to its constitutionality, However,
in 1925, the House rejected a bill for
increasing postal rates which originated
in the Senate.

Despite this attitude of the House,
toward bills fixing postal rates, the House
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has not, as a matter of practice, insisted
upon its right to originate other bills
incidentally raising money, although it
seems difficult to distinguish such bills
as those increasing fees for clerks of the
United States courts, or increasing Pat-
ent Office fees or naturalization fees,
from bills increasing postal rates. All
such bills deal with the imposition of a
charge upon that portion of the public
which gets a return in the service per-
formed,

It is apparent from the above that the
broad construction that all bills raising
money are bills for raising revenue in
the constitutional sense, cannot be sup-
ported. The question then arises on
which side of the line does a bill for a
bond issue fall. If the original form of
the clause “all hills for raising * * *
money” had been retained there could
be little question, for a bond issue clearly
raises money whatever else it does. It
cannot, however, be said to raise “rev-
enue” in any ordinary sense of the word.
In fact, outside of bills relating to taxes
and postal rates and bills providing for
bond issues, the only class of bills which
the House has ever insisted that it had
exclusive power to originate is general
appropriation bills. Thus in 1856 the
House laid on the table two general ap-
propriation bills which had originated in
the Senate and had passed the Senate
only after prolonged opposition, on the
ground that the Senate had no power to
originate such bills under the Constitu-
tion. However, in 1880 the majority of
the House Committee on the Judiciary
reported that the exclusive right of orig-
inating appropriations is not in the
House. House Report No. 147, Forty-
sixth Congress, third session. The
minority reported that the Constitu-
tion gave to the House the exclusive
" power to “originate bills appropriat-
ing monéy from the Public Treasury.”
It is now well-established legislative prac-
tice, however, that general appropriation
bills originate in the House. (See in sup-
port of this practice of the House remarks
of Representative Garfield—Congres-
sional Globe, Forty-first Congress,
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 9047. On the
other hand, the right of the Senate to
originate a bill making appropriations for
a specific object, although questioned on
several occasions by the House, has not
in practice been denied by the House, and
it is an everyday practice for the Senate
to originate such hills and the House to
agree to them without question. Un-
doubtedly a bill imposing such a direct
and immediate charge on the people as is
imposed in the case of a tax must orig-
inate in the House. But, as pointed out,
the right of the Senate to originate bills
imposing less direct and immediate
charges, such as hills creating offices and
imposing fines, is never questioned by
the House.

Unquestionably a moral and legal ob-
ligation to pay is created by a bond issue,
but such a bill certainly does not impose
a direct and immediate charge upon the
people even if it obviously binds the good
faith of the Congress to provide money
for the redemption of the bonds. The
pending legislation provides that the
money advanced under it shall be repaid

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

to the Government. In fact, it is fair
to say that this issue of bonds will not
require a tax levy for their redemption
at as early a date as is usually necessary
in the case of a bill providing for the
construction of a public building to be
paid for out of general revenue bills, of
which character constantly originate in
the Senate without question. The mo-
ment the bonds are sold the proceeds are
sufficient to redeem them and the money
loaned is at the best a special appropria-
tion. It would therefore appear in one
sense that the bill which imposes the
charge on the people is the hill appropri-
ating the money for expenditure and not
the bill authorizing the bond issue. Un-
doubtedly, as shown above, an appropri-
ation bill—exXcept a general appropria-
tion bill, and this is only by legislative
precedent, and not a constitutional pro-
vision—may originate in the Senate.
Unquestionably a bill raising taxes to
retire a bond issue is a bill for raising
revenue. However, if the bill authoriz-
ing the bond issue is also a bill for rais-
ing revenue and must originate in the
House, there arises a situation whereby a
double protection is given to the people.
It is safe to say such an additional safe-
guard was not contemplated by the
framers of the Constitution.

In Twin City Bank v. Nebeker
((1897) 167 U. 8. 196), it was held that
an act imposing a tax upon the circu-
lation of notes of national banks, upon
their deposits, and upon their capital
stock, was merely incidental to the pri-
mary purpose of providing a national
currency, the provisions for which were
also included in the act. The court,
therefore, held that the act was not open
to objection because it had originated in
the Senate. The test seemed to be, Is
the money part of the bill incidental and
not the primary legislation? In the
case of Millard v. Roberts ((1906) 202
U. 8. 429), the statute authorized pay-
ments to certain railroads in the District
of Colunmibia for elevating tracks, the
construction of a station and other im-
provements, the cost to be levied and
assessed upon the taxable property in the
District of Columbia. It was urged that
the bill was unconstitutional as having
originated in the Senate. The Court
dismissed the argument by briefly citing
the Twin City Bank case, and adding—

Whatever taxes are imposed are but means
to the purposes provided by the act. They
dominate the character of a bill by locking
to its primary, not to its incidental purpose.
A primary purpose of the bill before us is
to provide for international trade and world
stabllity not governmental international
banking. It is to carry out the agreement
made between the United States Govern-
ment and the United Kingdom.

There are two precedents under which
the present bill may originate in the Sen-
ate which should be cited here.

Public Law No. 178, Seventy-third
Congress, entitled “An act to guarantee
the bonds of the Home Owners’ Loan
Corporation, to amend the Home Owners’
Loan Act of. 1933, and for other pur-
poses,” approved April 27, 1934 (48 Stat.
643), originated in the Senate as Senate
bill 2999. The first section. of this act
amending section 4 (¢) of the Home
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Owners’ Loan Act of 1933, reads as fol-
lows:

The Secretary of the Treasury, in his dis-
cretion, is authorized to purchase any bonds
of the Corporation issued under this sub-
section which are guaranteed as to interest
and principal, and for such purpose the Sec-
retary of the Treasury is authorized to use
as a public-debt transaction the proceeds
from the sale of any securities hereafter
issued under the Second Liberty Bond Act,
as amended, and the purposes for which se-
curities may be issued under such act, as
amended, are extended to include any pur-
chases of the Corporation’s bonds hereunder.
The Secretary of the Treasury may, at any
time, sell any of the bonds of the Corpora-
tion acquired by him under this subsection.
All redemptions, purchases, and sales by the
Secretary of the Treasury of the bonds of the
Corporation shall be treated as public-debt
transactions of the United States.

This leaves no doubt that the pending
legislation may originate in the Senate
so far as precedent is concerned.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mi. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr, FERGUSON. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. On that
point, was the provision challenged in
the House?

Mr. FERGUSON. It was not chal-
lenged in the House.

The same is true of Public Law 412, of
the Seventy-fifth Congress, the United
States Housing Act of 1937, approved
September 1, 1937—50 United States
Statutes 888. This act was S. 1685, and
the pertinent part reads as follows:

The Secretary of the Treasury is likewise
authorized to purchase any such obligations,
and for such purchases he may use as a
public-debt transaction the proceeds from the
sale of any securities hereafter issued under
the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended,
and the purposes for which securities may be
issued under such act, as amended, are ex-
tended to include any such purchases. The
Becretary of the Treasury may at any time sell
any of the obligations acquired by him pur-
suant to this section, and all redemptions,
purchases, and sales by him of such obliga-
tions shall be treated as public-debt trans-
actions of the United States.

These two statutes raise the same issue
with respect to the origination by the
Senate of bills providing for bond issues
as the pending joint resolution numbered
138 and the same principle would apply.

Therefore, under the judicial decisions
interpreting the constitutional clause in
question, and the overwhelming weight
of the precedents we can come to but one
conclusion, and that is that the measure
now before the Senate is not one raising
revenue within the prohibition of the
first paragraph of article I, section 7, of
the Constitution, and the vote by the
Senate on the point of order raised by the
Senator from Colorado should be “No.”

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I yield
12 minutes to the Senator from Vermont

[Mr. AUsSTIN].

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, the point
of order is based upon the Constitution, if
I correctly understand the record. Ob-
jection is made that this Senate joint res-
olution is a measure for raising revenue,
and, therefore, transgresses section 7 of
article I of the Constitution. Conse-
quently, to determine whether it does
violate that section of the Constitution
or not, it seems to me that we should seek
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the best authority on that subject. We
have a great Court, the greatest Court in
all the world, whose principal function it
is to determine the meaning of that pro-
vision and other provisions of the Con-
stitution. I shall not give my opinion.
I shall call attention to the opinion of the
Supreme Court of the United States, so
that this record may ke before the House
which has the ultimate decision in its
hands; for no matter what position we
take, even if we deny the point of order,
the House may yet raise the point of or-
der and have the absolute say upon the
matter. :

In the case referred to by the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan, the case
of United States v. Nortion (91 U. S.
566), the Court said, at page 568:

The Constitution of the United States,
article I, section 7, provides that “all bills for
ralslng revenue shall 01'131!!.81}8 in the House
of Representatives.”

The construction of this limitation is prac-
tically well settled by the uniform action
of Congress. According to that construction,
it “has been confined to bills to levy taxes in
the strict sense of the words, and has not
been understood to extend to bills for other
purposes which incidentally create revenue.”

Now I wish to quote from a case in 167
United States Reports at page 202, be-
cause it leads back into the historical in-
terpretation of that phrase in the Con-
stitution. I read:

Mr. Justice Story has well said that the
practical construction of the Constitution
and the history of the origin of the constitu-
tional provision in question proves that
revenue bills are those that levy taxes in the
strict sense of the word, and are not bills
for other purposes which may incidentally
create revenue (1 Story on Constitution, sec.
880).

Again, in a case in 202 United States,
which already has been referred to by
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan, at page 436, I read as follows:

It was observed there that it was a part
of wisdom not to attempt to cover by a
general statement what bills shall be said
to be “bills for raising revenue” within the
meaning of those words in the Constitution,
but it was said, quoting Mr. Justice Story,
“that the practieal construction of the Con-
stitution and the history of the origin of the
constitutional provision in question proves
that revenue bills are those that levy taxes
in the strict sense of the word, and are not
bills for other purposes, which may in-
cidentally create revenue.” '

That happens not to be the ultimate
authority on this question, because it
must pass to the House of Representa-
tives, which is greatly interested in the
decision of these questions correctly; and
the House of Representatives has the
duty, as I view the magter, to preserve its
prerogatives and its jurisdiction and to
prevent the Senate from ever encroach-
ing upon them.

No greater compromise was effected in
the creation of the Constitution than
that which involved this very subject
matter, whereby to the Senate was given
the power of participating in the making
of treaties and to the House was given
this control over the purse strings.

So we should see what the House of
Representatives has done heretofore in
passing upon similar questions.
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Mr. President, I call attention to a
case in volume 6 of Cannon’s Precedents
of the House of Representatives. Mind
you, Mr. President, this is the House that
is vitally interested in preserving its
prerogatives, and therefore what it says
about this matter is certainly free from
any adventitious bias:

315. A bill raising revenue incidentally was
held not to infringe upon the constitutional
prerogative of the House to originate revenue
legislation.

Discussion of differentiation between bills
for the purpose of raising revenue and bills
which incidentally raise revenue.

On December 18, 1920, Mr. Robert Luce, of
Massachusetts, rising to a question of the
privilege of the House, presented the fol-
lowing:

“Resolved, That the first section of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 212 in the opinion of
this House contravenes the first clause of the
seventh section of the first article of the
Constitution of the United States and is an
infringement of the privileges of this House,

~and that the said resolution be respectfully

returned to the Senate with a message com-
municating this resolution.”

The first section of the joint resolution
in question, which was then pending on the
Union Calendar, was as follows:

“Resolved, etc., That the Secretary of the
Treasury and the members of the War Fi-
nance Corporation are hereby directed to
revive the activities of the War Finance Cor-
poration, and that said Corporation be at
once rehabilitated with the view of assist-
ing in the financing of the exportation of
agricultural and other products, to foreign
markets.”

Mr. President, I digress here to assert
that the primary purpose of the meas-
ure which is now before the Senate is
similar to that on which the House of
Representatives at that time took the
action indicated. It is to carry out the
agreement, dated December 6, 1945, be-
tween the United States and the United
Kingdom, which was transmitted by the
President to the Congress on January
30, 1946. The principal purpose of that
agreement, and as implied, is to lower
the obstructions to trade and to create in
the world a condition of stability and a
condition in which commerce can be ex-
panded, as expressed in the joint reso-
lution itself:

To expedite the achievement of stable and
orderly exchange arrangements, the prompt
elimination of exchanga restrictions and
discriminations, and other objectives of the
above-mentioned policy declared by the
Congress.

Yesterday the distinguished Senator
from Colorado admitted that the joint
resolution could be passed without in-
cluding in it section 2, which is the basis
of his point of order, and would still
achieve that purpose, which of course.
is the main purpose of the agreement.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. AUSTIN. I have only 12 minutes
altogether, and I think they are nearly
up. Let me inquire of the Chair how
much time I have remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator has three more minutes.

Mr, AUSTIN. I think the Senator
from Colerado had better take his own
time on this question.

Mr. President, that being the situa-
tion in the House of Representatives, in
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connection with a measure similar to the
joint resolution now pending in the Sen-
ate, the record shows that this occurred:

Mr, James R. Mann, of Illinois, made the
point of order that a question of privilege was
not involved, and sald:

“All laws which incidentally raise revenues
are not laws for the purpose of raising reve-
nue. Would the gentleman from  Massa-
chusetts contend, for instance, that the
Senate could not pass a bill providing for the
sale of a former public-bullding site and that
it would not become a law if then passed
by the House and signed by the President?
The effect of the law would be to raise reve-
nue, That is the only effect it would have.
And yet no one has ever contended that the
Senate could not originate a bill of that kind,
the incidental effect of which is to raise reve-
nue.

“The provision of the Constitution the
gentleman referred to provides that bills for
the purpose of raising of revenue shall origi-
nate in the House of Representatives. It does
not provide that laws which take the effect
and which will have the effect either of rais-
ing revenue or producing a deficit shall origi-
nate in the House, and no one can tell
whether the passage of the original act in this
case was to produce revenue or to produce a
deficit.”

That is true here, also.

“No one can tell whether the passage of this
resolution, if it shall be carried out in the
spirit of the resolution, will produce reve-
nue or produce a deficit. But everyone knows
that the purpose of the law is not to produce
revenue. ‘The purpose of the law was to aid
in the transaction of business, to ald in ex-
ports, to aid in the war, and not for the pur-
pose of raising revenue.”

And that is exactly true with reference
to the pending joint resolution.

I read further:

“I doubt whether the gentleman from
Massachusetts or anyone else will contend
that Congress has the power to create corpo-
rations to engage in business for the pur-
pose of raising the revenue of the Govern-
ment.”

The Speaker quoted with approval a deci-
slon by Mr. Speaker Carlisle on a similar ques-
tion, holding that such questions were for
the House rather than the Speaker, and af-
ter directing the clerk to again report the
resolution, put the question:

“Is the resclution of the gentleman from
Massachusetts in order as a matter of privi-
lege?”

That question was put to the House of
Representatives and was decided, by a
great majority, in the negative. I read:

The question being taken it was decided
in the negative, yeas 28, nays 142.

So that seems to me to be very good
authority sustaining what the courts say
and the Congress has decided with re-
spect to the meaning of this phrase.

Mr. President, I conclude by saying
that the size of the sum or amount of
money which is to be obtained through
the Second Liberty Bond Act has nothing
to do with the question of principle in-
volved here; that the amount involved
does not render primary that which is
incidental; it does not change the princi-
ple at all.

Besides that, Mr. President, it is to be
observed in passing that authority al-
ready exists for this bond issue, namely,
the Second Liberty Bond Act; and the
provision of the pending measure now
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referred to is merely incidental to obtain-
ing money under that act, which presum-
ably was correctly originated and is
legally existing.

Mr. BAREKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Colorado use some time
at this point?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No one
has requested any time. I inquire if the
Senator from Ohio is ready to proceed.

Mr. TAFT. Yes.

Mr. JOHNEON of Colorado. I yield to
the Senator from Ohio whatever time he
may require.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, with regard
to the constitutional question raised as
to whether the pending joint resolution
raises revenue and, therefore, must origi-
nate in the House of Representatives, let
me say in the first place that, since it is a
constitutional question, the fact that the
courts may or may not examine it or
that the House of Representatives may or
may not examine it has nothing to do
with our duty to examine it ourselves and
to decide it in the light of the Constitu-
tion itself.

The pending joint resolution undoubt-
edly authorizes the Secretary of the
Treasury to issue $3,750,000,000 worth of
bonds and draw that much money into
the Treasury of the United States. It
increases the amount of bonds which he
may issue under the Second Liberty Loan
Act. So it is clearly a measure to raise
money. The only question involved is
whether such money could be regarded as
revenue. The question has never been
decided by the courts of the United
States. In fact, the only two direct is-
sues which have arisen were decided by
the House of Representatives to the ef-
fect that such measures are revenue-
raising measures. Those cases were cited
by the distinguished Senator from Mich-
igan. In both cases the Senate attempted
to pass a bill authorizing the raising of
money by the issuance of bonds. In those
cases the House of Representatives re-
jected the measures and sent them back
to .the Senate. It has been said that
there are instances of somewhat similar
bills having been passed by the Senate
without any objection having been made
later on the part of the other House.
That may be true, but in both cases those
bills dealt with corporations, and I do
not think they involved the issuance of
Government bonds.

The principal adverse authority on
which reliance has been placed was
quoted in an opinion by the United States
Supreme Court. In the case of the
U. 8. v. Norton (vol. 91), which was re-
ferred to by the distinguished Senator
from Vermont [Mr. AvsTin], we find the
following language:

The lexical definition of the term “revenue”
is very comprehensive. It is thus given by
‘Webster: “The income of a nation, derived
from its taxes, duties, or other sources, for
the payment of the national expenses.”

The Court continued as follows:

The phrase “other sources” would inglude
the proceeds. of the public lands, those aris-
ing from the sale of public securities, the
recelpts of the Patent Office in excess of its
expenditures, and those of the Post Office
Department, when there should be such ex-
cess as there was for a time in the early his-
tory of the Government. Indeed, the phrase

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

would apply in all cases of such excess. In
some of them the result might fluctuate;
there being excess at one time, and deficiency
at another.

It is a matter of common knowledge, that
the appellative “revenue laws' is never ap-
plied to the statutes involved in these classes
of cases,

However, Mr. President, in this case
the court was dealing with what are
called laws which incidentally raise rev-
enue, as, for example, a law for the
creation of a post office which might or
might not raise revenue. There might
be a net revenue or a net deficit, but it
would be purely incidental to the reason
for creating the post office. That would
also be true in connection with fines re-
sulting from the imposition of sentences
under a criminal statute. The fines
would be incidental to the ecriminal
statute itself. The statute could not by
any possible thought be considered as a
revenue-raising statute.

The purpose of section 2 of the pending
Joint resolution is to raise revenue. The
raising of revenue is not incidental to the
enactment of this measure. Section 2
has no purpose except to raise revenue.
Certainly we could impose a tax for the
purpose of collecting $3,750,000,000, but
if we did so it could not be said to be
incidental to the British loan. It would
be a provision for the purpose of raising
revenue. If seems to me that the court
was dealing solely with cases involving
bills for the purpose of levying taxes in a
direct sense of the word. The whole
question, I believe, is whether or not
section 2 of the pending joint resolution
can be said to be incidental. I cannot see
how the other matters referred to in the
case from which I read were incidental
to the general and main purpose. For
example, there was a law to create a
postal-savings system. Incidentally,
money would come into the Treasury of
the United States because persons would
deposit money with the Post Office De-
partment, and in that way the money
would be made available for expenditure.
However, that would be merely incidental
to the system.

Mr. President, I do not know what was
the original purpose of this constitu-
tional provision. But undoubtedly it
came from the British constitutional
practice by which bills to raise revenue
and to appropriate money were required
to originate in the House of Commons.
I think the practice was based on the
theory that the more popular house
should have the right to originate rev-
enue-producing measures, that it should
have a hold on the purse strings so that
the Government could not raise a great
sum of money and spend it without the
House of Commons having the first
voice in deciding the question. The
theory applied both to appropriation and
to revenue-raising bills,

When it came to the Constitutional
Convention, as referred to by the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan, the pro-
vision was first in that form. Subse-
quently, the word “appropriation” was
removed. The distinguished Senator
said that if the language had been
adopted in its original form he would
say that the pending measure would
have to originate in the House of Rep-
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resentatives. But, there was no change
made in the original form so far as bills
to raise revenue were concerned. What -
the Constitutional Convention did was
to remove the requirement that appro-
priation bills shall originate in the House
of Representatives. Of course, in spite
of that having been done, the House of
Representatives has insisted on the right
to originate appropriation bills, for
which I believe there is no constitutional
basis. But so far as bills to raise reve-
nue are concerned, the Constitutional
Convention approved the Brifish prac-
tice. On what possible basis would there
be any purpose in saying that bills to
raise taxes and put money into the pub-
lic Treasury to be subsequently expended
must originate in the House of Repre-
sentatives, but that bills authorizing the
Government to borrow money and put it
into the Treasury tJ be spent need not
originate in the House of Representa-
tives? The distinction seems to me to
be without any possible basis. Of course,
in the early days the issuance of bonds
was a very occasional affair. But today
the raising of money by the issuance of
bonds has far exceeded in amount the
raising of money by the levying of taxes.
During the past 4 or 5 years the issuance
of bonds has represented the principal
method of raising revenue for the United
States Government,

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado.
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr, TAFT. 1 yield. ‘

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. As a
matter of fact, since 1940 the United
States Treasury has raised more money
by the sale of bonds than jt had raised
in direct taxes prior to that time during
its 150 years of existence.

Mr. TAFT. I thank the Senator for
the information he has given, which 1s
fairly obvious to anyone who has followed
the financing of the Government.

So, Mr. President, my conclusion is
that, so far as the precedents are con-
cerned, there is some doubt. The courfs
have never decided the question. The
House of Representatives nas twice de-
cided the issue in favor of its own power,
and sometimes neglected to assert such
power. But from a logical standpoint I
believe the distinction to be that if a
bill raises revenue purely incidental to
some purpose, other than that of merely
spending the money, it is not a revenue-
raising measure; but if a bill proposes to
raise money in order to put funds into
the Treasury of the Government from
which they may later be spent by Con-
gress under appropriation laws, it is nec-
essarily, it seems to me, a revenue-
raising measure.

So, Mr. President, I feel that the Sen-
ate should support the constitutional
question raised by the Senator from
Colorado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, does
the Senator from Colorado desire to
yield further time?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Not now.
I have no requests for time, but I should
like to have 20 minutes myself. If I have
no further requests, the Senator is wel-
come to a part of my time,

Mr. Pres-
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Mr. BARKLEY. I may need a little of
it, as I have yielded a good deal of my
time.

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. I shall be
glad to yield time to the Senator.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, may I
inquire how much time there is remain-
ing on my side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
two minutes.

Mr. BARKLEY. I think I shall not
have to use all of it.

Mr. President, there is not a great deal
I can add to what the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. FErcusonN] and the Sena-
tor from Vermont [Mr. AvusTIN] have
said with reference to the point of order.
Insofar as any controversy might arise
between the House and the Senate in re-
gard to this proposed legislation, I should
like to say that two identical joint reso-
lutions were introduced in the Senate and
in the House of Representatives on the
same day and in precisely the same
terms. The Speaker referred the joint
resolution introduced in the House of
Representatives to the Committee on
Banking and Currency of that body,
where it is now pending and where hear-
ings are to be held, I understand, early
next week. No question was raised in
the House as to the impropriety of that
reference, although we all know that in
the House of Representatives bills for the
purpose of raising revenue are referred
to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and the Committee on Ways and Means,
as is true of all other committees of the
House and also of the Senate, has a
proper alertness with respect to the
reference to other committees of bills to
which it might be entitled. If any ques-
tion should be raised in the House about
it—which I do not think will be done—the
fact that the same joint resolution con-
taining the same provisions as to the use
of the money obtained from the Second
Liberty Loan Bond Act as a public debt
transaction was referred to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency there, as it
was referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency here, would at least
be a strong presumption in favor of the
House taking the same position, if the
question should arise, that we who op-
pose the point of order take here.

Mr. President, I shall not reiterate——

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, before the Senator leaves that
point, will he yield?

Mr, BARKLEY. - I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Does
the Senator know whether or not the
measure to which he refers was a highly
controversial question in the House?

Mr. BARELEY. I am talking about
the joint resolution.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Soam I
talking about the joint resolution; but
was it a highly controversial question,
such as the one now before the Senate?

Mr. BARELEY. The question has not
been raised in the House. I am talking
about the joint resolution on the British
loan, which is pending there now, not
some other measure.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thought
the Senator mentioned some other hill
that had been passed that was identical.

Mr. BARKLEY, No; I did not men-
tion any bill which had been passed. I
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mentioned this joint resolution, which
is a companion joint resolution to the
one pending in the Senate, having been
introduced in the House of Representa-
tives as House Joint Resolution 315.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I mis-
understood the Senator.

Mr. BARKELEY. I thought the Sena-
tor from Colorado misunderstood me. I
am referring to the pending British loan
joint resolution and a companion joint
resolution in the House, which was in-
troduced in open session and referred to
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, where it is now pending.

Reference has been made to two or
three decisions of the Supreme Court,
one in volume 167, United States Reports,
which is the case of Twin City Bank
against Nebeker. In that case, Mr.
President, the House of Representatives
passed a bill providing for a national-
bank currency, as we knew it prior to
the passage of the Federal Reserve Act.
It provided that bonds of the Treasury
of the United States might be obtained
by national banking institutions and de-
posited with the Treasury after their
purchase as a basis for what came to be
known as national-bank currency. A
bank would go to one window of the
Treasury and buy a hundred thousand
dollars’ worth of bonds and then go to
another window in the same Treasury,
turn them back, get national-bank notes,
take them back to its vaults, and issue
them as currency. That became known
as national-bank currency.

When that bill passed the House, it
had no tax provisions in it whsatsoever.
It was simply a provision that the na-
tional debt, as represented by the bonds,
should be predicated for the issuance of
currency. When the bill reached the
Senate, the Senate added an amendment
providing that there should be a tax
levied on the average amount of such
bonds held by national banks upon
which currency was based and issued.
When the bill left the House of Repre-
sentatives, it was not a tax bill, and
therefore did not come within the con-
stitutional provision that tax bills origi-
nating in the House may be amended
by the Senate, as other bills which are
not tax bills may be. It levied no tax
whatever; but when it came into the
Senate, it was amended so as to levy a
tax upon the average amount of these
bonds held by the banks.

That act was attacked in the courts on
the ground that the tax provision of it
originated in the Senate; but in the case
of the Twin City Bank against Nebeker,
decided on May 10, 1897—and it is one
of the cases referred fo by the Senator
from Michigan and the Senator from
Vermont—the Supreme Court of the
United States, Justice Harlan rendering
the decision, held that it did not violate
section T of article I of the Constitution,
because it was not a bill for raising reve-
nue and the fact that the Senate amend-
ed a nonrevenue bill by providing a tax
to implement the operation of the House
bill did not violate the Constitution.

I shall not read the decision, but the
language is perfectly clear by which the
Supreme Court explicitly held that that
was not a violation of the Constitution
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and that the tax amendment properly
originated in the Senate.

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

Mr, BARKLEY, I yield.

Mr, TAFT. Does not that show that
the test is the fact that it is incidental
to some other general legislation, and
not the question whether it is a tax or
a bond issue; because this was clearly a
tax, and yet it was held not to violate
the Constitution, because it was inci-
dental to a general national bank act?

Mr. BARKLEY. It was attacked in
the Court on the ground that the Senate
could not add a tax to a nonrevenue hill
even to carry the purposes of the origi-
nal bill.

In a later case, decided in volume 202
United States Reports, on May 21, 1906,
the Supreme Court, referring to the pre-
vious case I have cited and using it as an
authority in part, held that a bill origi-
nating in the Senate of the United
States—not in the House of Representa-

‘tives but in the Senate—for the purpose

of eliminating grade crossings in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and for the erection of
a union station in the District of Colum-
bia and levying a tax upon the real estate
and other property within the District
of Columbia was not a violation of the
Constitution. Justice McEenna ren-
dered the decision in that case, decided
in 1906, as I have said.

Mr. President, a revenue provision con-
tained in g bill may originate in the Sen-
ate either by way of an amendment if
necessary to carry out the purposes of a
bill that originated in the House, or, if it
originates in the Senate, a tax may be
levied, as was levied in this case upon
property in the District of Columbia for
the purpose of helping to pay the ex-
penses of eliminating grade crossings in
the District of Columbia and the con-
struction of a union station in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Mr. President, it is my contention that
if the joint resolution we are now con-
sidering really raises taxes, which I dis-
pute, and which I shall discuss in a mo-
ment, it is in compliance with the Con-
stitution, because the primary purpose
of the joint resolution is not to raise
revenue, it is to authorize the Secretary
of the Treasury to carry out en agree-
ment made between the United States of
America and the United Kingdom for a
loan of money.

If the Treasury of the United States
should find itself with a sufficient amount
of cash in the Treasury at any time, un-
der laws already in existence, it could
pay the loan in cash without using any
money obtained from bond issues.
There is no doubt about that. The mere
authority to carry out the agreement
conferred in the joint resolutio. on the
Secretary of the Treasury is an author-
ization to expend that amount of money
in fulfillment of the loan which is pro-

'vided for in the joint resolution.

In the Liberty Loan Act approved No-
vember 23, 1921, which has been amend-
ed from time to time, increasing the debt
limit, we find this provision:

INCREASE IN NOTE AUTHORIZATION

Sec. 1401. That suhbdivision (a) of section
18 of the Second Liberty Loan Act, as
amended, is amended by striking out the
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words and figures “for the purposes of this
act, and to meet public expenditures au-
thorized by law, not exceeding in the aggre-
gate §7,000,000,000,” and inserting in lieu
thereof the words and figures “for the pur=
poses of this act, to provide for the purchase
or redemption of any notes issued hereun-
der, and to meet public expenditures author-
ized by law, not exceeding in the aggregate
$7,500,000,000.”

From time to time the debt limit.has
been increased, until the present limita-
tion of the debt of the United States
Government is $300,000,000,000. But
even now there is on the calendar of the
Senate a bill introduced by the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] reducing the
total debt limit from $300,000,000,000 to
$275,000,000,000. If it can be con-
tended that, under laws already in exist-
ence fixing the debt limit of the United
States Government to $300,000,000,000,
the Senate of the United States cannot
pass a joint resolution which is in effect
an appropriation and not a tax-raising
instrument, then the point might be
made that the Senate of the United
States cannot initiate a bill even reduc-
ing the debt limit as provided for in
existing law.

The Ilanguage which I have just
quoted—“for the purposes of this act, to
provide for the purchase or redemption
of any notes issued hereunder, and to
meet public expenditures authorized by
law’’—is carried in all acts increasing the
debt limit.

If the joint resolution shall be passed,
it will certainly provide for an expendi-
ture authorized by law, and therefore
will come within the definition of the act
increasing the debt limit back in 1921,
which is still the law, except as to the
limit on the debt itself.

Mr. President, I have a number of
precedents I have collected with respect
to action taken by the House of Repre-
sentatives itself when the question has
been raised, one of which has been re-
ferred to by the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. AusTiN], where the House itself by
an overwhelming vote refused to take
the position that a bill for a definite pur-
pose, because it provided for a tax to
carry out the purpose, was therefore a
bill which under the Constitution must
originate in the House of Representa-
tives,

I contend, Mr. President, and I think
it is shown on the very face of the joint
resolution itself, that it is not a revenue-
raising measure. It does not by $1 in-
crease the debt limit already fixed by
law. That debt limit is still $300,000,-
000,000. It does no® authorize the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to issue a single
bond in addition to those which have
heretofore been authorized, and he is
authorized to issue those bonds for cer-
tain specific purposes. The provision of
the law is, “and to meet public expendi-
tures authorized by law.” So that he
has all the authority he now needs to
issue bonds for any public expenditure
which has been authorized by the Con-
gress of the United States.

Mr. President, this is not a revenue-
raising measure. Without the British
loan without the adoption of Joint Reso-
lution 138, the Secretary of the Treasury
could issue bonds up to the limit of $300,-
000,000,000 for any purpose authorized
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by Congress in the way of expenditures.
All the joint resolution does is to say to
the Secretary, “Out of receipts from the
sale of bonds already authorized, and
which you can continue to issue, if neces-
sary, to meet any expenditure author-
ized by law, you may use $3,750,000,000
for this expenditure authorized by law.”

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator from Kentucky
yield?

Mr, BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If the
Senator’s statement be sound, I cannot
understand the peculiar language con-
tained in section 2 in regard to “securi-
ties hereafter issued.”

Mr. BARKLEY. Let me read the sec-
tion as we have agreed to it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I hope
that as the Senator reads he will explain
why that language was inserted in the
way it was inserted, if it is not necessary
at all.

Mr. BARELEY. It reads:

For the purpose of carrying out the agree-
ment dated December 6, 1945, between the
United States and the United Kingdom, the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to
use as a public debt transaction—

That is the language used in the Home
Owners’ Loan Corporation Act; it is the
same language used in the Federal
Housing Act, where the Secretary of the
Treasury is authorized to guarantee ex-
penditures under the Housing Act and
to obtain the money therefor from the
sale of bonds under the Second Liberty
Loan Act, an act which originated in the
United States Senate, and about which
no question was ever raised either in the
Senate or in the House of Repre-
sentatives.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That
was a noncontroversial question. Points
of order are sometimes made where there
is a controversial question which are
not made where questions are noncon-
troversial. .

Mr. BARKLEY. Whether it is non-
controversial or not is not material. The
Senate of the United States originated
the legislation and passed it without any
point of order being raised. That does
not mean, of course, that a point of order
would have lain against it if any Sen-
ator had made it, but the bill originated
in the Senate, and if the contention of
the Senator from Colorado is sound the
law was unconstitutional because the
measure did originate in the Senate. I
could refer to other legislation in which
the same language is used.

Mr, AUSTIN. Will the Senator per-
mit an interruption?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. AUSTIN. I call attention to the
word “issued” following the word “here-
after” and ask the Senator to note that
that is not the word “‘authorized.”

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct.

Mr. AUSTIN. That is the difference.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. “The Secretary
of the Treasury is authorized to use as
a public-debt transaction”—and I was
referring to the fact that the “public-
debt transaction” is the same expression
as used in these other laws—''not to ex-
ceed $3,750,000,000 of the proceeds of any
securities hereafter issued under the
Second Liberty Bond Act,” and that is
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the act that is now in force in which
the $300,000,000,000 is the limit fixed by
Congress

Mr. AUSTIN. The bonds have already
been authorized.

Mr. BARELEY., They have already
been authorized, and many of them have
been issued. But if the Secretary issues
any more bonds for the purposes sef
forth in the various acts increasing the
debt limitation, including the expendi-
ture for any sum authorized by law—if
he issues any more bonds for that pur-
pose they are issued under authority
already granted to him, and out of the
funds which he is authorized to raise by
the issue of these bonds he shall dis-
charge this congressional obligation and
this authorization of $3,750,000,000.

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

Mr. BARKLEY. Iyield tothe Senator
from Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator from Ken-
tucky that his time has expired.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senatcr from Colorado yield a little
more time to me?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am
glad-to yield more time to the Senator
from Kentucky, unless some Senator on
the other side of the guestion wants the
time. If no other Senator asks for time,
the Senator from Kentucky is welcome
to more of my time. I want abouf 20
minutes.

Mr. BAREKLEY. I think I can get
along with 10 more minutes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. And I
can get along with 20 minutes. I yield
10 more minutes to the Senator from
Kentucky.

Mr. BARELEY. I thank the Senator
from Colorado. He has been very gen-
erous.

I now yield to the Senator from Wis-
consin.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I feel the
position taken by the Senator from Ken-
tucky is sound for the following reasons:

This is an agreement between two
sovereign nations to help stabilize the
economy of a world which is literally on
fire as a result of the war. While a vast
credit is involved, it simply carries out
the great underlying purposes of the
agreement as set forth therein.

I believe it is not a revenue measure
within the meaning of the constitutional
provision, for the further reason that the
money or credit referred to in the meas=
ure results from securities “hereafter is-
sued under the Second Liberty Bond
Act.”

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’'s comment. As a matter of fact,
the effect of this joint resolution is more
in the nature of making an appropriation
out of funds already authorized to be
raised than that of a revenue-raising act
for the raising of revenues to come into
the Treasury. So far as appropriations
are concerned, there is nothing in the
Constitution that requires appropriation
bills to originate in the House of Repre-
sentatives. As a matter of practice they
do originate there because of convenience,
and because the House feels that they
should, and it has been adopted as a
practice throughout the history of the
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country that appropriations as a rule
originate in the House, that is, general
appropriation bills. But special appro-
priation hills have frequently originated
in the Senate, and no question was ever
raised about them,

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? -

Mr. BARKELEY, I yield.

Mr. CORDON. If the position of the
Senator is that bonds which are already
authorized are adequate for this purpose
and available for this purpose upon the
passage of this joint resolution, it would
be interesting to have the Senator’s view
as to why this language was included in
the committee amendment, and I refer
to line 9 on page 3:

And the purposes for which securities may
be issued under that act are extended to
include such purpaose.

Mr. BARKLEY. That language does
not affect the authority of the Secretary
of the Treasury to raise the money for
any purpose authorized by law. He can
do that to the extent of $300,000,000,000.
But carrying out the practice which has
been adopted that when bonds are au-
thorized by Congress to be issued by the
Secretary of the Treasury the purpose
for which the money is to be expended
should be expressed in the act making
the authorization, we carry that lan-
guage in this measure and provide that
the money raised by the issue of bonds
already authorized shall be used for this
purpose. This is an additional purpose
for which that money may be expended.

Mr. CORDON. That is to say then, in
effect, that those bonds without that par-
ticular phraseology would not be avail-
able for this purpose, and this phrase-
ology is necessary to make them avail-
able. Is that correct?

Mr. BARKLEY, A court might hold
that it was not necessary to add this pur-
pose. I do not predict what any court
will hold about that. I am certain that
even if the Treasury had the money in
it and could pay it out in cash, it would
be authorized to do so even under section
1 of the bill. We would not even need
section 2 if it was a cash transaction.
But section 2 is there in order to comply
with other laws we have passed increas-
ing the debt limit, and setting out the
purposes for which the money may be
expended. This is an additional purpose
for which money raised under the Second
Liberty Bond Act may be expended by
the Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr. CORDON. It is an additional pur-
pose for which the money may be used;
and is that not equivalent to saying that
the money may not be used for this pur-
pose except with this authority?

Mr. BARKLEY. Not necessarily. If
it is an obligation which has been in-
curred by an act of Congress, under my
contention respecting the previous Lib-
erty Bond Act, if it is for an expenditure
which has been authorized by the Con-
gress, it would still be available. We are
not trying to put over on the Senate or
the House or the country a deceptive
practice. We are perfectly frank in say-
ing that for the purpose of making this
expenditure the Secretary may make it
out of money he is authorized to raise by
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the sale cf bonds under the Second Lib-
erty Bond Act, as amended.

Mr. CORDON. But we also say at the
same time, do we not, that he is now au-
thorized to use money which he could not
have used had not this particular lan-
guage authorized the use of the money?

Mr. BARKLEY. Probably not. He
could have used, I think, any cash bal-
ance in the Treasury for the purpose of
discharging this obligation, if the money
was there. At the present time probably
it could be contended that it is there,

‘since there is $22,000,000,000 in the

Treasury, and probably the whole trans-
action could be carried out in cash.

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

Mr. BARKLEY, I yield.

Mr. WHITE. I wanted to interpolate
a brief word, and I do not know whether
it is a question or an observation. I take
it the Senator’s position is that section
2 limits the authority with respect to the
disposition of the funds which are pro-
vided for otherwise than in this proposed
legislation.

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct.

Mr. WHITE. And that existing law
provides for the issuance of these Liberty
bonds and the converting of the bonds
into cash. Section (2) of the joint reso-
lution is limited to the distribution of
funds which are authorized elsewhere
and otherwise than by the pending leg-
islation.

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct. In
all these extensions of the limitation of
the debt, as well as in the original act
itself, I believe, provision is made that
the expenditure of the money and its use
shall be as a public-debt transaction.
That does not authorize the sale of the
bonds. It is the other provisions of the
law which authorize the sale of the
bonds; but in the disposition of the funds
ralsed, it shall be regarded as a public-
debt transaction.

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

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. CORDON. Do I correctly under-
stand the Senator’s position to be that
this action, in legal effect, is an appro-
priation of Federal funds, which ulti-
mately will require the raising of reve-
nue; but that because the joint resolu-
tion itself does not provide for the rais-
ing of revenue, it does not contravene the
Constitution?

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct. I
believe that the effect of the joint reso-
lution is to authorize the expenditure of
the money. In other words, it will not
be necessary every time any part of this
line of credit is drawn upon to come back
to the Appropriations Committee and to
the Congress after this measure becomes
a law. It is both an authorization and
an appropriation at the same time.

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

Mr, BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. AUSTIN. We do not know
whether that is so or not. There may
be a return of this money.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; undoubtedly
there may be. But I am talking about
the initial use of it to carry out the
purposes of the agreement.
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In two cases bills containing provisions
substantially the same as section 2 of
Senate Joint Resolution 138 originated
in the Senate and passed the Senate be-
fore they were taken up by the House:

First. An act to guarantee the bonds
of the HOLC and to amend the Home
Owner'’s Loan Act of 1933—act of April
27, 1934, 48 Statutes 643. The Secretary
of the Treasury was authorized to use
as a public-debt transaction the pro-
ceeds of the sale of securities under the
Second Liberty Bond Act for the purpose
of purchasing bonds of the HOLC.

The Secretary of the Treasury was au-
thorized to purchase the bonds of the
Home Owners' Loan Corporation, and
for this purpose to use money obtained
through a public-debt transaction under
the Second Liberty Loan Act. That hill
originated in the Senate. The fact that
no one raised any point about it is not
necessarily conclusive; I appreciate that;
but there is a presumption that things
are legal and in order unless a point is
raised, just as there is always a presump-
tion that there is a quorum in the Senate
unless the point of no quorum is made.

Second. The United States Housing
Act of 1937—50 Statutes 888—which pro-
vided that obligations of the United
States Housing Authority should be
guaranteed by the United States. It
authorized the Secretary of the Treasury
to use as a public-debt transaction the
proceeds of bonds issued under the Sec-
ond Liberty Bond Act to purchase the
obligations of the United States Hous-
ing Authority.

Both of these statutes originated in
the Senate and were enacted by the Con-
gress without any question of privilege
being raised in either House. Another
quite similar case where the question of
privilege was raised is discussed in 2
Hinds’ Precedents, 953. A bill providing
for the issuance of United States notes
and placing a limit on the number to be
issued originated in the Senate and was
passed by the Senate. In the House the
question of privilege was raised and de-
feated. This precedent is excellent au-
thority for Senate Joint Resolution 138
because there is no fundamental differ-
ence between a bill authorizing the issu-
ance of United States notes and a bill
authorizing the issuance of United States
bonds. -

Senate Joint Resolution 138, the meas-
ure to make effective the financial
agreement with the United EKingdom,
will have no effect whatever on the limi-
tation placed by Congress on the public
debt of the United States. The limita-
tion is contained in section 21 of the Sec-
ond Liberty Bond Act. It has been
changed from time to time and at present
is $300,000,000,000, this amount having
been established by the act of April 3,
1945. The only efiect which the legisla-
tion relating to the British agreement
will have on the Second Liberty Bond
Act is to add one new purpose for which
Government bonds may be issued.
These bonds must, however, be issued
within the limit specified under existing
law.

There is pending before the Senate S.
1760, which was reported with the ap-
proval of the Finance Committee on
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April 29. This bill will reduce the limit
on the public debt to $275,000,000,000.
Legislation relating to the financial
agreement with Great Britain will not in
any way affect this pending measure to
reduce the limitation on the public debt.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks a memorandum
which I have prepared covering these
points. I have neither the time nor the
disposition to discuss them in detail.
However, the memorandum gives a his-
toric résumé not only of court decisions
and acts heretofore passed, which origi-
nated in the Senate, but actions of the
House of Representatives in rejecting
points of order within that body, as well
as citations from Hinds’ Precedents and
Cannon’s Precedents, which is a continu-
ation of Hinds' Precedents, one of the
most valuable parliamentary compen-
diums ever published in the United
States or any other country.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

The joint resolution to make effective the
financial agreement between the United
States and the United Kingdom can be ex-
pedited If it may originate in the Eenate.
Several questions have been raised concern-
ing the practice of Congress and the effect
on the resolution of article I, section 7,
clause 1 of the Constitution which provides,
“All bills for raising revenue shall originate
in the House of Representatives; but the S8en-
ate may propose or concur with amendments
as on other bills,” The following questions
are discussed below:

(1) If the resolution appropriates funds,
must it originate in the House to be consist-
ent with the practice of Congress?

(2) Does the resolution provide for raising
revenue?

(3) Assuming that the resolution provides
for raising revenue, would it violate the con-
stitutional limitation if it originated in the
Senate?

1. THE APPROFRIATION PROBLEM

The practice of Congress with respect to
appropriation bills is stated in Cannon's
Procedure in the House of Representatives
(4th ed. 1945, U. S. Government Printing
Office), as follows:

“Under immemorial custom the general
appropriation bills (as distinguished from
special bills appropriating for single, specific
purposes) originate in the House of Repre-
sentatives and there has been no deviation
from that practice since the establishment
of the Constitution.” ~

In a later passage, Cannon states that there
are only 12 general appropriation bills and
lists them as

1. Agricultural Department appropriation
bill.

2. District of Columbia appropriation bill,

3. Independent offices appropriation bill,

4. Interior Department appropriation bill.

5. Labor Department, Federal Security
Agency, and related independent agencies

6. Legislative and judiciary branches ap-
propriation bill.

7. Navy Department appropriation bill.

8. Btate, Justice, Commerce, and Labor De-
partments appropriation bill.

9. Treasury, and Post Office Departments
appropriation bill. i

10. Military appropriation bill.

111. War Department civil appropriation
bill.

12, Deficiency appropriation bills.

He also states that “Bills providing special
appropriations for specific purposes are not
general appropriation bills * =+ =2
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It is clear, therefore, that a resolution
appropriating funds for the extension of a
line of credit to the United Eingdom is not
a general appropriation and can originate in
either House.

2. THE NATURE OF THE RESOLUTION

The House of Representatives makes the
final determination as to whether a bill in-
fringes its constitutional prerogative to orig-
inate all bills for raising revenue, BSuch
questions are not decided by the Speaker
but are decided by a vote of the whole body.
In making these decisions the House has

tended to give a broad construction to the,

phrase “raising revenue.” It has been con-
tended by some Congressmen that the long-
established practice that general appropria-
tion bills originate in the House is based
upon the idea that appropriation bills are
revenue-raising bills within the meaning of
the Constitution.

Accordingly, it may be contended that the
resolution is a revenue-raising bill because
it provides for the receipt of funds by the
United States through the issuance of bonds.
To support this contention reference may
be made to several decisions of the House
that bills increasing the postage rates are
revenue measures which must originate in
the House.

In 1925 a Senate bill reclassified postal
salaries and increased postal rates to pro-
vide for such an adjustment. The bill
passed the Senate after consideration of the
constitutional issue and a decision of the
Benate that the bill was not a revenue meas-
ure. The question of privilege was then
raised in the House. A resclution returning
the bill to the Senate because it violated sec-
tion 7 of article I of the Constitution was
agreed to by the House (6 Cannon's Prece-
dents 450-452), A similar resolution in re-
gard to a postage-rate bill which originated
in the Benate was passed by the House in
1859 (2 Hinds' Precedents 884).

However, the postal-rate cases mark the
furthest extent to which the House has gone
in construing other than ordinary tax and
excise measures to be revenue bills. It is
doubtful if the House would extend this in-
terpretation as a matter of logic to measures
relating to the issuance of currency and the
sale of Government securities inasmuch as
the sale of postage stamps is a governmental
act closely allied to the imposition of stamp
taexs, whereas currency and securities meas-
ures bear little resemblance whatever to ex-
cises or other tax measures which would be
considered revenue in the narrow sense. In
addition, although it would probably have
little weight with the Congress, it should be
noted that the Circuit Court for the Southern
District of New York in United States v.
James (1875) (26 Fed Cas. No. 15464) reached
the conclusion that postal-rate measures are
not *bills for raising revenue” within the
meaning of the Constitution.

Moreover, in the case of & bill regarding
the issuance of United States motes, which
is fundamentally the same as a bill concern-
ing the sale of Government bonds, the House
refused to invoke the privilege of article I,
section 7, of the Constitution. In 1874 the
House considered a Senate bill which pro-
vided for the maximum amount of United
States notes to be lssued and also provided
for the issuance of additional currency. A
motion was made that the cierk be in-
structed to return the bill to the Senate with
a message that the bill did not properly origi-
nate in the Senate. This motion was de-
feated by the House and thus confirmed the
Senate’s authority under the Constitution to
originate bills of this nature (2 Hinds' Prec-
edents 953). In effect, this overruled a deci-
sion of the House in 1837 with respect to a
similar measure (2 Hinds' Precedents 944).

Accordingly, the most recent decision of
the House of Representatives on the type of
bill which is most closely analogous to meas-
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ures providing for the issuance of Govern-
ment securities supports the position that
such a bill is not a “bill for raising revenue”
within the meaning of article I, section 7, of
the Constitution.

There are at least two recent examples of
legislation originating in the Senate which
contain “public debt” provisions similar to
the resclution now under consideration, both
of which were enacted without any ques-
tion being raised as to the constitutional
limitation.

The act to guarantee the bonds of the
Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, to amend
the Home Owners' Loan Act of 1933, and for
cther purposes, approved April 27, 1934 (48
Stat. 643), authorized the Secretary of the
Treasury to purchase bonds of the Home
Owners' Loan Corporation and for this pur-
pose to use money obtained through public-
debt transactions under the Second Liberty
Bond Act.

The United States Housing Act of 1837 (50
Stat. 888) included among its financial pro-
visions an authorization to the United States
Housing Authority to obtain funds through
the issuance of obligations. It also provided
that these obligations were to be guaranteed
by the United States and the Secretary of
the Treasury was authorized to use money
obtained through public debt transactions
under the Second Liberty Bond Act for the
purchase of such obligations.

The precedents discussed above are not
conclusive and it is possible, at léast, that
the House would decide that bills authoriz-
ing the raising of funds through the sale of
Government obligations are bills for raising
revenue. Even if it is felt that the House
would reach such a conclusion, the further
argument may be made that the resolution
does not authorize the ralsing of funds
through the sale of Government obligations.
Under the Second Liberty Bond Act, as
amended, the Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized for certain purposes to issue pub-
lic-debt obligations of the United States up
to & specified maximum. The eflect of the
resolution now being considered is to in-
struct the Secretary of the Treasury as to
the use which may be made of funds which
he is authorized to raise under the Second
Liberty Bond Act, as amended. The reso-
lution does not increase the limit of public-
debt issues, it does not authorize the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to issue any securities
which are not already provided for under the
Becond Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and
it does not vary the type of security which
may be issued under that legislation. In
other words, this resolution authorizes an
expenditure by the Secretary of the Treasury
out of funds which he has already been au-
thorizd to ralse under the Second Liberty
Bond Act, as amended.

To this the counterargument may be made
that the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amend-
ed, authorizes the issuance of securities to
a specified maximum but only for certain
purposes. The Secretary of the Treasury
does not have authority to issue securities
up to the maximum amount unless there are
authorized for the use of funds to
that amount. This resolution, therefore, by
extending the purpcses for which securities
may be issued, in effect authorizes the issu-
ance of additional securities sufficient to
raise $3,750,000,000. The resolution is a
money-raising as well as a money-spending
measure.

3. EFFECT OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL LIMITATION
ON THE RESOLUTION

It has been pointed cut above that the
joint resoclution should not be considered a
revenue measure within the meaning of ar-
ticle I, section 7, of the Constitution. Even
if the position is taken, however, that the
resolution does provide for raising revenue
it is submitted that the judicial decisions
and precedents in Congress support the posi-
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tion that this type of resolution may origi-
nate in the Senate. A distinction has been
made both by the courts and Congress be-
tween hills whose primary purpose is to raise
revenue and bills which have quite different
purposes but which incidentally provide for
the raising of revenue. In the latter case
both the courts and Congress have followed
the rule that the bills may originate in either
House

There are two authoritative Supreme Court
cases on this point. The first is that of the
Twin City Bank v. Nebeker (1897) (167 U. S.
126), where it was contended that a bill to
provide a national currency secured by the
pledge of Government bonds was void RQe-
cause the Senate had added to it a provision
imposing a tax on the amount of notes in
circulation of certain banking associations.
The court held that the addition of this rev-
enue provision by the Senate did not violate
the constitutional provision that all bills
for raising revenue shall originate in the
House of Representatives. The Court said:

“The case is not one that requires either
an extended examination of precedents, or a
full discussion as to the meaning of the
words in the Constitution, 'bills for raising
revenue.,” What bills belong to that class is
a question of such magnitude and impor-
tance that it is the part of wisdom not to
attempt, by any general statement, to cover
every possible phase of the subject. It is
sufficient in the present case to say that an
act of Congress providing a national cur-
rency secured by a pledge of bonds of the
United States, and which, in the furtherance
of that object, and also to meet the ex-
penses attending the execution of the act,
imposed a tax on the notes in circulation
of the banking associations organized under
the statute, is clearly not a revenue bill
which the Constitution declares must origi=-
nate in the House of Representatives. Mr.
Justice Story has well sald that the practi-
cal construction of the Constitution and
the history of the origin of the constitutional
provision in question proves that revenue
bills are those that levy taxes in the strict
sense of the word, and are not bills for other
purposes which may incidentally create rev-
enue (1 Story on Const. sec. 890). The
main purpose that Congress had in view was
to provide a national currency based upon
United States bonds, and to that end it was
deemed wise to impose the tax in question.
The tax was a means for effectually accom-
plishing the great object of giving to the
people a currency that would rest, pri-
marily, upon the honor of the United States,
and be available in every part of the coun-
try. There was no purpose by the act or by
any of its provisions to raise revenue to be
applied in meeting the expenses or obliga-
tions of the Government.”

A similar question was raised in the case
of Willard v, Roberis ((1906) 202 U. 8. 429)
which involved “An act to provide for elimi-
nating certain grade crossings of railroads in
the District of Columbia, to require and au-
thorize the construction of new terminals
and tracks for the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad
Co. in the city of Washington, and for other
purposes,” approved February 12, 1801; an act
entitled “An act to provide for eliminating
certain grade crossings on the line of the
Baltimore & Potomac Railroad Co. in the
city of Washington, D. C., and requiring said
company to depress and elevate its tracks,
and to enable it to relocate parts of its rail-
road therein, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved February 12, 1901; an act entitled
“An act to provide for a union raiiroad sta-
tion in the District of Columbia and for other
purposes,” approved February 28, 1803. It
was contended that these acts were void be-
cause they originated in the Senate and pro-
vided that payments to be made to the rail-
road companies involved were to be levied
and assessed on the taxable property and
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privileges in the District of Columbia. The
Supreme Court held that the bills properly
originated in the Senate and relied upon the
case of Twin Cilty Bank v. Nebeker. The
Court said:

“The titles of the acts are the best brief
summary of their purposes and those pur-
poses are obviously of public benefit. We do
not think that it is necessary to enter into
a discussion of the cases which establish
this.”

The First Circult Court of Appeals reached
the same conclusion in Bartelman v. White
((1933) 65 F. (2d) 719), when the same argu-
ment was raised with respect to a tax pro-
vision in the Merchant Marine Act.

The practice of the House of Representa-
tives is in accord with the court decisions
referred to above. In 1920 a Senate joint
resolution directed the Secretary of the
Treasury and the members of the War
Finance Corporation to revive the activities
of that corporation in order to assist in
financing the exportation of agricultural and
other products to foreign markets. In the
House of Representatives a question of privi-
lege was raised that this resolution consti-
tuted an infringement of the privilege of the
House under section 7 of article I of the
Constitution because it involved the possi-
bility of large profits accruing to the Publie
Treasury and because “it involves an increase
in the debt of the United States by #386,-
000,000 which can be met only by raising ad-
ditional revenue” (60 CoMNGRESSIONAL RECORD
523). The point of order was made that a
question of privilege was not raised because
the purpose of the law was not to produce
revenue but to aid in the transaction of busi-
ness and to aid in financing exports. The
Speaker of the House, following the estab-
lished practice, ruled that questions involv-
ing the privilege of the House of Representa-
tives with respect to revenue legislation were
questions for the House rather than for the
Speaker and put the question to a vote. The
House decided that a matter of privilege was
not involved (6 Cannon's Precedents, pp.
448-449),

In 2 Hinds' Precedents, 961, an instance is
given in which the House returned a bill hav-
ing revenue provisions. This case does not
appear to be one in which the revenue provi-
sions were merely incidental, however, as the
only purpose of the bill was to reduce the tax
on Panama Canal bonds from 2 percent to 1
percent. It is noted here only because the
headings In Hinds' indicates that it is a gen-
eral bill with incidental revenue provisions.

The Home Owners’ Loan Corporation and
United States Housing Authority bills re-
ferred to above which contained public-debt
financing provisions are also precedents in
this connection, Both are general bills for
broad purposes, which incidentally provide
for the financing of certain operations in pre-
cisely the same manner as that provided in
the joint resolution.

A careful examination of the joint resclu-
tion under conslideration indicates clearly
that if it is assumed that the resolution is a
revenue-raising measure it falls within the
class of legislation in which revenue-raising
provisions are only incidental to the general
purposes. Its title.ds “To further implement
the purposes of the Bretton Woods Agree-
ments Act by authorizing the Secretary of the
Treasury to carry out an agreement with the
United EKingdom, and for other purposes,”
and its primary purpose is to authorize the
execution of the financial agreement between
the United States and the United Kingdom,
dated December 6, 1945. The provisions in
section 2, which might be considered to re-
late to the raising of revenue, are only inci-
dental to this primary purpose.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, for
the reasons I have stated, I do not believe
that the point of order of the Senator
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from Colorado [Mr. Jornson] is well
taken, and I hope the Senate will not
sustain it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, the argument is made that the
proposal to float a loan of $3,750,000,000
for a foreign country is an incidental
matter. I must go to Webster’s Diction-
ary to find out what “incidental” means.
I find that the word is synonymous with
“accidental.” It means casual, subordi-
nate, not particularized.

Section 2 provides for a bond issue in
a sum equal to the total assessed valua-
tion of the States of Colorado, Wyoming,
Utah, Nevada, and New Mexico. The
total valuation of those States does not
equal more than $3,750,000,000.

I find that the area of Colorado and
the area of the United Kingdom are
almost identical, the United Kingdom
having approximately 10,000 square miles
less than the State of Colorado. So Sen-
ators are alleging that a loan equal to
the total valuation of these five States,
including all their private property, their
railroads, their mines, their banks, their
cities, their homes, all their utilities, and
everything else, is incidental. I can-
not follow that line of argument.

Some evidence has been placed in the
Recorp on the question of the definition
of raising revenue. Again go back to
Webster’'s New International Dictionary,
which declares that revenue is public in-
come of whatever kind. I shall not take
the time of the Senate to read several
court decisions on the point, but I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp at this point as a part of my
remarks several citations with respect
to the raising of public money.

There being no objection, the citations
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
oRD, as follows:

(From Words and Phrases, vol. 36, p. 79,
under the heading “Ralse money”)

To raise money is to collect or procure a
supply of money for use. To appropriate
is to set apart from the public revenue a cer-
tain sum for a particular purpose. Vote
that schoolhouse should not be opened, and
that no moneys should be expended on it,
held not vote to ralse or appropriate money
requiring participation by at least half of
qualified voters in school district (Public
Laws 10268, ch. 120, par. 3, as amended by
Laws 1927, ch. 56, par. 2). Frost v. Hoar
(N. H.) (160 A. 51, 52.) e

To ralse money, as the word is ordinaril
understood, is to collect or procure a sup-
ply of money for use, as in the case of a
municipal corporation by taxation or a pro-
posed loan. Money cannot be actually given
or appropriatéd before it is raised. The
promise to give or appropriate money may be
made before the money is actually procured.
But in such case the promise binds the
promiser to have the money on hand when it
becomes due, and, so in a sense, the money
is raised by the promise. As authority to
grant money includes authority to promise
a grant of it, so an exception in respect to
raising money includes an exception of a
promise by which money must be raised,
Childs v. Hillsboro Elecirie Light & Power
Co. (47 A, 271, 272, 70 (N. H.) 318.)

To raise money, in its ordinary import,
is simply to procure it. When applied to
an individual or a business corporation, it
means the procuring of money in any of the
usual methods—by note, mortgage, or obliga=-
tion. As applied to municipal corporations,
its ordinary tmport is the prccurlng of money
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by taxation, or by the obligations of the
corporation; and, where a statute authorizes
the borrowing of money, the words “to raise
money'" are equally apt to signify raising by
taxation or by municipal obligations. Black’s
Law Dictionary defines “raising money"” as
follows: *““To raise money is to realize money
by subscription, loan, or otherwise.” New
York & R. Cement Co. v. Davis (66 N. E. 9,
10, 173 N. Y. 235).

The term “to raise money” in its ordinary
fmport, is simply to procure it. When ap-
plied to an individual or business corpora-
tion, it means the procuring of money in any
of the usual méthods—by notes, mortgages,
or other obligations. As applied to munici-
pal corporations, its ordinary import is the
procuring of money by tazation or by the
obligations of the corporation. Where a
statute authorizes the borrowing of money,
the words “to raise money"” arc equally apt
to signify raising by taxation or by municipal
obligation. That this is the commonly ac-
cepted significance of the words seems to be
beyond controversy, and this, too, is their
legal significance, except where used in a
statute in which it appears that they were
intended to be wused in a more restricted
sense, The authority given by Village Law,
page 128, authorizing a village board of trus-
tees to railse money for a certain purpose,
was construed to authorize the issuance of
bonds, as well as the securing of funds by
taxation. New York & R. Cement Co. V.
Keator (71 N. Y. S. 185, 186, 62 App. Div. 577).

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Fres-
ident, the question involved in my point

of order is not judicial, and therefore is -

not affected by judicial opinions and de-
cisions, however learned. It is a parlia-
mentary question pure and simple.
Neither the executive nor the judiecial
branch of this Government, nor the
United States Senate, has any power or
authority whatsoever to compel the
House to accept a bill originating in the
Senate if the House deems it a bill for
raising revenue. Eloquent advocates
may argue until doomsday about what is
or what is not raising money; but we
know that the House has consistently
held through the years that bills provid-
ing for bond issues are revenue raising
bills, and the House has insisted that
such bills originate in the House. Why,
then, fly in the face of certain rejection?
The question before us is a practical par-
liamentary question. For the protection
of the people whom the House represents,
the House will be compelled to return to
us the Senate joint resolution. At least
that is my opinion.

Section 7 of article I of the Constitu-
tion did not come into the Constitution
by accident or chance. It was deliber-
ately placed there by the founding fath-
ers as one of the cornerstones of repre-
sentative government. The Constitution
requires Members of the House to be
elected every second year, so as to keep
them close to the people, and to make
them representatives in fact as well as in
name. On the other hand, Senators are
not representatives of the people. They
are ambassadors of the States. The Sen-
ate does not directly represent the peo-
ple. The United States is a republic of
sovereign States, not a pure democracy
in which the citizens assemble and lay
down the policies of government. It is
all important, therefore, that the people’s
safeguards not be chiseled away by the
Senate or anyone else for the sake of
convenience or expediency. These facts
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are as well known to us as they are to
the House of Representatives. Yet here
we would close our eyes to them and
would pass a joint resolution which vio-
lates section 7 of article I of the Consti-
tution, merely because it is thought to be
more convenient for the Senate to act
upon this measure now, rather than for
the House to act upon it.

As was pointed out by the Senator
from Ohio, the principle involved in the
Tequirement of section 7 is the matter to
which I am addressing myself—and not
so much the form, as the principle in-
volved. As I stated during the time oc-
cupied by the Senator from Ohio [Mr,
TarT], since 1940 the United States Gov-
ernment has raised more money and
more revenue through bond issues and
securities than it has raised through
taxes in all the years since its foundation.
Yet Senators will argue that raising rev-
enue through bond issues is not a matier
serious enough to be considered first by
the House of Representatives, as is pro-
vided in the Constitution.

Mr. President, Senators will find that
the House is very jealous of its rights and
privileges, and that the Members are de-
termined to see to it that their constitu-
tional prerogatives are not invaded or
violated by the Senate. No one with
much congressional experience will deny
that.

I repeat, Mr. President, the House is
the sole arbiter of this parliamentary
question. I feel certain that no one on
this fioor or in any court will contend that
the House does not possess the power and
the authority finally to determine this
issue. The authority of the House in this
respect has never successfully been chal-
lenged; and so long as representative
Government prevails in this country, I
dare say it never will be so challenged.

The power to tax, the power to raise
revenue, is not only the power to de-
stroy; it is the power which enables gov-
ernment to operate and function. It
takes second place to no other authority—
legislative, judicial, or executive. The
authors of the Constitution had that
tremendous and overwhelming power of
government in mind when they wrote
section 7. They were determined to keep
the authority of raising revenue—wheth-
er by means of bond issues, the sale of
securities, or direct taxation—as close to
the people as possible. Hence, they re-
posed it in the representatives of the
people. For good and obvious reasons
they did not give it to the representa-
tives of the sovereign States—the Senate.
They denied to the Senate the authority
to initiate revenue-raising measures, and
they made their position as clear as the
English language would permit.

Mr. President, now the word twisters
come along and attempt to give the word
“revenue” a new and weird definition.
The House of Representatives will not be
impressed, I feel certain, by hair-splitting
definitions.

In common with many other parts of
the Constitution, section 7 and the com-
pelling forces which inspired it have their
origin far back in English history. They
grew out of the long, hard struggle of
the people to govern themselves. The
importance of maintaining intact and un-
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impaired the authority of the people is
being trifled with by men who, thought-
lessly or otherwise, are encouraging the
drift in the United States toward totali-
tarianism. The people, who are not here
to protest, are having their precious
powers one by one trimmed and limited.
The next step will be to hand over to the
executive branch the authority to raise
revenue.

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, sec-
tion 2 of the pending measure is a long
and a wrong step in that direction. We
often hear it said, “Congress controls the
purse strings.” It is the one power which
Congress is supposed to have retained in-
violate. It is about the only pride and
the only real authority we have left. At
the reckless rate at which we are delegat-
ing control of the purse strings to the
executive branch, soon we must change
the statement to “Once upon a time Con-
gress controlled the purse strings.” I
repeat, Mr. President, section 2 of Senate
Joint Resolution 138 provides further evi-
dence in support of the statement I have
just made.

According to the majority leader,
Senate Joint Resolution 138 transcends
in importance all other legislation and
all other matters facing the Congress
and the country. It is the one thing
which must be enacted post haste. As
I interpret his position the British loan
completely dwarfs the current coal-strike
crisis which has been described by our
President as a “national disaster.”
Nothing can be done with this monstrous
situation until we act on the Eritish loan.
On May 15 the whole system of selective
service expires. That May 15 dead-line
date is almost upon us, and yet our de-
termined majority leader ignores all of
the confusion which will result from our
failure to renew selective service in
time; and he insists, as did General
Grant before Richmond, “We will fight
it out on this line if it takes all sum-
mer.” Furthermore, legislation to pro-
vide controls for atomic energy—the
devil’s own invention—has been on the
Senate calendar for weeks, clamoring
for action; but it, too, must wait. And
what of veterans’ housing, inflation, and
the OPA? Everything must stand aside
and give right-of-way to the British
loan. Certainly in the mind of our dis-
tinguished majority leader Senate Joint
Resolution 138 is important.

As I see the situation, Mr. President,
the importance of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 138 lies in the harm it will do to the
United States and to the world. If it
were never enacted into law, nothing but
good would flow from such inaction.

It authorizes and appropriates the
largest sum of money of any bill which
the Congress will consider in the present
session, with the possible exception of
the military appropriations bill. In
passing, it should be noted that the
Senate Appropriations Committee, creat-
ed by the rules of the Senate for the
specific purpose of recommending appro-
priations, has not studied this measure,
It has not been referred to our Ap-
propriations Committee. The Bureau of
the Budget has not been consulted, so far
as I can learn. The Senate Finance
Committee has not studied its revenue-
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raising features or its debt-limit impli-
cations.

Mr. President, ordinary prudence
would seem to dictate that such an im-
portant bill, one held to be of such im-
portance by the majority leader, should
most carefully observe all the technical
legislative procedures, and should not at-
tempt any dquestionable short cuts.
Surely the Senate does not wish, in such
a tragic time of peril and disaster, to
waste its time in considering a bill which
it is constitutionally ineligible to initiate.
Certainly with our house of chips falling
all about us, the Senate is not justified
in considering a bill which the Constitu-
tion denies the Senate the right to
initiate.

Recently the House of Representatives
enjoyed a 10-day vacation. The House
is well ahead in its work. It is the Senate
that is behind. Good management would
have followed tradition and the con-
stitutional requirements as to the origin
of this measure, and would have started
this appropriation bill, this revenue-rais-
ing bill, through the House of Repre-
sentatives, before having it considered
in the Senate.

I say to the Sesnate: You have the
votes. Go ahead; disregard the Con-
stitution; ignore the House of Repre-
sentatives; and try to cram this hot lava
down the throats of the representatives
of the people. You will discover that
trifling with the prerogatives of the
House of Representatives will gain you
nothing but a loss of prestige, a loss of
much precious time, and sad experience.
Their rights are the rights of the people,
and those rights will not be abandoned
by the representatives of the people with-
out a struggle—and a struggle consumes
time,

The Senate cannot cay it has not been
warned. If it must persist in using bad
judgment, it must prepare itself for a
tough and unsavory portion of old crow.
It must try to develop a taste for humble
pie. “He who laughs last laughs best.”
When the people's representatives put
the Senate in its place, I shall be laugh-
ing at the hair-splitting arguments
which we have heard today. The Sen-
ate’s triumph now will be an empty vic-
tory then.

Senate Joint Resolution 138 has no
business being in the Senate where it is
blocking vital legislation, and cluttering
our calendar which is pleading to high
heaven for action.

The Senate can, by a yea-and-nay
vote, declare white to be black, but such
vote will not cause these colors to change,
The Senate can continue to waste its
time on a bill which, under the Constitu-
tion, must originate in the House. For
no substantial reason the Senate can fly
in the face of repeated House precedents
and ask for a rebuff from the representa-
tives of the people—a rebuff for en-
croaching upon the constitutional pre=-
rogatives of the House. The Senate can,
if it chooses, continue to fiddle while no
coal burns. The Senate can declare in
a yea-and-nay vote that the Constitu-
tion is a scrap of tissue paper.

Mr. President, in further support of
my argument that there is no pressing
need for the proposed loan, I wish to
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place in the Recorp a cablegram which
I received recently from Great Britain,
and which reads as follows:
May T, 1946,
SENATOR JOHNSON,
Colorado Representative in the Senate:
Liberator Councll, Torquay, England, mem-
bers including Major General Fuller, Sir
Charles Morgan Webb, Sir Enry Lawrence
wish every succes. your fight against Anglo-
American loan. British public opinion
largely opposes loan being forced down their
throats. Only certain professional politicians
and international financiers here desire it.
Enic TROWARD,
President,

Mr. President, I do not know any of the
persons named in the cablegram, but I
submit it as evidence for what it may
be worth.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Aiken Hawkes Radcliffe
Austin Hayden Reed
Ball Hickenlooper Revercomb
Bankhead Hill Robertson
Barkley Hoey Russell
Bridges Huffman Saltonstall
Briggs Johnson, Colo. Shipstead
Brooks Johnston, 8. C. Smith
Buck Knowland Stanfill
Bushfield La Follette Stewart
Butler Langer Talt
Byrd Lucas Taylor
Capehart McCarran Thomas, Okla.
Capper MecClellan Thomas, Utah
Cordon McFarland Tobey
Donnell McEellar Tunnell
Downey McMahon Tydings
Eastland Magnuson Wagner
Ellender . Maybank Walsh
Ferguson Mead Wheeler
Fulbright Millikin Wherry
George Mitchell White
Gerry Moore Wiley
Green Morse Willis
Guffey Murdock Wilson
Gurney Myers Young
Hart O’Mahoney
Hatch Pepper

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.

Eighty-two Senators have answered to
their names. A guorum is present.

The pending question, which was to be
voted upon not later than 1 o’clock, and
it is now not quite 1 o’'clock, is: Shall the
point of order raised by the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. Jornson] that the pend-
ing joint resolution is unconstitutional,
be sustained by the Senate. The yeas
and nays having been heretofore de-
manded and ordered, the clerk will call
the roll.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Senator will state it.

Mr. BARKLEY. A vote “yea” will
mean that the point of order is sustained,
and a vote “nay” will be to overrule the
point of order.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Senator is correct.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena-
tor from North Carclina [Mr. BamwLey],
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grassl,
and the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Ki1rcore] are absent because of illness.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Brusol, the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
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CarvitLE]l, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Gosserrl, and the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. OvERTON] are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. AN-
DREWS] is necessarily absent,

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CHavez], the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Murrayl, and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. O'DaniEL] are detained on public
business.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CoN=-
NALLY] is absent on official business at-
tending the Paris meeting of the Council
of Foreign Ministers as an adviser to the
Secretary of State.

I also wish to announce that on this
question the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. K1rcorel is paired with the Sena-
tor from Texas [Mr. O'Dawier]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. KiLcore] would vote
“nay,” and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
O'Daner] would vote “yea.”

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VANDENEERG] is absent on
official business attending the Paris meet-
ing of the Council of Foreign Ministers
as an adviser to the Secretary of State.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Wirnis] is unavoidably detained on an
engagement at the White House. If
present he would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW-
sTER] is unavoidably detained.

The result was announced—yeas 27,
nays 54, as follows:

YEAS—27
Brooks Johnston, 8. C. Robertson
Bushfield La Follette Shipstead
Butler Langer Stewart
Capehart McCarran Taft
Capper MecClellan Walsh
Ellender McFarland Wheeler
Hawkes Millikin Wherry
Huffman Moore Wilson
Johnson, Colo. Revercomb Young

NAYS—54
Aiken Guffey Myers
Austin Gurney O'Mahoney
Ball ) Hart Pepper
Bankhead Hatch Radcliffe
Barkley Hayden Reed
Bridges Hickenlooper Russell
Briggs Hill Saltonstall
Buck Hoey Smith
Byrd Enowland Stanfill
Cordon Lucas Taylor
Donnell McKellar Thomas, Okla.
Downey McMahon Thomas, Utah
Eastland Magnuson Tobey
Ferguson Maybank Tunnell
Fulbright Mead Tydings
George Mitchell Wagner
Gerry Morse White
Green Murdock Wiley

NOT VOTING—15

Andrews Chavez Murray
Bailey Connally O'Daniel
Bilbo Glass Overton
Brewster Gossett Vandenberg
Carville Kilgore Willis

So the Senate refused to sustain the
point of order raised by Mr. JoHNSON of
Colorado.

Mr. WILLIS subsequently said: Mr.
President, when the vote was taken ear-
lier today on the point of order raised
by the Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN=
soN] as to the constitutionality of Senate
Joint Resolution 138, on the ground that
it is a tax measure, and as such must
originate in the House of Representa-
tives, I was absent from the Senate, in
attendance upon an engagement at the
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White House which lasted for a longer
period than I had anticipated. I wish
to have the Recorp show that if I had
been present, I would have voted “nay.”

DEATH OF FORMER SENATOR WILLIAM
CABELL ERUCE, OF MARYLAND

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, I
have just heard the sad news of the death
today of William Cabell Bruce, who rep-
resented Maryland in the United States
Senate between the years 1923 and 1929.

The late Senator Bruce was a native
of Virginia, but he moved to Maryland
when he was a young man, and he quickly
became a leader of our bar and one of
our most outstanding citizens.

Throughout many years Senator Bruce
found opportunity to devote much time
to the study and writing of history. He
wrote numerous historical books, espe-
cially in the field of biographies of prom-
inent Americans. He was busily engaged
in historical writing up to the very end
of his life; and he reached the advanced
age of 86.

As a Member of this body he was an
indefatigable worker. He was, in the
truest sense of the word, a scholar in poli-
tics. For many years I enjoyed his
friendship, and am distressed to hear of
his death, which brings to a close a life
and career of notable usefulness and
high distinction.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the President pro tempore:

S.907. An act for the relief of Aldona
Kojas;

5.1442. An act for the relief of George O.
Weems;

S5.1742. An act for the relief of Socony-
Vacuum 0Oil Co.;

8. 1747. An act for the rellef of John C.

Bpargo;
S, 1812, An act to provide reimbursement
for personal property lost, damaged, or de-
stroyed as the result of explosions at the
naval ammunition depot, Hastings, Nebr,, on
April 6, 1944, and September 15, 1944; and

S. 1961. An act to exempt from taxation
certain property of the Disabled American
Veterans in the District of Columbia.

LEAVES OF ABSENCE

Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. President, I have
an engagement of long standing to be in
my home State on Saturday night. I ask
unanimous consent that I may be absent
from the sessions of the Senate until
Monday.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, leave is granted.
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I

find it necessary to be absent tomorrow
and Saturday. I have a pair with the
able Senator from Michigan [Mr. VAN-
DENBERG], who is in Parris on official busi-
ness, and I should like unanimous con-
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sent to be absent from the Senate Friday
and Saturday.

The FRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, leave is granted.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be excused from
attendance on the Senate until next
Monday on account of official business
for the Senate Committee on Commerce,
which was arranged some 2 or 3 months
ago, and which I must go forward with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, leave is granted.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro témpore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:
TRANSFER OF AIR NAVIGATION FACILITIES IN

FOREIGN COUNTRIES

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
providing for the transfer of air navigation
facilities in foreign countries (with an ac-
companying paper); to the Committee on
Commerce,

AMENDMENT OF SUGAR AcT oF 1937
A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture

relating to the Surgar Act of 1837, as
amended; to the Committee on Finance,

FIRsT, SECOND, AND THIRD NATIONAL STEAMSHIP
Companies v. THE UNITED STATEs (Cong.
No. 17764) (S. Doc. No. 181)

A letter from the Chief Clerk of the Court
of Claims of the United States, transmitting,
pursuant to Senate resolution 327, November
19, 1940, and section 151 of the Judicial Code,
sec. 257, title 28, of the United States Code, a
certified copy of the court's special findings
of fact and conclusion of law, together with

opinion by Chief Justice Whaley, in the case

of The First National Steamship Co., The
Second National Steamship Co., The Third
National Steamship Co. v. The United States,
(Cong. No. 17764) (with an accompanying
document); to the Committee on Claims,
and ordered to be printed.

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A resolution adopted by the Chicago (Ill.)
Typographical Union, No. 18, favoring the
continuation of the Office of Price Adminis-
tration; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

A telegram in the nature of a petition from
the Baton Rouge (La.) Chamber of Com-
merce, signed by Ted Dunham, president,
praying for the enactment of legislation to
curb strikes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from
the Committee on Claims:

8.2015. A bill for the relief of Willlam H.
Morris; with amendments (Rept. No. 1320);

H.R.3599. A bill for the relief of Ama L.
Normand and the estate of Curtis Joseph
Gaspard, deceased; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1321);

H.R.3968. A bill for the relief of the estate
of Charles W. Stewart; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1322); and

H.R. 5111, A bill for the relief of Mrs. Mil-
dred L. Bupp; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1323).

By Mr. WHEELER, from the Committee on
Indian Affairs:

5.782. A bill conferring jurisdiction upon
the Court of Claims to hear, examine, ad-
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judicate, and render judgment in any and
all claims which the Confederated Salish and
Kootenal Tribes of Indians of the Flathead
Reservation in Montana, or any tribe or band
thereof, may have against the United States,
and for other purposes; with amendments
(Rept. No. 1325),;

8. 1251, A bill authorizing the issuance of
a patent in fee to Richard 8. Fisher; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1324);

8.1272. A bill to provide for the disposition
of tribal funds of the Confederated Salish and
Eootenai Tribes of Indians of the Flathead
Reservation in Montana; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 1326); and

H.R.4046, A bill authorizing the issuance
of a patent in fee to Richard S: Fisher; with-
out amendment.

ADMINISTRATION AND USE OF PUELIC
LANDS—REPORT ON GRAZING DISTRICT
FEES (PT. 2 OF REPT. NO. B08)

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Public Lands and Sur-
veys, which was authorized by Senate
Resolution 241 of the Seventy-sixth
Congress, as extended by Senate Resolu-
tion 139 of the Seventy-ninth Congress,
to conduct a full and complete investi-
gation of the administration and use of
the public lands, I ask unanimous con-
sent to submit a fourth partial report
thereon. I request that the report be
printed.

The report deals with the question of
the fees charged by the Grazing Service,
of the Department of the Interior, for
grazing livestock upon the public lands
in grazing districts. This is a subject
that has been very much before the Com-~
mittee on Public Lands and Surveys for
nearly a year and a half. It was actively
before my subcommittee in its public
hearings in 1941. In some of its phases,
it has been before the Committees on
Apppropriations of both Houses of the
Congress for more than 2 years.

The Committees on Appropriations
are concerned with the collections from
grazing fees as they are related to the
mounting and insatiable demands by the
Grazing Service for ever-larger appro-
priations to provide for its further ex-
pansion.

The Subcommittee on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives, particu-
larly, has been and is at this very mo-
ment considerably agitated over this
question in their consideration of the
Grazing Service budget, now before the
House. This agitation is traceable to
the fact that the House subcommittee
has been incorrectly and inadequately
informed with respect to the essential
facts and interests involved. The Mem-
bers of the House subcommittee have, as
a matter of fact, been greatly misin-
formed by grossly misleading statements
and data presented to them by the Graz-
ing Service. The true facts are set out
in the report which I have just filed.

The livestock industry of the West,
the users of these public lands, are also
alarmed by the rapid growth of the
Grazing Service and its continued de-
mands for still larger appropriations.
The livestock users are not willing to
be saddled with these multiplying costs,
without their consent, and especially in
the face of the acute situation facing the
livestock industry today.
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The report that I have just submitted
to the Senate is based upon a long series
of hearings in Washington, D. C., and
throughout the public-land States in
which the grazing districts are located.
The report covers this subject in all of
its phases and in detail. It unfolds a
story of ambitious and unscrupulous
dealings by the Grazing Service with
both the Congress and the livestock in-
dustry of the West.

The Grazing Service administers 60
grazing districts from 57 district offices
and 9 regional offices located in 10 of the
11 western public-land States. These
districts cover a gross area of 266,000,000
acres, which is 37 percent of the entire
area of these 10 States. Within the dis-
tricts there are 141,000,000 acres of
public lands. These public ranges are
used by 22,000 livestock permittees, who
graze thereon for an average of 4 months
of the year, a little more than 2,000,000
cattle and horses and 8,500,000 sheep and
goats. These permitted livestock repre-

~sent 20 percent of all of the cattle and

43 percent of all of the sheep produced
in these 10 Western States., As I am
sure every Senator knows, the livestock
industry in these States is highly im-
portant as a major source of the Nation’s
supply of meat and wool.

The Taylor Grazing Act, which pro-
vides the authority for the administra-
tion of the public-land ranges by the
Grazing Service, was enacted June 28,
1934. Over the years when the act was
being formulated and enacted and
amended by the Congress, it was con-
sidered by everyone who had anything
to do with it to be essentially and above
all a conservation measure, for the pro-
tection of the open public domain and
its resources. It was never considered
in any sense to be a revenue measure.
That was the view of the Public Lands
Committees of both Houses of the Con-
gress. That was the view and the un-
derstanding of the leaders of the live-
stock industry of the West, who had a
large part in the writing and the enact-
ment of this law. That was the view of
the Department of the Interior, ex-
pressed many times by former Secretary
Ickes and his spokesman when they ap-
peared before the committees of the
Congress,

In the preamble to the Taylor Act it
is described as an act to stop injury to
the public grazing lands by preventing
overgrazing and soil deterioration, to
provide for their orderly use, improve-
ment, and development, to stabilize the
livestock industry dependent upon the
public range.

The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the
Secretary of the Interior to determine
from time to time the “reasonable fees”
to bz charged annually for the use of the
public lands within grazing districts.
The present uniform fee of 5 cents per
animal-unit-month was filxed in 1946.
An animal unit means one cow or horse,
or five sheep or goats.

The controversy over grazing fees re-
volves around the meaning of the term
“reasonable fees” specified in the act.
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When the Taylor Grazing Act was
under consideration for passage, Secre-
tary Ickes told the Congress:

We have no intention of making this a
revenue producer at all. We would like for
the range to pay for its own administration
but nothing more.

That declaration was in conformity
with the whole history and spirit of the
act.

At the same time Secretary Ickes re-
peatedly estimated that the administra-

tion of the act would cost about $150,000°

per year. He assured the Congress that:

It would not be a separate set-up or a new
bureau.

His spokesman told the Congress that:

No new bureau is needed or contemplated.
Expansion of existing agencies is all that is
necessary.

These are the promises that persuaded
the Congress to enact this law. It was
because of these assurances that the
livestock industry consented to this legis-
lation and supported it.

Let us see how these promises have
been carried out.

The direct appropriations for the ad-
ministration of the Grazing Service,
designated as salaries and expenses, have
grown from a quarter of a million dol-
lars, for the fiscal year 1936, to $1,047,000
for 1945. For the current fiscal year the
total is $979,000. But in the appropria-
tion bill now before the Congress the
Grazing Service is again asking that this
sum be increased, and the proposed in-
crease is $500,000, more than 50 percent
above this year’s total.

Over the 11 fiscal years that the law
has been in force the appropriations for
salaries and expenses of the Grazing
Service have totaled $7,995,000, an aver-
age of $726,000 per year—compared with
the $150,000 per year promised by the

‘Secretary of the Interior.

But this is by no means all. The
Grazing Service has had large additional
funds appropriated and allotted to it
from several sources. Over the 11 years
of its existence the Grazing Service has
had for expenditure a total of $38,757,000.
If we exclude moneys derived from the
Civilian Conservation Corps and certain
other sources not related to grazing, the
Grazing Service still has had, for ad-
ministration and range improvement
purposes, a total of $14,777,000. This is
an average of $1,343,000 per year.

Now let us turn to the other side of the
account. By the end of this fiscal year
the Grazing Service will have collected
as grazing fees from the livestock users
of the grazing districts a total of ap-
proximately $7,727,000. This may be
compared with the total of $7,995,000

appropriated for salaries and expenses

for the same period, but the comparison
is not entirely proper, because by no
means all of the money appropriated for
salaries and expenses was used for activi-
ties that can properly be charged to the
livestock industry.

Furthermore, the Taylor Grazing Act
provides that 50 percent of the grazing
fees collected shall bs returned to the
States, to be expended as the respective

4691

State legislatures may direct, for the
benefit of the county or counties in which
the collections originate. The act also
provides that an additional 25 percent
of the collections shall be available to
the Grazing Service, when appropriated
by the Congress, for the construction,
purchase, and maintenance of range im-
provements. This means that approxi-
mately 25 percent of the fees collected
remain in the Federal Treasury, to the
credit of the general fund.

The Bureau of the Budget, and some
members of the Appropriations Commit-
tees who are not familiar with the west-
ern range country and its peculiar con-
ditions and problems, are inclined to in-
sist that the grazing fees should be de-
termined merely by considering the por-
tion of the collections remaining in the
general fund as an offset to the cost of
administering the public range. This is
an unsound proposition, and I shall deal
with this phase of the matter a little
later. ;

Now, Mr. President, I wish to empha-
size that the livestock industry of the
West is not asking for any special favors.
They want to pay their own way. They
want to pay a reasonable price for all
they are receiving. They believe that
they are doing this under the fees now
in force. They are opposed to an in-
crease in the fees at this time, in view
of their present net earning position,
and the difficulties and uncertainties now
confronting the livestock industry. They
are alarmed by the rapid expansion of
the Grazing Service, and its insatiable
demands for ever larger appropriations,
especially if these are to be charged back
against the users of the grazing districts.
They believe that if they are to be asked
to pay for this ever mounting cost of
aaministration and services, allegedly
attributable to livestock, they should
have a voice in determining and limiting
the kinds and amounts of these expendi-
tures and services charged to them.

The livestock industry using the graz-
ing districts would be quite willing to pay
larger fees if after a careful and un-
biased study has been made it should be
shown, first, that additional costs and
services are needed and justified, and,
second, that these costs may be kept
within the ability of the users to meet
them and to maintain those dependent,
privately owned properties which both
the law and Grazing Serviceé regulations
require them to have before they can
qualify for permits to graze upon the
public lands. No such study or showing
has yet been made.

The grazing district users further be-
lieve that, in arriving at the. charge
against administration costs, if that is
to be the basis for the fees, they should
be credited with the full amount of their
fee payments; and not with only the
256 percent thereof that remains to the
credit of the general fund. They do not
think that they should pay, or could pay,
in the form of fees, four times the cost
of administration, even if there should be
no further increase of those costs. They
feel that the distribution of the 50- and
25-percent funds is not of their choosing.
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If they are to be credited only with the
amounts remaining in the general fund,
they would favor the elimination of the
50- and 25-percent funds, or any neces-
sary portion of them. In thisevent, they
would themselves finance and construct
the range improvements they desire;
and they know they could do this at a
very much lower cost than is incurred
when the range improvements are in-
stalled by the Grazing Service. Many
of the grazing district users would favor
a reduction in the present size and cost
of the Grazing Service.

The users, also, are not willing to be
charged with the numerous activities of
the Grazing Service which are not di-
rectly related to the livestock industry.
A considerable part of the Grazing Serv-
ice administration is concerned with the
general public interest in the conserva-
tion of the public domain, the wildlife
thereon, and such things as the protec-
tion of stream flow for irrigation and
other purposes.

As opposed to these views, the posi-
tion taken by the present Director of
Grazing, Mr. Forsling, is that the costs of
administration and grazing fees are en-
tirely separate and unrelated matters,
each to be considered upon its own mer-
its. He believes, however, that in the
long run the fees and administration
costs will, or should, approximate each
other. Mr. Forsling contends that the
basis for the grazing fees should be a
reasonable price for the forage.in the
grazing districts.

The livestock users think that adher-
ence to this principle for the sale of the
forage values in the grazing districts
means taking all the traffic will bear,
and they soundly contend that such a
policy is wholly at variance with the
history and spirit and intent of the Tay-
lor Grazing Act.

Early in 1941 the Grazing Service com-
pleted a range appraisal study intended
to furnish the factual and statistical
basis for the determination of the “rea-
sonable fees” authorized in the act. The
results of this study were presented in
detail by Grazing Service officials in
many meetings with the livestock users
of the grazing disfricts. The report on
this study recommended that the fees be
virtually trebled, over a period of 4 years,
and that the amount of the fee be varied
from year to year, on a sliding scale basis,
in accordance with changes in the mar-
ket prices for beef and lambs.

The findings of ‘the range appraisal
study were subjected to critical analysis
by the livestock men in several hearings
before my subcommittee in 1941. These
analyses disclosed that the results of the
study furnished little or no support to the
recommendation for increasing the graz-
ing fees. Following those hearings, and
other meetings, the then Director of
QGrazing, in.January 1942, at a meeting
with the National Advisory Board Coun-
cil, shelved the report and its recommen-
dations. The Director agreed with the
council, which is an agency sponsored by
the Grazing Service, that, because of the
many uncertainties facing the livestock
industry, there would be no change in
the fees until the war emergency had
passed.
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This pledge was renewed by the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Interior 2 years
later, when he met with the National
Advisory Board Council in January 1944.

However, within a few weeks follow-
ing the renewal of this pledge, officials of
the Grazing Service, when they appeared
before the House Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations, launched a determined
campaign to force an increase in the
grazing fees. The larger fees were and
are sought by the Grazing Service for
one purpcse; and that is that the in-
creased collections may serve as a justi-
fication for still larger appropriations
and further expansion of the organiza-
tion. The Grazing Service officials, par-
ticularly the Acting Director, J. H. Leech,
presented to the Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations, wholly gratuitously and
without any proper explanation, grossly
misleading figures intended to show that
the grazing district users were receiving
forage values many times in excess of
the sums paid therefor in the form of
grazing fees.

This so-called value of the grazing
district forage is wholly indefensible on
the basis of the findings of the range ap-
praisal study, or on the basis of any other
reasonable standard of measure. It is
based upon greatly distorted and inflated
data taken from the range appraisal
study. The Members of the House sub-
committee did not know this. It has
never been explained to them. No mem-
ber of that subcommittee was from a
public-land State. They were not fa-
miliar with the problems and conditions
and costs peculiar to the public land
range areas.

There can be no doubt that this dis-
honest portrayal before the Subcommit-
tee on Appropriations was deliberately
designed by Grazing Service officials to
bring from the Congress a demand that
the fees be increased. The attempt was
successful; and subsequently the Graz-
ing Service has exploited this situation
by representing that it, the Grazing Serv-
ice, was “under pressure from Congress”
to raise the fees.

Nine months after this episode, in No-
vember 1944, while the war was at its
height, the newly appointed Director of
Grazing, Mr. C. L. Forsling, met with
the National Advisory Board Council, in
Salt Lake City, and without any fore-
warning propesed that the grazing fees
be trebled, to be effective for the 1945
grazing season, then but a few weeks
away. The schedule of fees was de-
scribed as an “interim fee,” which Mr.
Forsling said he intended to present to
the Secretary of the Interior for his
approval and action. Mr. Forsling
thought that this interim fee was so
far within the safe limits of what he

- considered to be the value of the forage

in the grazing districts that no further
range study was needed at that time.
The council was invited to send a small
committee to confer with Secretary Ickes
in the short interval before the new fee
schedule should be announced and made
effective.

The council unanimously opposed Di-
rector Forsling’s proposal, and offered
counter proposals of its own. These
were not acceptable to Mr. Forsling,. He
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insisted upon his own course of action,
regardless of the pledge by the Depart-
ment, or the economic consequences of
his proposal. The council and the in-
dividual and organized livestock men
generally, then appealed to the Senate
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys
to conduct public hearings, in which the
whole subject of grazing fees should be
discussed fully, upon its merits, by all
interested parties, before any change in
the fee should be decided upon. In re-
sponse to these urgent requests the com-
mittee, by resolution, asked the Depart-
ment of the Interior to defer its action
until the committee had an opportunity
to make a thorough study of the subject.
To this, Secretary Ickes reluctantly as-
sented. During 1945, therefore, the
committee conducted an extensive series
of hearings on the subject in Washing-
ton, D. C., and in eight of the States in
which the grazing districts are located.

In these several hearings Director
Forsling explained what he said were his
reasons for insisting upon increasing the
grazing fees. His chief avowed reason,
at first, was that, subsequent to his base
period of 1935-39, the market prices for
beef and lamb had advanced some 70
percent. From this, and his general
knowledge, he concluded that the live-
stock industry had been fairly well sta-
bilized, and that for several years the
industry had enjoyed a fair degree of
prosperity. He thought that the indus-
try could afford to pay the higher fees.
He had not considered the net profit po-
sition of the livestock industry, because
that was too difficult to determine. He
had made no study of his own. He re-
lied upon the record of market prices
for livestock, the results of the range-
appraisal study of 1941, and some frag-
mentary data obtained from the Farm
Credit Administration, and upon which
he placed his own interpretation. He
admitted, under questioning, that in his
discussions with the Appropriations
Committees of the Congress, and with
the Bureau of the Budget, he had not
considered the net earnings of the in-
dustry, or the ability of the grazing dis-
trict users to pay the higher fees and
survive, under the conditions prescribed
for these permitiees by the law and by
the regulations of the Grazing Service
itself. Finally, he admitted, under close
questioning, that his formula for in-
creasing the fees was, to a considerable
extent, just pulled out of the air.

The mass of evidence brought to the
committee in its many hearings has
shown clearly and unmistakably that, in
each year subsequent to 1941 and 1942,
the increases in the operating costs of
the livestock industry in the range States
have progressively outrun, and by wide
margins, the advances in the market
prices of the products sold. The live-
stock men readily conceded that in 1941
and 1942 the industry was in a satisfac-
tory profit position. These were the
years when the range-appraisal study
was completed, and the increase in fees
was deferred because of the many un-
certainties and difficulties then facing
the industry. In succeeding years the
prices of livestock and its products have
been stabilized under price ceilings, but
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there has been no stability or restriction
or limit to the advances in the operating
costs of the industry. In the period
from 1940 to 1944, according to statistics
of the Department of Agriculture
brought before this committee, the wages
paid to ranch and farm labor increased
more than 200 percent, the prices of pur-
chased feeds more than doubled, and the
other operating costs increased propor-
tionately.

The consequence of this increasing dis-
parity between livestock market prices
and the ranchers’ operating costs has
been to place the range livestock pro-
ducers in a progressively less and less
favorable net earning position. A study
of production costs in the sheep industry
of the Western States by the United
States Tariff Commission for the 5 years,
1940-44, disclosed that the highest net
earnings were obtained in 1942, when the
profit was $1.14 per head of sheep. The
next year there was a net operating
deficit of 12 cents per head; and in 1944
the net loss was $1.22 per head—a larger
loss than the maximum profit reported
in 1942

These operating losses are causing a
drastic liguidation in the sheep-produc-
ing industry, particularly in the western
range States. The peak in the sheep
population was reached in 1942, and each
year since that date has brought a fur-
ther decline in the number of sheep on
farms and ranches. The number of stock
sheep on farms and ranches has de-
creased 24.7 percent in all States between
January 1, 1942 and January 1, 1946,
In the 11 western range States the de-
crease has been 28.8 percent. In Oregon
the sheep population has declined more
than 44 percent, while in Washington,
Idaho, and Montana the loss in numbers
has been 40 percent, 39 percent, and 35
percent, respectively. There is reason
to believe that in the grazing district
regions of these States, where the unit
production costs are relatively high (in
spite of the so-called low grazing fees),
the liquidation in the sheep industry is
even more drastic than is disclosed by
the State averages.

Liguidation in any industry does not
flow from a healthy or profit position. As
a matter of fact, so serious is the plight
of the sheep industry at the present time
that another committee of the Senate has
held extensive hearings, and with the ac-
tive support of the President and the
eXecutive departments, has introduced
proposed legislation which it is hoped will
enable the sheep- and wool-producing
industry to survive during the postwar
years immediately ahead.

Some sheep producers, who can make
the change-over, are shifting to cattle;
not because the range-cattle industry is
in a profit status, but because they feel
that at the present time there is a bet-
ter chance to survive with cattle than
with sheep. Many of the sheepmen are
not so equipped or situated that it is pos-
sible for them to make this shift. The
range livestockman cannot suspend his
operations during an unfavorable period,
and renew them at a later time. He
must use his permit to graze upon the
public range, or incur a high risk of
dosing it, with no possibility of regain-
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ing it in the future. He would then be
out_of business, and without a means of
livelihood, and with his business would
go much or all of his heavy investments
in privately owned ranch and range prop-
erties, which are unsuited for other uses.

The difficulties and uncertainties that
faced the livestock industry in 1942, and
caused the proposed increase in grazing
fees to be deferred, certainly have not
decreased. On the contrary, they have
steadily increased. I submit, that this
is not a proper or opportune time to im-
pose still heavier costs upon an already
distressed industry.

The only cost study that the Grazing
Service has ever made was the range ap-
praisal of 1941, covering the 5-year base
period of 1935-39. In fhat study the

- Grazing Service found that when the

operating costs (including taxes, lease
costs, and 4 percent interest on the in-
vestments in owned ranch and range
properties) were deducted from the
gross income of the 218 ranches studied,
these ranchers had no income left from
which to pay any grazing fees at all on
either the national forests or the graz-
ing district lands. The remainder, be-
fore allowing for any grazing fees, was a
minus quantity.

In his every appearance before the
committees of the Congress, Director
Forsling has held up and emphasized as
his most telling argument a so-called
comparison of these fees with the prices
paid in commercial leases for privately
owned and State lands. It is his con-
tention, put forward on every possible
occasion, that the costs of these leased
lands are from 2 to 12 times higher than
the fees charged for “comparable” pub-
lic lands in the grazing districts. His
conclusions and data were derived from
the range appraisal study of 1941. In
the report of that study it was announced
that the most important finding was
what the report called the “startling data
as to the commercial lease costs of an
animal unit month” of feed. The find-
ing was startling only because it was not
a fair or honest comparison in any sense
of the term. It was an attempt to com-
pare dissimilar things.

An examination of the original records
upon which this finding and conclusion
are based discloses that in the vast ma-
Jjority of cases the commercial leases rep-
resented improved properties, strategi-
cally located, and including that all-
important and costly essential in the
range country—water; water not only
for use on the privately owned proper-
ties, but on the surrounding public lands
as well. Most of these leased proper-
ties were fenced; some of them were
home ranches, including hay and some
crop lands; many of them were especially
valuable high summer ranges and lamb-
ing grounds; many of them were so lo-
cated that they had a nuisance value for
which the rancher was virtually com-
pelled to pay, in order to keep his ranch
set-up intact. Practically all of these
properties were base properties, which
both the Taylor Grazing Act and the
regulations of the Grazing Service re-
quire the rancher to control before he
can qualify for a permit upon the public
range.
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It is perfectly clear that only a frac-
tion of these lease costs tabulated by the
Grazing Service represented payments
for forage values; and that the forage
obtained under these private leases, in
most instances, was of much higher
quality and quantity than that furnished
on the public range. The bulk—the
great bulk—of these lease costs were
payments for these other values enumer-
ated. These facts were disclosed by the
original records in the files of the Graz~
ing Service, when those records were ex-
amined by this committee. These facts
were known to the authors of the report
on range appraisal, but they do not ap-
pear in that report. These facts should
have been known by the Director of
Grazing. And yet Mr. Forsling has re-
peatedly told the committees of Congress
that this was a comparison of lands
comparable with the public range.

In contrast with these privately owned
lands just described, the remaining pub-
lic lands in the grazing districts are the
poorest and least valuable grazing lands
in the country. They are the remnants,
the left-overs from more than 80 years
of acquisition under the homestead and
other public land laws. They are the
dry lands to which no one could afford
to acquire ownership under any of the
public land laws. They are the winter
grazing lands. On them, the livestock
generally lose a part of the weight gained
while grazing on other lands at other
times of the year, in spite of the com-
mon praetice of feeding the livestock
supplementary purchased feeds while
they are grazing on the public lands.

While these public lands are low in
grazing values, they are huge in total
extent, They furnish the seasonal graz-
ing essential to round out the livestock
operations on the privately owned ranch
and range lands dependent upon them.
These two classes of lands are inter=-
dependent. Without the use of the pub-
lic lands, the private lands in the graz-
ing district areas would be incomplete,
uneconomic. Likewise, these public
lands generally would be unusable with-
out the water and other facilities pro-
vided by the private lands.

In his first appearance before this
committee, Director Forsling furnished a
new 1list of allezed lease costs for private
lands. It is obvious that this was but an
upward revision of the tabulations from
the range-appraisal study. He gave no
basis for the revisions, or the unaccount-
able face lifting they involved. But he
did tell the commitfee that the Grazing
Service had conducted no range studies
subsequent to the one reported in 1941,
It would seem evident that these revi-
sions Mr. Forsling just “pulled out of
the air,” as he admitted that he did his
formula for the proposed increase in
grazing fees:

The best that can be said regarding
these so-called comparisons of lease costs
with grazing fees charged, is that the
Grazing Service has so far failed to show
that the alleged disparity, or any dis-
parity, does in fact exist. These officials,
Mr. Forsling and his associates, have
been and are so obsessed with building
a case to support higher and ever higher



4694

appropriations, that facts and conse-
quences and fairness seem not to have
entered into their calculations.

Any such comparison, to be at all fair
and convincing, must be a comparison
of like forage values, with all of these
other highly important costs and factors
eliminated. Then, to the grazing fee
charged must be added the costs of the
burdens and disadvantages imposed
upon the public-land permittees by the
law, the regulations, and the adminis-
trative restrictions of the Grazing Serv-
ice itself. Admittedly, such a compari-
son is difficult to make. But thus far
the Grazing Service has not made even
an honest beginning in such a com-
parison.

Over and over again, this committee
has been told by those who use the
public range that wherever and whenever
privately owned and State range lands
are available, and can be fitted into their
range operations, they much prefer to
use these rather than the public lands.
They find it actually more profitable to
pay considerably higher unit costs for
private and State lands, and thus be able
to manage their business as their own
judgment dictates, free from the burden-
some Crazing Service restrictions.

The alleged disparity between grazing
fees and lease costs is thus, upon exam-
ination, found to be largely a myth,
created by the Grazing Service for its
oWn purposes.

Since the close of the series of hear-
ings to which I have referred, Director
Forsling apparently has abandoned most
of his former reasons and arguments in
support of higher fees. Under date of
January 25, 1946, he informed this com-
mittee, througli the Secretary of the
Interior, that he now thinks that “ulti-
mately a substantial increase in the
grazing fees would not be unreasonable”
because of, one, the “wide disparity’’ be-
tween the grazing fees and the “prices
being paid for the rentals of compazrable
State and privately owned range lands,”
and, two, “the values of grazing privileges
on the public lands commonly recognized
in the sale and lease of range properties
that are qualified to receive grazing per-
mits."”

Mr. Forsling now proposes to defer
further action in increasing grazing fees
until 6 months after the discontinuance
of the subsidies currently being paid for
the production of beef cattle, sheep, and
lambs. He says that the lifting of these
payments will indicate to him that the
emergency confronting the range live-
stock industry will have passed.

The first of these two considerations
has been dealt with. The second refers
to the bonuses which Mr. Forsling says
are commonly invclved when privately
owned base properties change hands.
He has told this committee that these
so-called bonuses commonly amount to
$5 to $6 per animal unit month of graz-
ing privilege upon the public lands, at-
tached to these base properties. How-
ever, when Mr. Forsling was asked by
the committee to furnish specific in-
stances of the payments of such bonuses,
based upon concrete evidence in the pos-
session of the Grazing Service, he was
unable to do so. He was forced to admit,
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under questioning, that his information
with respect to such bonuses consisted of
only hearsay.

Other witnesses challenged Mr. For-
sling’s statement concerning these
bonuses, with the contention that when-
ever any bonuses are paid very special
conditions will be found to be present;
and that, therefore, his generalization is
not warranted.

Now I would like to turn for a moment
to the solution of the grazing-fee ques-
tion proposed to the Grazing Service by
the spokesmen for the livestock users of
the grazing districts. I am impressed
with the soundness and the fairness of
these proposals. The testimony at our
hearings indicates that they are widely
supported by the livestock users ccn-
cerned.

When the national advisory board
council was confronted with Director
Forsling’s proposal to treble the graz-
ing fees, in November 1944, it took the
position that:

Any fee finally fixed must be based on a
direct relation to the reasonable cost of ad-
ministering the public lands for grazing pur-
poses only and nothing more. Until the
facts as to the cost of administration, to-
gether with the necessity therefor, and their
relation to grazing, are determined, no one
can fix a reasonable fee as provided in the
act.

The council then proposed:

(a) Thet the study of cost of adminis-
tration of grazing lands, for grazing purposes
only, be completed and presented to this
council.

(b) We agree, when such a report is avail-
able to and approved by the council, to assist
in fixing a reasonable fee as provided in the
Taylor Grazing Act based upon the fair and
reasonable cost of administering the public
domain, for grazing purpocses only, but noth-
ing more.

{c) We recommend that by amendment to
the Taylor Grazing Act it provide that fees
paid by grazing users of the grazing districts
be used for administration,

(d) We agree that with such provisions in
the act grazing users will finance and main-
tain improvements desired by them.

The position taken by the national
council in 1944 was reaffirmed at its
meeting with the Grazing Service in De-
cember 1945, It has been widely en-
dorsed by range livestockmen and their
associations, including the National
Wool Growers Association. It is worthy
of the most careful consideration by the
Congress, as well as by the Grazing
Service.

The implementing of these recommen-
dations would involve an amendment to
the Taylor Grazing Act to remove there-
from, or modify, the provisions with re-
spect to the 50-percent and the 25-per-
cent funds.

I commend to the attention of every
Senator the report which I have just
presented.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the report submitted by
the Senator from Nevada will be received
and printed.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
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unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

{Mr. LANGER introduced Senate bill
(8. 2166) to provide for the payment of a
bonus of 45 cents per bushel for all wheat,
and 65 cents per bushel for all corn, and 5
cents per bushel for oats purchased and sold
between January 1, 1945, and April 18, 1946,
and providing for payment of additional
bonuses if pald by the United States Gov-
ernment, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry and
appears under a separate heading.)

By Mr. WALSH:

8. 2166. A blll for the relief of Eleanor J.
Griggs, Dorothy L. Griggs, and Vernon M.
Griggs: to the Committee on Claims, ‘

B5.2167 (by request). A bill for the pay-
ment of wages of workmen on Navy projects
on VJ-day; to the Commitiee on Naval
Affairs.

By Mr. MYERS:

5.2168. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of War and the Secretary of the Navy to issue
Victory Medals to persons who served in the
armed forces between April 6, 1917, and July
2, 1921; and

5. 2169. A bill authorizing the Secretary of
War, the Becretary of the Treasury, the Sec-
retary of the Navy, and the United States
Maritime Commission to dispose of certain
materials to the United States Coast Guard
Auxiliary; to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

By Mr. BYRD:

8.2170. A bill to provide additional facili-
ties for the mediation of labor disputes, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

(Mr., HART introduced Senate bill (S.
2171) to establish a Department of Civil
Aviation, and for other purposes, which was
referred to the Committee on Commerce, and
appears under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

5.2172. A bill for the relief of Hans

Hauser; to the Committee on Immigration.
By M-. BROOKES:

B.2173. A bill for the relief of George

Pathy; to the Committee on Immigration.
By Mr. FERGUSON:

5.2174. A bill for the relief of Thomas
Camarda; to the Committee on Immigration.

(Mr., JOHNSON of Colorado introduced
Senate Joint Resolution 159, to extend the
Selective Training and Service Act of 1940,
as amended, until July 1, 1946, which was
passed, and appears under a separate head-
ing.)

PAYMENT OF BONUS TO FARMERS ON
WHEAT, CORN, AND OATS

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to introduce for ap-
propriate reference a bill to provide for
the payment of a bonus of 45 cents per
bushel for all wheat, 55 cents per bushel
for all corn, and 5 cents per bushel for
all oats purchased and sold between Jan-
uary 1, 1945, and April 18, 1846, and pro-
viding for a further sum, whatever that
sum may be, in case any department of
government raises the bonus payments.

There being no objection, the bill (S.
2165) to provide for the payment of a
bonus of 45 cents per bushel for all
wheat, 55 cents per bushel for all
corn, and 5 cents per bushel for oats pur-
chased and sold between January 1, 1945,
and April 18, 1946, and providing for
payment of additional bonuses if paid
by the United States Government, was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.
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MEDIATION OF LABOR DISPUTES—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, on behalf
of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarTl,
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Smrte], and myself, I ask unanimous
consent to submit five amendments in-
tended to be proposed to the so-called
Case bill (H. R. 4908) to provide addi-
tional facilities for the mediation of labor
disputes, and for other purposes, which
are inclvded in the minority views here-
tofore submitted by Mr. Tarr, Mr. SMITH,
and myself.

There being no objection, the amend-
ments were received, ordered to lie on
table, and to be printed.

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I also ask
unanimous consent to submit, on behalf
of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]
and myself, an amendment intended to
be proposed to House bill 4908, to provide
additional facilities for the mediation of
labor disputes, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was received, ordered to lie on the
table, and to be printed.

Mr. ELLENDER submitted three
amendments intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (H. R. 4908) to provide
additional facilities for the mediation of
labor disputes, and for other purposes,
which were ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

EMBLEM DAY

Mr. LA FOLLETTE submited the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 61), which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

Whereas on June 20, 1782, the great seal
of the United States was adopted by the
Congress; and

Whereas the great seal, with its American
white-crested eagle as the dominant figure,
is an appropriate and artistic emblem worthy
of commemoration: Therefore be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That the Presi-
dent of the United States be requested to
designate the 20th of June 1846 as Emblem
Day in honor of the national strength, spirit,
and courage of America, as typified by the
great seal and the great American eagle.

THE ANGLO-AMERICAN REPORT ON
PALESTINE (S. DCOC. NO. 182)

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I had
the pleasure of listening to a very ad-
mirable and able address made by my
colleague the junior Senator from New
York [Mr. Meap] and also the address
of the junior Senator from Maine [Mr,
BrewsTER] relative to the report of the
Anglo-American Palestine Committee on
the Senate floor yesterday. I agree
wholeheartedly with the statements
made by both of these Senators in ref-
erence to the Palestine report, and I now
ask unanimous consent that the Anglo-
American report which I send to the desk
be printed as a Senate document.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EMBARGO ON SHIPMENTS OF FERTILIZER

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp following my brief remarks a
few telegrams which I have received from
farmers and fertilizer dealers in the
Carolinas. Most of such telegrams have
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been sent to Colonel Johnston, who is in
charge of the ODT, or to the Department
of Agriculture.

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

BENNETTSVILLE, 8. C., May 8, 1546.
Hon. BURNET R. MAYBANE,
United States Senate Chamber,
Washington, D. C.:

I am now in a meeting of farmers and
fertilizer dealers. We are terribly concerned
about the nitrate of soda problem. Marlboro
County has less than a quarter of its require-
ments. Will you please do everything possi-
ble to have the Department of Agriculture
put pressure on the ODT for priority on ship-
ment of soda by rail?

W. E. ROGERS,
Chairman, USDA Council.

LANCASTER, 8. C., May 8, 1946.
Hon. BUuRNET R. MAYBANK,
United States Senator,
Washington, D. C.;

Need of our farmers for nitrate of soda is
critical. We protest the embargo covering
movement such necessary material, Farmers
in our county cannot produce food and other
crops without this fertilizer.

LANCASTER COUNTY FARM EUREAU,
J. H. MOOREFIELD, Secretary.

DARLINGTON, 8. C., May 8, 1946.
Hon. BURNET R. MAYBANK,
United States Senate,
: Washington, D. C.:
Exemption of nitrate of soda from freight
embargo essential to food production. Soda
in Charleston awaiting transportation. In-
tervene immediately.
A. L. FLOWERS.

DARLINGTON, 8. C., May 8, 1946.
Hon. BUurNET R. MAYBANK,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

Freight embargo will greatly curtail food
crops. Rallroads cannot haul nitrate of soda
now in Charleston and badly needed on farms.
Intervene immediately.

Frank L. BONNOITT.

PiNEwooOD, 8. C., May 9, 1946.
Hon. BURNET R. MAYBANK,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

Farmers in South Carclina cannot produce
cotton, corn, or other foodstuff without ni-
trate of coda. Freight embargo prohibilts
shipment of nitrate by rail. OPA prohibits
trucking nitrate from ports account slight
increase in freight costs. We farmers demand
relief from OPA asinine rulings.

R. J. Aycock, R. J. Aycock, Jr.,, O. D.
Harvin, G. J. Aycock, C. L. Griffin,
D. L. Barwick, J. A. Barwick, Lee
Barwick, J. M. Grifin, Mendel
Smith, Joe Geddings, 8. L. Touch-
berry, Miles D. Touchberry, W. L.
Mason, Jr., John M. Felder, Miss
Bessle Deschamps, W. E, Jenkin-
son, M. D. Jenkinson, Jesse Wells,
J. L. Elliott, J. W. Weeks, O. L.
Johnson, E. P. Thomas, N.. B,
Moneyhan, Cecil Johnson, J. E.
Johnson, J. O. Johnson, and L. L.
Kolb.

DARLINGTON, S. C., May 8, 1946.
Hon, BURNET R. MAYBANK,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.:
Food-production program will be adversely
affect.d unless soda now in Charleston in-
cluded in essential hauling by rallroads.
Urge your immediate intervention.
J. CLEVE STOKES,
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EXTENSION OF BSELECTIVE SERVICE—
ADDRESS BY SENATOR LANGER

[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to

have printed in the Recorp a radio address

delivered by him in reply to Secretary of War

Patterson concerning the extension of selec-

tive service, which appears in the Appendix.|

PROCEEDINGS AT DINNER IN HONOR OF
MRS. FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSEVELT
[Mr. HILL asked and obtained leave to have

printed in the Recorp the proceedings at

the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee
dinner, held in honor of Mrs. Franklin

Delano Roosevelt, at the Mayflower, Wash-

ington, D. C., March 14, 1948, which appear

in the Appendix.]

APPALACHIAN MINING CONDITIONS—

ARTICLE BY AGNES E. MEYER
[Mr. WHEELER asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcomp an article en-
titled “Reporter Finds Appalachian Mining

Conditions Appalling,” by Agnes E. Meyer,

from the Washington Post of May 8, 1946,

which appears in the Appendix.]

MINERS' VIEWPOINT ON WAGES, WEL-
FARE—ARTICLE BY AGNES E. MEYER
[Mr. WHEELER asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the Recorp an article en-
titled “Reporter Presents Miners' Viewpoint
on Wages, Welfare,” by Agnes E. Meyer, from
the Washington Post of May 9, 1946, which
appears in the Appendix.]

CONFIRMATIONS OF NOMINATIONS OF

GRADUATES OF NAVAL ACADEMY

Mr., WALSH. Mr. President, out of
order and as in executive session, I ask
unanimous consent to report from the
Committee on Naval Affairs the nomi-
nations by the President of midshipmen
to be ensigns, assistant paymasters, and
to be second lieutenants in the Marine
Corps. This is the usual annual request.
The nominations are made so as to per-
mit the young men who graduate from
the Naval Academy in June to be given
their commissions.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
nominations will be received and placed
on the Executive Calendar.

Mr. WALSH. I now ask unanimous
consent for the present consideration of
the nominations. There are in all, 813
midshipmen in this list—741 midshipmen
are nominated to be ensigns in the Navy,
47 midshipmen to be assistant paymas-
ters in the Navy with the rank of ensign,
and 35 midshipmen to be second lieu-
tenants in the Marine Corps.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, are these
simply routine nominations for commis-
sions in the Navy and in the Marine
Corps?

Mr. WALSH. They are the annual
routine nominations for commissions.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the present consider-
ation of the nominations? The Chair
hears none, and without objection, the
nominations are confirmed.

Mr. WALSH. I ask that the President
be immediately notified of the confirma-
tion of these nominations.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With=-
out objection, the President will be im-
mediately notified.

PROPOSED LOAN TO GREAT BRITAIN
The Senate resumed consideration of

the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 138) to
implement further the purposes of the
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Bretton Woods Agreements Act by au-
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to carry out an agreement with the
United Kingdom, and for other purposes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, in be-
half of myself and the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr, JoansTon] I send to
the desk an amendment to the pending
joint resolution which proposes to add a
section, reading as follows:

Sec. —. It shall be a condltion on any pay-
ment made to the United Kingdom pursuant
to the agreement dated December 6, 1945,
that not less than 90 per centum of the
amount thereof shall be used for purchases
by the United Kingdom of goods and serv-
ices in the United States.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. An
amendment offered by the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. CaPEHART] is pending. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Louisiana will be received and lie on the
table temporarily.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question recurs on the amendment of
the Senator from Indiana. As the
amendment of the Senator from Indiana
is an amendment to the committee
amendment which has heretofore been
agreed to. Without objection, the vote
by which the committee amendment was
agreed to will be reconsidered, and the
Senate will vote on the amendment of
the Senator from Indiana. Is there ob-
Jection?

Mr. BARELEY. Mr. President, is the
Chair referring to the committee amend-
ment embodied in section 2?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
is correct.

Mr. BARELEY. The amendment of
the Senator from Indiana is not, as I
understand, an amendment to that sec-
tion.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will read the amendment offered
by the Senator from Indiana.

The CHier CLERK. On page 3, it is pro-
posed to strike out lines 7, 8 and 9 and
through the word “purpose” in line 10,
and to insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing: “$1,500,000,000 of the proceeds of
any securities hereafter issued under the
Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended,
and the purposes for which securities
may be issued under that act are extend-
ed to include such purpose. Notwith-
standing any other provision of this joint
resolution or any provision of the agree-
ment dated December 6, 1945, between
the United States and the United King-
dom, there shall be advanced under said
agreement only such sums by way of
credit as shall be necessary to offset ad-
verse trade balances of the United King-
dom with the United States for the years
1946, 1947, 1948, 1949, and 1950, not ex-
ceeding in the aggregate the sum of
$1,500,000,000"

Mr. BARELEY. Mr. President, may 1
ask the Senator from Indiana a ques-
tion? As I understand he originally of-
fered his amendment to the committee
amendment, but he withdrew it, or re-
considered it, and was intending to offer
an amendment going to the amount in-
volved in the agreement itself. We dis-
cussed at some length a few days ago the
effect of the amendment to this particu-

That
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lar section. Is this the amendment the
Senator wishes the Senate to vote on?

Mr. CAPEHART. The amendment
does go to the amount. -

Mr. BARKLEY. As I understand, it
does not go to the amount of the agree-
ment itself. It would go to the amount
of the expenditure under the issue of
bonds under the Second Liberty Loan
Act. It was my understanding that what
the Senator from Indiana was intending
to do was to change the agreement itself.

Mr. CAPEHART. No; the amendment
does not change the agreement one iota.

Mr. BARKLEY. It changes the
amount which may be expended, but I
understood the Senator was going to offer
the amendment in different form, and
I thought he had done so.

Mr. CAPEHART. My amendment
does not change the agreement one iota.
It changes the amount and the method
of payment based upon making up def-
icits in our trading with the United
Kingdom over a period of 5 years, not to
exceed $1,500,000,000.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, have
the yeas and nays been ordered on the
amendment of the Senator from In-
diana? i3

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
yeas and nays have been ordered.

Mr. BARKLEY, I merely wish to make
a brief statement; I do not desire to con-
sume the time of the Senate. If this
amendment were adopted and had any
effect at all, it would have the effect of
preventing the carrying out of the agree-
ment entered into between the United
States and the United Kingdom, unless
it were possible to carry it out under a
cash payment and not by the expenditure
of any money in the Treasury under the
sale of Liberty bonds as now authorized.
It would bring about more confusion and
it might result in the necessity of rene-
gotiating the entire agreement, It would
have the same effect, in my judgment, as
amendments which have been offered or
suggested that would change the terms
upon which the Secretary of the Treasury
would carry out the agreement. I hope
the amendment will be rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the vote whereby the com-
mittee amendment was agreed to is re-
considered in order that the amendment
of the Senator from Indiana may be in
order.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CAPEHART] to the committee amendment.
The clerk will call the roll, the yeas and
nays having been ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr, President, may the
amendment be stated?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will state the amendment.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 3, it is pro-
posed to strike out lines 7, 8, and 9, and
through the word “purpose” in line 10,
and to insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing: “$1,500,000,000 of the proceeds of
any securities hereafter issued under the
Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended,
and the purposes for which securities
may be issued under that act are extend-
ed to include such purpose. Notwith-
standing any other provision of this joint
resolution or any provision of the agree-
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ment dated December 6, 1945, between
the United States and the United King-
dom, there shall be advanced under said
agreement only such sums by way of
credit as shall be necessary to offset ad-
verse trade balances of the United King-
dom with the United States for the years
1646, 1947, 1948, 1949, and 1950, not ex-
ceeding in the aggregate the sum of
$1,500,000,000.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment to the committee amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CaPEHART]. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, I wish to
have the Recorp show that my colleague
the senior Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. BAILEY] is detained at home by ill-
ness. If present, he would vote “nay.”

Mr. HATCH. My colleague the junior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]
is unavoidably detained on important
public business. If he were present and
voting, he would vote “nay.”

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] and tke
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Eip-
GORE] are absent because of illness.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Bireol, the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
CarviLLE], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
GosseTT], and the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. OverTON] are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. An-
DREWS] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Muzr-
RrRAY] and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
O’'DanieL] are detained on public busi-
ness.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CarraN] and the Senator from Montana
[Mr. WHEELER] are detained on official
business at Government departments.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con-
NALLY] is absent on official business, at-
tending the Paris meeting of the Council
of Foreign Ministers as an adviser to the
Secretary of State.

I also wish to announce that on this
question the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. K1LgoRreg] is paired with the Senator
from Texas [Mr. O'Danier]. If present
and voting, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. KiLcorel would vote “nay,”
and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
O'DaniEL] would vote “yea.”

I wish to announce further that if
present and voting, the Senator from
Texas [Mr. ConNaLLY] would vote “nay.”

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] is absent on
official business attending the Paris
meeting of the Council of Foreign Minis-
ters as an adviser to the Secretary of
State. If present, he would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREw-
sTER] is unavoidably detained.

The result was announced—yeas 25,
nays 55, as follows:

YEAS—25
Brooks Langer Taft
Bushfield McClellan Tydings
Butler McFarland Walsh
Capehart Millikin Wherry
Capper Moore Willis
Ellender Revercomb Wilson
Johnson. Colo. Robertson Young

Johneton, 8. C. Shipstead
La Follette Stewart
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Alken Gurney Myers
Austin Hart O'Mahoney
Ball Hatch Pepper
Bankhead Hawkes Radcliffe
Barkley Hayden Reed
Bridges Hickenlooper Russell
Briggs Hill Saltonstall
Buck Hoey Smith
Byrd Huffman Stanfill
Cordon Knowland Taylor
Donnell Lucas Thomas, Okla.
Downey McKellar Thomas, Utah
Eastland McMahon Tobey
Ferguson Magnuson Tunnell
Fulbright Maybank Wagner
George Mead White
Gerry Mitchell Wiley
Green Morse
Guffey Murdock

NOT VOTING—I16
Andrews Connally O'Daniel
Bailey Glass Overton
Bilbo Goszett Vandenberg
Brewster Kilgore Whecler
Carville MeCarran
Chavez Murray

So Mr. Cape=ART'S amendment to the
committee amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question recurs on agreeing to the
amendment of the committee.

The amendment was agreed to.

MEDIATION OF LABOR DISPUTES

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, for
myself and on behalf of the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. Byrp], and the Sena-
tor from Texas [Mr. O’Danier], I move
that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of House bill 4908, Calendar No.
1196.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Clerk will state the bill by title.

The CrHieEr CLERK. A bill (H. R. 4908)
to provide additional facilities for the
mediation of labor disputes, and for other
PUrposes.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I de-
sire to say just a few words. As I stated
vesterday, I am strongly in favor of the
British loan, but this country today lies
prostrate because of the greed of a sel-
fish would-be dictator named John L.
Lewis.

There is no reason in the world why
the British loan measure cannot be laid
aside for a few days, until we consider
the pressing need of the hour, which is
machinery for the set{lement of disputes
between capital and labor. It should
not delay for the period of a day the ulti-
mate passage of the joint resolution now
pending before the Senate, because the
House committee can start hearings to-
day, if it desires to do so, and I am sure
if the request were made by the adminis-
tration that committee would initiate
hearings.

Mr, President, what is the situation
confronting us? Today passenger serv-
ice on the railroads of the country has
already been curtailed 25 percent. On
May 15 all passenger service will be cur-
tailed 50 percent. Freight service today
has been curtailed 33 percent, and after
tomorrow—think of it, after tomorrow—
freight service in this country will be
curtailed 70 percent.

Mr. President, if this strike shall con-
tinue much longer, there will be mal-
nutrition, there will be bread lines, and,
I say in all sincerity, there will be food
riots in the United States.

The
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Our first duty is to protect the people
of this country, and it is our very high-
est responsibility today immediately to
begin the consideration of legislation
which will settle the difficulties now ex-
isting,

With respect to the field of national
defense, I should like to read to the Sen-
ate a telegram from Picayune, Miss. It
reads: -

If information from railroads is correct
there will be an embargo of all shipments
other than food supplies after May 10. Our
local freight, which delivers fertilizers and
other materials, is cut down to triweekly
service. This is the beginning of our cultiva-
tion and fertilizer season. It will be neces-
sary for us to have 1,500 tons for our planta-
tion within the next 60 to 90 days. If this
embargo should take place it will be disas-
trous to us, as we have a tremendous crop
of tung nuts and it is necessary to have fer-
tilizer to mature them.

Mr. President, many Members of the
Senate perhaps do not know that one
of the highest priorities the American
Navy had during the war was tung oil,
and a great industry was developed in
this country to provide tung oil, most of
which is produced in the State of Missis~
sippi. It was necessary that it be pro-
duced in this country because the Navy
could not obtain tung oil from the Re-
public of China. The Navy cannot get it
from China today. Without tung oil our
Navy would be greatly handicapped. The
tung crop in Mississippi cannot be ma-
tured unless the planters receive fertil-
izers within the next few weeks or within
the next few days. If they do not re-
ceive the fertilizers there will be a loss
of the entire crop, a loss which cannot
be replaced. The one who sent the tele-
gram says that to embargo the shipment
of fertilizers would be disastrous. That
telegram was sent before the shipment of
fertilizers had been embargoed.

Throughout the world, Mr. President,
there is a critical shortage of food, and
today we are asked to make every effort
to produce food for ourselves and for our
commitments abroad. This is the plant-
ing season. This is the time when fertil-
izers should be in the hands of the farm-
ers. If they arrive g week later it will
be too late, and the production will be
cut'down considerably.

Mr. President, what are the headlines
that appear in the press of the country
today? Here is the Philadelphia En-
quirer:

Industry faces paralysis In coal strike. One
milljon fifty thousand idle.

All by reason of the greed of a would-
be dictator who will not even state his
terms of settlement, but who arrogantly
places his own desire above the welfare
of the American people. Already 1,050,-
000 pecple have been put out of work
because of the selfish greed of this man
Lewis. The Philadelphia Enquirer con-
tinues:

Twenty-two State dim-outs asked,

Here is the New York Sun of this morn-
ing, Thursday, May 9:
United States calls for brown-out east

of Missississippi River. Appeals for trucking
industry aid in coal strike.
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Yes; we are called on for a brown-out
all over the United States east of the
Mississippi River because of the shortage
of coal.

Here is the New York Herald Tribune
of Thursday, May 9:

Dim-outs ordered for entire East.

That is the headline in that paper.

Here is the Chicago Tribune for Wed-
nesday, May 8:

Miners spurn coal peace,

Does anyone mean to tell me that the
Senate of the United States should not
take action when we are being bitterly
condemned all over the country today
as the bottleneck because we will not
protect American citizens from a crowd
of greedy, grasping, selfish labor over-
lords? .

The Daily News of New York has this:

United States rationing of home gas near.

In that particular I will say that Mr.
Krug, according to the newspapers, an-
nounced a few days ago that it will be
necessary next winter to ration the coal
supply of this country.

Here is the Daily Mirror of New York:

New York and 20 other States face dim-out.

Mr. President, as I stated yesterday, it
has even been necessary to embargo the
shipment of caskets and embalming fluid
to bury the dead. If the strike con-
tinues a few days longer, operating rooms
in the hospitals cannot be used. I have
been informed in the past hour that it
will be impossible to operate filter plants
to purify the drinking water in certain
cities unless the strike is settled and a
coal supply can be provided. The health
of the Nation is endangered. The wel-
fare of our people is involved.

Mr. President, I can think of no rea-
son why we should hesitate, why we
should put it off, why we should not
let the British loan go over for a few
days and take up antistrike legislation.
Inoticed in the newspapers that the plan
was to take up the draft measure after
the British loan bill was concluded, and
I have heard it said that we were going
to stay here today and pass the British
loan measure. From what I know of the
situation the Senate does not have a
chance to pass the British loan measure
today, and I am certainly not willing
to see the health and welfare of the
American people jeopardized by taking
up the draft legislation after the dis-
posal of the loan measure.

Oh, yes, the argument is made that
if the draft measure is not speedily passad
GI's will lose some of their rights. That,
Mr., President, is something which the
Congress can well take care of, and
everyone knows that we have been more
than zealous in guarding the rights of
the man who wore the uniform of his
country.

But here we have an autocratic labor
leader who is now attempting to assume
the attributes of a sovereign. The Con-
stitution places the power to tax in the
Congress of the United States, but here
is a selfish, greedy person who demands
the right to tax every ton of coal 10 cents,
and pass that tax on to the consumers,
and he says he will place the money,
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$50,000,000, in a hospital fund to be dis-
posed of as he desires. If John Lewis
can get away with that, every other union
will be able to tax the commodity which
it produces, for whatever purpose it may
desire, and pass the tax on to the con-
sumers, and thus usurp the power of the
American Congress.

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

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield.

Mr. HAWEKES. I desire to supplement
what the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi is saying. I think there is no
question confronting the United States
today, either domestically or in connec-
tion with its international relations,
which in importance holds a candle to the
crisis about which the Senator is now
talking. I want to.ask the distinguished
Senator from Mississippi what he thinks
the Senate or the Government of the
United States would do if the owners of
business, or capitalists, or management,
shut down vital industries of the country
to the detriment of the welfare of the
people? What does the Senator think
would be done in such event.

Mr. EASTLAND. I think we would
take over such industries immediately.

Mr. HAWKES, There can be no ques-
tion as to what we would do. We would
take over such industries immediately.
Why do we not do something in this great
emergency? Is it because more votes are
involved under the labor leaders than
.under the owners of industries?

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I do
not know about that. The Senator may
be right, but I say that in my judgment
no right exists in any organization to
strike when the very welfare, the health,
and the lives of all the people of the coun-
try are involved. The public welfare is
paramount.

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. EASTLAND. 1 yield.

Mr. HAWEES. I shall not take very
long.

We are talking about a loan of $3,750,-
000,000 to Great Britain. If this Nation
is paralyzed and we allow to continue
conditions which destroy the earning
power and the productive capacity of the
United States, where are we to get the
$3,750,000,000? It will not come out of
the air, will it?

Mr. EASTLAND. Of course not.

Mr. HAWKES. It must come from
production. :

Mr. EASTLAND. Of course. Day by
day factories and entire industries are
shutting down, at a cost of billions of
dollars to the people of America.

Mr. HAWEKES. If the Senator will
further yield, I should like to say a word
further so that I may not be misunder-
stood. I think it would be one of the
most deplorable things in our history for
the Congress to try to enact labor legis-
lation because of vengeance, bitterness,
or anger in connection with the situa-
tion which prevails today. One can lead
a horse to water, but he cannot make
him drink. But there are things which
lie within the power of the Congress to
do which would regulate individuals who
have control over other individuals, so
that the President of the United States
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himself and Members of Congress might
appeal to the patriotism of the workers
and urge them to go back to work and
not wreck the United States. I believe
that legislation passed to try to cure this
situation, so far as laws can do it, should
be very carefully thought out. But I wish
to say further that the labor unions have
grown to be as powerful as, if not more
powerful than, any other group in our
national life. Labor leaders hold in their
hands today greater power than any
other group has even possessed. If it was
the duty of the Congress to regulate
capital and management when it came
to the point of monopoly which was de-
structive of the welfare of the Nation, it
is the duty of the Congress to see that
labor leaders are regulated at least to the
same extent as we have regulated capital.

I should like to see Congress place
the President of the United States in a
position to make a great appeal to the
American people in a well-tempered
speech urging the people to accept the
spirit of the law and go back to work. I
believe in the American workingman 100
percent, if we can get to him; but if we
have a barrier between ourselves and
him, and if he is allowed to be intimi-
dated, threatened, coerced, and kept
from working because we do not raise
the hand of the law properly to protect
him, I do not care to predict what will
happen to this, the greatest of all coun-
tries in the world.

I thank the Senator from Mississippi
for yielding to me.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, why
should the Congress of the United States
permit for a period of even a few days
power in the hands of one individual to
destroy the economic life of the Nation?
Why should we permit such a vast con-
centration of power in the hands of a
ruthless John Lewis or anyone else to
endanger the lives and the safety of the
American people?

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

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield.

Mr. REED. As the roll calls will show,
I have consistently voted on the side of
the proponents of the British loan. I
expect to continue to do so, and to vote
on final passage for the joint resolution.
But I think the Senator from Mississippi
has laid his hand upon the most serious
condition which confronts this country.
Time is of the essence in a much greater
degree in connection with this matter
than in connection with the British loan.
The industry of this country is being
paralyzed. Postponing consideration of
the British loan for a few days would not,
in my judgment, be any detriment to
anyone, or to the loan itself. So when
the roll is called I shall vote for the mo-
tion of the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, we
are shipping vast stores of food abroad, in
an attempt to relieve starvation. I cer-
tainly favor that program. Yet those
shipments are endangered. We must
ship coal to Europe in order to maintain
the transportation system. A few days
ago I talked with a representative of the
Italian Industrial Commission who was
in this country, and he told me how tragic
the situation was. The coal strike had
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shut off the supply of fuel from their
transportation system, and there was
actual starvation because food could not
be delivered; and yet we sit here with-
out taking action.

Mr. President, I hope my motion will be
agreed to. [

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I desire to
join the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Eastianp] in his motion that the Sen-
ate lay aside the unfinished business, for
the purpose of taking up for considera-
tion the so-called Case bill. I would not
do so except for the fact that I think
that at this very hour our country con-
fronts one of the greatest emergencies
in its history.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HOEY
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Virginia yield to the Senator from
Mississippi?

Mr. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. Does not the Sena-
tor think that the bill which has been
reported by the Senate Committee on
Education and Labor is entirely too
weak, and that it should be brought to
the floor of the Senate and used as a
vehicle, by amending it, to get real and
effective legislation?

Mr. BYRD. I agree with the Senator.
T shall discuss that point later in a lit-
tle more detail.

Mr. President, today is the thirty-ninth
day of a national coal strike. Not one ton
of bituminous coal, so far as I am aware,
has been mined in 39 days. We have
lost a production of 70,000,000 tons of
coal, and we are told that within the
next 12 hours not only industries but
public utilities, as well, will start to shut
down.

What makes this coal strike so serious,
Mr. President, is the fact that utilities,
which furnish the very necessities of life,
will be compelled to close down in the
next few hours, or certainly the next few
days, thus creating suffering and distress
and perhaps loss of life in every section
of this country. Babies in incubators
may die; people in hospitals may die.

Great guantities of food may be de-
stroyed, as the Senator from Mississippi
has said, by reason of the loss of refrig-
eration.

Mr. President, Virginia was confronted
recently with a similar crisis. Notice was
given by the employees of the largest
power company in Virginia that on a
given day and at a given hour they would
strike. Mr. President, Virginia has a
Governor; his name is the Honorable
William M. Tuck. It so happens that he
is up in the gallery of the Senate at this
moment. That Governor acted with such
courage and such effectiveness that the
strike never took place. He found a
law in Virginia whereby it was necessary
that the public utilities operate. He, as
the Governor of Virginia, was required to
enforce the law. So he called out the
militia and inducted the employees of
that power company into the militia, and
the strike was called off.

Mr. President, I wish to say that I,
for one, am proud that Virginia has a
Governor who had the courage to take
such firm action, such courageous ac-
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tion, and thereby avoid a great catas-
trophe which confronted Virginia. He
received the acclaim and approval not
only of the people of Virginia, but, I
think, of the people in other States of
the Union.

Mr. President, what harm can result
from laying aside the British loan joint
resolution for a few days? Unless our
industries are operated we shall not have
the money with which to make the pro-
posed loan. What is going on today
strikes at the very existence of our Re-
public, when one man can stop the smoke
from going up the chimneys of all the
factories in America, when one man can
bring distress and suffering upon mil-
lions and millions of Americans, wher-
ever they may be.

So what harm will result from laying
aside the loan legislation? No suffering
will result from such action. We can
give away $4,000,000,000 next week just
as well as we can give them away today,
because it is always in order to give away
money; there is no special time limit on
when this money may be given away.

So, Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to meet this challenge which has been
made to the Senate of the United States.

The House of Representatives has
passed legislation which, in my judg-
ment, had the Senate acted promptly on
it, would have had such an effect that
the condition now confronting the United
States would not exist.

But what happened? The Senate
Committee on Education and Labor dil-
lied and dallied for weeks with the Case
bill, and then reported a measure which
has no teeth in it. Nothing would be
accomplished by enactment of the meas-
ure which was reported by the Senate
Committee on Edueation and Labor,
But advantage will acerue from adoption
of the motion to lay aside the unfinished
business and take up the so-called Case
bill, for if the Case hill is taken up for
consideration, then Senators who have
amendments to offer to the Case bill, to
strengthen it and make it effective, will
have an opportunity to do so.

I would not ask the Senate to take this
action unless I believed with all of my
heart that this crisis is, as I have said,
one of the greatest which has faced our
Republic. I wish to see the dignity of the
Senate upheld. I do not wish to hear it
said, all over the United States, that the
House of Representatives enacted ade-
quate legislation, but that here in the
Senate we did not have the courage to
meet this great challenge which is made
to us to act in the interest of the Amer-
ican people—not in the interest of labor
unions, but in the interest of the average
citizen of America.

Mr. President, I wish to say a word in
regard to the question of a royalty, which
again strikes at the very roots and foun-
dations of the fundamental principles of
our Government with respect to the pri-
vate enterprise system. I am convinced
that if the Senate votes this afternoon
to consider this labor legislation, John L.
Lewis will come to reasonable terms, I
am not saying that concessions should
not be made to him. Buf in this in-
stance, although here we have confer-
ences and negotiations have been going
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on for weeks, the main party involved
has declined, so far, even to state what
are his demands. He says he will not
discuss his demands until first there is
agreement upon the principle of this
royalty.

Yesterday I introduced a bill to pro-
hibit a union from exacting a royalty on
production, and if such a law should be
enacted it would decide this issue be-
tween John Lewis and the coal operators.

It is well, I think, Mr. President, to
state briefly what the demand for a roy-
alty on every ton of coal production
means. It would transfer from Congress
to labor unions the power to tax, and it
would be an unwarranted hurden on the
public. It would be, in effect, a privately
imposed tax. It would bring about a con-
centration of wealth and political power
such as to threaten the Government it-
self. It would make real collective bar-
gaining impossible, and it would give to
labor unions the power of life and death
over all business. It would be a highly
specialized privilege to one group. If
John L. Lewis can exact a royalty on the
production of every ton of coal, that
would establish a principle whereby a
royalty could be collected for every au-
tomobile produced, indeed, for every ar-
ticle of any description. It, of course,
follows that such an action would in-
crease the cost of those products to the
consumers, and would effectively set
aside all efforts for price control, and
would invite a disastrous inflation. It
would take away from business man-
agement the control of prices, and would
vest it in the unions.

Let us not fool ourselves about this
royalty proposition. If it is adopted, it
means disaster to the private enterprise
system of America. If John L. Lewis is
successful in collecting 10 cents a ton,
which will aggregate $60,000,000 this
year, he will ask for 20 cents next year,
and more the following; and these un-
controlled demands may, and in my
judgment will, force Government owner-
ship of coal and any other essential pro-
duction wherein a royalty is paid on a
basis of production. At the same time,
it would greatly increase the cost of
living.

Mr. President, I have been a Member
of the Senate for 13 years. As I have
said, I do not believe I have known a
time—not even in the great period of
crisis through which we have recently
passed—when the responsibility has
been more squarely placed upon the Sen-
ate for prompt and courageous action
than at this very moment. The Senate
holds the key to avert a great national
calamity. We should meet the issue, and
the only way to do it is to vote for the
motion made by the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr, Eastianp] to lay aside the
pending business and immediately con-
sider the wisest and best legislation so
as to establish on the part of the Con-
gress legislation for the control of strikes
in vital industries affecting public serv-
ices, because a continuation of the coal
strike will mean very soon a shut-down
of practically every public utility
throughout the country.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the body of the
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Recorp at this point a very splendid edi-
torial which was published in today’s
New York Times. The editorial is en-
titled “A Do-All Government Turns Help-
less,” and it was written by Mr. Arthur
Krock.

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

A DO-ALL GOVERNMENT TURNS HELPLESS

(By Arthur EKrock)

WasHINGTON, May 8.—The great majority
of the American people do not belong to labor
unions or any of the groups which have lcb-
bied in Washington for special privileges.
Since 1933 these organizations have gained
many more of their objectives than the capi-
talist lobbies did in the preceding years, and
their causes have flourished in all the
branches of the Government—executive, leg-
islative, and judicial.

As a consequence, the general economy has
been subordinated by law to the special in-
terests of these groups, and the current ex-
ample is the coal strike that has paralyzed
the Nation and weakened the voice of the
United States in foreign affairs. But up to
this writing the administration's position is
that it can do nothing effective to stop the
strike, and its spokesmen in Congress either
take the same attitude of helplessness or den-
igrate in advance the value of any corrective
laws urged by other Members of Congress.

The unorganized, lobbyless popular ma-
Jority must be surprised as well as angry at
the spectacle of a government confessing and
even asserting its impotence to abolish a sit-
uation brought about by previous Govern-
ment acts. The surprise would be as natural
as the resentment because, since President
Roosevelt took office, the size and power of
the Federal Government has grown to vast
proportions and the people have become ac-
customed to the idea that it can do every-
thing. The Federal Government in these
years has taken authority over an infinite
number of details in the everyday lite of
every citizen. " And this sweeping paternal-
ism, expressed in favoritism for groups with
organized voting strength, was established
long before it was made complete by the
advent of war.

The United States was at peace when the
Federal Government, controlled in all three
branches by one political party with special
group interests in mind, broke down State
lines, overrode a strong minority, and reached
into the daily occupations' of all citizens.
Although the extension of authority through
war powers was hecessary, and was granted
by almost common consent, the people had
grown accustomed to a powerful central gov-
ernment which looked out for everything if
not for everybody. Therefore, the inertness
and handwringing at Washington now, in
the presence of a desperate emergency, must
come as a surprise to millions of citizens if
they really believe that the conditions their
public servents have created cannot by these
same public servants be challenged, and
through the same legal processes,

It is guite true, of course, that the public
majority, which is the immediate victim of
these conditions, permitted, and, in many
instances, encouraged their servants in office
to pass the laws and allow the administra-
tive acts that are at the base of the trouble,
But this public majority was played on by
skillful politicians and divided into minori-
ties. The question now is whether it can
or will reunite in time to compel action to
repair the greater part of the national dam-
age that has been done.

A survey of some of the powers that have
been voted to the central government since
1933 supports the opinion that the American
people must be surprised to be told that it is
helpless before the labor leaders and does
not know how to cure its impotence. In that
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' period the Federal system has been given au-
thority to do these things:

Use public funds from taxation to take
care of cripples, the blind, indigent mothers,
and dependent children in every State; pro-
vide unemployment compensation and old-
age benefits; require employers to engage
in collective bargaining with employees, with
penalties for nonconformance but none for
nonconformance by the employees; prevent
employers from saying or doing “anything
to encourage or discourage” membership in
any labor organization, but with no restric-
tions on employees against doing or saying
what they may choose to injure an em-
ployer’'s business; protect as sacred the right
of workers to strike, whatever the industry
or its relation to public health and security;
leave to a board, appointed by the President,
full power to interpret prolabor laws with
only limited recourse to courts appointed
by the President also;

Set up an ever-normal granary to keep
supplies of non-perishable stocks stored on
the farms .s insurance against shortages or
violent price fluctuations; maintain farm
prices at an artificial “parity” through sub-
sidies and other means; decree by the boun-
ty system the slaughter of hogs and cattle
and limit the acreage in specified crops;

Insure all bank deposits. Use the national
revenues for housing loans. Cancel the gold
clause in all Federal and private obligations
and make them payable in legal tender.
Change the purchasing power of that legal
tender at will. Fix Interest rates at will,
Create public-power systems such as the
Tennessee Valley Authority.

Exempt from antitrust laws all agreements
made under the National Recovery Admin-
istration Act. Exempt labor unions from
these laws. Fix prevailing wages, hourly

. limits of work for the day and week and
time-and-a-half for overtime. Set minimum
wages for goods in the flow of interstate com-
merce. Enlarge the interstate commerce
and general welfare clauses of the Consti-
tution until State boundaries have become
dotted lines.
~ Many of these powers were necessary, bene-
ficial, and overdue. The point is that a
Government which sought and received them
to deal witly lesser problems shrinks from
using or supplementing them to avert a
national disaster.

Mr. HART obtained the floor.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President——

Mr. HART. I yield to fhe Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. I sought recognition
a while ago to comment on the pending
motion. I wonder whether the Senator
from Connecticut desires to proceed now
_on another matter, or whether he is will-
ing to let us dispose of the pending
motion.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, let me say
to the Senator from Kentucky that I
am entirely willing to forego the priv-
jlege of speaking at this time, if I may
have reasonable assurance that I shall
have an opportunity to make a 20-min-
ute speech later in the day.

Mr. BARELEY. So far as I am con-
cerned, I certainly give such assurance,
for I could not prevent the Senator from
obtaining the floor if I wished to do so,
and I do not wish to prevent him from
addressing the Senate later on. Never-
theless, while the motion of the Senator
from Mississippi is pending, I think it
might be well for us to consider it with-
out interruption.

Mr. HART. Very well; I yield to the
Senator from EKentucky.

Mr. Y. Mr. President, I re-
gret that at this juncture the Senator
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from Mississippi has made the motion
which he has made. On the day before

- yesterday the Senator from California

[Mr. ENowLAND] served notice on me,
and through me on the President, that
if the coal strike were not settled within
48 hours he would make the motion him-~
self. There seems to have been a foot
race ever since then to see which of the
two Senators would make the motion.
I talked to the Senator from California
about the situation and explained to him,
so far as I could outline it, the program
of legislation immediately ahead of us
within the next few days. Based on that
explanation, the Senator from California
assured me that he would not make the
motion which he s=aid on the day before
yesterday that he felt he should make.
I communicated that fact to the Sen-
ator from Mississippi and urged upon
him, on the following grounds, not to
make the motion:

Earlier in the day I asked the Senate
to sit continuously today, and, if neces-
sary, into the evening, in order to dis-
pose of the pending joint resolution. I
know of no reason in the world why it
cannot, be disposed of. We have already
voted on two or three amendments. Two
or three more may be offered. I do not
believe any of them will involve extended
discussion. If we could have proceeded
with the pending matter, it seems to me
we would have concluded it finally and
passed on it before the regular time for
adjournment this afternoon.

But, Mr. President, in the event it
should become necessary to hold a ses-
sion into the evening, I requested the
Senate to be willing to do so. I heard no
objection to such procedure, and I had
every reason to believe that we could thus
dispose of the pending legislation today.

Mr. President, I wish to assure the Sen-
ate of what I had in mind, so far as I
could control it or suggest it, in regard
to the pending joint resolution.

Following the disposition of the British
loan measure, which T hope will be today,
and in view of the limitation of time
operating on the Selective Service Act, it
was my purpose to have that bill taken
up tomorrow and hold a session on Sat-
urday with the hope of concluding action
upon it by the end of the session on
Saturday, or, if not on Saturday, then
certainly by Monday or Tuesday. I am
certain that at this juncture the Senate
is willing to work longer hours. I have
no doubt about it. If I did have a doubt,
I would doubt the efficiency of the Sen-
ate, which I do not. I have assured the
Senator from California [Mr. Kxow-
LAND], the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. EastrLanpl, the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrpl, and all other Senators
who are interested in the present labor
situation that following the conclusion
of consideration by the Senate of the
measure to extend the Selective Service
Act the labor legislation would be taken
up for consideration. I believe that to
be an orderly way to proceed. I do not
believe that the Senate should be subject
to a panic because of a coal strike, seri-
ous as it is and regrettable as it is.
Another coal strike took place during the
war. Two years ago, during the midst
of war, there was a coal strike which
lasted as long, if not longer, than the

“or take them over.
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present strike. The President took over
the coal mines under the act which au-
thorized him to do so, and the miners
returned to work. The President now
has the power under the Smith-Connally
Act to take over the mines. That power
cannot be increased by the enactment of
any bill which Congress may see fit to
pass, either the Case bill or the bill which
the Senator from Mississippi has de-
scribed as a milk-and-water propesition
which has come out of the Committee
on Education and Labor. I do not he-
lieve the Senate of the United States now
knows what kind of a labor bill it will
pass. I do not believe it knows what
kind of a bill it is ready to pass. I am
also certain that whatever legislation the
Senate may conclude to pass, when it is
taken up it will involve extended debate.
I invite attention of the Senate to the
fact that the Smith-Connally provision
which gives power to the President to
seize the coal mines is an amendment to
the Selective Service Act, which expires
next Wednesday, and that unless that
act is renewed the Smith-Connally pro-
vision will expire with it, and the Presi-
dent could not then seize the coal mines
If any Senator has
any doubt about it, I will read section 3
of the Smith-Connally Act:

Bec. 3. Section 9 of the Selective Training
and Service Act of 1940 is hereby:amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:

“The power of the President under the
foregoing provisions of this section to take
immediate possession of any plant upon a
failure to comply with any such provisions,
and the authority granted by this section
for the use and operation by the United
States or in its Interests of any plant of which
possession is so taken, shall also apply as
hereinafter provided to any plant, mine, or
facility equipped for the manufacture, pro-
duction, or mining of any articles or mate-
rials which may be required for the war effort

or which may be useful in connection there-
with.

And so forth. So the power which
now exists in the President of the United
States to seize and take over the coal
mines is made possible only by the Selec-
tive Service Act, which expires next
Wednesday. If that law is permitted to
expire the authority on the part of the
President to take over the mines will ex-
pire with it.

Mr. President, if the Senate of the
United States agrees to the motion of
the Senator from Mississippi, and takes
up the Case bill, or the amendment which
has been reported by the Committee on
Education and Labor, within the next
hour, in view of the course of legislation
on that subject here in the Senate, I do
not believe it will be possible for the
Senate to pass the bill, have it go to con-
ference, and become law prior to the
expiration of the Selective Service Act,
which contains the provision authorizing
the President to take over the mines and
plants.

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

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. I ask the Senator
from Kentucky if it is not a fact that the
President has announced that he does
not have the auchority to take cver the
mines?
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Mr. BARKLEY, No; the President
has not only not announced that he does
not have the authority to take over the
mines, but the President knows that he
has such authority.

Mr. EASTLAND. I saw a headline in
the Washington Post of Tuesday, May 7,
reading, “Can’t stop it.” It was a state-
ment purported to have been made by
President Truman.

Mr, BARKLEY. Of course, the head-
lines of the Washington Post do not cre-
ate the law.

Mr, EASTLAND. I understand that.

Mr. BARELEY, I admire the Wash-
ington Post, and I read it from “kivver
to kivver” each morning. But the head-
lines in the Washington Post do not
constitute the authority of the President
of the United States.

Mr. EASTLAND. The Washington
Post reported a statement which was
purported fo have been made by the

* President to the effect that he did not
have the authority to take over the mines,

Mr, BARKLEY, The President never
made any statement to the effect that
he did not have authority to take over
the mines.

Mr. EASTLAND. I ask the Senator if
we could not certainly adopt the amend-
ment of the Senator from Virginia and
remove the bone of contention now exist-
ing, which is in the demand for a royalty
of 10 cents per ton on each ton of coal
mined.

Mr. BARELEY. I cannot predict that
any amendment offered by any Senator
will be agreed to by the Senate. It
would certainly involve considerable con-
troversy. I do not believe that if we
were to take up the proposed labor legis-
lation this afternoon that it could be
enacted into law before next Wednesday.
By then the power of the President to
take over the mines will have expired
because it is a part of the Selective
Service Act.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I wonder
if the Senator would consider a joint
resolution extending the Selective Serv-
ice Act until July 1, 1946. It would
give us time in which to extend the act
beyond July 1, 1946, if necessary, and
we would not be required to face the
present deadline. If that could be done
it would also take care of the situation
which the Senator has in mind, and it
would provide the necessary men for re-
placements which the Army so badly
needs. I wonder if the Senator would
consider doing something of that kind.

Mr. BARKLEY. The course suggested
by the Senator from Colorado has been
suggested in private conversation among
Members of the Senate. I have been
hoping, and I still hope and believe, that
if we will devote ourselves assiduously
to the consideration of the pending joint
resolution, we can dispose of it today.
Notwithstanding the fact that it had
been my program, so far as I could con-
trol it, to take up the extension of the
Selective Service Act immediately and
dispose of it, if the Senate wishes to
take up the proposed labor legislation
immediately upon the conclusion of con-
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sideration of the British loan, it can de-
feat any motion to take up consideration
of the measure to extend the Selective
Service Act, and then proceed with con-
sideration of the proposed labor legisla-
tion. If any Senator can beat some
other Senator to fhe floor and obtain
recognition, he can move to take up the
labor legislation immediately upon the
conclusion of consideration of the British
loan measure, which I hope we can dis-
pose of today.

Mr. President, it seems to me that the
Senate should be in a mood to deliberate
carefully and not do hastily something
which would not accomplish the results
which Senators are striving to attain.
I do not know what kind of labor legisla-
tion the Senate will pass after consider-
ing the subject for several days. I do
not know what kind of legislation the
two Houses could agree upon. Buf in-
asmuch as the present coal miners’ strike
is taking place, I should like to ask Sen-
ators to tell me what kind of a law Con-
gress can pass that will put a single
miner back into the pits and compel him
to mine coal. Shall we take the miners
into the Army under the Draft Act? If
so, I again point out to Senators that
the Selective Service Act expires next
Wednesday. Do we propose to send the
miners into the mines at the point of
bayonets? Are we going to pass a law
to put John L. Lewis in jail? How much
coal would be mined under such a law?
How many miners would go into the pits,
even voluntarily, if Congress undertook
to perform that sort of an act?

Mr. President, I am open-minded in
this matter. Ido not yet know what kind
of a bill I shall vote for on the subject of
labor. But I will yield to any Senator
who will rise in his place now and tell me
what sort of law we could enact tomor-
row, or next week, or next month, which
would put a single miner back into the
pits if he is not willing to go back volun-
tarily.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator from Kentucky
yield?

Mr. BARELEY, I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am not
going to answer the last guestion, but I
wish to revert to the original question
which I propounded to the Senator in re-
gard to the extension of the Draft Act
until July 1, 1946. The Senator is very
optimistic if he thinks that the Draft Act
extension can be enacted in a few hours,

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not think that.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I feel very
certain that if we were free, if we were
starting now, at this very moment, to
consider the Draft Act extension, and
pass it through the Senate, and take it to
conference, it would be well beyond
Wednesday before we could do that.

Mr. BARKLEY. That might be, and
the Senator’'s suggestion is worthy of
consideration. I am nota member of the
Committee on Military Affairs, and I am
not in charge of the Draft Act legisla-
tion. The Senator from Colorado is a
member of the Committee on Military
Affairs, and the bill has been reported by
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
GurNEY], who, I understand, is to be in
charge of it. I have not received any
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suggestion from anyone on the Military
Affairs Committee, until this moment,
until the Senator made a suggestion that
a joint resolution extending the Draft Act
30 days be offered and passed as a stop-
gap. I am not sure how long it would
take even to pass a 30-day extension
Joint resolution.

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

Mr. BARKLEY, I yield.

Mr. GURNEY. I hope the Senator
from Kentucky is considering the sug-
gestion of the Senator from Colorado,
and that he will also consider what, in
the opinion of the committee, is possibly
a little better course. The committee has
reported a bill which was favored by
most of the Members present at the time
the bill was acted on. It may be neces-
sary to pass a joint resolution extending
the life of the present Selective Service
Act, but I hope the joint resolution will
not extend it to as far away as July 1,
for the new provisions in the bill reported
by the committee make military service
very attractive, in order to attract volun-
teers into the Army, and thereby not
make selective-service quotas so strong
as they would be under the present law.
There are pay increases, fewer months of
sel_'vjce, letting fathers out, and a few
thmg_s like that, in the bill. Therefore,
if a joint resolution is contemplated, I
hope it will provide for an extension of
only 30 days.

Mr. BARKLEY. I think the sugges-
tion of a joint resolution is worthy of
the most serious consideration. I cer-
tainly would not oppose it if the Commit-
tee on Military Affairs felt it was proper
to pass such a measure. But I do not
like to barge in, when a committee has
for a long time considered a bill and
has reported it to the Senate and it is
on the calendar, and has been waiting
like Johnny-at-the-rat-hole to get a
chance to bring it up and tell the Sen-
ate what to do. I have still been hoping
we could pass the Draft Act extension
bill by Wednesday. I may have been
optimistic on the subject, but I am an
optimist by nature. I sometimes find
that my optimism is not justified, yet T
shall not reverse my lifetime course of
being an optimist instead of a confirmed
pessimist. If it turns out that we cannot
enact the Draft Act extension legisla-
tion by next Wednesday, then we can
certainly provide for an extension of 30
days, and I do not think it would be
necessary to extend it any longer.

Mr, GURNEY. I should much prefer
the acceptance by the Senate of the bill
as it has been reported by the committee.
It is much better than a 30-day exten-
sion.

Mr. BARKLEY. I am sure of that.
‘While we are almost on the verge of vot-
ing, at today’s session, on the pending
joint resolution, I appeal to Senators not
to set it aside, because if any Senator de-
sires to move, after the vote on the pend-
ing British loan measure, to take up the
Case bill, he will have a right to do so,
and if the Senate votes by a majority to
do that, it will become the unfinished
business. If any Senator moves to take
up the draft bill, and that is done, the
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same motion can be made which is now
being made to set aside the pending joint
resolution, during any hour of the consid-
eration of the drait bill.

I hope Senators will not vote for the
pending motion, that they will remain
here and conclude the pending business
today, and then decide by a majority
wvote which one of these bills they wish
to take up first.

I believe I can assure the Senator from
Mississippi and the Senator from
Virginia that not a day will be lost in
the final enactment of effective legisla-
tion, by the conclusion of the considera-
tion of the pending business before the
Senate decides what else it will take up.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Kentucky yield?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. I should like to ask
the able Senator from EKentucky if the
President deces not likewise have the
power, under the Second War Powers Act,
to seize the mines and operate them?

Mr. BARKLEY. That is a very doubt-
ful question. I should not like to give a
categorical answer. Congress evidently
did not think so, because it passed the
Smith-Connally Act as an amendment to
the Draft Act, and the Second War Fow-
ers Act will expire again pretty soon.

Mr. CAPEHART. My reason for ask-
ing the question is important. We should
know the answer, because such power
will expire with the Selective Service Act,
and that being true, it may be necessary
that the Senate take some action be-
tween now and next Wednesday in re-
spect to the Draft Act.

Mr. . I think it very im-
portant that the Senate take action, in
view of the doubt which exists not only
as to the President’s power, to the same
extent as contained in the Selective Serv-
ice Act and the Second War Powers Act,
to take over plants. Certainly the Senate
and the House did not think the power
had been granted or it would not have
been necessary to put the provision into
the law.

I think all the legitimate purposes of
orderly legislation can be accomplished,
and now, when we have been considering
the joint resolution for a month and are
nearly ready to vote on it, I appeal to
the Senator from Mississippi, and the Sen-
ator from Virginia, to allow us to con-
clude its consideration. Then we can
decide whether we want to take up the
draft measure or the labor legislation.
There is nothing unreasonable about that
reauest.

Mr. CAPEHART. Would the able
majority leader consider asking unani-
mous consent that we conclude the con-
sideration of the British lcan measure
by 5 or 6 o'clock teday, and that a joint
resolution be passed to extend the Selec-
tive Service Act for 30 days, and that the
next order of business be labor legislation?

Mr. BARELEY. I will say to the Sen-
ator from Indiana, and all other Senators,
I had assured the Senator from California
. and the Senator from Mississippi, that I,
myself, would move to take up the labor
legislation immediately upon the conclu-
sion of the draft legislation.

Mr. EASTLAND. Would the Senator
be willing to take up the labor legislation
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after the passage of the pending joint
resolution?

Mr. BARKLEY. If the Senate saw fit
to provide for a 30-day extension of the
draft law so that we would not have a
stop watch against us next Wednesday,
I would agree to take it up.

Mr. EASTLAND. the absence of the
30-day extension, would the Senator agree
to take up antistrike legislation after the
pending joint resolution had been dis-
posed of?

Mr. BARKLEY. I am nothedging——

Mr. EASTLAND. We are going to have
a long fight on the draft measure.

Mr. BARKLEY, If we agree to do that,
I do not believe it will be possible to pass
the labor legislation by next Wednesday,
at which time the Selective Service Act
will expire. :

Mr. EASTLAND. We could renew if.

Mr. BARKLEY. I think it should be
renewed. If we vote to renew it, the
measure we pass will have to go to the
House, and the House will have to renew
it also. We cannot renew it by ourselves.
If the Committee on Military Affairs
would bring in a joint resolution extend-
ing the Draft Act for 30 days, immedi-
ately following the conclusion of the
pending business, I think it would be
adopted, because that would still give us
more time to consider that subject.
Then it would be entirely agreeable to
me to take up the labor legislation.

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Kentucky yield?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. DOWNEY. I, too, am a member
of the Committee on Military Affairs, and
it would seem very logical and plain to
me that the Senate should immediately
pass a joint resolution extending the
Selective Service Act for a period of 30
days, and then confirm the agreement
which has already been suggested be-
tween the Senator from Mississippi and
the Senator from Kentucky.

I know we must never try to be too
expeditious in the Senate of the United
States, but I ask the distinguished leader
whether it would not be proper at this
time for the leader or for some other
Senator to ask for a unanimous-consent
agreement for the passage of a joint reso-
Iution extending the Draft Act for 30
days.

Mr. BAREKLEY. A joint resolution
would first have to be introduced. If the
Committee on Military Affairs, or the
chairman of the committee, or the Sena-
tor in charge of the bill, wishes to intro-
duce such a joint resolution, I certainly
will ask for its immediate consideration;
but no such joint resolution is before the
Senate at this time.

Mr. GURNEY and other Senators ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Kentucky yield; and if
so, to whom?

Mr. BARELEY. I have yielded to the
Senator from California.

Mr. DOWNEY. I am very happy to
pass the ball to my distinguished col-
league from South Dakota. He is in
charge of the bill reported from the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs, and I have
confidence in his judgment in this
matter,
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Mr. BARKLEY. I yield first to .the
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. LUCAS. I merely wish to make
one chservation respecting the pendln'g
motion.

I believe no State in the Union is more
affected by the consequences of the coal
strike than is the State of Illinois; I
think no one has shown greater inter-
est in attempting to do something con-
structive in connection with the coal
strike than have I; but, as I understand
the Senator from Kentucky, he says he
expects the consideration of the British
loan measure will be concluded today.
It seems to me to be absolutely foolhardy
to interfere with the pending joint reso-
lution, when it is on the verge of being
passed, and to take up a measure which
everyone familiar with the labor situa-
tion realizes will take 3 or 4 or b days to
discuss.

I have some legislative proposals in
which I am interested concerning the
very serious problem growing out of the
coal strike; but notwithstanding my
great interest, I am not going to support
the motion to take up strike legisla-
tion, in view of the Senator from Ken-
tucky’s statement that he believes we can
finish consideration of the British loan
legislation today. We have spent almost
enough time now debating the motion to
finish consideration of the British loan
legislation.

Mr. BARKLEY. Iappreciate thatsug-
gestion.

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

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. GURNEY, Of course, I am sure
it would be agreeable to the Committee
on Military Affairs if unanimous consent
were obtained to extend the draft act for
30 days. I have anticipated that it might
be necessary that a joint resolution ex-
tending the draft be adopted, and I have
asked to have a joint resolution prepared
which would provide for a 30-day exten-
sion. I have sent for it but find it is not
available at the moment.

Mr., BARKLEY. If the Senator from
South Deakota, or any other Senator—
and I think such action should come ap-
propriately from the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs—offers a resolution provid-
ing for extension of the draft for 30 days,
it is inconceivable to me that it would
not be adopted. I shall do everything I
can to facilitate action upon such a
measure. We would not only extend the
draft by such action, but would extend
the power of the President for 30 days to
take over plants and mines, a power
which would otherwise expire.

Mr. GURNEY. I will say that I shall
make a motion to have such a measure
taken up as soon as I receive the joint
resolution which I have requested be
prepared.

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

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. MAYBANK. Early today I dis-
cussed with the majority leader my de-
sire to submit certain telegrams and
make certain statements. He suggested
that my presentation be delayed because
he believed it would be possible to finish
consideration of the British loan legisla-
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tion and that I could later make these
remarks.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes.

Mr. MAYBANK. Earlier today I dis-
cussed with selective-service officials,
those in charge of selective service inso-
far as its operations are concerned, the
extension of the draft which the Sena-
tor from South Dakota mentioned. I
have supported the bill reported by the
Senator from South Dakota. As I
stated, I spent a part of the morning
today discussing with the selective-serv-
ice officials the correct language to be
used so that we could extend selective
service for 30 days, or until July 1, so
that opportunity would be afforded
Congress to debate the subject properly.

I merely wish to say to the Senator
from Mississippi and the Senator from
Virginia that no one feels more strongly
on the subject of the coal strike than I
do. I have spoken of it on the Senate
floor a number of times. I have a great
number of telegrams and letters relating
to fertilizers. I know that the crops of
the Southeast are going to be ruined be-
cause of the lack of fertilizer distribution
on account of the coal strike. I talked
to Colonel Johnson, Director of Dzfense
Transportation, in regard to this matter
earlier today, and he told me there is no
hope of lifting the embargo unless the
strike is ended. I have the same feeling
as does the Senator from Mississippi
about the outrageous coal strike. Iknow
that as the result of the strike many
people will go hungry and production
already has been impaired. But I think
some thought should be given to what
Selective Service is trying to work out
respecting a 30-day extension of the
draft. As a member of the Committee
on Military Affairs I have wholeheartedly
supported the Senator from South Da-
kota in the legislation he proposed, and
I will support him if he presents a meas-
ure providing for a 30-day extension.
If this is done, then we can immediately
consider labor legislation because we
shall, unless something unforeseen hap-
pens, finish the loan measure today or
tomorrow.

Of course, I believe, and always have,
that the President now has the power to
settle the strike. This I discussed yes-
terday and I advised the White House
that the crops of the South and East will
be ruined for production unless fertilizers
are immediately shipped.

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr, President, I
would be glad to ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to vote on all
amendments to the pending measure and
the measure itself at some hour this af-
ternoon, and I feel that under the present
circumstances any Senator who would
oridinarily object to that ought to agree
to it. But I have no assurance that it
can be done.

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

Mr. BARKLEY, I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. 1Ithank the Senator
for making that statement, I wish the
Senator would request unanimous con-
sent that the Senate vote on all amend-
ments and on the measure itself at some
hour today.

Mr. BARKLEY. I should like to nego-
tiate a little bit before I make the request.
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Mr. A
Senator yield?

Mr. BARELEY. 1 yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to ask a
question. If an agreement were reached
to vote on the measure and on all amend-
ments, let us say at 6 o’clock, and if so
much time had been consumed in dis-
cussing one of two amendments that
other amendments had not been pre-
sented, would there still be opportunity
to present them?

Mr. BARELEY. I will say to the Sen-
ator that I do not believe there is any
amendment which is likely to be offered
that will involve a great deal of debate.
I do not want to shut off any Senator,

Mr. AIEEN. I should like to ask one
other question of the Senator from Miss-
issippi. Is it his purpose to propose legis-
lation that will compel four-hundred-
odd-thousand soft coal miners to go to
mining coal again? Is that thc purpose
of the legislation?

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I do
not know what amendments will be of-
fered to the bill. I want to get the mat-
ter before the Senate, and let us then
work out something. If we do not start,
nothing is ever going to be accomplished.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I think we
should know the purpose of the legislation
so we can vote intelligently upon the
matter.

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

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. BYRD. I should like to say that
the Senator from Virginia has offered an
amendment to the Case bill and he will
offer it to any other pending legislation
to prohibit the payment of royalties.
That is the subject of contest between
John L. Lewis and the coal operators.

Mr, AIKEN. Would the Senator from
Virginia be willing to propose his amend-
ment as a separate measure so that it
could be voted upon alone?

Mr. BYRD. That could not be done,
Mr. President; but if such a measure
were introduced it would have to go to a
committee.

Mr. AIKEN. The committee could act
quickly on it.

Mr. BYRD. I should like to have the
amendment made a part of the Case bill,
but if not, I shall try to get it before the
Senate at the first opoprtunity.

Mr. BARKLEY. TUnless the Senator
introduces a bill on the subject and has
it referred to committee and the com-
mittee reports it, or unless it is brought
before the Senate on motion to discharge
the committee from further considera-
tion, there is no way that he can have
such a matter brought up except as an
amendment to a pending bill.

Mr, BYRD. That is the reason, Mr.
President, I have offered it as an amend-
ment to the Case bill.

Mr. AIKEN. If the amendment of the
Senator from Virginia were offered sepa-
rately it seems to me it would be much
more likely to receive prompt action.

Mr. BYRD. I should like to ask the
Senator from Vermont to tell me how it
can be offered separately, If it is offered
separately it must go to committee and
be reported from the committee. If it is
in the form of an amendment to a pend-
ing bill it can be acted upon quickly. If

Mr, President, will the
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it were offered as a separate measure it
would go to the Committee on Education
and Labor, and Senators know what hap-
pens in such event,

Mr. AIKEN. I think the Senate can
find ways to pass legislation quickly if
it desires to do so.

Mr. BYRD. Can the Senator suggest
to me a plan under which it can be of-
fered separately and passed quickly?

Mr, AIKEN. I have known occasions
when bills have been taken up and passed
in a few minutes.

Mr. BARKLEY. They must be intro-
duced, however, before they can be
brought up before the Senate.

Mr. ATKEN. That is true.

Mr. BARELEY. I want to ask the
Senator from Mississippi a question, but
first I yield to the Senator from Florida,
‘who has been on his feet seeking recogni-
ticn for a considerable time.

Mr. PEPPER, Mr. President, I wish
to make an observation. George Wash-
ington, I believe it was, on one occasion
said, “If you are angry count 10 before
you make a decision.” I saw the Senate
and the House, when the Smith-Con-
nally bill was before Congress, lose their
respective heads over the same John L.
Lewis.

Mr. BARKLEY. I discussed that very
point the other day at some length,

Mr. PEPPER. I was one cof those who
made a speech expressing my opinion
about John L. Lewis, and I was one of
those who fell into the error of voting for
the Smith-Connally bill, thinking that it
was my duty in time of war, and follow-
ing the illusory hopes that certain Sena-
tors held out that that legislation,
hastily and angrily conceived, might ac-
complish a desirable result.

Mr, President, I am not going to make
the same mistake again on the same sub-
ject in so short a time. I want to say to
the able Senators that if they wish to
propose legislation that might affect this
situation, and have it go through the
regular channels of the Senate, I am
certainly, at all times, as a member of
the Senate Committee on Education and
Labor, disposed to give it fair and full
consideration, but I am not willing to
lend my efforts to any hasty and angry
effort on the part of the Senate to pass
legislation affecting millions upon mil-
lions of the working people of this coun-
try, merely because we happen to be mad
with John L. Lewis. = .

We could have finished this British
loan legislation in the month that we
have been considering it, Mr. President, if
we had followed a different procedure in
the Senate, or if we had adopted different
rules for the Senate. Yet some of the
Senators who are so anxious fo see anti-
lahor legislation immediately brought be-
fore the Senate did not always have the
anxiety which they have now manifested,
to see other legislation expeditiously
brought before their colleagues.

Furthermore, Mr. President, the Presi-
dent has made no recommendation
about this subject so far as I know, or his
leader in the Senate would have com-
municated it to his colleagues.

So I am going to make the suggestion
that when the labor bill comes up there
will be Senators who cannot lend their
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assent fo such hasty and angry con-
sideration of it as is obviously likely to be
given it if we attempt to act upon it in
the passion of this particular moment.

Mr. President, I do not approve of what
John L. Lewis is doing any more than
anyone else does. Yet it is an incident
of the complicated machinery of our
modern economic life. If is like the stop-
ping of one valve in a vast machine,
which makes the whole machine stop.
So long as we have a provision in the
Federal Constitution which says that ex-
cept as a punishment for crime no citizen
can be condemned to involuntary servi-
tude, I do not know exactly, -as the able
leader has better said, what we can do
tomorrow or the day after, that will put
these men back into the mines. It is a
complicated question. It goes to the very
root of our economy. Some Senators
who are liberals in saying that we must
not interfere with the freedom of the in-
dividuals in certain matters, and who
claim that we who want to pass certain
legislation are totalitarian, when it
comes to the subject of labor are all too
ready to forsake their definition of lib-
eralism and to become totalitarian them-
selves, if the people who are the victims
of their totalitarianism happen to be the
working men and women of the United
States.

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr. President, two
Sznators are now on their feet ready to
offer a resolution to extend the draft for
30 days, or up to July 1. It will, of
course, be in such form that the Senate
can pass upon it. The Senate can by
unanimous consent agree to act upon
it without referring it to a committee.
Would the Senator from Mississippi be
willing to withdraw his motion so that
we may proceed with the pending busi-
ness with the understanding that we will
take up the 30-day extension, or such
other extension as the Senate is willing
to act upon, with the understanding that
immediately upon the conclusion of both
matters the Senate will take up the labor
legislation? And if necessary I shall
move to take it up.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I
should like to have a unanimous con-
sent agreement, which I think we could
obtain, to vote on this legislation and all
amendments thereto some time today, I
do not care how late it may be. As for
the resolution extending the draft 30 or
60 days, if it could be speedily adopted
of course I would be content. But if it
should lead to protracted debate I would
not care to enter into such an agreement
as the Senator from Kentucky has just
proposed.

Mr. BARELEY. The Senator may re-
new his motion at any time during the

. day.

Mr, EASTLAND. The Senator asked
me to agree to dispose of two other meas-
ures before proceeding with the motion
to take up the Case bill.

Mr. BARKLEY. I think that would
be a reasonable agreement to enter into.
I think the Senator would get action.

Mr, EASTLAND. If the Senator will
fix a time to vote on the unfinished busi-
ness——

Mr. BARKLEY. I cannot fix it. If
the Senator will permit me, I will feel
around and see what I can get in the

‘of the British loan.
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way of a unanimous consent agreement,
Let me propound a request.

I ask unanimous consent that not later
than 7 o'clock p. m. today the Senate
proceed to vote on the pending joint
resolution and all amendments thereto
without further debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Kentucky?

Mr. LANGER. I object.

Mr. TAFT. I object.

Mr, BARKLEY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that at an hour not later than 9
o’clock p. m. today the Senate proceed
to vote on the pending joint resolution
and all amendments thereto.

Mr. LANGER. I object.

Mr. TAFT. I object, for the reason
that I do not like to set a definite hour
for voting. I have an amendment, the
last amendment to be presented, and I
should like to take 10 or 15 minutes to
present it. Under such an arrangement
the last amendment is always shut out.

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that during the remainder of the
consideration of the pending joint reso-
lution no Senator shall speak more than
once or longer than 15 minutes on the
joint resolution or any amendment
thereto.

Mr. LANGER. I object.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object——

Mr. BARKLEY. Objection has already
been made.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, may
I make a suggestion to the majority
leader?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator
from California.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Could we not agree,
by unanimous consent, that the Senate
shall remain in continuous session until
the pending joint resolution and all
amendments thereto are disposed of?
That would not tie us down to a certain
hour.

Mr. BARKLEY. It is not customary
to agree by unanimous consent to stay in
session indefinitely.

Mr. KNOWLAND. However, I believe
that the situation we are getting into is
sufficiently important, and the succeed-
ing legislation is sufficiently important,
for the Senate to go without a little
sleep for a short time,

Mr. BARKLEY. I agree with the Sen-
ator; but I wish to say to the Senate, re-
iterating my suggestion made earlier to-
day, that when I asked the Senate to
remain in session until we finish con-
sideration of the joint resolution, no ob-
jection was raised to that program. So
far as I am concerned, and so far as I
can control the situation—which is very
little, sometimes—the Senate will remain
in session until we conclude consideration
I will then facili-
tate, so far as I can, the immediate
passage of a joint resolution extending
the draft for 30 days, or for such other
ittime as the Senate may see fit to extend

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

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. Would it not be possible
to set aside the unfinished business and
pass a joint resolution extending the
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draft for 30 days, so as to get it out of
the way? Then, it seems to me, Sena-
tors pressing for legislation would know
what to expect.

Mr. BARKLEY. It must be done by
unanimous consent; and if any Sena-
tor objects to extending the draft for
even 30 days, he would object to that
arrangement.

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

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator
from South Dakota.

Mr. GURNEY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the motion made by the Sena-
tor from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND] be
temporarily withdrawn, and that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of a
joint resolution extending the draft for
30 days.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LANGER. I object.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BARKLEY, I yield.

EXTENSION OF SELECTIVE SERVICE AND
TRAINING ACT

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I ask
unanimous consent, out of order, to in-
troduce a joint resolution, to extend the
Selective Training and Service Act of
1940, as amended, until July 1, 1946.
The joint resolution reads as follows:

Resolved, etc., That section 168 (b) of the
Belective Training and Service Act of 1940, as
amended, is amended by striking out “May
15, 1946"” and inserting “July 1, 1946.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Colorado?

There being no objection, the joint
resolution (S. J. Res. 159) to extend the
Selective Training and Service Act of
1940, as amended, until July 1, 1946, was
received, and read twice by its title.

Mr. BARKLEY. If I correctly under-
stand the Senator’s joint resolution, it
would extend the draft until July 1.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is
correct; and the virtue in that plan, in-
stead of a 30-day extension, is that all
the statistics pertaining to this subject
extend to the end of the month, and it is
difficult to tell what is going to happen
in the middle of the month. A 30-day
extension would extend the draft only to
June 15.

Mr. BARELEY., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
motion, and everything else before the
Senate, be temporarily laid aside, with-
out prejudice, and that the Senate pro-
ceed to consider the joint resolution just
introduced by the Senator from Colo-
rado, without reference to the joint res-
olution to a committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Kentucky?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion (8. J. Res. 159) introduced by MNw.
JoransoN of Colorado, to extend the Se-
lective Training and Service Act of 1940,
as amended, until July 1, 1946.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution is before the Senate and open
to amendment.

Mr.
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Mr, GURNEY. Mr. President, I move
to amend the joint resolution offered by
the Senator from Colorado by changing
the date from July 1, 1946, to June 15,
1946,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. GURNEY].

Mr. JOENSON of Colorado. Mr, Pres-
ident, of course, this may seem to be a
very petty matter. It involves only the
difference between 6 weeks and 4 weeks,
But there is considerable history back of
it. Many months ago I introduced a
resolution in the Senate Committee on
Military Affairs to do this very thing,
and the Senate Committee on Military
Affairs acted favorably on my resolution.

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado,
be very glad to yield in a inoment.

Mr. GURNEY. Will the Senator yield
to me for the purpose of withdrawing
my amendment?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr. GURNEY. I withdraw my amend-
ment. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
amendment is withdrawn.

If there be no amendment to be offered,
the question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the joint resolution.

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

PROPOSED LOAN TO GREAT BRITAIN

The Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 138) to
implement further the purpose of the
Bretton Woods Agreements Act by au-
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to carry out an agreement with the
United Kingdom, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Tarr] in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry, -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr, TOBEY. What is the parliamen-
tary situation with reference to the mo-
tion of the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EasTLAND]? !

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has
been temporarily laid aside.

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr, President, I wish
to reiterate the announcement which I
have heretofore made, that it is my pur-
pose, so far as I can control the situation,
to keep the Senate in session today until
it acts upon the British loan. I assure
the Senator from Mississippi that if he
will withdraw his motion to set aside the
unfinished business and take up the labor
legislation, immediately upon the conclu-
sion of the consideration of the joint
resolution I myself, if necessary—if I
must say that in order to indicate my
good faith—will move to take up the
labor legislation and proceed with it.

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

Mr. BARKLEY, I yield,

Mr. ATKEN. Is it the purpose, at the
conclusion of action on the labor legis-
lation, to return immediately to consid-

I shall

The
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eration of the extension of the Selective
Service Act?

Mr. BARKLEY. 1 should say “Yes,”
subject to the possibility that if by that
time the OPA legislation is ready for con~
sideration, we might take it up. I doubt
very much if it will be ready. I think it
is reasonable to say that the OPA legis-
lation will not be ready for consideration
before week after next.

Mr. AIKEN. Until the draft legisla-
tion is taken care of, no 18-year-old boy
in this country who has any idea of going
to college this fall will know whether he
can go or not. Enrollment in the col-
leges is now in progress, and the boys are
having difficulty getting into the colleges.

Mr, BARKLEY. As a result of the
joint resolution which the Senate has
Jjust passed, both the OPA and the draft
will expire at the same time, so we shall
have to consider both questions before
the 1st of next July.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, with
the understanding announced by the
Senator from Kentucky, I withdraw my
motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is withdrawn. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarT] in the
nature of a substitute.

Mr. LANGER. Mr, President, I send
to the desk three amendments and ask
that they lie on the table and be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the amendments are or-
dered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
California, which takes precedence over
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Ohio, will be stated.

The CHier CLERK. At the end of the
joint resolution it is proposed to insert
the following new section:

SEc. 3. No payment shall be made to the
United Kingdom under the agreement or
under this joint resolution until after (1)
the date of a proclamation by the President,
or the date specified in a concurrent resolu-
tion by the two Houses of Congress, declar-
ing that the general level of production in
the United States equals or exceeds domestic
consumption, and (2) the current annual
budget of the United States has reached the
point where the Federal receipts exceed ex-
penditures; and such payments shall be made
only to the extent that total receipts subse-
quent to the date of enactment of this act
up to the time when such payment is pro-
posed to be made exceed the total expendi-
tures for the same period.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Cali-
fornia. :

DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL AVIATION

Mr. HART. Mr. President, it is my
intention to introduce a bill which I be-
lieve to be of considerable importance.
Since it has a bearing on certain other
proposed legislation which already is be-
fore the Senate, I desire to make some
explanation at this time.

In brief, the bill is for the purpose of
establishing a Department of Civil Avia-
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tion, to which will be transferred all the
functions of the Civil Aeronautics Ad-
ministration and of the Civil Aeronautics
Board, and perhaps the National Advi-
sory Committee for Aeronautics itself.
It is expected that such a new Depart-
ment for Civil Aviation will eventually
include certain other activities of the
Executive Department which now are
minor, but which probably will grow as
civil aviation grows.

One of the purposes is to relieve the
pressure upon the State Department for
growth into the field of ecivil aviation,
such as the project for setting up a new
Assistant Secretary of State for Air. Of
course, Mr. President, the State Dapart-
ment must retain all cognizance over
foreign relations which evolve from the
use of air, but much necessary assistance
in that line can best come from the new
Department.

A little later I shall go somewhat more
into detail as to the purposes of the new
Department which I propose. However,
Mr. President, first I should like to make
a brief statement regarding the various
projects for establishing some form of
an executive department for military
aviation.

There is, of course, a relationship be-
tween civil aviation and that intended for
war purposes. Those relationships have
changed within recent years, and in the
future they are bound to be very dif-
ferent from those we have previously
known.

The idea of separating the air com-
ponents from the War and Navy Depart-
ments has been before the country for a
long time. An air force thus fully sepa-
rated from the land and sea forces of the
Nation is an idea which was transplanted
from England some 25 years ago. It was
based on the British Royal Air Force.
Since then, the agitation for such sepa-
ration of the air arm from our own
ground and sea forces has been rather
continuous £nd has resulted in a certain
number of inquiries and authoritative re=-
ports on the subject.

Beginning in 1919 and extending over
20 years, there has been a series of hear-
ings and reports, by committees and com-
missions variously composed, which have
passed upon the subject. During the
early years of that period, the subject
was twice before committees of Congress,
but without acceptance of a plan for a
separate air department. In 1925 there
was a very thorough investigation by a
carefully chosen board which we now
know as the Morrow Board. It did not
recommend a separate air department.
The next authoritative and balanced in-
quiry was also made by a presidential
board, which was appointed in 1935. If
did not recommend a separation of air
components from the Army or Navy.

In all, there have been 26 of these
studies on what had been the main ques-
tion of placing air organizations of the
armed services in a separate department.
Some of the studies, particularly those
Jjust menticned, were at very high levels.
A few were more restricted—both in scope
and in the composition of the committees.
In all the 26 instances there were only 4
in which a separate air department was
endorsed.
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Such was the history up to 1941. In my
own opinion, the experiences of the last
war have shown that those decisions
against separation were entirely correct.
As I hope to demonstrate, the arguments
for change in organization of the military
air forces are now weaker than they were
before the last war.

Mest of the best minds were firmly con-
vincad before 1941 that there should be
no separation of the Navy’s air arm from
the rest of the Navy. It always has
seemed very clear that the Nation's abil-
ity to control the sea areas which are
vital to our security requirss that the
Navy's air arm and the rest of its com-
ponents must remain most intimately as-
sociated in peace and in war. I think
that all will admit that the results of
World War II in the Pacific area have
well proven the soundness of that princi-
ple. The Navy's air arm became its most
powerful agency for cffense. In fact,
curing many of the campaigns in the
Pacific, surface ships served mainly in
the recle of supporting forces. We were
succeseful in the Pacific because the inte-
grotion of surface chips and submarines,
aireraft and amphibious land forces, was
maintained throughout.

The situation in the British Navy be-
came So very different that the briefest
study of that organization’s history shows
what happens when close integration does
not exist. During the years betwesn the
two wars, the British Navy lost all control
of aircraft to the RAF. The Royal Navy,
in fact, was permitted no air participa-
tion whatever, except as and when the
RAF saw fit to dole out small contingents
of planes and flying personnel. That
condition began to be remedied somewhat
in 1937, but the period which elapsed be-
fore World War II began was entirely in-
sufiicient for catching up. The result
was that not only was the entire British
Navy absolutely without air-mindedness,
but it lost all knowledge and ability in air
matters, except on the part of a small
residue of air-trained personnel who
served in a few aircraft carriers.

The British began the war with some
good carriers as far as ship design went.
But those ships became effective war
weapons only after they came to this
country, were fitted with aircraft-han-
dling facilities such as cur Navy had de-
veloped, became subplied with our own
planes, and went through a long course
of training in the effort to catch up. Only
as VJ-day appreached did the air com-
ponents of the British Navy really reach
the point where they were ready to go
into action alongside our own carriers—
end thet was during the very last stages
of the Pacific war.

The development of that situation dur-
ing the years of peace was known in
America. It was resolved that such a
thing must never happen here; and our
own Navy was undoubtedly right about
it all-the way through. Our naval per-
sonnel was not altogether air-minded at
all levels; but, as events proved, it was
sufficiently so.

The Secretary of the Navy is reported
to have been asked recently by the Sen-
ate Commitiee on Naval Affairs what
he thought of the separation of the
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Army’s air components from its ground
forces. Mr, Forrestal apparently de-
clined to comment; and that stand is
traditional. While the Navy has been
under attack by Army airmen for years,
it does not put on a counteroffensive. I
myself hold a certain amount of diffi-
dence in expressing any opinion con-
cerning the Army and its own Air Force,
and, naturally, I shall have very little
to say about it.

In years of peace, as well as during
World War II, there was a growing sep-
aration between the Army’s Ground and
Air Forces which should at least be looked
upon with misgivings. The separation
has become rather extreme, having gone
to the point of duplicating and parallel-
ing services and institutions to a great
degree. For example, it extended to
setting up a legal department for the
Army Air Forces, separate from the
Judge Advccate General of the Army.
The result of all that separation is that
ground and air personnel do not know
each other, are in separate watertight
compartments, and consequently the
Ground Forces cannot be as air-minded
as they should be. A similar situation
existed in Great Britain.

Mr. President, as in the case of ob-
taining control of the sea areas, it is to
be granted that the arrangements also
worked over land, in that we were suc-
cessful in all phases of the war on the
land. The hasic reason for all those
successes was that we won control of the
air. In the European theater, that con-
trol was won by overpowering forces,
partly British and partly American,
which had a starting and jumping-oft
point in England, to which the supply
lines were kept open.

In the Pacific area, the control of the
air was won almost altogether by the
Navy’s air arm, since it was the only air
weapon which could be brought to bear
upon. Japanese regions of air power.
By VJ-day the Jap Army still had a
considerable number of planes, but all
training, and the supplies for their
planes had been utterly ruined by the
3-year campaign, ecross the North and
Central Pacific, of our seaborne forces.
Those campaigns wrecked the Japanese
Navy, with its air arm, which had been
an efficient weapon. The Japs became
short of everything, They had few
efficient pilots left for the planes which
remained to them, and they had been
defeated in the air almost as decisively
as on the sea. The long series of battles
against our carrier planes had ruined
them in the air. The Japanese had lost
control of it, and, as we know, the Army’s
heavy bombers were then brought into
play. They were operated against little
opposition, and they burned and blasted
large areas of Japan. However, Mr.
President, so much for the past. We
must look to the future.

I now invite attention to a certain
very significant phrase. It is one which
is. used in the Truman-Attlee-King pro-
posal of November 15, 1945, for the
establishment of a commission under
the United Nations to seek means for
the control of atomic energy. The words
of that phrase are, “the elimination from
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national armaments of atomic weapons
and of all other major weapons adaptable
to mass destruction.”

No statement has been forthcoming
as to what prohibitions were to be cov-
ered by those words, “other major weap-
ons adaptable to mass destruction.” In
any case, it is entirely clear that area
bombing by great formations of large
planes does amount to mass destruction.
That was done in Germany by high ex-
plosive bombs and incendiaries, with
high explosives accomplishing the greater
part of the damage. In Japan it was
different, in that the more usual missile
from the large Army bombers was the
incendiary bomb, dropped in very large
numbers.

We used to hear the attacks by the
Army’s heavy bombers described as pin-
point bombing, meaning that only a
chosen military objective was hit. That,
Mr. President, did not work out. The
objectives became indiscriminate. When
an enemy country is attacked in a man-
ner which seeks to destroy large areas,
only comparatively small proportions of
which constitute true military targets,
the aircraft employed certainly do be-
come weapons of mass destruction. In
short, Mr. President, we get exactly the
same result, whether we use a very few
planes with atomic missiles, or whether
we use a large number of planes with
ordinary high explosives and incendiary
bombs.

We all hope that the world will even-
tually outlaw war as a whole. We think
that the practical method to achieve that
goal is through a step-by-step process.
Our President has led toward a first
step—the abolition of weapons for mass
destruction. Isit now timely to single out
our one organization that has special-
izad in that variety of war and elevate
its status?

Avart from the idea of setting up the
Army Air Corps as a separate depart-
ment, does its probable future justify
even a so-called autonomy within a De-
partment of Common Defense? That is,
a status which would make the Air Corps
coequal with the Navy, which has its
own air component—an arm which has
proven itself to be fully as important to
the national security. In my opinion,
the Nation would be safer if, instead of
such autonomy for a separate air arm,
the War Department should promote an
integration similar to the Navy’s, name-
ly, a close coupling between its ground
and air forces.

Mr. President, one further point along
this line before coming to the direct sub-
ject of a bill providing for a Department
of Civil Aviation. It is entirely neces-
sary to set forth some of these points of
relationship, as regards a separate mili-
tary air arm, because military and eivil
aviation have until recently been claimed
to be quite closely tied together. During
the 1920’s they were so tied.

Let it be assumed that we will attain
the much-desired goal of eliminating
from the world’s armaments the atomic
bomb as a weapon to be dropped from
aireraft. However, let us also assume,
for a moment, that the interpretation of
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those words, “other weapons of mass de-
struction” will not preclude area destruc-
tion with ordinary bombs, and that the
aircraft for that kind of attack will not

have to disappear from our arsenal. Mr,

President, there have been recent techni-
cal developments in air warfare which
are such that the wartime efficiency of
that kind of attack by great formations
of large planes is no longer promising
anyhow.

The later stages of the last war brought
new improvements in the defensive types
of aireraft which will make even high-
altitude bombing attacks—on the scale
which we had achieved over Germany
and Japan—exceedingly costly in the
future. In fact, those new defensive air-
craft can cause such exfreme losses in
masses of large planes that it will no
longer be a practical form of attack. In
support of my contention I have the
statement of General Arnold.

It is quite true that after control ot
the air is won to the point that one side
no longer possesses sufficient defensive
aireraft, that antidote to the mass attack
will disappear, as it did in World War II.
That control of the air has to be fought
for, and it will be very difficult fo win.
One of the real changes has been the
great technical advance which defensive
aireraft has attained. That develop-
ment has increased the vulnerability of
very large planes able to carry heavy
loads of bombs.

Yet that is not the only defensive
measure with which mass attacks from
the air will have to contend. Ordinary
antiaireraft gunnery.has progressed to
a point which has made it very costly to
use large air formations against any ob-
jective so defended, except from very
high altitudes. Moreover, the develop-
ment of rockets as specialized guided
missiles for defense against air attack is
an added factor which must enter into
calculations for the future. The guided
rocket missile does, in fact, seem to be
the ground antiaircraft weapon for the
future. The rocket has no difficulty in
reaching high altitudes, and it is already
so developed that it can wreck large
formation of heavy bombers. In short,
it now appears that strategic bombing, as
we have known it, is a thing of the past.
That statement is supported by high au-
thorities with the air services.

Incidentally, Mr. President, these new-
est weapons, as a whole, should not be
looked upon simply as akin to airplanes.

They are much better described as flying .

ordnance. The airman’s participation
in either their development or their use
is likely to be only one of several types
of skill which will be used. That does
not mean that no guided missiles will
be carried or handled by aircraft, but
the self-propelled missile will be much
more akin to gunnery from the surface
than a matter of aircraft per se.

The developments which I have briefly
mentioned, largely cancel out the kind of
air warfare with which the Army Air
Corps has principally specialized.

If that view of the future is correct—
and the best authorities do concur in its
soundness—the question is, Why should
we at this time seriously think of estab-
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lishing a third department of the armed
forces, to be composed of the Army’s air
components? It is said that such a step
must be taken in case the proposed
merger of the Army and Navy, as pro-
vided in S. 2044, a bill which the Sen-
ator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS], the Sen-

ator from Alabama [Mr. Hirl, and the.

Senator from Vermont [Mr. AusTIN]
worked on very hard, does not become the
law, that is, that the alternative to merg-
ing the War and Navy Departments at
the uppermost level is a military air de-
partment, coequal with the two depart-
ments which we now have. There is a
much better use for a new Cabinet offi-
cer than merely to head a department
which is devoted to military aviation.

Setting up an Air Department in gov-
ernment is not a new idea. It was done
by several nations after the First World
War, with varying degrees of success.
In looking over the history of those de-
partments, we have more to learn by
noting the mistakes and failures than
the instances of success.

The history of Great Britain’s case best
deserves our study. The British Air Min-
istry was established in 1919, and all air
business in the United Kingdom—mili-
tary and civil—was placed under the Sec-
retary of State for Air, which was the
official title of the cabinet officer in
charge. The Royal Air Force immedi-
ately proceeded to take charge of him
and of the Ministry, At the time, prac-
tically all flyers were in uniform, and
their leaders were politically powerful
and adept—far more so than were the
other armed services.

The British Navy was soon frozen out
of the air picture, with the result which
I have mentioned. In the theory behind
the establishment of the Air Ministry,
the needs of civil aviation were to be
looked after, and it was expected that
the unification of civil and military avia-
tion would afford advantage to both—
through research, economy, and common
effort. The goal was to serve the best
interest of the United Kingdom as a
whole.

It did not turn out that way. The
military became completely dominant,
and the growth of air transport, for war
as well as for peaceful purposes, was
completely stultified. British civil avia-
tion remained backward throughout the
peace years. When the war came, the
handicap of low efficiency and poor ca-
pacity in air transport was much like
that which the RAF had imposed upon
the British Navy. That, Mr. President,
is, in substance, the course of events in
Britain under an organization which we
in this country have been so strongly
urged to imitate. It is most fortunate
that we have not done so.

Over a year ago, the United Kingdom
began a strenuous effort to rescue its civil
aviation from that situation, which was
at last recognized as exiremely alarming.
The British Parliament, in April 1945,
passed a Civil Aviation Act which di-
vorced everything connected with civil
aviation from the Secretary of State for
Air, who now has only the RAF under
him. All civil aviation is now under a
new Minister of Civil Aviation. Since
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that date, under Mr. Attlee's government,
civil aviation has been nationalized into
an almost absolute government monop-
oly, of which we may all be well apprised.
To that end, I ask consent to have
printed in the Appendix of the CoNGrES-
sIoNAL REecorp two British documents.

One of them is a report to Parliament,
dated March 1945, which was a month
before the Civil Aviation Act was passed.
The report sets forth the principles and
policies which the British Government
intended to follow in establishing its
commercial aviation. The other docu-
ment, likewise a report to Parliament is
dated last December—9 months later.
It reaffirms the other report, and defi-
nitely shows what is being done in es-
tablishing the Government’s ownership
and monopoly. Here again, we should
not imitate; but it will be well to know
what is happening in eivil aviation in
other parts of the world, and the British
reports are very illuminating.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Connecticut? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

(See exhibits A and B.)

Mr. HART. Mr. President, we of the
United States have done very well indeed
in building up an air transport over this
continent. The governmental agencies
we have employed have sufficed quite
well thus far in handling our domestic
air problems; but they have now become
overlarge for a board or bureau within
the Department of Commerce.

In air transport over the oceans, we
also did very well during the peace years.
That was due to the accomplishments
of one company, led by a man of vision
and astuteness, Mr. Juan Trippe. That
was during the pioneering period, when
the dimensions were very small in com-
parison with the present picture and fu-
ture prospects. Here again—even more
than in our domestic field—the scope is
great and the complexities of the situa-
tion are extreme. Growth has now gone
beyond a subordinate organization in the
Commerce Department—or in any other
Department we now have.

There is another factor in the develop-
ment of our civil aviation. That is the
great size of aircraft for future long-
distance transport. Our familiar DC-3,
in which we have ridden so much, which
we thought large 10 years ago, is a pigmy
in comparison with designs that are now
current, and really with some planes now
in the air. The requirements in termi-
nal facilities for these large planes bring
in still more complex problems to add to
the complexities incident to long flight
and volume of what is carried.

As I have mentioned, the war planes
of the future are not likely to be large—
or, if so, they will not be used in con-
siderable numbers. Military planes will
become more and more specialized, more
and more different from transport
planes. The technical and operational
relationships which quite properly ex-
isted in the 1920’s and thirties between
military and civil aircraft will largely dis-
appear, There n=eds to be collaboration
between the two categories of men and
machines, and the military may well
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have some voice in the development of
civil aviation. But it should certainly not
be a voice which votes aye or no. To
my mind, the future relationship should
be just about that which has always ex-
isted between the Navy and the merchant
marine. The necessities in the case
amount to a close parallel.

Mr. President, this is a subject which
I have studied more thoroughly than
anything else. Iam wholly unable to see
any justification for setting up a depart-
ment of or for the Army Air Corps. I
am likewise unable to vote for or accept
Senate bill 2044, or for the bill intro-
duced by the senior Senator from New
Hampshire, because in providing for a
status of the Army Air Corps coequal
with that of the ground Army and Navy,
a separation of ground and air forces is
involved which I greatly fear may
eventually come to weaken our common
defense. .

I do see decided necessity for a new
department devoted to the rapidly grow-
ing needs of civil aviation, and I intro-
duce a bill for that purpose, with the
request that it be appropriately referred.

Mr. President, I suggest that the bill
might well be referred to the Committee
on Commerce. I further request that the
bill be printed in the REcorp following
my remarks.

There being no objection, the bill (S.
2171) to establish a Department of Civil
Aviation, and for other purposes, was re-
ceived, ordered to be read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Com-
merce, and ordered to be published in the
REecorD, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) there shall be
at the seat of government an executive de-
partment to be known as the Department of
Civil. Aviation (hereinafter referred to as
the "Department”), which shall be admin-
istered by a Becretary of Civilian Aviation
(hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary”),
who shall be appointed from civilian life by
the President by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate and receive the same
compensation as other heads of executive
departments.

(b) Section 158 of the Revised Statutes is
amended to include the Department of Civil
Aviation, and the provisions of so much of
title IV of the Revised Statutes, as now or
hereafter amended, as is not inconsistent
with this act, shall be applicable to the
Department.

(e) The Secretary of Civil Aviation shall
cause a seal of office to be made for the
Department, of such device as the President
shall approve, and judicial notice shall be
taken therof.

Sec. 2. (a) There shall be in the Depart-
ment of Civil Aviation an Under Secretary of
Civil Aviation, who shall be appointed from
civilian life by the President, by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate, and
who shall receive compensation at the rate
of $12,000 a year. The Under Secretary shall
perform such dutles as may be required by
law or prescribed by the Secretary of Civil
Aviation. The Under Secretary shall (1) in
the case of the death, resignation, or re-
moval from office of the Secretary, perform
the duties of the Secretary until a successor
is appointed, and (2) in case of the absence
of the Secretary, perform the duties of the
Secretary until such absence shall terminate,

(b) There shall be in the Department of
Civil Aviation two Assistant Secretaries of
Civil Aviation, who shall be appointed from
civilian life by the President, by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate. The
Assistant Secretaries shall perform such
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duties as may _ be required by law or pre-
scribed by the Secretary of Civil Aviation, and
shall receive compensation at the rate of
§10,000 a year.

(c) The Secretary shall appoint a general
counsel and such other officers and employees
as may be necessary to carry out the provi-
sions of this act and as may be provided for

. by Congress from time to time. There shall

also be in the Department such other officers
and employees as may be transferred to the
Department under the provisions of this act.

Sec. 3. It shall be the function of the De-
partment of Civil Aviation to—

(1) foster the development of civil aero-
mnautics and the air commerce of the United
States, both at home and abroad;

(2) provide for the orderly development of
civil airways and landing areas;

(3) provide for the installation and main-
tenance of air navigation facilities;

(4) establish and maintain safety stand-
ards for civil aircraft;

(5) provide for the registration of civil
aircraft;

(6) provide for the !ssuance and suspension
of air carrier operating, air navigation faecil-
ity, and air agency certificates and ratings,
and other aeronautical documents;

(7) provide for the development of civil
aviation training;

(8) collect and disseminate information
relative to civil aeronautics; and

(9) cooperate with the Department of State
in the making of agreements with other na-
tions relating to the air commerce of the
United States.

Sec. 4. (a) The Civll Aeronautics Author-
ity, the Civil Aeronautics Board, the Civil
Aeronautics Administration, and the office of
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics are hereby
abolished.

(b) All functions, powers, and duties

vested in the Civil Aeronautics Authority by
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1838 (52 Stat.
977) and the Civilian Pilot Training Act, as
amended (56 Stat. 704); in the Administrator
of Civil Aeronautics by section 7 of Reorgan-
ization Plan No. III, effective June 30, 1940
(54 Stat. 1233); and in the Civil Aeronautics
‘Board by section 7 of Reorganization Plan
No. IV, effective June 30, 1940 (54 Stat. 1235),
are hereby transferred to the Department.
" (e) The second sentence of section T of the
Civilian Pilot Training Act, as amendcd (68
Stat. 648), is amended to read as follows:
“No alien shall receive training under the
provisions of this act.”

Sec. 5. All personnel and property (in-
cluding office equipment and records) of the
agencies whose functions are transferred
under the provisions of section 4 of this act
are hereby transferred to the Department.

Sec. 6. So much of the unexpended bal-
ances of the appropriations, allocations, or
other funds available or to be made available
for the use of the agencies transferred pur-
suant to the provisions of this act, as the Di-
rector of the Bureau of the Budget with the
approval of the President shall determine,
shall be transferred to the Department. In
determining the amount to be transferred
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget may
include an amount to provide for the ligqui-
dation of obligations incurred agoinst such
appropriations, allocations, or other funds
prior to the transfer.

Sec. 7. (a) All orders, rules, regulations,
permits, or other privileges made, issued, or
granted by any officer or agency in connection
with the functions transferred under the
provisions of this act, and in effect at the
time of transfer, shall continue in effect to
the same extent as if such transter had not
occurred, until modified, superseded, or re-
pealed.

(b) No suit, action, or other proceeding
lawfully commenced by or against any agency
or any officer of the United States acting in
his official capacity shall abate by reason of
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any transfer made pursuant to this act, but
the court, on motion or supplemental peti-
tion filed at any time within 12 months after
such transfer takes effect, showing a neces-
sity for a survival of such suit, action, or
other proceeding to obtain a settlement of
the questions involved, may allow the same
to be maintained by or against the appro-
priate agency or officer of the United States.

BSec. 8. The Secretary is authorized to make
such expenditures (including expenditures
for personal services and rent at the seat of
government and elsewhere, for lawbooks,
books of reference, and periodicals, and for
printing and binding) as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of this act, and as
may be provided for by the Congress from
time to time. :

Sec. 9. The Secretary shall make at the
close of each fiscal year a report in writing
to Congress giving an account of all monles
received and disbursed by him and the De-
partment, and making such recommenda-
tions as he shall deem necessary for the
effective performance of the duties and pur-
poses of the Department.

8Ec. 10. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
enable the Department to carry out the pro-
visions of this act and to perform any other
duties which may be imposed upon it by law.
. 8Eec, 12. This act may be clted as the “Civil
Aviation Department Act of 1946."

ExHIBIT A

2. In a paper presented by the Minister
for Civil Aviation to Parliament by command
of His Majesty in March 1945, there were set
forth the following in regards to British
air transport. These are general principles
applicable to British air transport and pre-
sent the Government's general policy for
the development of British ecivil air trans-
port and the operation of air routes for the
carriage of passengers, freight, and mails,

(a) In determining policy the field of
civil aviation must be viewed as &8 whole and
a plan, to be effective and practical, must
cover all routes in which the United King-
dom is interested—commowealth, foreign,
and internal,

(b) The United Kingdom policy on ailr
transport in the international sphere was
based on the fundamental principle of order
in the air, i. e., the full and fair develop-
ment of air services to meet all requirements
coupled with the elimination of wasteful and
subsidized competition. National policy,
while it must stimulate and encourage devel-
opment and initiative, should do so with an
ordered plan.

(c) Civil aviation is essentially a trans-
port business and the problems are in many
ways analogous to those of transport by land
and sea. To make national air services ef-
fective the best aviation knowledge and
skill, as well as the ripe experience and
world-wide organization built up over many
years by the British enterprise and initiative
in other forms of transport, must be utilized.
This does not mean that the Government
regards any industry or undertaking as hav-
ing a vested right to share in civil air trans-
port. The test which has been used in evolv-
ing the plan set forth is: Where can the best
contribution to British air transport be ob-
talned and how can it most eflectively be
used to build up an organization which will
fulfill the public, commercial, and social
needs?

(d) It is recognized by the Government,
and those concerned in existing methods of
transport by land and sea, that the com-
petition of air services must be met in the
air, National and commonwealth interests,
and interests of the older forms of transport,
cannot be served by attempting to retard
or restrict new methods of carriage. They
can best be promoted by creating and foster-
ing the most effective air transport system
that can be developed at home and overseas.
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(e) Air transport is a service in which the
community as a whole has an interest. The
criterion as to whether a particular route
should be flown is not merely, is it profit-
able? There are services essential to the pub=
lic interest which offer little or no prospect
of a direct financial return. Unlimited com-
petition by private operators would mean
that competing services would be concen-
trated on profitable routes while the tax-
payers, gaining no benefit from the lucrative
routes, would be compelled to support by
subsidies services which are desirable for
public or social reasons and which would
initially and possibly permanently never show
a profit, On the other hand if an air trans-
port undertaking is assured the execlusive
rights of operation on a sufficient proportion
of profitable services and is permitted to de-
velop these to the full, it can and should
operate unprofitable routes as a part of its
general transport system. It is then a neces-
sary part of the Government's plan that
organizations which will be granted the right
to operate air services both within the United
Kingdom and other countries, and between
the United Kingdom and other dountries,
shall possess such right on their allotted
routes to the exclusion of other United King~
dom air transport operators.

(f) While, in the Interests of order and
economy, competition between United King-
dom operators on individual routes must be
eliminated, there remains a field which will
best be served by competing operators. Sub-
Ject to safety and navigational requirements,
it is not intended to restrict the operation of
charter aircraft.

(g) Requisites of an air-transport organ-
fzation:

(1) Units must be large enough to operate
economically, but not so large or widespread
as to preclude effective supervision.

(2) Each unit must have an efficient or-
ganization covering every area served by its
air lines to handle passengers, freight, and
mail, together with first-class knowledge and
experience of transportation and facilities
for full cooperation with other forms of
transport wherever this can promote air
travel,

(3) Provisions for economical use and
maintenance of alreraft.

(4) Effectlve arrangements for training of
air crews and ground staff and for their
welfare,

(5) Close cooperation between users and
manufacturers in deciding the types of air-
craft to be used.

(6) The organization should be capable of
providing training for the crews ef common-
wealth or foreign countries and should be
able to supply these countries with technical
and operational help where required.

(h) Size of units: The Government is
convinced that the policy of a single chosen
organization is unsulted to deal with the
great expansion of the future. There must,
therefore, be several air-transport undertak-
ings. A single organization, even if it could
effectively include and use all of the varied
experience of aviation and transportation
necessary, would be too large to fulfill the

uirement of effective supervision. While
it is desirable to eliminate wasteful competi-
tion between British operators on the same
route, it is also desirable to avoid a set pat-
tern of management and operation and to
encourage different managements to try out
their own ideas. This would not prevent
pooling of experience, and the Government’s
plan is designed to secure this.
" (i) Air transport can be greatly assisted
and stimulated by cooperation with other
transport systems. To the solution of the
problems British enterprises engaged in
other branches of the transport and travel
business can, together with the BOAC, bring
a valuable contribution. Thelr extensive
organization and connections both in the
United Kingdom and overseas can with great
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economy of management be used to serve air
transport equally with land and sea trans-
port. Through their cooperation the fullest
use can be made of through bookings, inter-
availability of tickets between air and other
forms of transport and the most convenient
rail and sea connections. It is, therefore,
necessary that those interests concerned in
transport by sea and by land be brought into
%artnershlp with the air-transport organiza-
on.

(Jy The Government has a special interest
in air-mail service. The Postmaster General
is considering, with the Minister of Civil
Aviation and the organization which will
operate the future British air services, the
best use that can be made of those services
for the carriage of air mail.

(k) After consideration as to the number
of alr-transport units which will be most
effective at present, as well as the routes
which they should cover, the Government
has decided that the most efficient organiza-
tion will be obtained by means of three
main air-transport corporations which will
be responsible for alr services on the follow-
ing routes:

(1) Commonwealth routes together with

‘trans-Atlantic service to the United States

and the services to China and the Far East.

(2) European air routes and the internal
services of the United Kingdom.

(3) The South American route.

(1) It is cbvious that the same corporation
which will operate the air route to Canada
should operate the Atlantic service to the
United States. When services to China and
the Far East are inaugurated these will link
naturally with services to India and Aus-
tralia. It is desirable that these should be
associated with the same corporation.

(m) The Government considers that argu-
ments for uniting internal services of the
United Kingdom to Eurcpe in a single Cor-
poration are overwhelming. While the ma-
jority of continental services will focus on
London, connections will be required from
other centers of population and industry in
the United Kingdom; and as air transport
develops there will be direct service from
these centers to the Continent. The same
type of aircraft will be suitable for internal
and continental services, therefore, econom-
ical use of such aircraft will be increased if
they can be drawn from a pocl of aircraft
available for European and internal services

upon fluctuating seasonal or other
traffic demands on individual routes.

(n) The trunk routes from the United
Kingdom to South America presents a new
fleld for British civil aviation. It is one
which the long and close associations with
the States of South America make it essential
that British civil aviation enter.

(o) Corporation structure:

(1) Commonwealth and Atlantic routes,
together with ultimate extensions to China
and the Far East will be assigned to the
British Overseas Airways Corporation, They,
with their predecessor (Imperial Airways),
developed and operated these routes in the
past. They have close relations with operators
of other Commonwealth countries and are
considered to be the appropriate instrument
for the operations and further development
of these routes. On many of the routes, valu-
able contribution can be made by British
shipping lines, It is proposed that these
ehipping lines shall be afforded the opportu-
nity of becoming associated with BOAC,
where they can make a useful contribution.
This assoclation is welcomed both by BOAC
and the shipping lines. It will probably be
convenient for BOAC to operate certain
of these routes through subsidiary companies,
etc. And since the shipping lines are con-
fined to particular routes, such a structure
will be desirable for those services in which
British shipping lines participate. In any
subsidiary companies the predominant in-
terest will be held by BOAC, but the
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shipping lines will take a share in the capital
and be represented on the boards.

(2) The European and Internal United
Kingdom routes will be assigned to a new
company composed of the railway companies,
the short sea shipping lines, travel agencles,
BOAC, and such other prewar operators as
desire to participate. All the proposed par-
ticipants agree on the importance of BOAC
bhaving its share in the corporation.

Although the majority of European and in-
ternal air services were previously operated
by BOAC, the railway companies or the short
sea shipping lines, there were a number of
independent British operators who ran air
lines before the war. All but one was forced
to cease operations during the war, but the
Government considered they should have an
opportunity of taking up shares in the new
company. Where these independent opera-
tors have particular experience in local
routes upon which it may be in the public
Interest to draw, the possibility of forming
companies subsidiary to the main corpora-
tion will not be excluded. In such a case
the prewar operator may participate in the
capital of the subsidiary company instead
or, or in addition to, taking up shares in
the new corporation. N

It is an essential part of the Government's
plans that the new corporation shall be re-
sponsible for all routes. Its right on these
routes within the United Eingdom will be
exclusive. European services will be run
parallel to or, as is hoped, in conjunction with
services of other European countries to the
United Eingdom. Exclusive rights are neces=
sary for economical operation and the run-
ning of maximum number of services. The
plan will provide for the corporation to run
some services in the United Kingdom and in
Europe which will operate at a loss but are
necessary in the public interest.

The European and internal air routes are
likely to be more lucrative than some of the
commonwealth routfes assigned to BOAC.
The Government, therefore, considers that
the financial interest of BOAC in the new
corporation which will operate the European
and internal routes should be assigned in
light of this consideration, as well as the
technical contribution which it can make
to the new corporation. While it is not pro-
posed that BOAC should have a majority
holding in the new corporation, it is intended
that its Interest should be substantial.

(3) The South American route will be as-
signed to a new company composed in the
majority of those British shipping lines op-
erating to South America who have asso=-
ciated together for this purpose as British=-
Latin American Airlines, Ltd. It is proposed
that BOAC should participate in the capital
and management of the new corporation, but
its share in the capital will be smaller than
in the corporation responsible for European
and internal services. The British shipping
lines operating between Europe and South
America have expressed their willingness to
operate the route without subsidy.

(p) The organizations invited by the Gov-
ernment to participate in the new plan are
prepared to invest their money without any
Government guarantee; but they have not
been Invited merely as investors. They
will take a permanent stake in the enterprise
and the Government has accordingly laid
it down that there shall be no transfer of
ghares in the capital of the new corpora-
tions which are allotted to the participants.
This will apply to the new corporations and
the subsidiary companies which may be
formed.

(q) The Government does not regard any-
one as having a vested interest in the air.
Although new corporations will be entitled
to acquire at a fair valuation from existing
operators any physical assets which are
needed for the new services, the Government
does not feel justified in approving an allow-
ance or issue of shares to participants in
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respect to good will or development ex-
penses previously incurred. The capital of
the new corporations will be represented by
physical assets or cash subscribed.

(r) The three air transport corporations
will cooperate and coordinate in:

(1) Overhaul of aircraft. (A combined
organization for overhaul of aircraft will be
maintained.)

(2) Training of air crews and ground staff.
(A combined training establishment for
training and refresher courses will be main-
tained.)

(3) Recruiting of staff. (Every opportu-
nity will be given to officers and men of the
RAPF to serve ia the corporations, Close rela-
tions will be maintained with the air council
through the minister of civil aviation, for
this purpose.)

(4) Welfare of staff. (Special provisions
shall be made for pilots and members of air
crews in event of death or disability while
engaged in flying duties, and for granting of
allowances for employees for whom suitahbly
paid ground employment cannot be provided
when they are past flying age.)

(s) Relation of Minister of Clvil Aviation
to the air transport corporations:

(1) Appointment of members of BOAC will
be vested in the minister.

(2) Appointment of representatives of
BOAC on the boards of the other two main
corporations will be approved by the minister.

(3) Appointment of directorse on the
boards of the two main corporations other
than BOAC will be subject to approval by the
minister.

(4) Representatives of the shipping lines
on the boards of the subsidiary companies
of BOAC will be approved by the minister.

(5) Approval of the minister will be re-
quired to the memorandum and articles of
association of all the companies, both main
and subsidiary.

(t) After establishment of the corpora=
tions and subsidiaries and the members of
the boards have been approved, the corpo-
rations and companies shall be responsible
for their operation. The Minister, however,
will have broad general control over aviation
policy. All companies must conform to poli-
cies laid down by international convention
or by agreements entered into by the Gov-
ernment. The corporations and their sub-
sidiaries shall operate all the routes assigned
in the schedule of routes and will not have
the power to cease operation without the ap-
proval of the Minister.

(u) General policy is that both internal
and external services should operate as far
as possible without subsidy:

(1) The corporations operating the inter-
nal routes, including those desired by the
public interest but not remunerative, are
willing to run without subsidy.

(2) The Government’s policy in the inter-
national field is to reduce wasteful com-
petitive practices and to control subsidies
with the object of ultimately eliminating
them. A plan was expounded at the Chi-
cago convention for avoiding uneconomic
competition by maintaining a broad equilib-
rium betweeén transport capaclty and traffic
offering, with a fair division of services be-
tween the national air lines engaged in in-
ternational services, and an agreement as to
freight and passenger charges. This was not
accepted, but the broad principles remain
the policy of the Government, In reciprocal
arrangements with foreign companies, the
Government will stipulate for reasonable ap-
plication of these principles. Thus it is
hoped that wasteful competition and sub-
sldies may be largely eliminated from inter-
national routes in which Great Britain is in-
terested. It is the intention that the Euro-
pean and Latin-American routes be operated
without subsidy provided that the essential
services are not faced with highly sub-
sidized competition.
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(3) In the past Commonwealth services
have required a subsidy. The Governiment
considers these services essential and is pre-
pared to render financial assistance to enable
BOAC to operate them,

(v) The agreed schedules of routes to
be initially assigned the three corporations
shall include all those which the Govern=-
ment considers that United Kingdom air
lines should operate as soon as conditions
permit. In the future, as needs develop, new
routes will be left open to whatever operator,
whether one of the main corporations or an
entirely new operator, can establish that he
is best fitted to run them. The Govern-
ment, however, may wish to have operated a
new route not included in the schedule and
which is not the subject of any application
to operate either by the corporation or a
new operator. In such case the Government
would have the power to require the appro-
priate corporation to undertake the services,
but the Government must be prepared to
give such temporary financial assistance as ia
necessary and reasonable.

(w) In order to safeguard interests of users
of air transport, it is intended to confer upon
a tribunal jurisdiction to consider complaints
as to lack of reasonable facilities, the grant=
ing of undue preference, and the reasona-
bleness of rates and charges. The tribunal
shall have power to enforce its decisions, ex-
cept in the case of overseas services regu-
lated by intergovernment agreement, in
which case the decision of the tribunal must
be subject to confirmation by the Minister.

(x) The Commonwealth routes will be op-
erated in full cooperation with other coun-
tries of the British Commonwealth. The
Commonwealth Governments have expressed
a desire that reciprocal services from their
countries be operated in parallel with United
Kingdom services to their countries. Pro-
visions therefore are being made as regards
terminal facilities along the routes as well as
an equitable division of revenue and ex-
penditure where it is agreed that a pooling
arrangement is advantageous. Arrange-
ments for parallel operation will not exclude,
but rather facilitate, conversion of parallel
into joint operation whenever and wherever
it is agreed that this has become desirable.

The Government will welcome the closest
cooperation between foreign air line opera-
tors running services to the United Kingdom
and the air transport corporations set up by
the Government plan. Here too parallel op-
eration may ultimately become joint op-
eration through subsidiary companies in
which the foreign operator would partici-
pate.

It is hoped that the combined training
establishment, and possibly the joint over-
haul organization may be useful to other
Commonwealth operators and to foreign op-
erators who desire to avall themselves of
these facllities.

(y) It is the Government’s intention that
the corporations shall use British aircraft
as soon as they can be made available, In
wartime it is essential that the Government
place orders for civil aircraft because it must
control and allocate the priority of demands
upon the resources of industry. There must
be close collaboration between the depart-
ment placing the orders, the user and pro-
ducer, so as to insure the proper types of
aircraft, as well as the latest technical and
design experience. Alr line operators as well
as the alr forces must have their eyes on
the future except where past experience
points the way to future progress. Arrange-
ments have been made to bring the air trans-
port corporations into close collaboration
with manufacturers and the Government
departments concerned. As circumstances
permit corporations will be free to buy air-
craft direct from the manufacturers.

In the meantime the Government will
lease the aircraft which they have ordered to
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- the air transport corporations where such a

course is convenient, The Government will
also be prepared to lease aircraft to other
Commonwealth and to foreign operators.

(z) In formulating policy the Govern-
ment has endeavored to apply to the devel-
opment and expansion of its air services the
principles of ordered progress advocated in
the international sphere. It plans to bring
into operation as rapldly as possible a com-
plete network of Commonwealth services in
full cooperation with other Commonwealth
governments. It is bringing into partmer-
ship on sound business lines those elements
which can contribute to full and rapid devel-
opment of British air transport. In this way
the Government believes that it can best
meet the needs of the peoples of the world
for safe, efficient, regular, and economical air
transport, and enable British civil aviation,
subordinated to the war effort, to take its
rightful place on world airways.

ExmieiT B

3. In a paper presented by the Minister of
Civil Aviation to Parliament by command
of His Majesty in December 1945, the gen-
eral principles of British air transport con-
tained in the paper of March 1945 were con-
firmed. A brief of this paper, which is en-
titled “British Air Services,” follows:

(a) Principles and objectives:

(1) The Government wishes to secure the
universal acceptance of conditions which
will insure the orderly expansion of air trans-
port. The nations, however, are not yet pre-
pared to place their air services under con-
trol of an infernational body and there is
insufficient support to make possible the
formation of such bodies on a regional basis.

(2) Attempts at the Chicago conference
to achieve such a plan were unsuccessful.
Therefore the Government now presents to
Parliament a national plan framed so that
it can be readily fitted into an international
organization in the future.

(3) It is the Government's policy to at-
tempt to negotiate agreements with other
countries with the objective of securing well-
ordered development on a full international
basis thus facilitating the later establish-
ment of a multilateral convention based on
order in the air, -

(4) Arrangements have heen made for co-
operation with the Dominions and Colonies.
By agreement, services on Commonwealth air
routes will be operated in parallel by inde-
pendent national air lines under partnership
arrangements which will provide for pooling
of receipts, avoidance of duplication, common
use of facilities, and equitable division of re-
ceipts and expenditures. If and when Do-
minion Governments desire, joint organiza- -
tions for particular routes or a Common-
wealth corporation to operate all Common-
wealth trunk lines may be formed. The Gov-
ernment is prepared to negotiate for similar
arrangements with foreign governments.

{b) Corporate structure of United King-
dom air transport services:

(1) Air transport services of the United
Kingdom should be placed under national
ownership and control. This offers the best
guaranty of disinterested expansion with
economy and efficlency. It makes it possible -
for the taxpayer to recelve some benefit, as
costs of operation are reduced, for assistance
he is required to provide to develop uneco-
nomic as well as profitable services.

(2) It is not proposed to entrust operation
of all services to one corporation due to the
following considerations:

(A) The need for flexibility in meeting in-
ternational competition.

(B) The necessity for encouraging different
methods of approach to operation and of
avolding placing sole management responsi-
bility on one group.
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(C) The creation of a pool of knowledge
and experience to meef the needs of rapid
expansion of air travel.

(3) Initially it is proposed to establish
three separate corporate structures with the
following spheres of influence:

(A) Routes between the United Kingdom
and other Commonwealth countries, the
United States and the Far East (the existing
BOAC).

(B) Routes between the United Kingdom
and the Continent and internal routes in
the United Kingdom.

(C) Routes between the United Kingdom
and South America,

(4) The corporations will not compete with
each other on the same route or in the same
area, The desirability of creating additional
units will be considered as need arises. Each
corporation will be managed by its own
board and the capital will be provided entire-
ly by the Government.

(6) The size of the boards will be deter-
mined by experience but they must not be
unwieldy. They will include members who
can contribute expert knowledge on the major
aspects of air-line operation as well as mem-
bers experienced with surface transportation
and the needs of users. They will facilitate
coordination of air-surface facilities, time-
tables, joint use of booking agencies and other
facilities, and cooperation in side-by-side
operation of the different forms of trans-
port.

(6) Corporations will be required to main-
tain the highest degree of cperational effi-
ciency and safety; therefore they will have
final responsibility for training of air crews
and ground staffs, Unnecessary duplication
of training must be avoided and combined
arrangements for basic training are being
examined,

(7) Day-to-day maintenance is the respon-
sibility of the individual corporation, but a
saving In facilities may be possible by the
adoption of centralized arrangements. Ar-
rangements for repairs and overhaul of air
frames and engines will be made in accord-
ance with a plan laid down by the Minister
of Civil Aviation on consultation with the
Minister of Supply and Aircraft Production.

(8) By arrangements made with the Air
Council and Board of Admiralty, opportuni-
ties to officers and men of the RAF and Fleet
Air Arm to enter civil aviation will be pro-
vided.

(9) The corporations will be required to
insure satisfactory standards in the condi-
tions of service and velfare of all employees.
Staff cooperation in management of corpo-
rations will be encouraged.

(10) The policy set forth will require legls-
lation, but interim arrangements will be
made to start air services. The supply of
aircraft is the governing factor,

(c) Relations between the Minister and °

the corporations:

(1) Major policy and the broad range of
the activities of the corporations shall be
vested in the Minister. He will make ap-

pointments to all boards. The corporations

shall have maximum freedom in operation
and management of the air services assigned
them,

(2) The public will be enabled to make
representation concerning fares, rates, and
adequacy of services. As regards external
services, it is hoped that these will be set-
tled by international agreement, taking ac-
count of the recommendations of the Inter-
national Air Transport Association.

(d) Subsidies:

(1) It is the Government’s policy that air
services shall be made self-supporting as soon
as possible. It will seek to eliminate sub=-
sidy by international agreement. BSome
measure of aid, however, may be n
to support essential but unremunerative
services.

(2) The capital will be provided from pub-
lic funds and profits will ga to, and deficits

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

be borne by, the Exchequer. Direct subsidy
will take the form of deficiency grants. After
experience has been gained it is proposed to
base Exchequer assistance on the basis of
estimated costs and revenues which would

‘be subject to annual review. To provide

incentive, provision will be made to enable
a corporation to retain a proportion of any
savings on estimated grants, to be expended
on general purposes approved by the Minister
with the agreement of the Treasury.

(e) Airfields:

{1) Airflelds required for scheduled serv-
ices shall be acquired and managed by the
ministry. It is not proposed that the state
should acquire nontransport airfields.

(2) The international standards with re-
spect to airports, air-traffic control, com=-
munications systems, air-navigation aids, and
related questions are under investigation by
a committee on air navigation, which is
part of the provisional international eivil
aviation organization. The Government is
anxlous to cooperate in the expansion of in-
ternational agreement on these important
matters.

(3) The Government has accepted the ob-
ligation to provide airports and auxiliary
facilities required for international air serv-
ices, as an adherent to the interim and in-
ternational air service transit agreements.
Under these agreements each country re-
serves the right to declare the particular air-
ports which are to be opened to international
air services without discrimination to na-
tionality or rates charged.

(4) The policy will be to locate airports to
serve the needs of the public. However, the
small island of England cannot afford a mul-
tiplicity of airfields. Therefore arrange-
ments are being made for joint military and
civil use of airflelds where a balance of con-
venience and economy will result.

(f) Compensation:

(1) Payment will be made for physical as=-
sets taken over from airlines operating on
November 1, 1945, the date of announcement
of Government policy. There will be no com=~
pensation for good will. No compensation
will be allowed to operations which might
be commenced hereafter and which would
have to be discontinued as a result of legis-
lation to give effect to Government policy.
Adequate compensation will be given to mu-
nicipalities and private owners for airflelds.

(g) Aircraft:

(1) The Government’s general policy is to
require corporations to use British aircraft.
In the immediate future civil air services will
be built up on aircraft developed from basic
military types. The Government is taking
all possible steps to accelerate the produc-
tion of civil aircraft, both for equipment of
British air lines and for the export trade.

(2) It is proposed to set up a separate
research department for civil aviation, but
civil aviation is now receiving equal status
with other claimants in aeronautical research
fostered by the state.

(3) The characteristics necessary in civil
aircraft can best be determined by experi-
ence in operation. Arrangements have been
made for close and continued collaboration
between user, designer, producer of aircraft,
and responsible Government departments.

(h) Other fiying activities:

(1) The primary function of the proposed
corporations is to undertake regular air-line
operation on fixed schedules. They may,
however, take part in charter and taxi fiy-
ing. This latter field is not restricted to the
corporations and is open to private oper-
ators provided they maintain satisfactory
safety regulations and conditions of employ-
ment.

(2) Private and club flying and gliding are
restricted only as Is necessary in the interests
of safety. The Air Navigation (restriction in
time of war) Order will be rescinded on De-
cemher 31, 1945,
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(1)’ The foregoing outline of policy is be-
lieved by the Government to offer the surest
means of laying the foundations of civil
aviation to insure its progressive, efficient,
and economical expansion in the public in-
terest. It is the Government's aim to bring
this form of travel within reach of all, so
that opportunities may be afforded to forge
closer understanding and association among
nations. The Government considers that
public ownership and control offers the best
prospects of securing a flourishing civil air
transport industry.

PROPOSED LOAN TO GREAT BRITAIN

The Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 138) to
implement further the purposes of the
Bretton Woods Agreements Act by au-
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to carry out an agreement with the
United Kingdom, and for other purposes.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I wish
to state very briefly my position on
the pending joint resolution. I am un-
able to persuade myself that I have
any right or authority, in time of peace,
to loan or give the money of Ameri-
can taxpayers to any foreign country,
regardless of my desire to assist these
other countries in the restoration of the
losses they have suffered as the result
of war.

The United States Government is not
a banking institution. The taxpayers’
money should be used for promoting the
general welfare of our people at home.
There are undoubtedly many in this
country who desire to help finance other
countries. I am willing to permit a
needy country to float a loan in the
United States so that sympathizers and
supporters and friends could assist the
nation in'need of financial aid.

The proposal before us is to take
$3,750,000,000 out of all the taxpayers’
funds, and loan that money to a foreign
country. I say “loan.” In the Brit-
ish Parliament this proposal has been re-
ferred to as a “gift.” Here in the Con-
gress it is being called a “loan.”

Some may argue that gifts or loans
to foreign countries promote good rela-
tions. I have never subscribed to that
philosophy. In my opinion, good rela-
tions depend upon the satisfactory solu-
tion of mutual economic and political
problems, and are not dependent upon
gifts or loans.

We all desire good relations with all
the nations of the world. We want
peace. To single out one nation, even
if, by special ties, we are closely bound
to it, is not the road to world peace.
What are we going to say to France, to
Russia, to China, and to other countries
who make application for the same
treatment on the same terms and with
the same apparent concessions? It is
claimed, but not officially stated, that our
Government has been approached for
loans from foreign countries in the
neighborhood of $25,000,000,000.

There is only one answer. To accept
the request of one and deny the other is
choosing the road that leads to misun-
derstanding, discrimination, jealousy,
and possible war.

To establish good will and peace in the
world, the United States must, with a
clear, strong gesture, appeal to all the
peoples of the world in these times of
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world-wide need. The purpose of good
will is to build peace. If good will
is to build any kind of world peace, if’
must do so in accordance with the fun-
damental interests, not of governments,
of parties, or of regimes, but of all the
peoples, doing justice to all, extending
equality to all, without favor or special
privilege to any. Good will must be ex-
tended to the suffering peoples of all
Europe and of all Asia.

Our international effort should not be
based upon taxing our own people in or-
der to help individual groups or govern-
ments, but should be directed toward the
one thing that all these people of the
world unutterably crave: to be saved
from the present spread of famine, to be
free to pursue their lives and follow
their consciences in happiness and peace.

This loan or gift is more than a loan or
gift. It is part and parcel of a movement
to not only help British rehabilitation,
but also to share our domestic market—
the market through which our domestic
producers and workers must maintain
American standards of living without
fear of competition from cheap labor of
other countries.

America has grown powerful and pros-
perous, and has established the best liv-
ing and working conditions in the world,
because she has prevented the workers
and producers from being forced to com-
pete, in the sale of their products, with
low wage scales throughout the world.

I resist any proposal, such as the pro-
posal before us and other proposals to be
presented in the future, which are based
on a policy of having our workers com-
pete with low-pay workers, Such a policy
is a reversal of all the economic policies
which have made us the powerful Nation
that we are.

Aid and assistance in the form of food,
clothing, shelter, and, yes, even money,
to help the destitute in the world, we
must, and are willing, to give—not in the
nature of a loan based on the profit mo-
tive but from spiritual and charitable
motives. Thisis the road to international
good will. Preferences, privileges, dis-
crimination, financial assistance to im-
prove economic conditions for one nation
or two nations is the antithesis of pro-
moting good will.

We are suffering under a crushing
debt—a debt inconceivable until war
forced us to assume it. Our people are
taxed to the limit. Appeals from all sides
are coming to us urging, now that the
war is over, that the burdens of taxation
be lifted. The present tax burdens bear
particularly on the salaried and white-
collar classes. These tax burdens, in
many instances, are denying many of the
frugal comforts of life to an overwhelm-
ing percentage of our population.

We are confronted with uncertainty
and doubt as to what the economic con-
ditions of this country may be after our
indusiries meet the shortages resulting
from the war.

In the face of these cold facts, we have
pressing pleas from the men, and the
families of the men, who fought in the
recent war. They are pleading for aid
to help them obtain the reasonable com-
forts of life, especially at this period
when the cost of living has risen to
mountainous proportions.
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No one knows the amount of American
dollars that may be necessary to hos-
pitalize, to retrain for civil life, and to
adjust compensation in the future for
the defenders of the Nation. Tremen-
dous sums of money for housing, for so-
cial security, education, public works,
and the like are under consideration, and
large appropriations for these activities
are about to be made, including large in-
creases to the Government employees to
meet the rapid increases in costs of liv-
ing.

In the face of these facts we are asked
to make a loan—which, I repeat, is be-
lieved by many, both here and abroad, to
be a gift—amounting to more than 10
percent of our expected annual national
tax revenues, and a loan at a rate of in-
terest much less than the interest
charged to veterans on their home-build-
ing loans.

I cannot bring myself to believe that
the approval of this financial agreement
is a service to the country. The United
Kingdom has not proven its need for this
large sum of money in order to meet an
excess of imported goods or commodities
over exported goods or commodities. An
examination of the financial agreement
gives more detailed reasons for disap-
proval in addition to the brédader views I
have already expressed.

No provision of the financial agree-
ment requires Great Britain to spend all
or any part of the $3,750,000,000 for
United States goods or services.

The proceeds of the loan may actually
be used to injure American industry.
Will the proceeds of the loan be used to
buy American goods? To buy goods or
tools or raw materials or services, Britain
must pay with goods or tools or raw
materials or services in return. If we
loan dollars now, we must remember that
the United Kingdom can obtain the dol-
lars to repay only by selling goods in the
United States.

What are these goods that England
might sell in this country? All of the
goods which she manufactures and which
would be in competition with like goods
produced in this country. Under the
reciprocal trade agreements heretofore
made the import duties on these goods
have been materially lowered. This
legislation was passed just before the war

began and did not have an opportunity *

to operate. Furthermore, only a few
months ago the Congress passed addi-
tional legislation permitting a further
reduction of 50 percent in the tariffs
through negotiated agreements.

We must bear in mind the cumulative
effect of our past tariff legislation. The
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act of
1934 authorized a 50-percent reduction
of the then existing tariff rates. In 1945,
under the Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act, a further reduction of 50 percent
was authorized. As a result, the Con-
gress has actually authorized tariffs
which are but 25 percent of the 1934 rate.
If the rate were $1 in 1934 the tariff
could be 25 cents today. Moreover, this
75-percent reduction is made in the face
of rising manufacturing costs.

A striking example of how increases in
United Kingdom exports to the United
States may injure American industry is
the woolen industry. The woolen-wor-
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sted industry in 1939 ranked seventh in
the number of workers employed and
fourteenth in the value of finished prod-
ucts. When the recent reciprocal trade
agreements were before the Senate, we
were informed that, prior to the war,
wages in the United States in the wool-
textile industry averaged three times
those in Great Britain, Mills built in
this country cost twice as much as those
built in England. This is true of the cost
of textile machinery—in fact, of all the
cost elements that go into the final value
of the United States product. With the
tariff lowered under reciprocal agree-
ments, and the possibility cf further re-
duction in tariff duties, this industry
might be seriously impaired.

Other examples of domestic products
affected by increases in United Kingdom
exports to the United States are cotton
and rayon goods, linen goods, toys,
leather, boots and shoes, fish and fish
products, watches, jewelry, plastics,
glassware, and earthenware. In the re-
ciprocal trade agreements over 1,000
items produced in this country had the
duties reduced, and the trade-agreement
negotiators now have authority to reduce
them further. All theseitems are in com-
petition with like goods produced in
America. Indeed, many of the propo-
nents of this loan advocate openly, as
well as privately, that we must be pre-
pared to surrender part of our market to
British goods to be exported here.

Furthermore, the loan agreement does
not require the United Kingdom to as-
sume the obligations of multilateral
trade. -

It does not follow from the terms of
the agreement that the United States
would have free access to the outlets pro-
vided by English dominions and colonies.

Discriminatory import quotas are not
absolutely prohibited by the finaneial
agreement.

No collateral is offered for any part
of this loan. We have no guaranty that
we may be able to get any part of our
money back, if Britain is either unwilling
or unable to meet the installments pro-
vided in the agreement.

I have come to the conclusion that,
from a financial and economic stand-
point, it would be a bad bargain for the
Senate to give its approval to this reso-
lution. I am convinced that, instead of
promoting international good will, future
frictions will result. I believe it will lead
to misunderstandings and animosities
among the nations that are directly and
indirectly involved and in the end will
do harm to the cause of world peace.
After examining the agreement, I am
convinced that the United States stands
not only to lose through this undertak-
ing, but at the same time the United
States would incur substantial risks and
responsibilities as the terms of the agree-
ment are indefinite and improbable of
realization. :

The ambiguities with respect to cer-
tain sections have heen discussed at
length during the debate. I agree with
those Senators who have argued that the
agreement is full of loopholes so far as
Britain’s responsibilities are concerned
and that in exXchange for our positive
commitments the United States will re-
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ceive evasions and escapes by various
provisions and exceptions.

In the end, in my opinion, there can
be only one positive reaction—disap-
pointment and bad feeling engendered in
both nations.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President,
since I have been in the Senate no meas-
ure or issue upon which I have been called
upon to vote has given me as much con-
cern or caused me as much difficulty in
arriving at a decision as has the pending
measure. When it was first announced
that our Government had negotiated this
loan agreement with Britain, and after
the Government of Britain had accepted
the loan, though apparently with great
reluctance and with considerable eriti-
cism of the terms of the loan, and with
many derogatory remarks toward our
own Government and toward us as a peo-
ple, I issued a statement in which I an-
nounced that I would reserve final deci-
sion as to my position until some ques-
tions which were involved in this
transaetion had been answered satisfac-
torily to me.

Mr. President, I have listened to a
great deal of the debate on the floor of
the Senate during the past 4 weeks that
this measure has been under discussion.
I had hoped that I could find reasons
sufficient to satisfy me that I would be
justified in voting favorably on this issue.
I earnestly desired to do so.

I do not recall, since I have been a
Member of the Senate, that I have ever
opposed any part of the foreign policy
of this administration. I have accorded
to the President of the United States and
to the State Department and to our dip-
lomatic representatives every deference
with respect to the conduct of the for-
eign affairs of this Nation, and I have
wholeheartedly and enthusiastically sup-
ported every foreign policy, so far as I
know, that our Government has pursued
in the trying days of the war, and I have
undertaken to do so since. If this loan
is now a part of our foreign policy, then
it is with sincere regret that I cannot
continue to give wholehearted support to
the program which our Government
now proposes to follow.

It is argued that this is the key to our
foreign policy of the future. That state-
ment was made on the floor of the Sen-
ate this week, I believe, by our able and
distinguished majority leader. Mr.
President, if this is the key to the future
foreign policy of this Nation, it is also
the key to unlock the treasures of the
United States and dip heavily into the
future earnings and toil of millions of
our people for years to come, and pour
out almost indiscriminately to foreign
countries and foreign governments huge
sums out of the Treasury of the United
States.

We are told that we can make this
loan to Britain and deny the same con-
sideration to other nations which will be
pleading for assistance. It is said,
“Other nations can obtain assistance
through the Export-Import Bank,
through the International Bank, or
from some other source. It is our
purpose to make this the only direct
loan.” I take no stock in that. I
am not misled by it. I do not
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think anyone else is misled by that
assertion.
the other governments are expecting—
and I think they have a right to expect—
the same audience and the same consid-
eration, when they come to us pleading
for financial assistance, that we shall
now give to Great Britain. Certainly
Great Britain was a worthy ally, not
only in the last war, but in World War
I; and we give to her all praise and glory
for her fortitude, her suffering, and her
saciifices in helping to save the cause of
liberty. But there were other countries,
too, who sacrificed and bled, who suf-
fered the ravages of invasion and hard-
ship, who bled and are bleeding today,
and whose people are hungry and starv-
ing. Do Senators mean to tell me that
they can vote to grant this loan and sub-
sequently, when the representatives of
the other countries come to us, pleading
for assistance, deny them the same con-
sideration which we accord Great Brit-
ain; and do those Senators mean to tell
me that such a procedure will further
the good-neighbor policy? Quite to the
contrary, Mr. President, such a policy
will alienate from us other friends, de-
serving friends.

Let us think this thing through, Mr,
President. Let us be consistent. If the
statements made by high representatives
of the Government of France are true,
they expect this Government to make
France a direct loan of $2,500,000,000.
They say it should be patterned after
the British loan, and they also say that
the accommodations which they hope to
obtain through the International Mone-
tary Fund will not be sufficient to meet
their needs.

It is said that the proposed British
loan is a unique transaction. It is unique.
It will be more unique if it is made and
if we then undertake to close the door to
other worthy allies in the last war who
have suffered possibly more than Great
Britain has, or at least equally as much
as she has.

Mr. President, this transaction will not
result in bringing about greater unity
and greater accord among the United
Nations who were allied with us in the
last war, Britain may have a unique
problem, as is argued, because of the
sterling bloc and because of measures to
which she was compelled to resort during
the war. I make no criticism of Great
Britain for having adopted those meas-
ures. No doubt she found it necessary to
do so for her own protection and to en-
able her to mobilize the necessary
strength to combat the enemy. But, Mr.
President, Great Britain can, if she will,
arrange to break up that sterling pool.
If it is going to take our dollars to break
it up, if we must grant the proposed loan
in order to break it up, on the theory that
she has a unique claim, I ask you whether
the arguments which will be made to you
when others come begging for a loan will
not be just as persausive and just as
compelling to you—when they come to us
begging, not to untangle some of their
financial arrangements, but begging for
a loan to rehabilitate their industry, to
rehabilitate their agriculture, to make it
possible for their people to get back to
work and become self-sustaining. I ask

I know and you know that
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you whether the arguments and claims
which will be presented to us will not be
just as appealing, and appealing with
just as strong a force, when the starving
Chinese, who have suffered invasion and
almost every other manner of catastro-
phe that the human mind ecan imagine,
come to us, begging for millions of dollars
or possibly billions of dellars with which
to bring their economic situation back to
a point where they can at least provide
something to enable their peeple to be
self-sustaining. High authorities of
France have said, in talking about the
loan they expect to apply to us for, that
the United States must become the
chief sustainer of Europe. Accord-
ingly, we cannot make this loan to Brit-
ain without incurring strong obligations
in that direction.

Mr. President, I am not opposed to
giving some assistance to Great Britain.
I am not complaining because Britain
probably has been unable to pay her First
World War debt. I can forgive her that
debt. But in view of the fact that it was
made as a debt and a binding obligation
in good faith, as I thought, as the time—
and as our Government thought at the
time—I do not like to forgive it now
on the contention of Britain that it
should have been a gift from the begin-
ning. We shall have the some conten-
tion made about the loan now proposed,
if it is made, when pay day comes. The
stage has already been set for that: the
foundation is laid, and it was laid in
Parliament when this loan was being
debated there. Make no mistake about
that, Mr. President. When they take
that attitude, when pay day comes and
when we press for payment, will we have
a friend? Will our insisting on pay-
ment strengthen the ties of friendship
between the countries?

Mr, President, some have said, “We
must make this loan. By refusing to do
so, we may drive Great Britain into the
arms of someone else.” Mr. President,
let us be plain. That argument is made
in an effort to frighten us—I use that
word so as best to illustrate the situa-
tion—to try to excite us into the belief
that it is imperative that we finance this
arrangement in order to keep Great
Britain from going Communist. Let me
remind my colleagues that in the recent
war we poured out $25,000,000,000 in
lend-lease. That did not keep Britain
from going Socialist. What assurance
do we have that by spending four or five
billion dollars more we can keep her from
going Communist? If that is the theory
on which we are to base this loan and
if that is the argument given as justifi-
cation for the making of the loan, then
I say to my colleagues that the $3,750,-
000,000 is. only the first installment, and
we shall have to make more loans after
this one.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. May-
BANK in the chair). Does the Senator
from Arkansas yield to the Senator from
New Jersey?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. HAWKES. I simply wish to make
a brief comment, because I know that
both the Senator from Arkansas and I
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Lave been studying this loan problem
with a deep desire to go along if we could
convince ourselves, in our minds and con-
sciences, that it was the right thing to do.
Am I correct in that?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Isay tothe Senator
that he is correct. We have talked about
it a number of times.

Mr. HAWKES. I have not made up
my mind yet, but it is very nearly made
up. However, I wanted to keep an open
mind on this question straight through
to the end.

What the Senator from Arkansas has
just said is a very appealing argument
to me, namely, that if we are to save the
United Kingdom from going Communist
by paying this installment of $3,750,-
000,000, we shall have to keep on paying
other installments to keep her from
going Communist. I ask the Senator if
he does not believe that we could pre-
vent almost any nation in the world from
going Communistic if we gave to it
enough bhillions of dollars?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I agree with the
Senator. But whenever any nation
whose people have known liberty and de-
mocracy no longer love it and cherish it
sufficiently to sacrifice for it in times of
peace, it will be only a question of time
before they lose it and pursue some other
course.

Mr. HAWEKES. The reason I asked
the Senator the question which I have
propounded to him is that something
very humorous was said to me one day
when a soap-box orator in' Madison
Square, New York City, was talking about
putting down capitalism. A friend said
to me, “If you were to rive that man $50,-
000 he would make a speech for capital-
ism.” Later Isaw in a newspaper the ac-
count of a speech of a man who was
preaching communism and subsequently
won the Irish Derby. He received $168,-
000 and it was ruled that he had to pay
an income tax both abroad and here, and
he turned around and condemned the
Government for taxing the fellow with
the money.

So I leave this thought with the Sen-
ator from Arkansas, because I know he
is devoutly serious. We must decide
whether the $3,750,000,000 loan will real-
1y put Great Britain on her feef and re-
verse her direction so that she can do
away with communism and socialism
which have invaded her mnation, or
whether the loan will be only the first
of several steps in the same direction. If
I could convince myself that the pro-
posed loan would restore the moral fiber
of the British people and help them to
rebuild the character which has contrib-
uted so much to civilization during the
past centuries, I would be in favor of
granting the loan in a minute,

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sena-
tor. Mr. President, the Senator is cor-
rect with reference to the deliberations
and study which I have given with re-
spect to where my duty lies in connection
with this issue. I have never been great-
ly impressed with the arguments which
have been made concerning financial ad-
vantages that it is claimed will accrue
to this country by making the loan.

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield to me?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.
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Mr. HAWKES. I have dismissed from
my mind every one of those claimed ben-
efits. If my business judgment means
anything at all, all those arguments can
be dismissed. I believe the present ques-
tion is one of whether we want to make
a loan in the interest of saving a great
nation which has made great contribu-
tions to the world. So far as our receiv-
ing any benefits from this loan are con-
cerned, or benefits from this gift—
whichever it may be calledi—I do not
place one ounce of importance in them.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I have tried most
charitably to consider the claimed mate-
rial benefits which it is said would result
from this loan, but I believe that most
any Member of this body will agree that
if the loan were a private business trans-
action and he could place himself in the
position of our Government, taking into
consideration the conditions whiech pre-
vail in this country and throughout the
world at large, he would agree that the
money could certainly be spent for other
purposes which would bring far greater
material benefits to the people of this
Nation than can possibly be hoped for
through the granting of this proposed
loan. In the first place, it is perfectly
obvious from the attitude of Great
Britain herself, and from what we might
reasonably expeect, in view of the existing
world conditions, that it is most doubtful
that the loan will be repaid. For that
reason, the loan will represent a great
risk on our part.

However, I agree with what the Sena-
tor has said. If I could feel sure and be
satisfied that the expenditure of the
money would restore Great Britain to her
former position s a strong power, and
that by reason of continuing to be a
strong power advantages would accrue
to us from the standpoint of national
security, I would gladly support the loan,
I have tried to think of the loan in such
terms. I have tried to consider it not
from the standpoint of whether we would
receive back $1 in repayment, or in trade
advantages. I have tried to think of the
loan in terms of whether it would pro-
mote our national security, and whether
it would enable Britain to be strong
enough in the future to protect herself
against the spreading of ideologies and
“isms” whicl are inimical to democracy
and liberty.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. HAWEKES. The Senator has
stated the matter very clearly. I have
spent a great deal of time on it. Can
the Senator tell me one fixed obligation
which Britain will have to meet under
this loan?

Mr. McCLELLAN. As I read the
agreement there is contained in it no
real obligation whatever. Great Britain
makes no specific promise to pay. She
gives no guaranty—no security. She
makes vague promises with many hedges
and conditions, some of which are very
difficult for me to interpret and under-
stand. There is nothing back of the loan
except a promise to pay. It may be said
that a promise should be sufficient. Per-
haps it is. But we once received a
promise from her to pay in connection
with a former loan which we made to her,
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That promise still ‘remains binding.
However, it is not mentioned in this
agreement. By implication it has been
canceled. Why did not our Government
representatives have the courage to write
into the language of the present agree-
ment that the obligation already exist-
ing is hereby canceled because of Great
Britain’s inability to pay? I donot know
that the obligation should continue.
Perhaps it should not be a hangover. If
Great Britain is squabbling already, and
questioning already, as many of her peo-
ple and high officials are doing, about her
ability to meet the terms of this loan,
how can we expect the old loan to be
repaid?

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield further, I do not wish
to return to the question of the default
on the part of Great Britain in connec-
tion with the old loan. I am trying to
confine myself to the present agreement,
and the way in which it was drawn and
brought to the Senate. As I recall, I
said a few days ago that I would not think
of trying to have an agreement of this
kind developed and brought to the Senate
without taking some representative of
the Senate into my counsel, and receiving
his approval of the way in which it
should be made, Yesterday we tried to
have something done which I believed to
be in the interest of the British people
themselves. I repeat that if I were a
Britisher, or a person high up in the
councils of Great Britain, there is noth-
ing in the world which I would desire so
much as the real genuine friendship of
the American people, and not a friend-
ship which had resulted from having re-
ceived a loan of $3,750,000,000, to which
at least half of the loaning nation is op-
posed. I would say, in effect, “There are
certain things which we Britons should
recognize simultaneously with the mak-
ing of this loan, namely, the right of the
United States to use certain bases so that
she can develop her civil and commereial
aviation on an equal basis with us.” I
believe that would have been good busi-
ness. I was amazed that the Senate
rejected so-called McFarland amend-
ment the resolution yesterday. It was
not by a large vote, when we realize that
three votes the other way would have
changed the record of the vote.

The Senator said there was a promise
to pay. I differ a little. There is not a
promise to pay. There is a promise to
pay under certain conditions, which are
defined, and which, according to my best
business judgment, can never happen.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I agree with the
Senator that the promise is not the kind
a good businessman would exact when
he is being careful about the lending of
his money.

Mr. HAWKES. 1 wish to say, if the
Senator will permit me a moment, that
I am not trying to impugn the motives
of the British people, who believe in the
same system in which we believe. I have
in my pocket a clipping I wish to read
to the Senate a little later, a statement
of Winston Churehill, in whom I have the
greatest faith and for whom I have the
highest respect. When I read the clip-
ping a little later it will show that he is
in doubt, very definite doubt, as to where
his great people are headed at the present
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time and what is going to happen to
them. I do not feel that we should
plunge into something when the ex-
Prime Minister, the man who rendered
the greatest service to his country any
Englishman has ever rendered in the his-
tory of the world, is in doubt as to where
his country is heading and where his peo-
ple are going under the present socialistic
government, as he calls it. I think we
should stop, look, and listen, and think a
little before we take a plunge.

tztr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sen-
ator.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr, WILLIS. I think all of us pretty
much agree that there is no place in
the agreement where we can find a firm
commitment that we shall ever be re-
imbursed, or that the loan will ever be
repaid. I believe it goes further than
that. It always ties in with some of the
former commitments which we have been
led to believe Great Britain made with
the firm intention of carrying out.

I refer to her contribution to the Bret-
ton Woods agreements. In the debate
that was had in the House of Commons
when the British loan was under con-
. sideration, it was made perfectly clear
that Britain's acceptance of the Bretton
Woods agreement was dependent upon
ocur putting up the money to cover her
commitment to those agreements. I
should like to read the statement of Mr.
Dalton, the Chancelor of the Exchequer,
who said in that debate:

I will turn now to the Bretton Woods
agreements, our acceptance of which is a
condition of the loan agreement. And I
submit to the House that the acceptance of
the Bretton Woods agreements, subject to
one proviso which I will make in a moment,
is definitely to the advantage of this country.

He referred to the proviso as follows:

But the provico is that we have the finan-
cial strength to undertake the obligations
of the Bretton Woods agreements and thus
to acquire the benefits which Bretton Woods
offers. In this sense, the loan agreement
is, for us, a condition of Bretton Woods.

Therefore, under the understanding of
Mr. Dalton, the Chancelor of the Ex-
chequer, unless we can provide this
money for Great Britain, unless we make
this loan, the British are not going
through with the Bretton Woods agree-
ments. So, in fact we are in this loan
taking over Great Britain’s commitment
to the Bretton Woods agreements. I do
not believe the American people want us
to do that.

Mr. McCLELLAN. There is no doubt
about that. That was not presented to
us when we consented to the Bretton
Woods agreements. No Member of the
Senate had such a thing in mind, so far
as I know. If he did, he did not disclose
it, The truth is that we all voted for
the Bretton Woods agreement believing
that it was to provide the mechanism
necessary to meet postwar problems of
this character, in order to avoid doing
just what we did after the last war, and
which we are now asked to do again,
namely, make direct loans.

Mr. WILLIS. Will the Senator yield
further?
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Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr, WILLIS. I share the opinion of
the Senator from Arkansas. I voted for
the Bretton Woods Agreements with the
understanding that they would take care
of all our obligations for international
loans and commitments.

I should like to add, further, some-
thing which has come to my attention
within the last few hours. It has been
said that if we make this loan Great
Britain will lower her trade barriers so
that the United Statés will benefit greatly
from free exchange of goods. I have
been informed that a negotiation is now
under way by which Great Britain is at-
tempting to possess herself of the entire
rubber output of the Malay States. That
brings to mind the recollection of what
happened after the last World War,
when Great Britain secured a corner on
the natural rubber supply of the world,
and we paid outrageous prices for the
natural rubber we used in this country.
The information I now have indicates
that she has the same idea in mind, in
spite of her pledges and promises to ease
up on these restrictions.

I expect to ask the Secretary of State
for an explanation, or whether he has
any information about this, and I shall
be glad to report later.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sena-
tor. Speaking further with reference to
our national security, I thought possibly
I could find justification for voting for
the loan in consideration of the fact that
by strengthening Britain we would actu-
ally be contributing to our own national
security. I thought that if we were to
take that into account in addition to the
financial advantages which it is claimed
the loan holds in store for us, if we are
thinking in terms of nestional security, or
the mutual security of the two countries,
we should arrive at a decision and an un-
derstanding with respect to military
bases we should have, and which we will
need for our security in the future,

Mr. President, if these two countries,
which have long been friends and allies,
are to continue to be friends and allies
in the future, if the ielationship which
has existed between them during the past
two World Wars is to continue, either in
the hope that a third world war can be
prevented, or in order to give us the
strength, working together, again to pro-
tect ourselves if a third world war comes,
it is certainly to the advantage of Great
Britain that we have those bases,

The truth is that Great Britain could
not survive, if she should find herself in
a contest with other forces which I could
mention, without the assistance of the
United States. She needs our help first.
We need hers, too, but anything she
could do to strengthen our position would
give double strength and advantage to
Britain, through enabling her to guard
against dangers which could arise to her
in the future.

For that reason Mr. President, I was
anxious to see the McFarland amend-
ment adopted, and I supported it. I am
unwilling to vote for this loan and pour
out this money now, and then negotiate
later Great Britain for the things we
need which she has.

I stated a moment ago, and I think it is
a sound position, that, especially where
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there is an old debt, even larger than
this one, hanging over, which we do not
expect to collect, in entering into a trans-
action of this kind all our obligations
and requirements pro and con should be
settled. If Great Britain cannot pay the
old debt, and if she now insists that we
treat it as a gift, or insist that we forgive
it, let us either forgive it or bring it into
this transaction and wipe the slate clean,
have Britain make concessions to us, or
sell to us for money consideration what-
ever we require. In other words, negoti-
ations should be entered into, and all
these matters should be cleaned up now.
It ought not to be done piecemeal. If we
want bases, that arrangement should be
worked out on a fair basis.

My, President, I think our Government
has already been quite generous. By rea-
son of the fact that we are the richest
nation in the world, a great democracy
which has grown to be the mightiest na-
tion the world has even known, through
the enterprise and ingenuity of free peo-

.ple who came to this country and devel-

oped it, it is only natural that some
countries will look to us for assistance
in this hour. But, Mr. President, there is
a limit to what we can give. In spite of
all of our great resources and our wealth
and our productive capacity, there is a
limit beyond which we cannot go without
endangering our own institutions and
our own system of government. There
is a great threat of inflation in America
today. We do have a measure of infia-
tion already. Mr. President, we hope we
can control it. I believe we can control
it, at least control it in sufficient measure
so it will not reach disastrous propor-
tions. But, Mr. President, I should like
to remind the Senate and the country
that the United States Government to-
day owes more money than all the other
governments of the world put together.

Mr. President, we are rich. We are
rich, not because we have a greater
abundance of natural resources and raw
materials left than any other country
in the world. We do not have more nat-
ural resources than either the British
Empire or Russia. We are rich and
powerful because of the ingenuity of free
men that has developed the greatest pro-
ductive capacity and the highest stand-
ards of living that any country has ever
known. Some day, however, we will be
obliged to look for natural resources and
raw materials. We do not have an un-
limited supply. The money we are loan-
ing to Great Britain represents natural
resources and raw materials. It also
represents the future sweat and toil of
millions of our people. To make this
loan we must borrow the money from
our own people. Our own people have
got to earn the money which we give to
Great Britain in the form of this loan.
Whether or not the money is ever repaid
by Great Britain, the people of our own
country must earn it, and repay it, if
our Government is to survive. It will be
charged to the people of our country.
Down the line somewhere, through our
own creative work and industry, we have
got to produce in value what we are now
asked to extend credit for to Great
Britain.

Mr. President, I said we had been quite
generous. I think we have been. I do
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not, complain about $1 of the lend-lease
we provided to Great Britain or to any
other country. We were in a war, a
terrific war, a fatal war. It had to be
fatal to some country. Thank God it
was fatal to our enemies. It was a death
struggle. I do not regret the spending
of a dime of that money. The spending
of the money for lend-lease saved many
thousands of American lives and no
doubt many thousands of British lives
and the lives of other Allied soldiers.
I do not regret the spending of a dollar
of it. I do not care whether we get a
dollar of it back. That is all right. I
am perfectly willing to waive repaymen?
of it. The lend-lease was used abso-
lutely as we intended it to be used, I am
sure, as our contribution, because we had
to give it, and we did give it to an ally
to help her and to help ourselves and to
help each other with the war.

But were we not generous? We went
to the limit. We provided everything we
could without stint or reservations. I
do not like to do such things, however,
and receive no credit whatever for doing
them. Those who received the lend-
lease have said, “Well you did that be-
cause you were saving your own neck.”
We were saving their neck, too. We
were saving their neck first. Of course
we were saving our own also. I am glad
we did it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I agree
completely with the statement of the
Senator from Arkansas that lend-lease
was a very effective war measure. That
is what it was meant to be. It served
that purpose and served it very well. I
agree with the Senator that it ought not
to be paid back at this time. But we
find now that all members of the sterling
bloc, the sterling area, have owing to
them debts similar to the lend-lease debt,
and it seems to me that it is only reason-
able that the sterling area should have
been in on the conference in which we
decided to forgive the remainder of the
unpaid lend-lease.

Mr. McCLELLAN. We forgave all of
it, I will say to the Senator.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. We for-
gave all of it, but we should have re-
quired the countries of the sterling area
to forgive the debt owing to them or at
least part of theirs at the same time.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I think it would
have been well had that been done. But
still if they did not do it and we did not
require them to do if, I would not allow
that to influence me or to prejudice me
against the merits of the proposed loan,
if there are any merits in it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of course,
the removal of the sterling bloc is an im-
portant part of this loan agreement or is
supposed to be. The removal of the
sterling bloc is one of the good things we
are supposed to get out of the agreement.
But it seems to me that if we had worked
out a program which included the com-
ponent parts of the sterling area, and had
worked out a scaling down of their
claims, along with our lend-lease claims,
we would have done something construc-
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tive and valuable to the United King-

‘dom, because she still has their claims

outstanding against her, and we should

‘have helped her clean up those claims

along with our own lend-lease.
Mr. McCLELLAN. That probably
would have been of service to Great Brit-

.ain and probably would have been the

better way to have done it. I do not
think the loan has been negotiated in
the best manner it could have been and
under the best terms that might have
been arranged. In the incurring of an
obligation of this kind, or in a transac-
tion of this magnitude it would have been
well for the State Department and the
Treasury Department or the executive
branch of the Government to have pur-
sued the same policy it did with respect
to the UNO, and to have called in for con-
sultation and advice the chairmen and
ranking members of the appropriate
committees of Congress, and permitted
them to give some advice in connection
with this transaction which ultimately
had to come here for legislation or for
approval.

-I have always thought that “advice”,
as used in the Constitution in connec-
tion with “consent” was intended to pre-
cede a transaction. I believe it would
be a better policy for the State Depart-
ment and the Treasury Department and
for the President, when they proceed to
negotiate a transaction of this kind, to
call in for consultation and advice the
chairmen and ranking members of the
appropriate committees of the Congress
who will have to pass on such matters.

Mr. President, in that connection re-
cently there was negotiated with Great
Britain at Bermuda what is known as the
Bermuda air agreement. Mr. President,
after attending hearings which were held
by the Commerce Committee of the Sen-
ate, of which I am a member, and after
having listened to the testimony given
there and studying the agreements en-
tered into as an executive agreement, as
contended by the State Department, and
not as a treaty, I want to say that the
United States Government has lost its
shirt in air transportation to the British
Government., We are placed at every dis-
advantage under that arrangement. The
State Department contends that it is an
executive agreement and that the Con-
gress has nothing to do with it. In my
judegment it is a treaty and ought to be
ratified and confirmed by the Senate. I
make reference to that only in passing
in order to point out that in these tre-
mendous transactions which actually in-
volve matters of great importance to the
Government and to our future security
and prosperity there is not today the co-
operation and the liaison between the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government and
the legislative branch of the Government
that there should be in such transactions.

Mr. President, before I conclude I wish
to remind the Senate that we have ap-
propriated or authorized—and most of

.it has already been appropriated—a total

of $12,125,000,000 for assistance to for-
eign governments. We appropriated our
share under the Bretton Woods agree-
ments. Our share in the Monetary Fund
amounts to $2,750,000,000. Our obliga-
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tion to the International Bank is $3,175,-
000,000. The authorization for the Ex-
port-Import Bank is $3,500,000,000.
That makes a total of $9,425,000,000 that
we have already authorized for rehabili-
tating the world. In addition we have
authorized an appropriation of $2,700,-
000,000 for UNRRA. Of that, we have
already appropriated $2,100,000,000.
There is no doubt in my mind that
UNRRA will have to be continued. We
shall probably have to mazke another
appropriation for that purpose. It is
possible that we shall have to enlarge
some of these other appropriations and
obligations.

All told, we have already obligated out
of our Treasury more than $12,000,000,-
000. When we add the amount of this
proposed loan, approximately $4,000,-
000,000, we get a total of nearly $16,-
000,000,000. When France and other na-
tions come to us seeking direct loans,
and when we add up the total of all such
loans before this program is over, we
shall reach nearly the same sum which
we expended in connection with lend-
lease.

Unless we stop and make some ap-
praisal and take into account our ability
to do these things, the time will come
when we shall not be the most powerful
nation in the world. We shall not have .
the ability to meet our obligations and
carry the burden of the entire world.
America cannot do it. We may do it for
a season, Mr. President, but we cannot
do it indefinitely.

That is why, when I first issued a
statement regarding this loan, I said
that I thought the better part of wisdom
would be not to act hastily on the British
loan, but to endeavor to ascertain the
number of applications which would be
made to us by other countries for loans
of this character, and the amounts
which would be requested, and then take
them all into consideration and weigh
our own ability to provide the money
before we began making these loans.
We should determine how much we can
afford to loan. By such precaution we
might proceed with some measure of in-
telligence. It may be said other nations
have not yet asked for anything. There
are not now any other applications
pending. Of course not. They are
waiting until this British loan is granted.
They will all be here in due time.

Mr. President, I regret deeply that I
am unable to go along with the admin-
istration on this part of its foreign pol-
icy. I might be willing to do so later
if and when other problems can be
considered and settled, but I am un-
willing ‘to vote to give to Great Britain .
now under this arrangement another
$3,750,000,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. KNOWLAND].

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, be-
cause I intend to take only 15 or 20 min-
utes to explain the amendment, and then
ask for the yeas and nays, at this time
I sugegest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Hawkes Radcliffe
Austin Hayden Reed

Ball Hickenlooper Revercomb
Bankhead Hill Robertson
Barkley Hoey Russell
Bridges Huffman Saltonstall
Briggs Johnson, Colo. Shipstead
Brooks Johnston, 8. C. Smith
Buck Enowland Stanfill
Bushfield La Follette Stewart
Butler Langer Taft

Byrd Lucas Taylor
Capehart MecCarran Thomas, Okla.
Capper McClellan Thomas, Utah
Cordon McFarland Tobey
Donnell MecKellar Tunnell
Downey MecMahon Tydings
East’and Magnuson Wagner
Ellender Maybank Walsh
Ferguson Mead Wheeler
Fulbright Millikin Wherry
George Mitchell White
Gerry Moore Wiley
Green Morse Willis
Guifey Murdock Wilson
Gurney Mpyers Young
Hart O'Mahoney

Hatch Pepper

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HiLL
in the chair). Eighty-two Senators hav-
ing answered to their names, a quorum is
present. _

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President,
consideration of Senate Joint Resolution
138 has occupied a considerable amount
of the time of the Senate. Its impor-
tance justifies close attention and careful
consideration by every Member of this
body.

There are honest differences of opinion
as to what is best to be done by both our-
selves and the British from both a short-
term and a long-term outlook.

It is not my intention, Mr. President,
to take more than 15 or 20 minutes of
the time of the Senate in discussing
the amendment which I have submitted.
I have tried to expedite consideration of
this matter, having supported the motion
for cloture. Although I am in doubt as
to whether our negotiators received suffi-
cient quid pro quo, I have opposed
amendments which would require us to
reopen negotiations with the British—in
other words, any amendments which
would require us to renege on the mat-
ters upon which our negotiators have
agreed.

I believe that the administration might
well have taken Congress into its confi-
dence. Members of both parties might
well have sat in on the negotiations, as
they did during the negotiations lead-
ing up to the formulation of the Charter
of the United Nations, and as two of our
Members are now engaging in the con-
ference at Paris.

Britain has made a great contribution
to the world, but we need have no apol-
ogies for our own contribution to world
security in either manpower or resources.

To best carry out our international
obligations, it seems to me it is essential
that the United States keep its Federal
Government solvent and maintain a
sound national economy.

I hold in my hand, Mr. President, the
Treasury statement of May the 3d.
Those Members of the Senate who have
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examined it—and I am sure all Members
of the Senate have done so—know that
for the current fiscal year we are still
running $20,000,000,000 in the red, and
that we have a total Federal public debt
of over $272,000,000,000.

Mr. President, at this point I wish to
read my amendment, because it is a very
brief one.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I should
like to inquire about the $20,000,000,000
in the red which the Senator has men-
tioned. How does the Senator arrive at
that figure, from the statement to which
he has just referred?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I arrive at it from
the statement of the excess of expendi-
tures over receipts.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado.
daily statement is it?

Mr. ENOWLAND. It is current, for
the fiscal year up fo the present time—
the fiscal year to date, as of that date.

Mr. AIKEN. That is for the year
beginning last July the 1st; is it?

Mr. KENOWLAND. Yes.

Mr. AIKEN. So it includes nearly 2
months of the war; does it not?

Mr. ENOWLAND. That is correct.

Mr. President, for the benefit of those
Members of the Senate who have not had
time to read the amendment, I wish to
read it at this time. It is as follows:

Sec 3. No payment shall be made to the
United Kingdom under the agreement or
under this joint resolution until after (1) the
date of a proclamation by the President, or
the date specified in a concurrent resolution
by the two Houses of Congress, declaring
that the general level of production in the
United States equals or exceeds domestic con-
sumption, and (2) the current annual Bud-
get of the United States has reached the point
where the Federal receipts exceed expendi-
tures; and such payments shall be made only
to the extent that total receipts subsequent
to the date of enactment of this act up to
the time when such psyment is propnsed to
be made exceed the total expenditures for
the same pericd.

Mr. President, briefly to explain the
latter provision, let me say that if the
Federal Government balances its cur-
rent Budget and if we have an excess of
receipts over expenditures amounting to
$3,750,000,000 or more, the entire amount
of the loan would, in that event, be avail-
able to be loaned to Great Britain. If
perchance, however, we had balanced the
Federal Budget and had an excess of
revenues over expenditures amounting to
only $1,000,000,000, then only $1,000,000,-
000 would be available to be loaned to
Great Britain. This amendment will
not jeopardize the British position, in my
opinion. Rejection of the amendment
will jeopardize the American position.
Until supply approximates demand, it
appears that the OPA must be con-
tinued. But no man who believes in the
American system wants to continue such
controls a day longer than necessary to
protect us against a runaway inflation.

I do not doubt the capacity of the
American system to meet our own re-
quirements and our obligations abroad,
if our system is allowed to function. Bub

Mr.

That is a
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the inflationary dangers spring from a
shortage of goods and a curtailed pro-
ductivity of our industry resulting from
the coal strike and the strikes which pre-
ceded it.

If the administration, the executive
branch of the Government, will devote
as much time and effort to balancing our
current budget and speeding up produc-
tion, to the end that controls may safely
be lifted, as it has devoted to this loan,
this amendment will not unnecessarily
inconvenience the British Government.
Britain has certain dollar resources.
The British have the Canadian loan; the
resources which they put up as collateral
to the RFC; and other sources of dollar
credits available to them. Within the
year, in my opinion, with proper action
by the national administration and the
executive branch of our Government,
this loan, as amended by my amendment,
would be available to Great Britain.

But, Mr. President, if the executive
branch of the Government of the United
States feels that deficit financing is a
sound fiscal policy, if it feels that if is of
no concern to the Government or the
people of the United States that we con-
tinue overdrawing our bank account and
writing checks when we have not the
legitimate funds to expend, then I can-
not go along with the proposed loan.

This amendment, as I have pointed
out before, will not require the United
States to go back to Britain and change
any part of the agreement into which
we have entered. But, Mr. President, the
amendment will require the President of
the United States and the executive
branch of the Government of the United
States immediately to proceed to take
action—first—to bhalance the Federal
Budget of the Government, and—sec-
ond—to take action in connection with
the coal strike and any other things
which have been slowing up productivity
in this Nation, so that we can hring the
supply of commodities up to the point
where they approximate the demand.
At that point it is the hope of everyone
that the OPA controls can then be lifted.
When that is done, Mr. President, the
funds will be available to Great Britain.
In my opinion the greatest contribution
we can make to world peace and to the
support of the United Nations and to the
ultimate and future support of our allies
overseas is to keep America strong in
the economic field and to keep a solvent
Federal Government.

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

Mr, KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. The amendment of
the able Senator from California would
eliminate section 2 of the pending joint
resolution, in that the money would not
be raised by the selling of bonds under
the Liberty Bond Act, by general taxa-
tion, or in other ways. So the money
with which to make the loan would be
out of excess funds in the Treasury of
the United States. Am I correct in my
statement?

Mr., EKNOWLAND. The amendment
would add section 3 at the end of the
joint resolution and make it possible to
raise’ funds as they are now provided,
but not unless the Federal Budget has
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been balanced and excess funds are avail-
able.

Mr. FERGUSON. Would the amend-
ment require that there be a surplus in
the Treasury?

Mr., ENOWLAND, Yes.

Mr. FERGUSON. In anticipation of
the Budget and expenses of the current

ear.
% Mr. KNOWLAND, The Senator is
correct.

Mr. FERGUSON. And so long as the
Treasury showed a surplus of say $3,-
750,000,000, the loan could be made as
provided in the agreement.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr, ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It is not

quite clear to me just how the Senator’s
amendment would operate. As I under-
stand, the Treasury is continually sell-
ing series E bonds. When the Senator
speaks about balancing the budget, does
he mean with revenues outside of money
received from the selling of bhonds?

Mr. ENOWLAND. Yes. I do not look
upon the receipt of money from a bond
sale as being revenue. I look upon the
balanced Federal Budget as a balanced
budget in the same way that a balanced
budget is looked upon by an individual
or a business firm. When a budget is
balanced, any money left over is money
which represents an excess of revenue
over expenditures. If a person puts
himself in debt and borrows from a
bank say $50,000, I do not consider that
money to be income, because the borrow-
er has created an obligation. It seems to
me that the policy of deficit financing
and overdrawing the bank account is no
more sound so far as the Federal Gov-
ernment is concerned than it is so far
as an individual or a business firm is
concerned.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. What I
am puzzled about in connection with the
Senator’s contention is that he leaves sec-
tion 2 of the joint resolution intact. Of
course, that section provides for the rais-
ing of revenue through the selling of
securities. I wonder what provision there
is in the amendment which would require
the Federal Government not to count any
proceeds from the sale of securities in
establishing the balance to which the
Senator has referred.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I do not believe,
Mr. President, that we can say we have
balanced the budget when we take out
of borrowed money the difference be-
tween normal expenditures and normal
receipts under any such theory. It may
be said that we have balanced the budg-
ei for the past 13 years. However, we
have piled up a public debt of $274,000,-
000,000. Obviously we did not balance
the budget while we piled up such a debt.

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. My un-
derstanding is that the budget has not
been balanced since 1930 or 1931. I was
merely wondering if the Treasury would
interpret the effect of the Senator’s
amendment in the same way that he him-
self interprets it.

Mr, KNOWLAND. Of course, the in-
tent of the amendment is quite clear. In
my own mind it can have only one effect,
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namely, that it will be necessary for the
Federal receipts to exceed Federal ex-
penditures before this loan can be made.
By receipts, I mean, receipts in the form
of taxes, customs, and other revenues. I
do not consider that borrowing money on
the open market and issuing bonds for
an equal amount is revenue within the
meaning of the amendment.

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

Mr., KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. If the Senator’s
amendment should be agreed to, I would
have some difficulty in understanding
why section 2 should be allowed to re-
main in the joint resolution. It reads:

For the purpose of carrying out the agree-
ment * * * the Secretary of the Treas-
ury is authorized to use as a public-debt
transzction—

And so forth. The Senator is correct in
saying that borrowing money from the
public and issuing in return certain bonds
does not increase the assets of the United
States Government. While the transac-
tion may result in money coming into the
Treasury, it also results in money going
out. In fact, the Treasury owes interest
on the money which it has borrowed, and
therefore there is a difference between
what it has borrowed and what it takes
in. But if we authorize the public-debt
transaction which would permit the rais-
ing of money, and agree to the section
which the Senator proposes which would
provide that the money must be already
in the Treasury, an inconsistency will
result.

Mr,. ENOWLAND. 1Ido not believe the
two sections are in any way inconsistent.
Let us assume that the current budget
is balanced, and we have an excess in the
treasury of let us say $5,000,000,000.
$5,750,000,000 of that money would be
available to loan to Great Britain. From
a technical point of view, the Treasury
might temporarily desire to issue bonds
in order to obtain those funds, or it might
desire to take the money out of receipts,

. Just as an individual temporarily to meet

the payment of an income tax might bor-
row money at a bank while his income
was amply sufficient to take care of his
commitments.

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator has in
mind that if the Treasury wanted to in-
crease its money position it could borrow
money on bonds. If the Treasury al-
ready had $3,000,000,000 and it added to
that amount another $3,000,000,000,
which would make a total of $6,000,000,-
000, it could loan the $3,000,000,000 which
it originally had and still have $3,000,-
000,000 left for other uses. Does not the
amendment contemplate that as soon as
the Treasurer had balanced his budget
and had an excess remaining which he
subsequently advanced, he immediately
could go into a position of deficit finan-
cing?

Mr. KNOWLAND. In answer to the
Senator I would say that the Congress of
the United States will bear some respon-
sibilities in connection with this matter:

first, to prod the administration into -

reaiizing the importance of balancing the
budget; and second, being the watch dog
of the Treasury in seeing that it does not
go out on a spending spree and place us in
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a position where we are running current-
1y $20,000,000,000 in the red.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The
Senator has a unique and interesting
amendment, and I wish to support it.
Suppose the United States should pay its
contribution under the Bretton Woods
agreements, would the Senator consider
such a payment to be unbalancing the
Budget if by such contribution we drew
down the balance by whatever payment
we made?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I would say yes, if
we were spending the money out of the
Treasury.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. We are
assuming a contribution which will be
made to Bretton Woods in the total
amount of, I believe, $5,925,000,000. If
that payment should be made during the
next 12 months, it might throw our
account quite a bit out of balance. I
wonder if the Senator has considered
such imbalance, or whether we could
claim a credit for a deficit.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I would not be
able to say. I would not want to give the
Senator a horseback opinion.

Mr, AIKEN. It would not throw us
out of balance unless we lost the money;
would it? Merely to put money into the
International Fund would not be to lose
it, necessarily, unless it eventually be-
came a real loss. If the time came when
it had to be written off, it would be
charged against the expenses of the
Government.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, on
the question of my amendment I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish
to say a word with reference to the
amendment of the Sznator from Cali-
forhia.

It seems to me that it would change
the entire picture and would alter the
substance of the agreement. The
amendment provides that—

No payment shall be made to the United
Kingdom under the agreement or under this
joint resolution until after (1) the date of a
proclamation by the President, or the date
specified in a concurrent resclution by the
two Houses of Congress, declaring that the
general level of production in the United

States equals or exceeds domestic consump-
tion.

I imagine that Congress would have
as much difficulty agreeing on a concur-
rent resolution declaring that produc-
tion had equaled or exceeded consump-
tion as it has on the substance of the
joint resolution itself.

It might be possible for the President
to issue a proclamation that production
equaled or exceeded consumption. I
suppose Congress could arbitrarily adopt
a concurrent resolution declaring that
production had equaled or exceeded con-
sumption, but in the process of adopting
such a concurrent resolution Congress
would find itself enmeshed in compli-
cated figures and estimates from all sorts
of people. It seems to me it would be
impracticable to do it.

I am as anxious as anyone can pos-
sibly be that the Budget be balanced.
I believe 1929 was the last year in which
it was balaneed. I should’like to be in
the Senate 1 year during which the
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Budget would be balanced, so that we
would not have to worry about that. We
have the assurance of the President, the
Secretary of the Treasury, and all those
in charge of our fiscal policy that in all
probability the Budget may be balanced
beginning with the fiscal year 1948,
starting with a year from next July.

I do not believe it is practicable or
workable or sound to adopt a measure
approving an agreement entered into be-
tween the United Kingdom and the
United States, and provide that no money
under the agreement shall be paid until
there has been a halancing of the Budget.

There is no use going into all the argu-
ments about how much depends on the
prompt enactment of the pending joint
resolution, and I shall not go into that
question. Certainly the adoption of the
amendment would put off the applica-
tion of the joint resolution and the pay-
ment of any money under it for an in-
definite period.

It is well within the possibilities that
one or more of the conditions prescribed
in the amendment could not be fulfilled
until at least half of the 5-year period
in which the money is to be drawn and
expended had expired. It would cer-
tainly make necessary reconsideration by
the two governments of the whole agree-
ment, because unless it can take effect
immediately upon its approval by the
President, it may become worthless, it
may interfere with the entire process of
international stabilization from an eco-
nomic viewpoint.

I hope the amendment will not be
agreed to.

Mr.. JOHNSON of Colorado. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

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

Alken Hawkes O’Mahoney
Austin Hayden Pepper
Ball Hickenlooper Radcliffe
Bankhead Hill Reed
Barkley Hoey Revercomb
Bridges Hufiman Robertson
Briggs Johnson, Colo. Russell
Brooks Johnston, 8. C. Saltonstall
Buck Knowland Shipstead
Buehfield La Follette Smith
Butler Langer Stanfill
Byrd Lucas Stewart
Capper MeCarran Taft
Donnell MecClellan Taylor
Downey McFarland Thomas, Utah
Eastland McKellar Tobey
Ellender McMahon Tunnell
Ferguson Meagnuson Tydings
Fuibright Maybhank ‘Wagner
George Mead Walsh
Gerry Millikin ‘Wheeler
Green Mittchell White
Guffey Moore Wiley
Gurney Morse Willis
Hart Murdock Wilson
Hatch Mpyers Young

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-
eight Senators having answered to their
names, a quorum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. EnowrANp], The yeas and
nays having been ordered, the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. HOEY. I announce that my col-
league, the senior Senator from North
Carolina [Mr, BaiLey], is absent because
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of illness. If present he would vote
Ilnay.!!
Mr. HATCH. Iannounce that my col-

league [Mr. CraAvVEZ] is unavoidably de-
tained on important public business. If
present he would vote “nay.”

Mr. MORSE. Iannounce that my col-
league, the senior Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Corpenl, is absent on cfficial busi-
ness of the Senate.

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Guass] and the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. K-
GORE] are absent because of illness.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Brisol, the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
CarviLLe], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Gosserr], and the Senator from Loui-
siana [Mr. OveErTON] are absent by leave
of the Sznate.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. An-
prews] is necessarily absent.

The Sznator from Montana [Mr. MUR-
ray] and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
O’'DanieL] are detained on public busi-
ness.

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr,
TraomMas] is absent on official business at
one of the Government departments.

- The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con-
NALLY] is absent on official business, at-
tending the Paris meeting of the Council
of Foreign Ministers as an adviser to the
Secretary of State.

I wish to announce further that if
present and voting, the Senator from
Texas [Mr. ConnaLLy] and the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. KiLcorel would
vote “nay.”

Mr. WHITE. The Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] is absent on
official business attending the Paris
meeting of the Council of Foreign Min-
isters as an adviser to the Secretary of
State. If present he would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREwW-
sTER], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CapEnART], and the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr., WHERRY] are necessarily
absent.

The result was announced—yeas 19,
nays 59, as follows:

YEAS—19
Alken Johnston, 8, C. Shipztead
Brooks Erowland Stewart
Bushfield Langer Taft
Butler Millikin ‘Wilson
Capper Moore Young
Ellender Revercomb
Johnson, Colo. Robertson

NAYS—59
Austin Hawkes O'Mahoney
Ball Hayden Pepper
Bankhead Hickenlooper Radcliffe
Barkley Hill Reed
Bridges Hoey Russell
Briggs Huffman Saltonstall
Buck La Follette Smith
Byrd Lucas Stanfill
Donnell MeCarran Taylor
Downey McClellan Thomas, Utah
Eastland McFarland Tobey
Ferguson McKellar Tunnell
Fulbright McMahon Tydings
George Magnuson Weagner
Gerry Maybank Walsh
Green Mead Wheeler
Guffey Mitchell White
Gurney Morse Wiley
Hart Murdock Willis
Hatch Myers

NOT VOTING—I18

Andrews Brewster Chavez
Balley Capehart Connally
Bilbo arville Cordon

Glass Murray Thomas, Okla.
Gossett O'Daniel Vandenberg
Ellgore Overton Wherry

So Mr. KnowLanD's amendment was
rejected. .

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I offer an
amendment which I asl: to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The Caier CLERK. On page 2, before
the period in line 8 it is proposed to in-
sert a colon and the following: “Provided,
That after the United Kingdom has
drawn the first $1,000,000,000 of the pro-
posed line of credit no further drafts
upon the remaining $2,750,000,000 shall
be allowed unless, within 1 year after the
effective date of the agreement, the
United Kingdom officially notifies the
Secretary of State (such notification to
be transmitted by him with his com-
ments to the President and to the Con-
gress) that elimination of (a) discrimi-
natory financial and trade practices as
provided by articles 7 and 8 of said agree-
ment and (b) discriminatory trade bar-
riers (including preferential tariffs es-
tablished by the United Kingdom and its
dominions and colonies which affect
products of the United States), has been
accomplished.”

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, inasmuch
as I explained the amendment in con-
siderable detail a few days ago, I shall
not go through that again. I simply
want to say that the adoption of the
amendment would not require the re-
negotiating of any agreement between
the United States and Great Britain.
It merely provides that, after Great
Britain has drawn the first $1,000,000,-
000, which I understand is the amount
which she claims to nead the first year,
she will then have to advise the Secretary
of State that the terms of the agreement
have been complied with, or rather those
sections of the agreement which have to
do with the elimination of trade barriers
and discriminatory practices against the
United States. The amendment does
not provide for any reduction in the
amount of the loan, for as soon as Great
Britain has drawn the first-$1,000,000,-
000 and has complied with the provisions
of articles T and 8 of the agreement with-
in a year, as we are told can very well
be done, then the line of credit amount-
ing to $2,375,000,000 more will be im-
mediately avallable to her. If the
amendment is adopted Great Britain can
draw the first $1,000,000,000 the next
day.

However, the adoption of this amend-
ment, I think, would go far toward re-
assuring the people of this country that
this loan will actually promote freer
commerce among the nations. I want
it understood that my amendment is no
reflection at all upon the British Gov-
ernment or the character of those who
negotiated the loan. I have full confi-
dence that Mr. Attlee and Lord Halifax
and Secretary Byrnes and Secretary
Vinson would carry out this agreement
to the letter if they were the ones to
carry it out. However, the terms of
the agreement will be carried out by
those on the operating levels, civil-
service functionaries of the two coun-
tries, and we know too well that they
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often find impediments in the way of
carrying out international agreements.
There have been too many experiences
of that kind among the nations of the
world.

I would at this time call the attention
of the Senate to the report of the so-
called Mead committee, which was sub-
mitted to this body a short time ago,
and I should like to read an excerpt from
it relating to the investigation of lend-
lease. I am reading from Report No.
110, part 5, page 32. The members of
the committee are the Senator from New
York [Mr. Meapl, the Senator from
Texas [Mr. ConnaLLY], the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. KiLcorel, the Sena-
tor from Delaware [Mr. TuUNNELL],
the Senator from Washington [Mr.
MircueLL], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Bricesl, the Senator from Maine
[Mr, BREwsTER], the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. Bairl, the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. FErcusoN], and the Sena-
tor from California [Mr. KNoWLANDI.
I read from the report, as follows:

The committee views the winning of the
war as the sole aim of the furnishing of
the lend-lease aid in the first place, and is
of the opinion that the benefit referred to
in section 3 (b) is meant to be a benefit in
addition to the winning of the war.

Considered in this light, 1t is apparent that
the only specific benefit which has been re-
ceived for the settlement of the excess of
lend-lease aid furnished to the United King-
dom over reciprocal ald furnished by the
United Kingdom to the United States is that
the Government of the United Kingdom has
promised, as indeed it had already promised
in the master lend-lease agreement, to par-
ticipate in an international conference to
consider ways and means of eliminating ob-
stacles to trade between nations, and in gen-
eral terms has agreed to support the posi-
tion announced by our State Department,

The committee is unable to see any reason
why the United Kingdom should refuse to
participate in such a confeérence, even if no
lend-lease aild at all had heen furnished.
Whether any benefits are to be derived will
depend upon achieving agreement with other
countries. In such agreement the United
States will also have to make concessions,
such as the lowering or elimination of tariffs,
which concessions, in themselves, ought to be
sufficient conslderation for like concessions,
made by other governments. The United
Kingdom is committed to nothing specific.
By the very terms of the settlement and the
statements in the master lend-lease agree-
ments, the United Kingdom could not be held
to make any concessions whatever in any
prezent advantages it has in world trade be-
cause of restrictions or special privileges, since
the very undertaking it has made contem-
plates that concessions will be made by other
“like-minded governments.” If actual bar-
riers to United States trade had been elimi-
nated and the United Kingdom had under-
taken not to reestablish them or other new
limitations to accomplish the same cbjective,
then the immediate cancellation of the lend-
lease credit balance in our favor could be said
to have been exchanged for a direct or in-
direct benefit. This, however, was not the
case. The consideration which we received
was illusory,

I am offering this amendment, Mr.
President, so that we will not receive any
more illusory considerations as a result
of this agreement. As I have said, I can
see no reflection whatsoever upon the
men who drew the agreement. They
were the men at the policy level. I sim-
ply wish to make sure that the men at
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the operating levels will carry out the
terms of the agreement.

If the purpose of this agreement is
economic, as we are told, then there
should be no objection to this amend-
ment. If the purpose of the agreement
is otherwise, then I think it should be put
before us in its true light, and with the
true purpose before us, so that we can
well consider what we are doing when we
are being asked to approve the agreement.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. HAWEKES. M. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. HAWKES. I wish to ask the Sen-
ator what will happen if at the end of
the year the British are unable to report
that they have complied with all the con-
ditions. What would happen if they had
nearly complied? Where would the law
leave us then?

Mr. ATKEN. We are told that they can
comply within 1 year.

Mr. HAWEKES. I understand we are
told that they can, but they are not ob-
ligated to do so.

Mr. ATIREN. This amendment would
give them a special incentive to comply.
It would virtually obligate them to com-
ply; and if they could not comply they
would have to come back and obtain the
consent of the Congress before they could
draw the other two and three-fourths
billions.

Mr. HAWKES. Has the Senator any
opinion as to how he would stand in re-
spect to such consent, if they had not
complied at the end of the year?

Mr. AIKEN. I would wish to know,
first, to what extent they had complied.
If I were satisfied that they had gone as
far as they possibly could toward com-
pliance and had really accomplished a
great deal in the elimination of discrimi-
natory financial and trade barriers, then
I should be inclined to be very consider-
ate in extending the time and extending
more credit. But if I felt that no sin-
cere effort had been made to abolish
trade barriers, then I should insist that
no more credit be extended until that
had been done.

Mr. HAWEES. Let me ask the Sena-
tor another question. Suppose they had
tried to do it and found they could not
do it. I believe they are going to find
that they cannot do it. Does not the
Senator agree with me that if we adopt
an amendment such as he proposes, and
they try and find that they cannot do it
and survive, and we chop off the loan,
instead of building friendship we shall be
destroying friendship?

Mr, AIKEN. Not necessarily. We are
told that they require $1,000,000,000 for
the first year, and they would get that.
They could draw on that the first day
after the joint resolution was signed.
The American Congress is very tolerant.
If they had made a sincere attempt to
comply, and for some unforeseen reason
could not comply, I should be inclined to
extend the credit. But if they know now
that they cannot comply, and they are
telling us that they can comply, they
ought not to have any more credit.

Mr. HAWKES. Who is going to de-
termine that?

Mr. ATKEN. In the final analysis, the
Congress would determine it.
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Mr. HAWKES. How would Congress
determine it?

Mr., AIKEN. The Secretary of State
would have to report to the Congress
what progress had been made, and
whether compliance had been had.

Mr. HAWKES, I should like to say
to the Senator from Vermont and to
other Senators that I have had a number
of interviews with some very prominent
British friends, people whom I respect
very highly, and with whom I have had a
friendship over a great many years.
Each and every one of them tells me the
same thing—that unless we can do the
w(.’vfhole thing, we had better not do any

it.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from
New Jersey understand his British
friends to say that they cannot comply
with the provisions of the agreement?

Mr. HAWEES, No; but I do under-
stand my British friends to say that it is
going to be very difficult to comply with
the terms of the agreement, although
they hope to be able to do so. Let us not
build an agreement under which we shall
destroy a friendship and understanding
of great value by imposing conditions
which may do exactly the opposite of
what the loan and the agreements are
intended to do.

Mr. AIKEN. I believe that the way to
retain friends is to carry on business af-
fairs in a businesslike manner.

Mr, HAWKES. So do I

Mr. AIKEN. That is what I think this
amendment would do.

Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. President, the
agreement which is under consideration
would give the United Kingdom 5 years
within which to draw the $3,750,000,000
provided for in the agreement. There is
nothing in it which would require them
to draw $1,000,000,000 in 1 year, or less
than $1,000,000,000, or more than $1,000,-
000,000. They would have 5 years in
which to draw the entire $3,750,000,000.
So whatever anyone may have said about
what the British need within 1 year, no
one knows whether they will draw half a
billion, a billion, or a billion and a half.

Mr. HAWKES, MTr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BARELEY. I yield.

Mr. HAWKES. I do not want the
Senator to misunderstand me,

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not misunder-
stand the Senator.

Mr. HAWKES. No one has told me
that they would not need more than one
billion in 1 year. I did not mean to im-
ply that, and I do not think my remarks
did.

Mr. BARKLEY. It was not the Sena-
tor’s remarks; but a while ago the Sena-
tor from Vermont suggested that he
understood that they would need only
one billion during the first year, or would
not need that much.

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

Mr. BARKELEY. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. That information comes
from about as high an authority in the
Government as it is possible to find.

Mr. BARKLEY. We must pass on the
agreement as it is, regardless of any
“grapevine rumors” as to how much
Great Britain will draw in any period,
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when she has 5 years to draw the entire
amount.

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

Mr. BARELEY. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. The basis of the schedule
presented to us was that they were going
to be $2,200,000,000 short the first year
in their balance of trade, in 1946, and
another $1,300,000,000 in getting their
armies back from foreign countries. So
$3,500,000,000 of the total of $5,000,000,-
000 which the Canadians and ourselves
are supplying was to be needed in the
first year. Whether they are actually
going to draw all of it in that time I do
not know; but that is the basis of the
calculation by which they claim they
need $5,000,000,000.

Mr. BARKLEY., They can draw it all
within the first month; but it was gener-
ally understood, so far as we could ascer-
tain, that they would not do that. But
if they drew all of the $3,500,000,000 sug-
gested by the Senator from Ohio within
the first year, the amendment of the
Senator from Vermont would not be
worth anything. They would have
drawn practically the entire sum before
the expiration of the year.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. BARKLEY, I yield.

Mr, TAFT. Suppose that after we had
advanced some of the money the year
should go by and they had not removed
the dollar-sterling controls, as contem-
plated in the agreement. Would the
Senator then say that under the general
principles of contract we could refuse to
advance additional funds?

Mr. BARKLEY. I would not wish to
‘utter a curbstone opinion on that ques-
tion. I am not sure that this agreement
is on the same basis as a contract which
could be enforced or nullified in a court
of justice when there had been a viola-
tion of its terms. But I call attention
to the fact that section 7 of the agree-
ment makes the following provision:

7. Sterling area exchange arrangements:
The Government of the United Kingdom will

omplete arrangements as early as practica-
gle and in any case not later than 1 year
after the effective date of this agreement,
unless in exceptional cases a later date is
agreed upon after consultation, under which
immediately after the completion of such ar-
rangements the sterling receipts from cur-
rent transactions of all sterling area coun-
tries (apart from any receipts arising out of
military expenditure by the Government of
the United Kingdom prior to December 31,
1948, to the extent to which they are treated
by agreement with the countries concerned
on the same basis as the balances accumu-
lated during the war) will be freely available
for current transactions in any currency
area without discrimination; with the result
that any discrimination arising from the
so-called sterling area dollar pool will be
entirely removed and that each member of
the sterling area will have its current sterling
and dollar receipts at its free disposition for
current transactions anywhere.

In other words, under the agreement
it is provided, regardless of whether she
draws one billion, half a billion, or noth-
ing, that Great Britain agrees to elim-
inate these restrictions, subject to any
exception of cases in which, after con-
sultation, different dates may be agreed
upon. In the first place, if Great Britain

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

did not draw down $1,000,000,000 in the
first year, the Senator's amendment
would still provide that at the end of the
year no further payment could be made
if there were not a certification that the
restrictions had been removed. The
amendment of the Senator from Ver-
mont takes no account of the exception
provided in the agreement itself, that
after consultation a different date may
be agreed upon in exceptional cases.

I do not agree with the Senator from
Vermont that the amendment does not
affect the substance and terms of the
agreement. It does affect the terms of
the agreement. If this amendment
should be adopted it would bhe inconsist-
ent with the terms of the agreement, be-
cause it provides that after 1 year, in
any case, if these restrictions have not
been released, then no more money may

-be paid out of this fund to the United

Kingdom.

I hope this amendment will be rejected.
It will upset the whole program. It vio-
lates the terms of the agreement itself.
I think that any amendment which
would violate the terms of the agreement
and would put restrictions and hobbles
on the agreement and would restrict the
free action of the two Governments
under it would be a violation of the
agreement and would restriet the oper-
ations under the agreement itself.

MEDIATION OF LABOR DISPUTES—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to submit an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by me
to the bill (H. R. 4908) to provide addi-
tional facilities for the mediation of
labor disputes, and for other purposes;
and I ask that the amendment be printed
and lie on the table until the bill is taken
up for consideration. I also ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment submitted by Mr. Lucas was re-
ceived, ordered to lie on the table, to be
printed, and to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Amendment intended to be propesed by Mr,
Lucas to the bill (H. R. 4908) to provide
additional facilities for the mediation of
labor disputes, and for other purposes, viz:
At the end of the bill insert the following:

Bec. —. That with the development of an
industrial eivilization, citizens of the United
Btates have become so dependent upon the
production of goods for commerce, the dis-
tribution of goods in commerce, and the con=
tinuous operation of the instrumentalities
of commerce that substantial and continued
stoppages of such production, distribution,
or operation in the case of essential goods
or services seriously impair the public
health, safety, and security. Irrespective of
the cause of such stoppages, it is necessary
for the protection of commerce and the na-
tional economy, for the preservation of life
and health, and for the maintenance of the
stability of Government that a means be
provided for supplying essential goods and
services when such stoppages occur.

Bec. —. (a) Whenever the President finds
that a stoppage of work arising out of a labor
dispute (including the expiration of a collec-
tive labor agreement) affecting commerce
has resulted in interruptions to the supply of
goods or services essential to the public
-health, safety, or security to such an extent
as seriously to impair the public interest, he
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shall jzsue a proclamation to that effect, call-
ing upon the parties to such dispute to re-
sume work and operations in the public in-
terest. !

(b) If the parties to such dispute do not
resume work and operations after the issu-
ance of such proclamation, the President
shall take possession of and operate any
properties of any business enterprise where
such stopprge of work has occurred if the
FPresident determines that it is necessary for
him to take possession of and opsrate such
properties in order to provide goods or serv-
ices essential to the public health, safety, or
security. While such properties are operated
by the United States, they shall be operated
under the terms and conditions of employ-
ment which prevailed therein when the stop-
page of work began,

(c) Any properties of which possession has
been taken under this section shall be re=-
turned to the owners thereof as soon as (1)
such owners have reached an agreement with
the representatives of the employees in such
enterprise settling the issues in dispute be-
tween them or (2) the President finds that
the ccntinued possession and operation of
such properties by the United States is not
necessary to provide goods or services essen-
tial to the public health, safety, or security.
The owners of any properties of which posses-
slon is taken under this section shall be en-
titled to receive just compensation for the
use cf such properties by the United. States.
In fixing such just compensation, due con=-
sideration shall be given to the fact that the
United States took possession of such prop-
erties when their operations had been inter-
rupted by a work stoppage, to the fact that
the United States would: have returned such
properties to their owners at any time when
an agreement was reached settling the issues
Involved in such work stoppage, and to the
value the use of such properties would have
had to their owners during the period they
were in the possession of the United States in
the light of the labor dispute prevailing.

{(d) Whenever any properties are in the
possession of the United States under this
section, it shall be the duty cf any labor
organization of which any employees who
have been employed in the operation of such
properties are members, and of the officers of
such labor organization, to seek in good
faith to induce such employees to return to
work and not to engage in any strike, slow-
down, or other concerted refusal to work or
stoppage of work while such properties are
in the possession of the United States. Any
such employee who fails to return to work
(unless excused by the President) or who
does engage in any strike, slow-down, or
other concerted refusal to work or stoppage
of work while such properties are in the pos-
session of the United States, shall be deemed
to have voluntarily terminated his employ-
ment in the operation of such properties,
shall not be regarded as an employee of the
owners or operators of such properties for the
purposes of the National Labor Relations Act,
as amended, unless he is subsequently reem-
ployed by such owners or operators, and if he
is so reemployed, shall not be entitled to any
seniority rights based on his prior employ-
ment. Any provision of any contract incon-
sistent with the provisions of this subsection
is hereby declared to be against public policy
and to be null and void.

(e) Whenever any properties are in the
possession of the United States under this
section, it shall be unlawful for any person
(1) to coerce, instigate, induce, conspire with,
or encourage any person to interfere with or
prevent, by lock-out, strike, slow-down, con-
certed refusal to work, or other interruption,
the operation of such properties, or (2) to
aid any such lock-out, strike, slow-down,
refusal, or other interruption interfering
with the operation of such properties by giv-
ing direction or guidance in the conduct of
such’ interruption or by providing funds for
the conduct or direction thereof or for the

Y
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payment of any strike, unemployment, or
other benefits to those participating therein.
No individual shall be deemed to have vio-
lated the provisions of this subsection by
reason only of his having ceased work or
having refused to continue to work or to
accept employment. Any individual who
willfully violates any provision of this sub-
section shall be subject to a fine of not more
than $5,000, or to imprisonment for not
more than 1 year, or both,

(f) The powers conferred on the President
by this section may be exercised by him
through such department or agency of the
Government as he may designate.

(g) As used in this section, the terms
“employee,” “representative,” “labor organ-
{zation,” “commerce,” “affecting commerce,"”
and “labor dispute” shall have the same
meaning as in section 2 of the National
Labor Relations Act, as amended.

Amend the title so as to read: “An act to
provide a means for supplying essential goods
and services when labor disputes affecting
commerce interrupt the supply of such goods
and services to such an extent as serlously to
impair the public interest.”

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I should
like to make one remark, and then I shall
take my seat. The amendment I pro-
pose would provide a means for supply-
ing essential goods and services when
labor disputes affecting commerce inter-
rupt the supply of such goods and serv-
ices to such an extent as seriously to im-
pair the public interest. I may add that
the amendment seeks to go to the core
of the present coal strike emergency,
and that one situation only.

I hope the Members of the Senate will
find time to read the bill and study it
before labor legislation comes to the
floor of the Senate for consideration.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, I wish to
say a word on the subject of the labor
guestion and the Smith-Connally Act.
I do not know the contents of the amend-
ments submitted by the Senator from
Illincis, but I do object to the claim
which has been made here today that
this problem is up to the Senate of the
United States, above all other consider-
ations.

In my opinion this problem is up to
the President of the United States. We
have granted extensive powers to the
President of the United States. Greater
power than that which is given by the
Smith-Connally Act would be hard to
provide in connection with the prepara-
tion and enactment of legislation, The
President has not chosen to exercise his
powers under the Smith-Connally Act.
It seems to me that until he does do so
or until he expresses some reason why
he does not think that act is adequate,
the whole problem of dealing with the
labor question is an Executive problem.
Primarily, the matter of dealing with a
strike on an emergency basis is always
an Executive problem, in the first in-
stance.

I object to the argument and the
presentation of the theory that Congress
is in any way delinquent in the matter
of dealing with the present coal strike.
I think Congress has been delinquent in
dealing with general labor legislation.
But so far as the present coal strike is
concerned, as regards anything to stop
it, it seems to me that the Smith-Con-
nally Act is adequate and, in the opin-
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jon of some persons, perhaps even ex-
treme.

That act provides very definitely that
the President may seize the plant. Itis
suggested that perhaps the Smith-Con-
nally Act may be open to question be-
ecause it refers to seizing the plant as a
part of the war effort, and that the war
is actually over. But the act itself con-
tinues, and says that possession shall not
be taken after the termination of hos-
tilities in the present war is proclaimed
by the President. So it seems to me that
in all probability the act certainly is ac-
tually in force until hostilities are de-
clared to be ended. They have not been
declared to be ended. If there were any
doubt about that, the act could very
easily be amended. But I have not
heard any serious point made that that
act is not still in effect.

Certainly, Mr. President, if the Presi-
dent of the United States chose to act
under the Smith-Connally Act, it is hard
to see how anyone could dquestion his
power to act under it. So the power is
there.

So far as punitive sections are con-
cerned, a more punitive section than the
existing punitive section of the Smith-
Connally Act could hardly be conceived.

It provides:

Sec. 6. (a) Whenever any plant, mine, or
facility is in the possession of the United
States, it shall be unlawful for any person
(1) to "coerce, instigate, induce, consplra
with, or encourage any person, to interfere,
by lock-out, strike, or slowdown, or other
interruption, with the operation of such
plant, mine, or facility, or (2) to aid any
such lockout, strike, slowdown, or other in-
terruption interfering with the operation of
such plant, mine, or facility by giving di-
rection or guidance in the conduct of such
interruption, or by providing funds for the
conduct or direction thereof or for the pay-
ment of strike, unemployment, or other
benefits to those participating therein.

So, Mr. President, insofar as the mat-
ter of extreme legislation is concerned,
we could not pass a more extreme meas-
ure than the Smith-Connally Act, unless
we chose to say that those penalities
should apply before the Government as-
sumed to take over the plant.

Mr. President, with that law on the
statute books, I cannot understand the
claim that we are delinquent in provid-
ing means for the President to act.
Clearly, to my mind, the responsibility
for acting is on the President of the
United States.

I do not say that we should not pro-
ceed with labor legislation. I have
thought for a long time that we should
do so0, and I am glad we are going ahead
to deal with the general question. But
I object to the claim that this strike can
be handled by means of strong legisla-
tion which we can enact at this time.
No one has suggested anything that I
know of, to deal with this particular
emergency, that is any stronger than the
Smith-Connally Act; and I do not know
that anyone has suggested anything
which is, it seems to me, a very practical
method for dealing with that subject.

So I merely wish to answer the claim
which was made in the Senate some time
ago that the Senate or Congress is delin-
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guent in dealing with this particular sit-
uation. It may have resulted from a long
course of legislation and a long course
of court interpretations. Some of those
have gone too far, I think, and should be
corrected by means of the adoption of
amendments to the proposed Case bill, so
as to deal with various features of the
labor law which I think today are unjust
and perhaps build up too much power—
excessive power—in the hands of labor
unions,

But certainly the basis for dealing with
the present emergency must rest with
the Executive. Five hundred and thirty-
one men in the Congress cannot deal
with these matters. We are not an
executive body. We must carefully
consider the principles underlying
legislation. So I would object to having
the Senate pass at this time permanent
legislation which might be proposed to
deal with this particular emergency.

Mr. President, we have an emergency
law on the statute books. If it should be
amended so as to bring it up to date, let
us do that. But I think the basic respon-
sibility for dealing with the present prob-
lem—and it is a very difficult problem—
must rest on the President of the United
States.

PROPOSED LOAN TO GREAT BRITAIN

The Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 138) to im-
plement further the purposes of the Bret-
ton Woods Agreements Act by authoriz-
ing the Secretary of the Treasury to carry
out an agreement with the United King-
dom, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AIKEN].

Mr. AIKEN. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
thel legislative clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. HOEY (when Mr. BAILEY'S name
was called). The senior Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. BaiLey] is absent
because of illness. If present he would
vote “nay”.

Mr. MORSE (when Mr. CorDoN’'s name
was called). Mr. President, I announce
the absence of the senior Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Corponl, who is away on
official business of the Senate.

Mr, MURDOCK (when the name of
Mr. THOoMAs of Utah was called). The
Senator from Utah [Mr. THomas] is un-
avoidably detained on. public’ business.
If present he would vote “nay”.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. HATCH. My colleague, the junior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]
is unavoidably detained on important
public business. If present he would
vote “nay.”

Mr. BAREKLEY. The Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] is unavoidably de-
tained from the Senate. If present he
would vote “nay.”

Mr, HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Grass], and the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. KiL-
Gore] are absent because of illness.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Bmeol, the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
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CarviLLi]l, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Gosserr]l, and the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. OVERTON] are absent by leave of
the Senate.

The Senator from Florida
ANDREWS] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR-
RAY], and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
O’DanIeEL] are detained on public busi-
ness.

The BSenators from Georgia [Mr.
Georce and Mr. RusseLL], the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAs] and the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr, STEWART]
are absent on official business at various
Government Departments.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con-
NaLLyl is absent on official business, at-
tending the Paris meeting of the Council
of Foreign Ministers as an adviser to the
Secretary of State.

I wish to announce further that if
present and voting, the Senator from
Texas [Mr. CownnaLLy], the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. Georcel, and the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. EIivL-
GORE] would vote “nay.”

Mr. WHITE. The Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] is absent on
official business attending the Paris
meeting of the Council of Foreign Min-
isters as an adviser to the Secretary of
State. If present he would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Maine [Myr. BREW-
sTER], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CapexART], and the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. WHERRY] are necessarily
absent.

The result was announced—yeas 19,
nays 54, as follows:

[Mr.

YEAS—19
Alken Johnston, 8. C. Taft
Brooks La Follette Walsh
Bushfield Langer Willis
Butler Millikin Wileon
Capper Moare Young
Ferguson Revercomb
Johnson, Colo. Shipstead
NAYS—b4
Austin Hatch Murdock
Ball Hawkes Myers
Bankhead Hickenlooper O'Mahoney
Barkley Hill Pepper
Bridges Hoey Radeliffe
Briggs Huffman Reed
Buck Enowland Robertson
Byrd Lucas Saltonstall
Donnell MeCarran Smith
Downey McClellan Stanfill
Eastland McFarland Taylor
Ellender McEellar Tobey
Fulbright McMahon Tunnell
Gerry Magnuson Tydings
Green Maybank Wagner
Guffey Mead Wheeler
Gurney Mitchell White
Hart Morse Wiley
NOT VOTING—23
Andrews Cordon Overton
Bailey George Russell
Bilbo Glass Stewart
Brewster Gossett Thomas, Okla.
Capehart Hayden Thomas, Utah
Carville Kilgore Vandenberg
Chavez Murray Wherry
Connally O'Daniel
So Mr. AIKEN's amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I send
forward to the desk an amendment,
which I ask to have read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'The
amendment offered by the Senator from
North Dakota will be stated.
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The CHier CLERK. At the end of the
joint resolution it is proposed to insert
the following new section:

8ec. —. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, no loan made after the date
of enactment of this joint resolution, by any
department or agency (including govern-
ment-owned or controlled corporations) of
the Federal Government, to any person who
served honorably in the armed forces of the
United States during World War II, shall
bear interest at a rate in excess of 16}, percent
per annu:n, and no interest shall accrue or
be payable on any such loan for a period of
5 years from the date of the making®of such
loan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, on this
question I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I desire

to consume some time on this amend-

ment.

First of all, I wish to say that in my
opinion the treatment given by the
American Government to veterans of
World War II has been very shameful.
For example, after we declared war, on
this very floor I asked that the pay of
a private be increased to $100 a month.
That request was not agreed to. I also
asked that each private be automatically
insured when he entered the service. I
know that the Senate will be interested in
learning just what kind of a raw deal
the veterans have received in connection
with the matter of life insurance.

The National Service Life Insurance
Act was enacted on November 19, 1940,
just prior to the time that the draft law
went into effect. Prior to that time in-
surance was granted under the World
War Veterans Act of July 7, 1924, as
amended. The act continued in effect
the original insurance act of October 6,
1919, which granted insurance to mem-
bers of the armed forces during the pe-
riod of the First World War. Such in-
surance was available to all men serving
in the Army and the Navy until the Na-
tional Service Life Insurance Act was
enacted in October 1940.

Mr. President, there is a vast difference
between the insurance which was avail-
able under the two acts, that is the insur-
ance available to veterans of World War I
and insurance available to veterans of
World War II. I congratulate the in-
surance companies for what they put
over on the poor veterans of World
War II.

The National Service Insurance Act,
that is the act in connection with World
War II, does not pay one penny for
permanent and total disability, while the
other act provides for such payments.
When the United States entered World
‘War II there were thousands of men who
had served in the peacetime army, who
were insured under the World War Vet-
erans Act. But the man who entered the
service for the first time after the dec-
laration of war in 1941 was required to
obtain his insurance under the National
Service Life Insurance Act.

Of those who went into the Army, a
percentage were insured under the old
act which gave the men full protection
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for death, total disability, and permanent
disability. Under the National Service
Life Insurance Act, benefits are payable
in the event only of death, But the men
are required to pay the same rates for
both kinds of insurance.

Mr. President, I wish to repeat that
statement. Of those who went into the
Army, a percentage were insured under
the old act which gave them full protec-
tion for death, total disability, and per-
manent disability. That was under the
old act. It included every man listed in
the peacetime Army up to the declara-
tion of war in 1941. Under the new life
insurance act called the National Life
Insurance Act, benefits are payable in
the event of death only. A man must die
before his relatives receive one penny,
but if he is disabled he receives nothing.
If he loses a leg or two legs, one arm or
two legs, or an eye or two eyes, it is his
bad luck. That is the kind of insurance
the Congress provided for the soldier in
1941 in spite of what some of us en-
deavored to do to prevent it.

Mr. President, allow me to illustrate.
A peacetime soldier and a drafted man
in World War II were fighting side by
side. One went into the armed forces
during peacetime and the other went in
as a result of being drafied. Both are
paying the same premium on their
policies. They are hit by the same shell.
As a result they become permanently and
totally disabled. The one insured under
the World War Veterans Act gets pay-
ments of $57.50 a month, that is, the man
who got in during peacetime, but the
man who was drafted under the National
Service Life Insurance Act does not get
$57.50 a month; he gets nothing.

 In fact, there are cases in which men
have been insured under the World War
Veterans Act, and a part of their insur-
ance is under the National Life Insurance
Act, and they are being paid under the
World War Veterans Act contract and
not being paid under the other.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
Harcr in the chair). Does the Senator
from South Dakota yield to the Senator
from New Hampshire?

Mr. LANGER. I prefer not to yield.

Mr. TOBEY. I am surprised at what
the Senator has brought out, and will
he confirm to me that he is correct in
the statement that if I had happened
to be a GI.in this war and had life
insurance of $10,000, on which I paid
the $66 a year, and got the option of
continuing it with term insurance, if I
were injured and totally disabled in this
war, and were so adjudged by the Vet-
erans’ Bureau, I would not draw total
disability from the Veterans’ Bureau?

Mr. LANGER. The Senator would
not, under the National Life Insurance
Act.

Mr. TOBEY. Would I not get it from
the Veterans’ Bureau? Would I have no
recourse at all? Would the Government
pay me nothing at all if I were totally
disabled?

Mr. LANGER. Iam talking about the
Life Insurance Act.

Mr. TOBEY. Would I not get it from
the Government through the Veterans’
Bureau?
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Mr. LANGER. The Veterans’ Bureau
makes certain provisions. A man goes
in and gets rated, but he does not get
payments under the Life Insurance Act.

Mr. TOBEY. We provided, for vet=
erans of the First World War, that one
totally disabled would get $100 a month.

Mr. LANGER. He would get it——

Mr. TOBEY. Would he not get it
through the Veterans’ Bureau?

Mr. LANGER. No; he might get b
percent or 10 percent.

Mr. TOBEY. I he were totally dis-
abled he would get total disability pay-
ments, would he not?

Mr. LANGER. He might not.

Mr, TOBEY. He would if he were ad-
judged totally disabled.

Mr. LANGER. Under this life insur-
ance policy, by paying a definite insur-
ance premium, he would be provided for.

Mr. TOBEY. Being a World War vet-
eran and being disabled, he would get it
from the Veterans’ Bureau, would he
not?

Mr. LANGER. No. If a veteran goes
to the hospital and is examined——

Mr. TOBEY, An examination for life
insurance is one thing, but the Veterans’
Bureau also examines them, and if a man
were totally disabled he would get insur-
ance, would he not?

‘Mr. LANGER. He would get it there,
but under the life-insurance policy he
would not.

Mr. TOBEY. He would not get it
under his life insurance, but he would
get it from the Veterans’ Bureau?

Mr. LANGER. He might not.

Mr. TOBEY. If he were totally dis-
abled, would he not?

Mr. LANGER. He would not.

Mr. TOBEY. Why not? Total dis-
ability is total disability, is it not? The
Senator says he might not. He does not
say he would not, he says he might not.

Mr. LANGER. That is exactly what
I said, he might not.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sena-
tors will suspend while the Chair seeks to
obtain some semblance of order. The
Chair reminds Senators that they must
address the Chair and ask the Senator
having the floor to yield, and only one
talk at a time. "

Mr. TOBEY. Perhaps I have ex-
hibited an excess of zeal this afternoon,
but I did not like to have it stand in the
Recorp that this Nation, which is para-
mount, would allow any citizen to fight
in the World War and be totally disabled
and receive no remuneration. The Szn-
ator from North Dakota says he would
not get it from the insurance company,
and I accept that, but he would get it

_ from Uncle Sam’s Veterans’ Bureau if
he were totally disabled.

Mr. LANGER. I say——

Mr. TOBEY. One word more. The
Senator used the word “might.” The
Senator and I might die before tomorrow
morning, but the chances are we will not.
We might do this or do that, but I insist
that if there is any man in the service
who is totally disabled he will get total
disability compensation,

Mr. LANGER. I say he may and he
may not.

Mr. TOBEY. I say he will.

Mr. McFARLAND. Will the Senator
from North Dakota yield?
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Mr. LANGER. In a moment, after I
finish this thought. I might enlighten
the distinguished Senator by saying that
there are cases where men have been
insured under the World War Veterans
Act and a part of their insurance is un-
der the National Service Life Insurance
Act where they are being paid under the
World War Veterans Act contract and
not being paid on the other. The World
War Veterans Act defines what is known
as a statutory permanent and total dis-
ability. It includes in this definition,
those Who have lost both hands, both
legs, both eyes, one arm and one leg, and
total deafness in both ears. There are
several thousand of these boys who are
afflicted with these disabilities in Walter
Reed Hospital and other hospitals of the
Government who should be paid insur-
ance benefits and who would be receiving
insurance payments under the World
War Veterans Act. If the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire will visit
Walter Reed Hospital he can find those
boys at that hospital, and can ascertain
how much insurance they get.

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President,
will the Senatdr from North Dakota
yield?

Mr. LANGER. I yield.

Mr. McFARLAND. As I understand
what the Senator from North Dakota is
complaining of, is that there is a differ-
ence between the insurance of World
War I veterans got and the insurance the
‘World War II veterans get. I agree with
the Senator that it is not right and that
it should be corrected, that the insur-
ance of GI's in World War II should have
disability provisions contained in it. I
introduced legislation to correct that
condition quite a while ago, and my sug-
gestion has not been acted on. The Sen-
ator from Colorado and I have intro-
duced a second bill to correct it. I wish
to commend the Senator for his remarks
in that regard. I think he is entirely
correct that the World War II insurance
should be just as good as the World
War I insurance.

Mr. LANGER. I thank the distin-
guished Senator. There are thousands
of service men and women who are physi-
cally and mentally disabled who should
receive benefits if the National Service
Life Insurance Act was amended to grant
insurance benefits as was given to the
veterans of the First World War. In-
cluded in this class are the insane vet-
erans or those suffering from far-ad-
vanced tuberculosis. There is no reason-
:1b1e excuse for this unjust discrimina-

on.

The American Legion, in its national
convention for the last 4 years, has recom-
mended to the Congress of the United
States amendments to the National Serv-
ice Life Insurance Act, removing this un-
just discrimination in the matter of
granting insurance benefits. The bill
has been before the World War Veterans’
Legislation Committee in the House and
the Finance Committee of the Senate for
more than a year last past. No commit-
tee hearings have yet been had. )

In the name of justice and right, I
demand that the Congress do something
to remove this unjust discrimination
against the veterans of this war, who
have lost their limbs, their eyesight, or
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who suffered the ravages of disease to
such an extent that they may never again
work,

I call upon General Bradley to reverse
the position of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion so that all service men and women
shall be equal in the matter of insurance
protection. I hope the committees in
which the bills are now pending will do
something to bring them immediately be-
fore this body. This long-awaited act of
justice is long overdue.

Mr. President, I am very sorry that
the distinguished minority leader, the
Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE], is not
present. Last week I made the statement
that Winston Churchill fought on the
side of Spain against the United States
of America. From the State of our
minority leader comes an editorial which
denies that, and says it is not true, that
I am entirely in error.

Mr. President, before I made my state-
ment Ilooked the matter up. I might say
that this newspaper, called the Telegraph
and Press-Herald, of Portland, Maine,
says that Churchill enlisted in 1895, and
was not fighting against the United
States, that he had left before the Ameri-
can boys got to Cuba.

Mr. President, I have in my hand In-
ternational Who's Who for 1943 and 1844,
and I wish to read from the sketch of
Mr. Churchill. I presume Mr. Churchill
prepared this article himself, because
that is customary, as every Senator on
this floor knows. I read from Who's
Who:

Rt. Hon. Winston Spencer Churchill, C.H.,
M. P, Hon. LL. D. (Harvard), F. R. S,
F. R. C. 8.; British politician and writer; son
of Lord Randolph Churchill; born 1874, edu-
cated Harrow and Sandhurst.

It says he entered the army in 1895,
and served in Cuba with Spanish forces
against the Americans. That is right
here in International Who's Who. He
served in the Spanish-American War
against the Americans. If any Sena-
tor doubts that, I wish to show the
article to him. Any Senator can come
to my desk here and read it.

From there he wen: to Africa, fought
in the Boer War, and did everything he
possibly could against those poor Dutch
in the Boer War, did everything he could
to wreck them. He has been fighting
on the side of aristocracy and fascism
all his life, and did all he could to wreck
this country, going to Cuba and fighting
against it. That is the man the Senate
invited to come here and address the
Senate. If there had been a Spanish-
American War veteran in the Senate,
Winston Churchill would have been try-
ing to kill him while he was fighting
under the Spanish flag. I say again, that
is the record. A record is a very good
thing to have at hand at times when a
newspaper criticizes a Senator. We are
used to criticism. I do not mind it a bit.
I have taken my share of it. The state-
ment in the Maine newspaper is:

Benator Lawncer for perhaps the first time
in his life is in error.

I will tell the editor that, so far as I
know, I have never yet been in error.
[Laughter.]

Mr. President, it is interesting to note
what the Irish think about this measure
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upon which we are going to vote. I have
in my hand an advertisement which ap-
peared in the Gaelic-American, which
was placed in that publication by the
Amalgamated Irish-American Organiza-
tions of Boston, Chicago, New Haven,
Conn., New York and San Francisco.
That takes in cities from one end of the
United States to the other. The adver-
tisement says:

(Advance proof of page advertisement
which will appear in the next week’s issue
of the Gaelic-American.

LET THE AMERICAN PEOPLE DECIDE

The man who put across with the late
Frank Delano Roosevelt the idea of the pro-
posed $£4,400,000,000 grant was the late John
Maynard Eeynes.

"For earlier services to the British Empire
{well described as disservices to the United
States of America), he had previously been
accorded title honors by the King of England.
So we speak of him as Lord Keynes.

- * L] * -

But here is what Lord Eeynes wrote—

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire advertisement may be printed in the
Recorp at this point as a part of my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the adver-
tisement was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows: .

(Advance proof of page advertisement which
will appear in next week's Issue of the
Gaelic-American)

LET THE AMERICAN FEOFLE DECIDE

The man who put across with the late
Franklin Delano Roosevelt the ldea of the
proposed $4,400,000,000 grant to Britain was
the late John Maynard Eeynes,

For earlier services to the British Empire
(well described as disservices to the United
Btates of America), he had previously been
accorded title honors by the King of Eng-
land., 8o we speak of him as Lord Keynes,

It follows that no man should be better
qualified to speak of the proposed grant of
American money than was Lord Keynes. The
idea was his baby,

But here is what Lord EKeynes wrote.

In describing the American viewpoint and
in describing the British viewpoint—

He refers to it as “the immeasurably re-
mote public opinion of the United States.”

He says: “They wanted to understand the
size of our immediate financial difficulties,
to be convinced that they were temporary
and manageable, and to be told that we
intended to walk without bandages as soon
as possible.”

He admits: “No comparable credit in time
of peace has ever been negotiated before.”

He graciously concedes: “And it is not for
a foreigner to weigh up the cross-currents,
political forces, and general sentiments
which determine what is possible and what
is impossible in the complex and highly
charged atmosphere of that great democracy
of which the daily thoughts and urgent
individual precccupations are so far removed
from ours.”

And he realizes too: “The total demands
for overseas financial assistance crowding in
on the United States Treasury from all quar-
ters whilst I was in Washington were esti=
mated to amount to between four and five
times our own maximum proposals.”

He says: "Four good reasons arising out
of the past they owe us something more
than they have yet paid.”

He concedes: “We accepted in the end more
cut and dried arrangements in some respects
than we ourselves believed to be wise or
beneficial.”
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And he adds: “In my own judgment, 1t is
cut somewhat too fine, and does not allow
a margin for unforseen contingencies.”

But he admits: “It represents about as
large a cumulative adverse balance as we
ought to allow ourselves In the interval be-
fore we can get straight.”

He confesses: “I shall never so long as I live
cease to regret that this is not an interest-
free lcan.”

As to the demands of other of the associates
in the late war, he says: “Not all of them have
had out of Uncle Sam the same relative meas-
ure of assistance up to date.”

The later Lord Keynes thought, spoke, and
wrote as an Englishman—always for his
country—the British Empire.

From the standpoint of his countrymen,
Lord Eeynes pictured the alternative to the
grant from the United States in the follow-
ing words:

“The alternative Is to build up a separate
economic bloc which excludes Canada and
consists of countries to which we already owe
more than we can pay, on the basis of their
agreeing to lend us money they have not got
and buy only from us and one anocther goods

we are unable to supply. We have to admit

it is an alternative full of problems.”

What the late Lord Keynes either did not
know or could not seem to realize was that
the makers of the English budget for the
coming fiscal year were to, and did, calculate
upon the proceeds of the projected grant
from the United States of America in order
to reduce the income-tax rates of the British
taxpayers. .

In other words each American taxpayer
subsidizes three or more English taxpayers.
Shades of the Boston Tea Party.

Perhaps it is only because the Irish people
have suffered from these same schemes and
robberies by the British ruling classes for
more than 800 years that the citizens of Irish
blood amongst us seem to be most thor-
oughly awake to the plottings and plannings
which threaten our beloved country.

Even today, men and women of Irish blood
are kept keenly conscious of the inroads of
the Britlsh Empire because the Robber
Baron, by force and fraud, maintains an
alien foothold upon part of the sacred soil
of Ireland.

A high-school student of ordinary intel-
ligence, carefully reading Lord Keynes com-
ments can easily see that there is no intent
to ever repay the proposed British loan. The
allbl has been well prepared in advance for
its early and ignominious default. Such was
the history of the past. Such will be the
history of the future if the grant be made.

Benators of the United States would be
well advised to read and ponder the political
history of the late Lord Keynes. His concept
of duty was to serve the British Empire, The
fact that such service caused injury to the
United States of America and multiplied
many-fold the tax burden upon each Ameri-
can citizen was no concern of Keynes. He
served his master as he knew his master.

Let each American Senator serve his con-
stitutents now—in the same spirit and in
the same loyalty, but to his own country, the
United States of America.

There are those of us, and there are many
veterans and fathers and mothers of veterans
amongst us, who are well convinced that any
elected cofficial who gives away the substance
and wealth of our country to any foreign
power is writing the certificate of election for
his opponent at the next electoral contest.

The British Empire cannot rescue itself
from its difficulties by continued borrowing.

Our Federal Government has no mandate
to give away the substance of the American
Ppeople.

Let the question of this proposed grant of
$4,400,000,000 to Britain be submitted to the
voters of all of the States at the coming elec-
tion,
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Mr. LANGER. I now wish to read a
few paragraphs from this advertisement:

From the standpoint of his countrymen,
Lord Keynes pictured the alternative to the
grant from the United States in the follow-
ing words:

“The alternative is to build up a separate
economic bloc which excludes Canada and
consists of countries to which we already owe
more than we can pay, on the basis of their
agreeing to lend us money they have not got
and buy only from us and one another goods
Wwe are unable to supply. We have to admit it
is an alternative full of problems.”

What the late Lord Keynes either did not
know or could not seem to realize was that
makers of the English budget for the coming
fiscal year were to, and did, caleulate upon
the proceeds of the projected grant from the
United States of America in order to reduce
the income-tax rates of the British taxpayers.

In other words, each American taxpayer
subsidizes three or more English taxpayers.
Shades of the Boston Tea Party.

Perhaps it is only because the Irish people
have suffered from these same schemes and
robberies by the British ruling classes for
more than 800 years that the citizens of Irish
blood amongst us seem to be most thoroughly
awake to the plottings and plannings which
threaten our beloved country.

Even today, men and women of Irish blood
are kept keenly conscious of the inroads of -
the British Empire because the rcbber
baron, by force and fraud, maintains an
alien foothold upon part of the sacred soil
of Ireland. ’

A high-school student of ordinary intelli-
gence, carefully reading Lord Keynes' com- '
ments can easlly see that there is no intent
to ever repay the proposed British loan. The
alibi has been well prepared in advance for
its early and ignominious default, Such
was the history of the past. Such will be the .
history of the future if the grant be made.

Senators of the United States would be
well advised to read and ponder the political
history of the late Lord Keynes. His con-
cept of duty was to serve the proposed Brit-
ish Empire. The fact that such service
caused injury to the United States of Amer-
ica and multiplied manyfold the tax burden
upon each American citizen was no concern
of Keynes. He served his master as he knew
his master.

L2t each American Senator serve his con-
stituents now—in the same spirit and in the
same loyalty, but to his own country, the
United States of America.

There are those of us, and there are many
veterans and fathers and mothers of vet-
erans amongst us, who are well convinced
that any elected official who gives away ths
substance and wealth of our country to any
foreign power is writing the certificate of
election for his opponent at the next elec-
toral contest. =

The British Empire cannot rescue itself
from its difficulties by continued borrowing.

Our Federal Government has no mandate
to give away the substance of the American
people.

Mr. President, I also wish to bring to
the attention of the Senate some things
which have not heretofore been com-
mented upon on the floor of the Senate.
In 1932 Mr. Lloyd George wrote in his
book, Reparations and War Debts, that:

Though the peace treaties were signed, and
a League of Nations was set up to keep the
peace, some of the nations never abandoned
their wartime mentality. The first reaction
of any calamity is to create an intense desire
to prevent its repetition and to concentrate
all thought and energy on that particular
kind of disaster to the exclusion of all other
possible or probable mishaps. The danger of
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that state of mind is that it is apt to be neu-
rotic and unbalanced and that its energies
are misdirected. It is haunted with the
spectre of symptoms and secondary causes,
and not with the root cause of the evil.

Mr. President, no one could more
graphically or more prophetically have
described the foundation of world rela-
tionships that underlies this present leg-
islation than Mr. David Lloyd George,
and it is the recognition of the anarchic
forees of conflict which underlie present
world relationships that marks the dis-
tinction between the British and the
American approach to this alleged Brit-
ish loan. If for no other reason than the
fact that this loan does not begin to go
to the root of their problems, the British
are themselves almost unanimously op-
posed to the terms and the implications
of these present financial arrangements.

On December 15, 1945, at a time when
England was debating both the Anglo-
American loan and Bretton Woods
agreements, Mr. Mallory Browne cabled
the New York Times from London that—

In London this week all the signs pointed
to the possibility-that acceptance by Britain
of the Anglo-American loan agreement has
opened a period of unprecedented Anglo-
American disagreement,

Shakespeare had a word for it, of course.
“Loan oft loses both itself and friend,” he
said. And tbat’s certainly the way it looks
over here in England at the moment.

Not for many years, not since the British
defaulted on the last war loan, and perhaps
not even then, has there been so much re-
sentment, such widespread bitterness against
the United States—

This was on December 15, 1945, Mr.
President.

Such widespread bitterness against the
United States as one finds expressed in
Parliament, in the press, and by the general
publie in Britaln today.

The hostile reaction in Britain to the
Anglo-American loan agreement is no pass-
ing mood of the moment.

First, Mr. President, we ought to enter
into the REecorp the editorial reaction of
the British press. In the same week the
London Economist, which never fails
accurately to express the attitude of
British business circles generally, stated
that— }

It certainly requires a very compelling ne-
cessity to secure the swallowing of such a
very bitfer pill,

If the purpose of the American Congress
which decides American policy is, as it often
seems to be, deliberately to wound and afflict
the British people, it has certainly succeeded.

It is aggravating to find that our reward
for losing a quarter of our national wealth
in the common cause is to pay tribute for
half a century to those who have been en-
riched by the war.

So it can be seen, Mr. President, that
already they are getting ready to cry,
“Uncle Shylock, Uncle Shylock, Uncle
Shylock.”

The left-wing weekly Tribune, which
always reflects the attitude of the belli-
gerent wing of the Labor Party, stated
that:

American capitalism has driven a savage
bargain. After a war in which Britain has
fought longer than America, in which we
have mobilized more fully, in which we have
seen our cities ravaged while America aug-
mented hers, a loan is offered to extricate
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us from difficulties aricing entirely from our
contributions to the common cause—a loan
which means that our great-grandchildren
will still be paying a tribute almost double
the total of exports which went from here
to the United States every year hefore 1939,

That is what the labor newspaper said.

Mr. President, I wonder how some
Senators who are going to vote for this
loan can sleep at night with a clear con-
science. I obtained from the Bureau of
the Census the assessed valuation of all
the property in a number of States.

I see sitting before me the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
TromaAs]. I do not know how he is going
to vote on this loan. I rather think he
is going to vote against it, because he is a
man of extraordinarily good judgment.
The assessed valuation of the State of
Oklahoma—including every horse, every
cow, all the oil fields, all the land, all the
money, and everything that everyone in
Oklahoma pays taxes on,according to the
Bureau of the Census, is $1,224,123,000.
So if my distinguished colleague from
Oklahoma votes in favor of this bill he
will be voting to give away three times
the assessed value of every acre of land
and every bit of property in the State
of Oklahoma.

I think it would be interesting to con-
sider the State of Arizona. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Arizona [Mr.
McFarLanD] tried desperately to save
property in Arizona. The assessed valu-
ation in Arizona in 1939 was $388,907,000.
The distinguished Senator from Arizona
apparently would not vote to give away to
England nearly 15 times as much as the
value of everything that is owned by all
his constituents in the State of Arizona.

Another great State in this Union is
the State of New Mexico. That State has
produced some very great men who have
graced this hall. At the present time it
has two very distinguished Senators. I
should be very much surprised indeed if
those two Senators should vote for the
loan, in view of the fact that the assessed
valuation of New Mezxico in 1939—every
acre of land, every cow, every horse, every
sheep, every burro, every mule, and
everything they have—was $314,121,000,
according to the Bureau of the Census,
If these figures are not accurate I do not
wish to be blamed for it, for they are the
figures which the Bureau of the Census
furnished me, and 1939 was the last year
for which it had figures. So we are mak-
ing a gift to Great Britain of approxi-
mately 15 times the assessed value in the
State of New Mexico.

I see present my friend the distin-
guished Senator from South Carolina
[Mr, JounsTon]. The State of South
Carolina is a great State. But every bit of
property in South Carolina, including all
the land, horses, machinery, and every-
thing else, is assessed at $365,354,000. I
can understand now why the distin-
guished Senator from South Carolina
made such an eloguent speech the other
day against the loan. He realized that
we were making a gift to England of 15
times the value of everything his con-
stituents own in the State of South Caro-
lina. He is too intelligent a man to vote
to give it away to a foreign country. I
was confirmed in that belief when he
made his eloquent speech a few days ago.
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We come next to the State of Texas.
We have heard a great deal about the
great State of Texas. It has the best
of everything. I remember that upon one
occasion our chamber of commerce at
Bismarck, N. Dak,, sent for a Texas man
to give us a talk. All the citizens of the
city of Bismarck were invited. This
Texas man was a real booster. When he
came to Bismarck, N. Dak., the commit-
tee from the Commercial Club thought
they would take him out and show him
the country. So he was taken in an auto-
mobile and driven about the countryside.
He was shown a very fine field of corn.
He said, “Yes, that is a pretty nice field
of corn, but it does not begin to compare
with the corn in Texas. Our corn is more
than twice as high.” The committee
from the Commercial Club took this man
over to the edge of a lake and asked him,
“Is not this a beautiful lake?” The Texas
man said, “Yes; it is a very nice lake, but
it does not begin to compare with the
beautiful lakes in the State of Texas.”
The committee was rather disgusted. In
that lake there was a large turtle, which
was pointed out to the Texan. He was
told, “That is a North Dakota bedbug.”
He looked at it for a few minutes, and
then said, “It must be a very young one.”
[Laughter.] That is the kind of State
that Texas is. In Texas everything is
better than it is in any other State—in-
cluding the race horse which won the
Kentucky Derby a few days ago.

What is the assessed value of the en-
tire State of Texas, including everything
that Jesse Jones owns down there, every-
thing that Sam RAYBURN owns, every-
thing owned by the distinguished Sena-
tors from that State, and by the State’s
21 Representatives in the House? The
assessed valuation is less than the amount
it is proposed to give away to England.
The whole State of Texas—the old Re-
public of Texas—every piece of land, and
everything else in it, was assessed in 1939,
according to the Bureau of the Census, at
$4,145,625,000.

I see present in the Chamber the dis-
tinguished Senator from Kansas [Mr.
Reep]. I wonder what his constituents
would think if it should develop that he
might possibly vote for the loan to give
away $4,400,000,000. My distinguished
colleague has been governor of that State.
He knows how the pioneers went there
and fought the Indians in order that
they might have a place to live and
to make a future for their children where
they could have real liberty. The great
States of Kansas, together with Maine
and North Dakota, think more of the
youth, the children who are reared within
their borders, than does any other State
in the Union. For years one could not
buy a cigarette in the State of Kansas,
It was a violation of the law to sell ciga-
rettes, For years one could not get a
drink of liquor in Kansas. It was the
home of Carrie Nation. It is a great
State, if there ever was a great State in
the United States. The State of Kansas
has produced great men. In that State
great pioneers puf everything they had
in the world into the soil. ¥Yet today we
are asked to give away almost twice as
much as the value of everything in Kan-
sas. In 1939, according to the Bureau
of the Census, Kansas had an assessed
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valuation of $2,801,406,000. I wonder if
the advertisement by the Amalgamated
Irish Society, which says that men who
vote to give their property away are not
worthy of reelection, is not true. So
much for Kansas.

We now come to the State of Iowa. A
few years ago we were unable to get
any loans on our real estate’in North
Dakota. The Federal land bank with-
drew from our State because we enacted
an anti-deficiency-judgment law, which
said that the last drop of financial blood
could not be squeezed out of a poor man
who had worked all his life, merely be-
cause he had signed a note and given a
mortgage on his farm. I went to some
insurance companies to see whether I
could get them to lend money on North
Dakota real estate. I went to the presi-
dent of the Equitable Life Insurance Co.
He said, “No, the only State out West in
which we like to lend money, the only
State in which, on the whole, we have
never had a loss, is the State of Iowa.”
According to the president of the Equi-
table Life Insurance Co., Iowa is the best
State in America. He told me that the
“little brown hen” alone had paid off
mortgages.

The gssessed valuation of Iowa, the
best agricultural State in the Union, ac-
cording to the life-insurance loan agents,
had an assessed valuation of $3,219,977,-
000, which is nearly $1,000,000,000 less
than we are asked to give away to Eng-
land. If either Senator from the State
of Iowa wishes to vote to give away more
than the assessed valuation of Iowa—
more than all the constituents who
elected him are worth—I suppose he has
cur consent to do it. We cannot stop
him from doing it. But I refer to the ad-
veriisement by the Amalgamated Irish
Society, saying that that kind of a man
is not worthy of reelection by his con-
stituents.

Now we come to the great State of
Connecticut. Mr. President, from the
time when I was a little fellow I heard
about the great, great State of Connect-
icut. All the great fire-insurance com-
panies in this country have congregated
there. There was nothing but wealth
and prosperity there. We heard a great
deal about its proximity to the State of
New York and the city of New York, and
how men from New York moved there.
We heard how they moved into Con-
necticut so as to evade the income tax;
we heard how they went there and built
great palaces. We are all familiar, I
believe, with the trouble the United
Naticns is having in trying to get a home
established in a part of the great State
of Connecticut. Mr. President, although
hundreds and hundreds of men left New
York and moved into Connecticut, al-
though they built very fine homes there,
yet the assessed valuation of the:State
of Connecticut in 1929, according to the
Census Bureau, was less than the amount
of the proposed locan. At that time the
valuation of the State of Connecticut
was £3,072,460000. So any Seznator
from Connecticut who votes for this
lcan—this gift, because it is not a loan
and everyone on the fioor of the Sznate
knows that—is voting to give away more
property than is owned by all his con-
stituents in the State of Connecticut.
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Mr. President, I come now to the State
of Arkansas. If there has been anyone
upon the floor of the Senate who has
spoken more eloquently in favor of the
proposed British loan than has the dis-
tinguised junior Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FursricaTl, I do not know who it
could possibly be. In fact, he has spoken
so well and so often and has said so much
about making a gift to England that, one
of these days, I am going to write a letter
to the King over there in England and
ask him if he cannot give a title of some
kind to my distinguished friend and col-
league from the State of Arkansas, be-
cause he is certainly worthy of it, in view
of all the great things he has done for
the United Kingdom.

Mr. President, what do they have in
Arkansas? In 1939 the total assessed
valuation of all property, personal and
real—everything there—was $442,109,-
000—roughly one-tenth of the $4,400,-
000,000 we are giving to England. If my
distinguished colleague, the junior Sena-
tor from Arkansas, votes for this loan
he will be voting to give away ten times
the value of everything that his constit-
uents own. Is it any wonder that the
Irish societies in New York, New Haven,
San Francisco, Boston, and other places
put in the newspapers full-page adver-
tisements protesting against the loan?
Mr. President, we have to give it to the
Irish: They know how to fight. It is no
wonder that almost all the Irish who live
in New York City are policemen at some
time or other after they go there. The
advertisement to which I have referred
is beautifully written. It says that in
their opinion any man who votes to give
away their property is not worthy to be

" reelected by his constituents. Mr. Presi-

dent, I shall not say whether I agree
with them; I shall let you guess whether
I do.

Now we come to the State of Alabama,
which is so ably represented upon this
floor by the Democratic whip. Do you
know, Mr. President, that the Democrats
have a Republican from North Dakota,
at least—I would say from the West—
guessing. They have been in power now
since 1932. If ever a group of'men have
shown that they should not be in power,
it is the group made up.of Democrats of
a certain type—not all of them. I
refer to a certain type of Democrat. It
happened that I was Governor of my
State, elected in the same year that the
Democratic Party came into power in
1932. At that time I was one of the two
Republican Governors elected in the en-
tire United States. I had been in office
only a short time when the man who now
is Secretary of Commerce, Mr, Wallace,
became Secretary of Agriculture. From
the time when I was a little bit of a tyke
I have been taught by my father and
mother that the way to make money was
to go out and work for it. The theory
was that the harder you worked, if you
had any kind of even break with luck,
the more you made; that a farmer should
raise all the cattle he could raise and all
the hogs and all the wheat he could raise
and sell at a profit, and that that was
the way to make money. But Mr. Wal-
lace gave us an entirely new theory of
life when he became Seecretary of Agri-
culture. It happened that I had a nice

4727

herd of cattle. For some of those cattle
I had paid $70 apiece. Lo and behold,
Mr. President, one day I was told by
agents of the Federal Government that
some of my cattle had to be killed. The
distinguished Secretary of Commerce, 1
understand, is a great Bible student. He
knew all about droughts. He knew all
about storing up grain and storing up
meat because some day famine would
come. But what did he do? My cattle
were taken to a sand pit and shot, cov-
ered with a little bit of sand, and some
months later I got a check amounting
to $17 apiece for them. Thousands of
our farmers in the Northwest were paid
for not raising pigs. If they did not
raise pigs, they were paid for not raising
them.. Believe me, Mr. President, thou-
sands of farmers did not raise them.
Today the authorities are yelling for
meat.

Mr. President, how responsible is a
Democratic leader of that kind—this
man who now is saying that he is fit
to lead the CIO and the PAC, the man
who advocated plowing under the cot-
ton of the South? In North Dakota we
have some fine land. I was born there.
We like to raise good crops. It is nice,
fine, level land. In fact, there is no land
anywhere else in the world that equals
the Red River Valley land, Mr. Presi-
dent. It is better than the land in the
Nile Valley. But all of a sudden our
farmers were told they had to leave a
certain amount of the land unplanted;
they were told they could not produce
crops on a certain amount of their land.
They were told that in a section of 640
acres, they might plant 160 acres. Those
representatives of the Federal Govern-
ment did not know encugh to take wheat
and store it up. Today they come tfo
North Dakota, crying for more wheat.
Mr. LaGuardia and the Secretary of
Agriculture went there several weeks ago
and said to the farmers there: “Get in
your wheat, In Europe people are starv-
igg; people all over the world are starv-
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Mr. President, when the next national
election rolls around, in 1948, although I
am not familiar with what some of the
citizens in some of the other States may
do, I venture the prediction that in the
State of North Dakota the intelligent
farmers there, men who know their eco-
nomies, will express themselves in no un-
certain terms. They will remember that
in January the Secretary of Agriculiure
pleaded with them to bring in their
whezt, and those Christian, patriotic
farmers, those men and women who do
not want to let peonle anywhere on this
earth suffer, went through the mud and
through the snow and got it in, and
then on April 18 those who had not gotten
their wheat in were suddenly given a 20
cents a bushel bonus for not taking it in;
and on yesterday it was announced that
they are to be given an additional 15-cent
bonus for wheat, making a total bonus
of 45 cents a bushel for not delivering it,
and the agents of the Federal Govern-
ment are giving an additional bonus on
corn and a 5-cent bonus on oats and a
10-cent bonus on rye.

Oh, Mr. President, what is being done
on the part of the present Secretary of
Agriculture and his officers, is just as
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dumb as what was done by former Sec-
retary of Agriculture Wallace when he
instructed the cotton farmers to plow
under every third row of cotton, and told
the farmers not to raise as many hogs as
they had been raising, to kill off the lit-
tle pigs, and not grow as much wheat as
they had been growing.

Just as soon as the next wheat crop
matures, Mr, President, what will be the
psychology? The farmer will sell only
enough wheat to pay for his threshing
bill, his combine bill, a small grocery bill,
and perhaps a doctor’s and dentist’s bill.
The rest of the wheat will be put into
storage. Why? Because he saw Tom
Campbell, the great wheat king of Mon-
tana, who had more than 400,000 bushels
of wheat, keep it on his farm. Now there
is being paid a bonus of 45 cents a bushel,
and Mr. Camphell is delivering his wheat.
A profit of 45 cents a bushel on 400,000
bushels is a great deal of money. We
have farmers who raise only 3,000 or
4,000 bushels of wheat a year. Those
farmers need every penny they can ac-
cumulate in order to send their children
to school.

Mr. President, North Dakota stands
first in literacy of any State of the Un-
ion. We believe in the education of every
child in North Dakota. We send our boys
and girls to colleges. We have more nor-
mal schools in North Dakota than are
located in Iowa. I see my distinguished
colleague and friend, the senior Senator
from Iowa [Mr. Wirsown], sitting in the
Chamber. I wish to tell him that al-
though North Dakota has an assessed
valuation of less than a billion dollars,
and Jowa has an assessed valuation of
more than three times as much, we have
more normal schools in the State of North
Dakota than there are in the State of
Iowa. We are proud of that fact. I do
not mean to reflect on Iowa because Iowa
has a magnificent educational system.
However, we have one of the best agri-
cultural colleges in the counttry. We have
one of the outstanding State universi-
ties in America. We have a school of
science which is of such high standing,
Mr. President, that at that =chool 7 years
ago there was discovered the chief com-
ponent of what is now used in the atomic
bomb. Professor Lawrence discovered it.

Mr. President, let us go to Maine for a
moment. The distinguished minority
leader was not present when I read an
editorial from a newspaper published in
Maine. I advised him to read the RECORrD
tomorrow and see what the editor of
that paper has stated. I had said that
‘Winston Churchill fought against the
Americans in Cuba. The Senator said
that I was in error. I was required to
refer to Who's Who. I now take the
record over to the desk of the distin-
guished Senator from Maine so that he
may advise the distinguished editor of
the newspaper that in Who's Who it is
stated that Winston Churchill took up
arms against the Americans in the Span-
ish-American War. I was surprised at
the statement in the editorial, because I
always held a very high opinion of the
intelligence of the people of Maine. I
have known only four persons from
Maine. Most distinguished of them all,
of course, is my distinguished colleague,
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the senior Senator from Maine [Mr.
WHaITE], who is now gracing the same
seat that his distinguished grandfather
once graced before him.

Of course, I know the junior Senator
from Maine [Mr. BREwsTER], who is also
an outstanding citizen. Some years ago
I met the Governor ¢f Maine, Mr. Sewall,
who was a very high-class citizen. But
the man whom I remember best as com-
ing from Maine was Wallace Grover who,
when I was a small boy, lived in the ad-
joining block. He had the largest house
in town. He had paid for it $75,000. It
contained a ballroom located upstairs.
It had been decorated by a Minneapolis
decorating concern. Knowing Mr. Wal-
lace Grover as I did, I learned to have the
highest regard for the people of the great
State of Maine.

Mr. President, I now come to the pend-
ing joint resolution. I find that accord-
ing to the Bureau of the Census the as-
sessed valuation of all property in Maine
in 1939 was $661,209,000. That was the
assessed valuation of every acre of land
in Maine, every horse, every cow, all
bank deposits, and everything else in
that State in 1939. I repeat the figure,
$661,209,000. I cannot conceive, Mr.
President, of either Senator from Maine
ever voting to make a gift of more than
six times the assessed valuation of their
State.

I recall an occasion when the dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia was
making a report on a bill. If was a very
fine report. I interrogated him with
regard to it and asked him if he would
vote for a loan to Russia of $4,000,000,000
or $5,000,000,000. I shall never forget
the answer of the distinguished Senator.
He said, and the Recorp so shows, “I
would not loan any country more than
$1,000,000,000.” Those were the words of
the distinguished Senator from Georgia.
I admired him for his assertion because
he had lived in Georgia among the farm-
ers there for years and years. He is a
farmer himself and is proud of it.

Mr. President, what is the assessed
valuation of Georgia? In 1939, accord-
ing to the Bureau of the Census, every
acre of land in Georgia, every item of
personal property in Georgia, and every-
thing else in the State was assessed at a
total value of $1,392,647,000. And yet,
Mr. President, the distinguished Sena-
tor from Georgia who said he would not
loan more than a billion dollars to any
country, is being asked to make what
virtually amounts to a gift of three times
the value of everything which his con-
stituents owned in Georgia in 1939. In
Georgia there live some of the finest citi-
zens of any State of the Union. I know,
because I have been in Georgia.

We have as a Members of this body the
distinguished Senator from California.
Mr, President, men and women have come
from California and with pride have told
me that the tires of their automobiles were
filled with California air. They were
proud of the fact that they had at least
that much with them from the State of
California. I have heard men from Cali-
fornia boast of what they were worth. I
do not blame them for doing so. I went
through California last year in an auto-
mobile. I spent 4 days in that State. I
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never saw its like. It has everything. If
I were not a resident of the State of North
Dakota, next to Idaho I would choose Cali-
fornia. But the entire assessed valuation
of California, where there is located the
biggest bank in America, bigger than any
bank on Wall Street, is $8,274,256,000,
which is roughly twice the amount we are
asked to give to England.

So, Mr. President, if either of the distin-
guished Senators from California votes
for the proposed loan he will be voting to
give away an amount of money equal to
one-half of the property of all his con-
stituents in the State of California.

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

Mr. LANGER., 1 yield.

Mr. LUCAS. Does the Senator believe
there is any California air in the assessed
valuation which he has read?

Mr. LANGER. Ibegthe Senator’s par=-
don?

Mr. LUCAS. Does the Senator believe
there is any California air in that assessed
valuation?

Mr. LANGER. I do not presume there
is. I assume that the assessments made
in that State were made in the same way
that they are made in other States.

Mr. President, while I was in California
I saw beautiful orange groves. I saw a
field in which a remarkable job was done
in raising rubber. I went and looked at
it. Isaw the rice fields at Willows. I was
proud of the fact that I was an American
when I got to Willows, Calif.,, and saw
Californians raising rice.

Mr. President, this is how they got
their rice in California. They had thou-
sands upon thousands of acres of alkali
marsh fields which were absolutely
worthless. They were not assessed for
anything; they were valueless. The
heat in the Imperial Valley and some
other places in California was terrific
in the summertime. So they had these
worthless alkali marshes,

What did the Californians do with that
worthless land? They got some Indians
to come to California, about 3,000 In-
dians from India who knew how to raise
rice, and the California people let them
plant the rice. Those Indians knew they
would not get a crop the first year, so
they were allowed to reseed the land a
second time, and just a little bit of rice
came up. They reseeded it a third time.
Finally that worthless land became worth
between $300 and $400 an acre. .

The Californians then thought those
Indians had had the land long enough,
that it was about time the white men
got hold of it, when it got to be worth
three or four hundred dollars an acre.
So they brought a lawsuit. They said,
“These Indians are not citizens and they
cannot become citizens.” They passed
a law that only a Negro or a Caucasian
could hold land in California.

Those Indians took their case to the
Supreme Court of the United States and
in an opinion by Justice Sutherland .
it was held the Indians were not white
people and were not black, they were not
Negro and were not Caucasian. It was
just too bad, but they could not hold
that land in the State of California.

Naturally, the white men got this land
which the Indians had taken from
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nothing. They got title to it and today
an Indian cannot hold any property
there. But regardless of that, the fact
remains—and I must hurry along, be-
cause I wish to get through—that the
property in that State is assessed at ap-
proximately twice as much as it is pro-
posed we give to the United Kingdom.

Let us take the State of Illinois. I see
my distinguished friend the senior Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. Lucas]l in the
Chamber. I remember the city of Chi-
cago from the time when I was knee high
to a grasshopper. I was living on a
ranch, and we used to have as high as
100 or 150 men working for us. Toward
the end of the season they would say,
“We are going to Chicago to spend our
money, It is a great place to spend our
money."”

Iremember later when we built a house
in town, my father and mother went to
Carson, Pirie, Scott & Co., a great big
store in Chicago, and bought their fur-
niture there, brought it to North Dakota,
and furnished their large house.

Mr. LUCAS. If the Senator will yield,
it is Carson, Pirie & Scott.

Mr. LANGER, Isthat the name of it?

Mr. LUCAS. Yes.

Mr. LANGER It is a very fine store,
or was at that time, anyway.

Mr. LUCAS. It still is, and it is still
getting money from North Dakota.

Mr. LANGER. Fine; as I have said,
that was a long time ago. Then I went
to Chicago and saw all those beautiful
buildings, and later from a plane I saw
it. There is not a more beautiful com-
munity one can fly over than the city of
Chicago. Some folks do not like parts
of it, where the packing plants are lo-
cated, and that sort of thing, but it is a
glorious industrial city. Yet there is very
fine land around Kankakee, and some of
the other places in Illinois. When we
sum it all up, the assessed valuation of
all the State of Illinois in 1939, accord-
ing to the Bureau of the Census—and 1
got these figures day before yesterday—
was $5,159,678,000. So if this loan is
made, we are giving away approximately
four-fifths of everything that is owned
by the taxpayers and nontaxpayers in
the State of Illinois.

Take the State of Kentucky, where the h

distinguished majority leader lives. The
assessed value of property in that State
is $2,737,000,000. So if the distinguished
majority leader votes as he has indicated
he is going to vote, he is giving away
nearly twice as much as the assessed
valuation of everything owned by all his
constituents in the State of Kentucky.

The assessed valuation of Louisiana is
$1,189,198,000.

I notice here my distinguished col-
league, the junior Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. Buckl. He has been Gov-

ernor of his State twice. He has been
highway commissioner. He is now
United States Senator. He has been

honored with nearly everything the
people of that State can give to one citi-
zen, and I do not suppose there is a man
in Delaware more familiar with that
State than my distinguished colleague
here. He is asked now to give away
$3,375,000,00C, yet according to the
Bureau of the Census, the assessed valua-
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tion in 1939 of everything in Delaware,
everything the people have there, was
$312,811,000. He is asked to give away
nearly 14 times as much as is owned by
all of his constituents.

So, Mr. President, I refer back to the
advertisement inserted by the Irish in
the Gaelic American, and I very respect-
fully refer my distinguished friend to
that advertisement.

Mr. President, we live here in the city
of Washington. We ride around in our
automobiles and see this beautiful town.
It is true that some of the Government
buildings are not included in the assessed
valuation, but there are great stores here,
and much valuable property. The
assessed valuation is only $1,847,489,000.
So, if we are going to give this money to
England, we are giving them twice and a
half everything, all real and personal
property, in the District of Columbia—
making them a present.

The assessed valuation of Idaho was
$389,458,000.

I shall now give the assessed valuation,
in round figures, of a number of States,
Mr. President.

Arizona, $388,000,000; Delaware, $312,-
000,000; Idaho, $389,000,000; Montana,
$330.000,000; Nevada, $185,000,000; New
Mexico, $314,000,000; North Dakota,
$990,000,000; South Carolina, $365,000,-
000; South Dakota, $990,000,000; Ver-
mont, $353,000,000.

And we throw in Hawaii for good meas-
ure, $266,000,000.

Mr. President, that makes a total of 10
States, not counting Hawaii, and their
total assessed valuation does not amount
to $4,400,000,000. But we are asked to
make a present to England of those 10

tes out of our 48, We are going to
make England a present of them.

Mr. President, a few day ago I picked up
this little pamphlet put on my desk by the
Carnegie Endowmeni for International
Peace. Iunderstand they do not pay any
taxes. They go around trying to influ-
ence everybody they can through an en-
dowment fund they have. I checked up
on these foundations a while ago and
found that out of billions of dollars
which are accumulated, some of them
have just a lot of relatives on the payroll,
and they escape the payment of income
tax that way, using the money for propa-
ganda. : :

Mr. President, I was amazed when that
pamphlet was laid upon my desk. It is
entitled “We Quote.” I want to read
what Walter Lippmann said, as it appears
on page 34 of the pamphlet, under the
heading “XI. Columnists.” He says there
that he is in favor of the loan, that he
wants the loan made. But I call atten-
tion to the date of this statement, Decem-
ber 8, 1945, His statement is as follows:

Many men find it hard to believe that
there can be an international arrangement
by which everyone gains, This is, however,
such an arrangement. There is nof.hing that
either government has conceded which 1t
would have been more profitable to its peo-
ple not to concede.

There is no doubt that the benefits of the
agreement go far beyond the immediate fi-
nancial effects of the. credit itself, The ar-
rangement makes it possible to open up trade
between and within the regions of the world
where the dollar and sterling are interna-

.allies is to keep Germany disarmed.
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tional money. These regions do at least half
of all the international business of the world.
This is enough to make it reasonably sure
that a relatively free rather than closely and
narrowly regimented system of trade shall
survive and flourish well enough to hold its
own, and in the end to prevail.

If Britain and America went their separate
ways, which would have to happen if this
sgreement failed, then there would be no
conceivable way of maintaining any kind of
free economy in the world, The world would

* become divided into small economic regions,

bureaucratically controlled’' and no amount
of speech making about free enterprise would
then save free enterprise.

In the last analysis, though the money goes
to the British Government and will help the
British people through some of their imme-
diate difficulties, it is an investment by tha
United States to restore and perpetuate that
system of world trade which we belleve In.

That was what Walter Lippmann said
on December 8, 1945. What did he say
day before yesterday, December 7? I
have in my hand a copy of the Wash-
ington Post. I will read from Walter
Lippmann's statement as it appears in
the Post, what he thinks of Mr. Byrnes
now. I will read what he thinks of our
State Department now. And I call at-
tention, Mr. President, to the fact that
two Senators on this floor have said that
the only reason they are voting for the
loan is because they know Jimmie Byrnes
and have confidence in him. They say
that, “Jimmie Byrnes sat on the Ssnate
floor with us, and we go by anything
Jimmie Byrnes says.” Thisis what Wal-
ter Lippmann said on May T:

The European reaction to his disarmament
treaty should be enough to convince Mr,
Byrnes that his advisers have not supplied
him with a true picture of the German sit-
uation. The proposal was still a top secret
when T left Paris a week ago Monday; when
I read the text in the New York newspapérs
the next morning, I would have bet right
then and there that the Russians would ke
rude and angry and that the British would
brush it off with frigid politeness, For the
prcposal, which would have been well
received in 1944, is based on a radieal mizun-
derstanding of what is happening in Ger-
many. It takes no account of, and indeed
runs afoul of, the evolution of Soviet and
Britizh policy. That is why it has met such
a rebuff,

The proposal assumes, quite mistakenly,
that the paramount objective of our two
In fect,
they are maneuvering for position in antiel-
pation of a war which they regard not neces-
sarily as inevitable, but as probable.

They are going to have a war now, a
probable war.

In such a war Germany would be not only
a battlefield, The Germans would play an
enormous part. Though battered, the Ger-
mans are still by all odds the strongest na-
tion in Europe. A duel is in progress be-
tween London and Moscow for the control
of the German population, and its high mili-
tary potential.

The grim reality of this Anglo-Soviet duel
is not altogether hidden from the Americans.
But it is obscured for them even in Ger-
many, and apparently its significance has not
been appreciated at all in Washington,

In other words, our Secretary of State
knows nothing about if.

There is an important reason why the
American Government is basically misin-
formed, why it has lost touch with the reali-
ties. -
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The Secretary of State says we should
give Britain $4,400,000,000. Two Sena-
tors have said on the floor of the Senate
that they are voting in favor of the loan
because Mr. Byrnes says it should be
made. Mr. President, I remember very
well when my distinguished colleague
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]
quoted in respect to some financial mat-
ters the testimony of Bernard Baruch
and Jesse Jones and some others. The
testimony of Jesse Jones and Bernard
Baruch and Leo Crowley today is not to
make the loan. We do not hear that
mentioned now.

Mr. President, months ago we found
Dean Acheson of the Department of
State saying we had to make this loan.
Bill Clayton of the State Department,
traveling around the country, said we
have to make this loan. Henry Wallace,
who killed our 5,000,000 little pigs and
plowed under our cotton and persuad-
ed us not to raise wheat, that great
financial expert, said, “You have got to
make this loan. You have got to make
this gift.” Mr. Vinson said, “You have
got to make the loan.” All these men,
appointed by the President, and draw-
ing large salaries, who are in high places,
say we must make this loan. But Leo
Crowley says we should not make it.
Bernard Baruch and Jesse Jones say we
should not make it, They are three
pretty level-headed businessmen. They
are men who have been all over the
world. That elder statesmen, Bernard
Baruch, by reason of his experience in
World War I, in my judgment, knows
better than any other man in the United
States of America whether the loan
should be made.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado.
President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mag-
NUsoN in the chair). Does the Senator
from North Dakota yield to the Senator
from Colorado?

Mr. LANGER. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Winston
Churchill said not to make it, too, and
Herbert Hoover said not to make it.
Other distinguished men say we should
not make it.

Mr. LANGER. Winston Churchill
changed his mind. As a member in
Parliament he voted against it, but he
has changed his mind.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. But Win-
ston Churchill said in Parliament that
the sterling credits should have been
brought into the picture at the time the
agreement was made.

He said that the sterling credits should
have been scaled down and a final settle-
ment made on the sterling credits along
with the settlement with us on lend-lease.
It seems to me that Winston Churchill
was very sound in that respect.

Mr. LANGER. When Mr. Churchill
came over here he saw Mr. Bernard
Baruch down in Florida. There they dis-
cussed the question. Up to that time it
had been planned to call Bernard Baruch
before the committee. Mr. Winston
Churchill tried to talk Mr. Bernard
Baruch into saying that the loan was go-
ing to be all right.

Mr,
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Let us see what Mr. Walter Lippmann
has to say about Mr. Byrnes now.

There is an Important reason why the
American Government is basically misin-
formed, why it has lost touch with the reali-
ties.
dealing at first hand with the main elements
of the German situation,

I ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed in the Recorp all of the editorial ap-
pearing on page 1, and the first three
paragraphs on page 2.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from North Dakota?

Mr. GURNEY. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:
Aiken

Hayden Pepper

Austin Hickenlcoper Radeliffe
Ball Hill Reed
Bankhead Hoey Revercomb
Barkley Huffman Robertson
Bridges Johnson, Colo. Russell
Brigegs Johnston, 8. C. Shipstead
Buck Enowland Bmith
Butler La Follette Stanfill
Byrd Langer Stewart
Capper Lucas Taft
Donnell McCarran Taylor
Downey MecClellan Thomas, Okla.
Eastland McFarland ‘Thomas, Utah
Ellender McKellar Tobey
Ferguson McMahon Tunnell
Fulbright Magnuson Tydings
George Maybank Wheeler
Gerry Millikin ‘White
Green Mitchell Wiley
Guffey Moore -« Willls
Gurney Morse Wilson
Hart Murdock Young
Hatch Myers
Hawkes O'Mahoney

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sev-

enty-three Senators having answered fto
their names, a quorum is present.

The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President——

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. LUCAS. I wish to inquire what .

the pending amendment is.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is amendment No.
1 of the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. LUCAS. Under the rule, how
many times may the same Senator speak
on the same amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A Sena-
tor may make two speeches on the same
guestion on the same day.

Mr. LUCAS. Do I correctly under-
stand that the Senator from North Da-
kota has now made one speech on the
pending amendment?

Mr. LANGER. No, Mr. President; this
is still the first speech.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that it is the first
speech the Senator from North Dakota
has made on this question.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from North Dakota has completed
his first speech, under the rule, and he is
entitled to another speech, under the
rule. Am I correct?

It is that the Americans abroad are not *

May 9

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Dakota is entitled to
another speech, under the rule.

The Senator from North Dakota is now
recognized.

Mr, LANGER. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inauiry,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. LANGER. Am I entitled to an-
other speech after this one?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If any
Senator makes the point of order, the
Chair will state to the Senator from
North Dakota, the Chair will rule that
the first speech of the Senator from
North Dakota on the pending guestion
has terminated.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I have
not yet completed my first speech.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, now I
make the point of order, if I am required
to do so, I wish to protect the Senator
from North Dakota; I do not wish him
to talk too long.

Mr. LANGER. Mr, President, I wish
to say to the Senator that I have three
amendments, and I wish to talk on all
three of them and thereaiter I shall wish
to talk on the bill, in addition.

Mr. LUCAS. I understand that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order of the Senator from Illi-
nois is well taken. The quorum call
terminated the first speech of the Sen-
ator from North Dakota; and under the
Senate rule he is entitled to make an-
other speech on the same subject.

The Chair recognizes the Senator from
North Dakota.

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, in view of the fact that
my request for unanimous consent to
have the editorial to which I was refer-
ring printed in the REecorp, without
reading, was refused on objection by my
distinguished colleague the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. GurneY] I shall now
proceed to read it.

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

Mr. LANGER. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from North Dakota may have the edi-
torials printed in the REecorp, without
reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Illinois?

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I did
not understand the Senator’s request.

Mr. LUCAS. I have asked unanimous
consent that the editorials may be
printed in the Recorp, without reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Illinois?

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, let me say it is
very expensive to print whole pages of
material in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
I was hoping that we could cut down the
number of pages which might go info the
Recorp for today. If the Senator from
North Dakota would like to read the edi-
torial, I should like to sit here and listen
to it.
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Mr, BARKLEY, Mr. President, if the
Senator will permit me to make a state-
ment at this time, let me say that it will
cost just as much to print the editorial
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD if it is read
as to print it under a unanimous con-
sent request without reading, whereas
there would be some economy of time if
we were not required to listen to.«it. In
other words, Mr. President, if the edi-
torial is to appear in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, the same number of pages will
be required for the printing of it in the
Recorp, regardless of whether it is read
or whether it is printed in the REcorp

‘under a unanimous consent agreement
that it be printed without reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Illinois? .

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:
|From the Washington Post of May 7, 1846]

THE GERMAN DRAMA
(By Walter Lippmann)

The European reaction to his disarmament
treaty should be enough to convince Mr,
Byrnes that his advisers have not supplied
him with a true picture of the Germean sit-
uation. The proposal was still a top secret
when I left Paris a week ago Monday; when
I read the text in the New York newspapers
the next morning, I would have bet right then
and there that the Fussians would be rude
and angry and that the British would brush
it off with frigid politeness. For the proposal,
which would have been well-received in 1944,
is based on a radical misunderstanding of
what is happening in Germany. It takes no
account of, and indeed runs afoul of, the
evolution of Soviet and British policy. That
is why it has met such a rebuff,

The proposal assumes, gquite mistakenly,
that the paramount objective of our two al-
lies. is to keep Germany disarmed. In fact,
they are maneuvering for position in antiei-
pation of a war which they regard not neces-
sarily as inevitable but as probable. In such
a war, Germany would be not only a battle-
fleld, The Germans would play an enor-
mous part. Though battered, the Germans
are still by all odds the strongest nation in
Europe. A duel is in progress between London
and Moscow for the control of the German
population, and its high military potential.

The grim reality of this Anglo-Soviet duel
is not altogether hidden from the Americans,
But it is obscured for them even in Germany,
and apparently its significance has not been
appreciated at all in Washington.

There is an important reason WwWhy the
American Government is basically misin-
formed, why it has lost touch with the re-
alities. It is that the Americans abroad are
not dealing at first hand with the main ele-
ments of the German situation, In the di-
vision of these zones of occupation the United
States got that part of Germany where noth-
ing that really matters is happening, or can
be made to happen. Our people are con-
scientiously doing the best they can, and in
General Clay they have a chief who in char-
acter, bearing, and competence represents
the very best of the American tradition. But
as to running Germany, and determining its
destiny, the Americans are not in the'driver’s
seat. They are passengers and back-seat
drivers.

Presldent Rocsevelt must have guessed that
this would happen if the United States was
relegated to southern Germany. He argued
for a long time against Mr. Churchill’s in=-
sistence that Britain should have the zone
which, because it contains the oceanic ports
and the Ruhr, is the key position in Ger-
many, and indeed in Europe. President
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Roosevelt had to give in. As a result it is
only nominally true to say that Germany
has been divided into four zones of occu-
pation.

The more revealing way to describe the
arrangement is to say that the Soviet Union
and Britain have divided Prussia between
them, leaving the south German states to
be divided between France and the United
States. Now since 1866, when Bismarck de-
feated the south German state, Prussia has
dominated Germany. Prussia contains all
the essential elements of the German power;
the strategical gateways into the Low Coun=
tries and France, the oceanic ports, the pri-
mary resources, the basic industries, the
strongest and most numerous population,
the political party machines and their bosses,
the headquarters of the trade unions, of the
banks, of the cartels, of the communications,
the main markets, the appartus of publicity,
the Lutheran church, the homeland of the
military caste, the centralized bureaucracy,
and, last but by no means least, the capital
city of Berlin.

Whoever rules Prussia has for the past 80
years ruled Germany. The Americans are
not ruling in Prussia. The British and the
Russians have divided it between them, and
the inner drama of Germany is the contest
between tiem for the control of Prussia.
The outcome of that contest is bound to
determine the destiny of the whole of Ger-
many, and of Europe, and of the world.

If the reader now asks how all this is to

" be reconciled with the spirit of the Allied

pledges to disarm and demilitarize Germany,
I am afraid the answer is that only among
the Americans and the French is the avowed
policy the real policy. The real policies of
the British and of the Russians are disclosed
by their actions rather than by their formal
statements. They may be described, I think,
as a reversicn, gradual but accelerating, by
drift rather than by clear intention, to their
prewar illusions about Germany; namely,
to the notion that each can find a way to
use a unifed Germany. The British, who
like to think of the continuity of their for-
eign policy even when it is wrong, are revert-
ing to the notion of Neville Chamberlain—
that Britain can turn Germany against
Russia., The Soviets, who also have a re-
markable continulty, are reverting toward
the basic conception which produced the
Molotov-Ribbentrop pact of 1939—that Ger-
many can be turned away from Russia
against the west.

Much of this Anglo-Soviet duel is hidden
from view, yet not so much but that we know
that much is hidden. The German officers
who were captured at Stalingrad, and were
for a time used to make propaganda against
Hitler, have disappeared behind the famous
iron curtain. But it would be naive to sup-
pose that they do not continue to form an
important connection with important ele-
ments of the German army.

There is also a German army, a large and
good one, which surrendered to the British,
The story of that surrender has still to be
told in detail. The story of what happened to
that German army after the surrender is still
hidden behind a silken curtain. Enough is,
however, known to warrant the statement
that the corps of officers in this particular
army were treated with exceptional con=-
sideration, with enough chivalry to justify
them in feeling that their careers as profes-
sional soldiers were not necessarily and
finally terminated. 'Their treatment may
have been in fact merely sportsmanship to a
loser and chivalry to the vanquished. But it
has suited remarkably what these German
nationalists most want to believe—namely,
that they will live to fight another war in
which Germany will recover her territory and
her greatness.

What is happening on the surface con-
firms in every way what can only be inferred
about what is happening under the surface,
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In the open the Anglo-Soviet duel is being
fought out through the German political par-
tles. The Russians, of course, are sponsoring
and promoting the Communist Party. Its
most prominent leader is Wilhelm Peick; its
director, I am reliably informed, is Walter
Ulbricht, a former officer on Marshal Zukov's
staff, whose wife has been one of the
marshal’s secretaries. The object of the Com-
munist Party is to swallow the Socialist Party,
and thus to unite under one command the
whole German working class. In the Soviet
zone and in Berlin, this has been accom-
plished, The British, on the other hand, are
sponsoring the Social Democratic Party under
the leadership of Dr. Schmacher, who resists
the fusion of the Socialists with the Com-
munist Party. They appear to be thinking
wishfully that the British Labor Party can
resurrect the second Soclalist International
to combat the third Communist Interna-
tional.

The most noteworthy fact about this
political contact is that it is turning into an
auction to gain the favor of patriotic German
nationalists. The Russians, bidding among
the Germans for popular support of the Com-
munists, are having to take the position that
Germany should not be dismembered, cer-
tainly not in the west, and that the unity of
Germany must be restored. This is, of courze,
& bit dificult to reconcile with the annexa-
tion of German territory by Poland. But the
German Communists, who are now as always
German nationalists, have a very good private
answer to this anomaly. It is that in the end
a Soviet Germany and a Soviet Russia will
once again partition Poland, and that this
will happen when war with the western pow-
ers is imminent.

The British, bidding for German support
of their Soclal Democrats, are also having to
offer unity to the Germans. They are meet-
ing the Russian bid. As a result, the political
reeducation of Germany, about which we
have heard so much, now consists in teaching
the Germans that by exploiting the competi~
tion between Britain and Russia, making the
two rivals bid against each other, they can
recover the unity of Germany and make
themselves the decisive military factor in the
European and world balance of power. The
walls of Berlin are covered with Communist
posters, ostensibly calling for the unity of the
Soclalists and Communists, which have as
their slogan, “Durch Einheit Sieg” (through
unity victory). These are the very words, and
were chosen because they were the very
words—the trumpets and the banners—of
German nationallsm, pan-Germanism, and
indeed of mazism.

Our friends in Mosecw and in London are
acting as if they had learrned nothing about
Germany. For here they are returning to the
very policies which brought them to the very
edge of disaster. One would think the Brit-
ish foreign office would know by this time
that in a contest with the Russians for Ger-
many, the Germans will play one against
the other till Germany has recovered her
power; that then Germany will turn first
against the west, because the western pow-
ers are weaker. And one would think the
Russians would have realized by this time
that German Communists are Germans, and
that after they have turned against the west,
they will turn against Russia.

After all, if London and Moscow revert to
their prewar policies, they are foolish indeed
if they do not realize that the Germans will
also revert to their prewar policles. And we
shall commit the greatest folly of all if, in-
stead of exposing and denouncing this mad
Anglo-Soviet contest—and intervening to lig-
uidate it—we let ourselves be sucked into it,
blindly following the leadership of the blind.

This, as I was able to observe it, is the Ger-
man drama today. In my next article I shall
try to indicate how we, given the curious po-
sition we have in Germany, can best obtain
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a leverage to intervene in order to avert what
will otherwise most certainly be a catastrophe
for the whole world.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I now
wish to call the attention of the Senate
to an article written by Harold L. Ickes
which appeared in the Washington Eve-
ning Star of Wednesday, May 8—yester-
day afternoon. This columnist’s article
is interesting, insofar as what he has
to say about Mr. Byrnes, the Secretary
of State. His article explains the ap-
parent reason why Mr, Lippmann ap-
parently changed his mind between the
8th day of December and now. Mr. Ickes
perhaps knows Mr. Byrnes as well as
anyone does, having served in the Cabi-
net with him. Here is what Mr. Ickes
said in his column printed in last night's
newspaper, in the column entitled “Man
to Man.” The headline is:

State Department Gets Fewer Facts Than
Newspaper Reader, Says Writer.

Mr. President, I now call the attention
of the Senate once more to the fact that
two Senators said they were going to
vote for the pending joint resolution be-
cause Mr. Byrnes wanted it. Here is
what Harold Ickes says about Mr. Byrnes
and about his knowledge of affairs of
State:

It would be interesting to know why Sec-
retary James F. Byrnes chose recently to
reverse himself regarding the functions and
organizational structure of the State Depart-
ment’s intelligence unit,

Last fall Col. Alfred McCormack, the State
Department’s chief of intelligence, was
charged with the responsibility of organiz-
ing & separate and permanent intelligence
unit. It was to serve as a research and
analysis section on intelligence matters, re-
porting to the State Department and com-
prising one section of the President’'s re-
cently ordained Central Intelligence Au-
thority.

Secretary Byrnes has now performed a left
about-face. He has discarded this plan and
divided the intelligence work among five
musty old-line divisions. By this move
Secretary Byrnes has, for all practical pur-
poses, dismembered and disemboweled the
intelligence section. As might have been ex-
pected, Colonel McCormack has resigned in
indignant protest.

BAT-IN-THE-BELFRY CHARGE

There has been an unsubstantiated bat-in-
the-belfry charge by the House Military Af-
fairs Committee that the State Department's
intelligence division contained 15 *pro-
Boviet” sympathizers brought to the Depart-
ment by Colonel McCormack. Colonel MceCor-
mack vehemently met these charges with doc-
umented evidence and challenged the com-
mittee to hold an investigation to prove its
allegations. The committee, in the Dies
tradition, failed to do so. Apparently it
doubted its ability to hit above the belt.

Secretary Byrnes, distinguished jurist of
the Supreme Court that he has been, surely
was not influenced by such “evidence.” Per-
haps the denial of funds by the House
prompted his decision. If =0, he is un-
happily fainthearted. It seems more reason-
able to believe that the Secretary of State
was influenced by the career diplomats whom
he inherited when he assumed his present
post. In any event, his abandoning of the
vitally important intelligence duty to the
various “geographical desks” is regrettable
and at variance with our national welfare,
Mr. Byrnes is naive, indeed, if he supposes
that the common good will be served by such
& plan,
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In the prewar years this country was almost
solely dependent upon the “tea party” in-
telligence provided by its diplomatic *“ob-
gervers” in foreign lands. Hampered by
diplomatic protocol and time-consuming
social functions, diplomatic observers abroad
found it possible to provide their Govern-
ment with little more than the news gathered
during a dance with the Australian military
attaché’s wife, and the tidbit wafted over a
cup of tea or a highball, The result was that
responsible newspaper correspondents were
almost inevitably better informed on condi-
tions within the country of their assignment
than the American ambassador. Particularly
was this true as regards the public opinion
of the country in question and the propa-
ganda and other activities of other nations
therein.

Mr. President, I invite the attention of
the Senate to the fact that one Senator
has said that he would vote for the joint
resolufion because the Secretary of State
wanted it to be passed, and that he had
confidence in Mr. Byrnes, Mr. Ickes does
not share such views. Mr. Ickes said:

All diplomatic reports from around the en-
tire world, excepting only Central and South
America, are, according to my information,
funneled to the Secretary of State through
Assistant Secretary James C. Dunn, the
patent-leather diplomat who distinguished

himself by marrying into the Armour Co.
millions,

That is what Mr. Ickes has said:

This one man, conservative and reaction-
ary, and of no outstanding ability, controls
complete the fiow of information upon which
this country predicates much of its foreign
poliey.

If Mr. Byrnes is acting in connection
with the proposed loan upon the basis of
Mr. Dunn’s suggestions, if all the infor-
mation coming to Mr. Byrnes with regard
to the proposed loan of $4,750,000,000 is
information which was funneled to him
through Mr. Dunn, as Mr. Ickes has said,
then the fact that Mr. Byrnes wants the
joint resolution to be passed is not of very
much help to the Senate. One Senator
has said that he would vote for the joint
resolution because Mr. Byrnes wanted
him to do so.

Mr. Ickes further said:

A report at variance with Mr. Dunn's per-
sonal and limited views may be killed and
never be seen by the Secretary of State.

Apparently the only information
which the Secretary of State received as
to whether the loan should be made
came through Mr. James C. Dunn.

I repeat.

A report at variance with Mr. Dunn’s per-
sonal and limited views may be killed and
never seen by the Secretary of State, his

Under Secretary, or any other Department
official of high rank.

In other words, Mr. Dunn keeps the
information away from the Secretary of
State.

As the result of this unfortunate state of
affairs, the average businessman, who dili-
gently pursues his daily papers, is better
informed on world events and conditions
than is the Becretary of State.

Think of that, Mr. President. A busi-
nessman in the State of Iowa may be
operating a dairy, another man may be
digging in a quarry somewhere in In-
diana, another man may be running a
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lot of stock on the plains of Oklahoma,
a farmer may be raising wheat upon the
prairies of North Dakota, a banker may
be operating a bank in some little town
in Texas, another man be operating a
fishing business in Seattle, Wash., and
all those men, according to Mr. Ickes, are
better informed than is Jimmy Byrnes
with regard to what is taking place. Yet
Senators have said that they would vote
for the pending joint resolution because
Jimmy Byrnes wanted the joint resolu-
tion to be passed. Harold Ickes—Hon-
est Harold—the only Republican out of
25,000,000 or 26,000,000 who was first se-
lected by President Rocosevelt to be the
one man whom he could trust, and the
one man in whom he could have confi-
dence, said:

As the result of this unfortunate state of
affairs, the average businessman, who dili-
gently peruses his daily papers, is better in-
formed on world events and conditions than
is the Secretary of State. At least the news-
paper reader is presented with diversified
opinions and views on international affairs
that are not afforded to the Secretary of State
by such official documents that he may be
permitted to see.

According to Ickes, Jimmy Byrnes does
not even see the official documents. They
go to a man named Dunn. The Under
Secretary does not see them. Mr, Presi-
dent, imagine a man operating a bank
and all of the business of the bank being
handled by the bookkeeper without the
cashier, the president or vice president
of the bank ever seeing, for example, the
paper on which money is being loaned.
Here we have the Secretary of State for
the United States seeing nothing which
Jimmy Dunn does not want him to see.

Mr. President, I do not know much
about this man Dunn. I have heard
much about him. Iremember that when
once the poor Jews of Europe were try-
ing to get away from Hitler and get into
some of the other countries, it was James
C. Dunn who so changed a cablegram as
to result in the death of scores upon scores
of those Jews. I have copies of that
cablegram in my office.

Just think of Hareld Ickes, who served
in the Cabinet for many months with
Jimmy Byrnes, saying that because of the
fact that James C. Dunn, who is a con~
servative, a reactionary, and of no out-
standing ability, determines whether im-
portant documents shall come under the
observation of the Secretary of State, the
Secretary of State knows only what Jim-
my Dunn allows him to know. Yet, Mr.
Ickes say that Mr. Dunn does not know
much.

Mr. Ickes says:

This one man, conservative and reaction-
ary, and of no outstanding ability, controls
completely the flow of information upon

which the country predicates much of its
foreign policy.

Mr. President, think of that. The po-
sition this country may take with regard
to Iran, the position this country may
take with regard to the question of
whether Russia is to have the Darda-
nelles, the position this country may take
with reference to a free election being
held in Greece, the position this couniry
may take with regard to what Great
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Britain is doing in India, the position this
country may take with regard to what
happens in Argentina, are all dependent
upon what Mr. James C. Dunn brings to
the attention of the Secretary of State.
Mr. President, I mentioned Argentina.
Heaven knows something was wrong
there, because according, to my good
judgment the Secretary of State’s office
never did a poorer job than when it pre-
pared the white paper on Argentina
which was released just before the Ar-
gentine elections. If a 10-year-old child
in the State Department had undertaken
to do the work in connection with that
white paper, he could not have done any
worse than was done. The people of
Argentina resented the United States
Government, sticking its long nose into
their political matters, and in no uncer-
tain terms said so at the election. .

Harold Ickes said:

All diplomatic reports from around the en-
tire world, except only Central and South
America, are, according to my information,
funneled to the Secretary of State through
Assistant Secretary James C. Dunn, the pat-
ent-leather diplomat who distinguished him-
self by marrying into the Armour Co. mil-
lions. This one man, conservative and re-
actionary, and of no outstanding ability,
controls completely the flow of information
upon which this country predicates much of
its foreign policy.

A report at varlance with Mr, Dunn's per-
sonal and limited views may be killed, and
never be seen by the Secretary of State, his
Under Secretary or any other department of-
ficial of high rank.

Mr. President, how many people in
America know that? How many Gold
Star Mothers in America know it? The
American people believe that they have
as a part of their Government a real De-
partment of State, and a real Secretary
of State. The soldier on the battlefield
went bravely into battle, Mr. President,
because he was fighting for his country.
He, of course, thought that his country
had a Secretary of State who knew what
was taking place, a Secretary of State
whom England could not take by the
nose and lead around and around and
around the stump. This is Harold Ickes
talking now, a man who has been in the
Cabinet for over 12 years. This is not
any ordinary columnist. This is a man
who knows more about the Government
than perhaps 135,000,000 people in
America know about it, because he has
been a part and parcel of this Govern-
ment for nearly 13 years. He tells what
kind of a Secretary of State and Depart-
ment we have here. He says:

The average businessman, who diligently
peruses his daily papers, is better informed
on world events and conditions than is the
Becretary of State.

In other words, Mr. President, the GI
who was able to get hold of a newspaper
knew more about what was going on in
the world than did the Secretary of
State of the United States Government,
and our GI boys were risking their lives
depending upon the knowledge of the
Secretary of State. Mr. Ickes proceeds:

At least the newspaper reader is presented
with diversified opinions and views on inter-
national affairs that are not afiorded to the
Becretary of State by such official documents
as he may be permitted to see,
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Just think of a situation where a man
in the office of the Secretary of State
says what may or may not be seen by
the Under Secretary, or what may or
what may not be seen by the Secretary
of State of this country. That man is
Mr. James C. Dunn. Says Harold Ickes:

Our State Department should have up-to-
date facts—hard, concrete intelligence—not
suppressed or culled by mediocre men whose
opinions jelled three decades ago. Our na-
tional interests are not being served by keep-
ing an underdone man in an important po-
sition to which he is not equal,

Mr. President, if the directors of a
bank find that a cashier is no good, they
fire him. No matter how small a busi-
ness may be, if the directors find it is
not making money, they get rid of the
officials. But here, Harold Ickes says
that this man’s opinions jelled three dec-
ades ago. He continues:

Our national interests are not being served
by keeping an underdone man in an im-
portant position to which he is not egual.
One of the most disappointing and disturb-
ing facts about Mr. Byrnes as Secretary of
State has been his coddling of Assistant Sec-
retary Dunn, who should have been handed
his visa from the Department of State a long
time ago.

Mr. President, some may wonder why
Secretary Hull kept him. After a while
truth will come out. We see men in
public office, a head man keeping another
man on, and we may not like the subor-
dinate and just wonder why he is being
kept. A year may go by, or 2 years, or
3 years, or 4 years, but finally the people
find out why Secretary Hull kept a fel-
low like this one, who Ickes says is no
good, whose mind jelled 30 years ago.
Ickes says:

It is easy to understand why BSecretary
Hull kept him én. He played a wicked game
of croquet.

Apparently the reason why the Secre-
tary of State of the United States kept
Mr. Dunn, according to Harold Ickes, was
because Mr. Dunn could play a good game
of croquet. Ickes proceeds:

But I have never understood that Secre-
tary Byrnes is an addict of that game,

That, Mr. President, is an article
written by Mr. Ickes, for 13 years a mem-
ber of the Cabinet, and published only
yesterday.

I call attention to the fact that all I
am asking is that the American vet-
erans get the same kind of deal England
gets. England is to get $3,750,000,000,
which is the assessed valuation of 10 of
the 48 States of this Union. All I am
asking is an amendment to the joint
resolution providing:

That notwithstanding any other provision
of the law, no loan made after the date of
the enactment of this joint resclution by
any department or agency, including Govern-
ment-owned or controlled corporations of the
Federal Government—

That would include the Housing Ad-
ministration—
to any person who served honorably in the
armed forces of the United States during
World War II shall bear interest at a rate
in excess of 1.6 percent per annum. No in-
terest chall accrue or be payable on any
such loan for a period of § years from the
date of making such loan,
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Mr. President, that is a kind of a deal
England is getting. Our taxpayers are
putting up $3,750,000,000. England can
borrow that money without interest for
5 years, and get the balance at 1.6 per-
cent. Why should not an American boy
who lost his legs, an American boy who
went out and fought 2, 3, or 4 years in the
fox holes, get as good a deal as England
is getting?

Mr. President, it is shameful the way
the American veteran has been treated
by this administration. I repeat, when
the war broke out President Roosevelt
tried to do something about it. Presi-
dent Roosevelt wrote a letter to the Con-
gress and said:

Here are two brothers.

Some Republicans wonder why Roose-
velt’s name is so great, some of those fel-
lows who go traveling all over the coun-
try making fun of Mrs. Roosevelt. I
have listened to some of them. Iam not
talking now about the Republican Mem-
bers of the Senate. I am talking about
some Republicans who come to Senators
when they reach home, who come to us
on the street corner, who, when Presi-
dent Roosevelt was alive, made fun of
him. Many a time on this floor I have
heard Senators in our discussions wonder
why the President was so popular. I
said, “You made him popular with the
soldier boys.”

I repeat, when the war broke out,
President Roosevelt wrote us a letter
stating:

Here are two brothers. The Government
drafts one, and the other one does not go into
service, The Government pays the one who
is taken away from his home, the one who
may be sent to his death, $50 a month, $600
8 year.

President Roosevelt said in his letter
to the Senate, “I believe that the brother
who stays home, who makes $67,200, and
who after he pays his income tax has
$25,000 remaining, has enough of an in-
come.” He wanted the net salary of
the brother who stayed at home limited
to $25,000 a year. Many and many a sol-
dier wrote me that he thought the $25,-
000 salary limitation was a just limita-
tion; that $25,000 was sufficient. One of
the things I was proud to write back to
those soldiers from North Dakota was
that I had voted for the $25,000 salary
limitation,

Now when the war is over and the boys
come back we find the spectacle against
which I protested a week or 10 days ago
of a lady’s garment store in New York
City, Gimbel’s, selling 600 new trucks
at a time when 13,000 veterans with cer-
tificates and priorities could not obtain
a single truck, The outfit that got the
trucks from the War Assets Corporation
in Indiana got them at $1,900 apiece,
and Gimbel's advertised the trucks for
$2,900, a profit of a thousand dollars
on each truck, or a total of $600,000
profit on one little deal. The veterans
will have to help make up whatever
deficit there may be by taxes. If a vet-
eran succeeds in getting hold of a piece
of property he will be obliged to pay
his share of taxes on that $600,000 trans=-
action. That is the kind of deal the
veteran has been receiving from the
administration.
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Mr. President, the farmer does not
get any better deal. A North Dakota
veteran, a farmer in my State, who
wants to get a Diesel engine cannot buy
it in Bismarck, N. Dak., he cannot buy it
in Fargo, N. Dak., or in St. Paul, Minn,,
in Minneapolis, Minn., or anywhere in
the State of Wisconsin. He is obliged to
go to Chicago to get it, nearly 1,000 miles
away from some parts of North Dakota.
The veteran must travel that great dis-
tance to buy a Diesel engine or a tractor.
His round trip totals 2,000 miles. He
must leave his work, perhaps leave in his
place an old father or mother 60, 70, or
even 75 years old to milk the cows and do
the heavy work around the farm. Sena-
tors on this fioor know what kind of a
deal the farmers have been getting under
the draft law. We have one North Da-
kota farmer whose two sons were drafted
and were killed in the war, The Govern-
ment drafted the third boy and left that
man, 65 years old, to get along the best
way he could with nearly 640 acres of
land. How would any Senator like to
have his old father go out in subzero
weather and milk cows? \

Mr. President, I described a little
while ago the sort of deal the veterans
have been getting with respect to life
insurance. The veterans have two kinds
of life insurance. There is the national
service life insurance which insures the
boys who went into the Second World
War. Then there is the World War
Veterans Act which insured the boys in
World War I. Let me illustrate. A sol-
dier insured under the World War Vet-
erans’ Act and a man drafted during
the present war are fighting side by side.
Both are paying the same premiums on
their policies. They are both hit by the
same shell and as a result both become
permanently and totally disabled. The
one insured under the World War Vet-
erans’ Act receives payments of $57.50
a month while the other one who was
drafted in this war receives nothing.
In fact there are cases of men who have
been insured under the World War Vet-
erans’ Act, and a part of their insurance
is under the National Service Act, who
are now being paid under the World War
Veterans’ Act, but are receiving noth-
ing under the other act. The distin-
guished Senator from Arizona [Mr.
McFarLanDp], who introduced bills for the
purpose of trying to correct this situa-
tion, a while ago said that they had been
in committee for over a year, and he has
been unable to get the bills out of the
committee. They are still pending in
committee.

Mr. President, if any Senator has any
doubt in his mind on this subject, let me
say that the American . Legion in its
national convention for the last 4
years has recommended to the Congress
of the United States amendments to the
National Service Insurance Act removing
this unjust discrimination in the matter
of granting insurance benefits.

A bill which would remove the dis=
crimination has been before the World
War Veterans' Committee in the House
and before the Finance Committee of
the Senate for more than a year, but no
committee hearings have as yet been
held. I wish every GI in America could
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know that. If they all knew it, the ad-
ministration would not get encugh votes
from among them to bother to count in
the next election. Boys in the last war
have lost arms and legs, have become
mental cases, and yet the bill has been
in committee for over a year and nothing
has been done about it.

I come now to the housing program.
I picked up a newspaper the other day
and read that a $1,000,000 race track
is being built in California. A veteran,
however, cannot get any lumber to build
a little home for himself, his wife and
children. If any Senator knows of an
apartment in New York, I wish he would
let me know, because a son-in-law of
mine who got out of the Navy a while ago
cannot find a home for himself, his wife
and his baby, and is living with his father
and mother. He has called on évery real
estate agency he could think of and has

gone through the telephone book time -

and again, but cannot find an apartment
for rent. But a $1,000,000 race track
can be built. And in one of the great
gambling towns of the United States, a
town out West, they are today building a
large gambling place, which, I under-
stand, will cost nearly half a million
dollars.

All T ask is that for once the veteran be
given a square deal. At least treat the
veteran as well as the boys in England
are treated. Our country is made up only
of its citizens. The people of England,
including their veterans, are taxpayers in
their home country. It is proposed to
give them $4,400,000,000, and they will
pay no interest on that sum for 5 years,
after which they are to pay 1.6 percent.
But we here charge our veterans 4 percent
on any money they borrow from the Gov-
ernment. When a Senator speaks on
such a subject he is accused of filibuster-
ing,

I wish a committee of veterans could
come and see how many empty seats there
are in the Senate at this moment., I wish
the veterans could see the empty seats of
the Senators from their own States, and
know how much interest they are taking
in an insurance bill introduced by the
junior Senator from Arizona who is try-
ing to get some money for the boys who
lost their arms, their legs, and their eyes.
That bill, as I previously said, has been
in committee for over a year, and the
Senator cannot obtain a hearing upon it,
Yet some wonder why the people of the
country are mad at the Senate. That
does not make any particular difference
to me, because it happens that I am not
supported by either the Republican or
the Democratic gang in the State. I am
just elected by the common people.

The distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. ToBey] told me a little
while ago that the veterans are taken
care of; that they do get money. I have
some papers in my hand dealing with the
case of a veteran. I told the Senator I
had some such cases. I am a peculiar
sort of a fellow, for when I make a state-
ment I like to prove it just as I did the
statement respecting Winston Churchill,
A Maine editor wrote an article in which
he said I was mistaken. He said that
Winston Churchill did not fight against
America. The writer last week, after I
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had made a statement about Winston
Churchill, said that I did not know what
I was talking about. So I got the Inter-
national Who's Who and looked up the
item about Winston Churchill which he
himself wrote.

Mr. Churchill wrote this himself. He
tells all about himself. He says:

I entered the army in 1895, served in Cuba
with Spanish forces against the Americans.

That is the Winston Churchill who
all of a sudden loves the people of the
United States so much. He told us, “I
am half American.” He did not say
which half. This is the man who fought
against this country. He did everything
he could to ruin it; and if Spain had de-
feated the United States he would have
been happy. He is so proud of it that
he puts it in his own biography. When
he speaks anywhere we turn on all the
radios in America to be sure not to miss
a word of what Winston Churchill, the
man who tried to wreck this country, -
is saying on any subjec*.

We have GI's who went over there and
lost their legs or arms. When they
speak over the radio it is not advertised.
No one knows about it. They are only
poor soldiers. What difference does it
make if a GI cannot get a home to live
in? If he cannot get a decent house,
he can live in a shack. If he cannot
find a shack he can live in a tourist camp.
If he cannot find a place in a tourist
camp he can live with his mother-in-
law and father-in-law or stepfather. If
the life-insurance law is not exactly
right, and he has lost a couple of legs or
a couple of arms, or lost his eyes, and
does not receive any compensation
through his life-insurance policy it makes
no difference. The distinguished Sena-
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. Topey]
said so. I have in my files the papers
in a case from Fargo, N. Dak.

We are told that we take good care of
our GI's and do everything for them. It
is said that we give them $50, $60, or $70
a month. I suggestthat anyone who be-
lieves that should go to the Congressional
Library and look through the files of the
Fargo Forum. Look up the case of the
soldier boy who went to a veterans” hos-
pital with a broken arm and sat there
8 hours before he could get attention.
Take the case of another boy who went
to the veterans’ hospital and sat there
until he died, without any doctor taking
care of him at all. Look at those cases
and then tell me that those boys are
properly taken care of.

I am glad that this happened before
Omar Bradley became head of the Vet-
erans’ Administration. It happened
under the administration of his predeces-
sor, I believe that General Bradley is
trying to do a good job. I have no quar-
rel with Mr. Hines. He apparently did
the very best he could.

I have received a letter, dated April 24,
which reads as follows:

For your information, and at the request
of Dr. James R. Dillard, of Fargo, N. Dak.,
formerly lieutenant colonel, Medical Corps,
United States Army, I am enclosing herewith
copies of hearings, orders, and affidavits in
the officers’ retirement file of Dr. Dillard.

You will note from this file that Dr. Dil-
lard served for over a period of 4 years in
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eombat area In the South Pacific. You will
note that he was discharged because of a
disability of arthritis—

If anyone has ever had arthritis he
knows how terribly painful it is, I know
of young people who have had it. Iknow
a doctor’s wife in Bismarck, N. Dak., who
has it. She is less than 30 years of age.
She is hopelessly crippled, and must be
carried around.

I confinue with the letter:
and that when he was discharged he was
brought before the Officers’ Retirement
Board and after a hearing [copy of which
is enclosed marked “addendum”] that the
retirement board recommended Dr. Dillard
be given officers’ retirement because of such
disability of arthritis. You will further note
from the file that the War Department re-
fused to concur in the findings of the re-
tirement board and ordered a new hearing.
You will note further that Dr. Dillard pro-
cured an affidavit from Dr. Joel C. Swanson
and from Dr. Trygve E. Oftedal and filed
such affidavits with the second retirement
board. You will also note the copy of Dr.

. Dillard’s letter to the retirement board dated

December 31, 1945,

The second retirement board had a hear-
Ing and the second board recommended that
Dr. Dillard be retired under the Officers’ Re-
tirement Act, and again the War Department
has now refused to concur in the findings
of the second retirement board, as you will
note from the copy of the letter dated April
12, 1946, addressed to Dr. Dillard and signed
by the Adjutant General.

Congress has passed legislation giving to
Reserve officers and National Guard officers
the rights of retirement for disability the
same as Regular Army officers, but the Adju-
tant General's Office, not only in this case
but in most cases affecting a National Guard
officer or a Reserve officer, refuses to concur
i;:l the findings of the Officers’ Retirement

oard.

Why am I interested in this case?
Why did I say to the distinguished Sena-
tor from New Hampshire that these boys
might get something? When I was Gov-
ernor of my State I used to review the
National Guard. There is not a finer
group of citizens in the State than the
National Guard. Here we have the case
of a man in the National Guard.

Continuing with the letter:

This is Just plainly a case of the War De-
partment not carrying out the wishes of
Congress and favoring Regular Army officers
for retirement over National Guard and
Reserve officers.

The distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire stated that we had a law un-
der which certain boys would get a cer-
tain amount of money each month,
They do not get it, anymore than the
selective-service boards in some of the
States enforced the Tydings amendment.
The Tydings amendment provides that
if a farm boy has 16 units he may not
be drafted. He is taken anyway. If
they want him they take him, whether
he has 24, 50, or 80 units. I know of one
case in which a man had more than 80
units, and he was taken anyway.

When I asked a distinguished member
of the Senate Committee on Military
Affairs how the Tydings amendment
could be ignored, he replied, “What can
you do about it in case they do ignore
it?” I asked, “Cannot the officials be
impeached?” He replied, “How far would
you get if you tried it?”
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Today all over the Northwest, particu-
larly in my State—and I know it is true
in Montana and South Dakota—these
boys are being drafted. I related the
case of a family in which two boys were
killed in the war, and the third one was
taken, When anyone writes time and
time again, as I have done, to the Selec-
tive Service Board, what answer does he
receive? “Go to an employment agency
and get a hired man.” But when a
farmer goes to the employment agency
he cannot get a hired man., There are
none available. So we have men 65, 70,
72, or 75 years of age, trying to farm,
trying to raise a crop to feed the famished
peoples of the world. They cannot ob-
tain hired men. Their boys were taken
away from them,

The farmers in my State had a little
wheat left for seed. It looked as though
a drought were coming. The other day
Mr. LaGuardia and Mr, Anderson stated
that they were going to take the wheat
anyway. They tried it in World War I,
when the distinguished senior Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]l was working
with Mr. Hoover. They were going to
take the wheat at that time. The of-
ficials said to the farmers, “If you do not
sell your wheat in 30 days for $2.26 in
Minneapolis, we will come out and take
it.” I am not blaming my distinguished
friend from Ohio, because he was only
Mr. Hoover's assistant. The regulation
was promulgated to the effect that if a
farmer did not sell his wheat for $2.26 at
Minneapolis, the sdministration would
take it. That was tried in North Dakota,
but fortunately I was attorney general of
the State at that time, and the minute
they tried it I arrested the whole kit and
kaboodle of them. I said, “We will let
a jury in the United States court say
whether you can take a man’s property.”

After the wheat was taken, what was
done with it? Believe it or not, it was
sold to a friend of the man who took it
for $1 a bushel. All the man had to do
was to load it up and send it to Minne-
apolis and get $2.26. The United States
Government took wheat at Baldwin,
N. Dak., and sold it for a dollar a bushel.
I arrested some of the officials. If it
had not been for the efforts of my dis-
tinguished friend, the senior Senator
from Ohio, I would have put them all
in jail. Senators know how diplomatic
he is. I was pretty young at that time.
I was only 26 years of age, although I
was attorney general of the State. The
Senator from Ohio had had much more
experience than I had had, and he talked
me out of it. He told me that, after all,
they were pretty good fellows. He said,
“What is the use of putting a county
food administrator in jail?” I met the
distinguished Senator from Ohio at that
time, and I have liked him ever since.
He was a fine, level-headed young man
even in those days.

To return to the letter which I have

. been reading:

Dr. Dillard would appreciate it very much,
and so would I, if you would take this matter
up with the War Department and demand
written reasons from the War Department
why they refused to concur in the findings
of the two retirement boards.
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My friend the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire said they always
got money, that they always were taken
care of.

Mr. TOBEY. I said what?

Mr, LANGER. The Senator from New
Hampshire said they always are taken
care of and get $60 or $70 a month——

Mr. TOBEY. No, Mr. President—

Mr. LANGER. Depending on how
badly they were hurt.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
REED in the chair). Does the Senator
from North Dakota yield to the Senator
from New Hampshire?

Mr, LANGER. I yield.

Mr. TOBEY. I wish the Senator to
have a complete understanding of what
my position is. The Senator has com-
plained that the veterans—the GI’s, as
he has referred to them—who are totally
disabled are “gypped” by the Govern-
ment and that it is a dishonest deal, and
so forth—those were the words he used—
and that if they are totally disabled they
get no benefits under the war insurance
policy. Well, Mr. President, they do not;
but they get equal benefits for total dis-
ability under the Veterans’ Administra-
tion; and the Senator from North Da-
kota knows that as well as I do. There-
fore, I do not wish to have my country
and the Congress defamed and held up
to ridicule as if we had not taken care
of the veterans. We have; and the Sen-
ator from North Dakota knows it as well
as I do.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am not
going to get into an argument with the
Senator from New Hampshire, but I shall
not yield further.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from North Dakota knows as well
as I do that what I have just said is
true, and he knew it before he started
to speak.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am not
going to yield further and I am not going
to get into an argument. But here is a
letter signed by the Commissioner of
Veterans Affairs of the State of North
Dakota. Although I have the greatest
respect for my distinguished colleague
from New Hampshire, I must also state
that I know this commissioner well and
I have known him for- a great many
years. When I was Governor of North
Dakota he was adjutant general. He,
Mr. Romanus J. Downey, would not write
me a letter that did not tell the truth.
The distinguished Senator from Arizona
said that he had tried repeatedly to get
the law amended and that an amend-
ment to it had been pending a year be-
fore the Senate committee, but he could
not get a hearing. I suggest that my
friend the distinguished Senator from
New Hampshire whom I love so much,
write the veterans commissioner of his
own State of New Hampshire, because
then I know he will find out what the
situation is, and, as a result, will join
me in my endeavor in this connection,
I know the Senator from New Hampshire
so well and I know the big heart he has,
and I know he will join me in seeing to
it that this bill is reported by the com-
mittee, because certainly it is not fair
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that a man who has served in both world
wars and who holds an insurance policy
for service in the First World War and
also an insurance policy for service in
the Second World War is paid under his
insurance policy issued for service in the
First World War but is not paid under
the policy issued to him for service in the
Second World War. Furthermore, cer-
tainly it is not fair that a man who en-
listed in peacetime should be paid $57 a
month, or whatever the amount may be,
for disability resulting from being
wcunded by an exploding shell, whereas
a man who was drafted for service in
the recent world war and was hurt by the
same shell explosion which hurt the other
man receives nothing by way of disability
payments.

Mr. President, I know the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire too well
to doubt that he would think of such a
situation is fair, and I know that he will
join me in going before the committee
and seeing to it that action is taken on
that measure. The American Legion
urges that such action be taken. I know
fhat no one has a greater admiration for
the American Legion than does my dis-
tinguished colleague, the Senator from

" New Hampshire. The American Legion
in its national conventions for the last 4
years has recommended to Congress of
the United States amendments to the
National Selective Service Life Insurance
Act so as to remove this unjust dis-
crimination in the matter of granting in-
surance benefits. A bill for that pur-
pose has been before the World War Vet-
erans’ Committee of the House of Rep~
resentatives and before the Finance Com-
mittee of the Senate for more than a year
last past. As the distinguished junior
Senator from Arizona has said, he has
tried his best to have that bill reported
from the committee and passed by the
Senate; and I know the Senator from
New Hampshire will help us and some
other Members of the Senate to secure
its passage.

Mr. President, I read further from a
letter which I have received from the
commissioner of veterans’ affairs of my
State:

Dr. Dillard would appreciate it very much
and so would I if you would take this mat-
ter up with the War Department and de-
mand written reasons from the War Depart-
ment why they refuse to concur in the find-
ings of the two retirement boards. I

Mr. President, one reason why I am
reading this letter on the floor of the
Senate is because the writer of the letter,
the commissioner of veterans' affairs of
the State of North Dakota, has asked me
to do so. He says in his lefter:

I might also suggest to you, Senator, that
it would not be a bad idea for you to take
this matter up on the Senate floor.

Mr. President, these veterans’ affairs
commissioners are desperate—and right-
ly so, I think. In order that the Senator
may understand the situation, I say that
I was amazed when I was told about it.

I read further from the letter:

We have had many cases in North Dakota

of National Guard and Reserve officers who
have been seriously wounded and who have
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not been granted retirement benefits be-
cause the War Department has refused to
concur in the finding of the officer medical
boards and the retirement boards, * * *
But we do have many National Guard and
Reserve officers who would appreciate your
bringing this matter to the attention of the
Senate and of the publiec.
With kind personal regards,
Very sincerely yours,
RoMaNTs J. DowNEY.

Mr. President, as I have said, Mr.
Downey is an outstanding man. He has
attached to his letter the affidavits, and
I have them here in case any Senator
wishes to lock at them. The addendum
gives the entire record of this man, and
it is a very good record. He served 4
years in the South Pacific area. There
are half a dozen affidavits accompanying
the letter. I shall be glad to show them
to anyone who is interested in seeing
them. I shall not read them in the
REecorp at this time and I shall not ask
unanimous consent to have them printed
at this poiut in the ReEcorp; I do not be-
lieve I wish to have that done at this
time. But I will send the letter and the
attached papers fo the War Department.
Perhaps I should take the time to read
the affidavits now. I may do so later,
but for the time being I shall lay this
letter aside, because I wish to refer again
to the little pamphlet which I have previ-
ously mentioned., It is the pamphlet
which was prepared, according to the
statement on the outside, by the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace,

Mr, President, it happens that I have
known the president of that outfit, of
that crowd—and they have done a lot
of good; I am not criticizing them too
much—for 35 years. If is all part of the
same pattern. I hold in my hand a book
entitled “Triumphant Dzmocracy,” by
Andrew Carnegie himself, a man who
came to the United States and made his
millions over here, and then went back to
Scotland. I now hold in my hand a copy
of his book, and it is a copy which includes
the last chapter. But, Mr. President,
just try to buy a copy of that book with
the last chapter in it; just try to find one.
Andrew Carnegie went back to Scotland
with the millions he made in the United
States, and in Scotland he was enter-
tained by the King of England. He also
entertained the King of England at Skibo
Castle, and the American flag and the
English flag were flying over it. He said
to the King, “The day is coming wheh we
shall have the English flag for both coun-
tries. We are going to take America back
where-it belongs.”

Mr. President, I wish to read certain
parts of the last chapter of the book writ-
ten by the man who organized the Car-
negie Endowment for International
Peace, of which Nicholas Murray Butler
was the head. In the last chapter of the
book, Andrew Carnegie prophesied just
exactly what they are trying to put over
in the Senate. He closed his book with a
chapter entitled, “A Look Ahead,” An-
drew Carnegie himself wrote this. If it
were not for the fact that I had an un-
usually good friend in New York, I doubt
whether I could have gotten this copy of
the book. But my friend was fortunate
enough to get hold of a carbon copy of
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the original, in Mr. Carnegie’s own hand-
writing, showing the interpolations.

I shall now read the last chapter of the
book, beginning at paragraph 5:

There are higher though perhaps no more
powerful considerations than the material
benefits involved in reunion.,

Mr. Carnegie is now speaking about the
United States and England uniting as
one country under one flag. He would
set aside everything that took place dur-
ing the Revolutionary War.

I continue reading:

Regarding these, I should like Britain to
consider what the proposed union means.
Not the most sanguine advocate of “Imperial
Federation” dares to intimate that the fed-
eration he dreams of would free the markets
of all its members to each other. This ques-
tion cannot even be discussed when Imperial
Conferences meet. If it be introduced it is
Jjudiciously shelved. But a British-American
reunion brings free entry here of all British
products as a matter of course. The richest
market in the world is open to Britain free
of all duty by a stroke of the pen.

That is what he is telling the British
people. Andrew Carnegie said further:
The richest market in the world is open to

Britain free of all duty by a strcke of the
pen.

I wonder what the farmers of the
Northwest would think of that state-
ment.

No tax can be laid upon products of any
part of the union even for revenue, although
under “free trade” such taxes might still
exist,

Andrew Carnegie was a smart man.

What would not trade with the Republic
“duty-free” mean to the linen, woolen, iron,
and steel industries of Scotland.

Senators who are for America are now
listening to the advice of an expert.
Some Senators who voted for reciprocal
trade agreements might not have voted
for them if they had first read this book
by Andrew Carnegie, the man who made
a fortune in America.

I repeat:

What would not trade with the Republic
duty free mean to the linen, woolen, iron,
and steel industries of Scotland, to the tin-
plate manufacturers of Wales; to the woolen
and cotton, coal, iron, cutlery, and steel in-
dustries of England? It would mean prosper-
ity to every industry in the United King-
dom, and this in turn would mean renewed
prosperity to the agricultural interests now
B0 sorely depressed.

Andrew Carnegie here was speaking to
England.

lul"ew except those engaged in manufactur-
g—

I wish to call this partieularly to the at-
tention of the distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania. It is Carnegie who is now
speaking, the man who loved Ameriea but
loved England more.

Few, except those engaged in manufactur-
Ing realize the position of Britain as a manu-
facturer in regard to the American market.
The ocean, which many are still apt to con-
slder a barrier between the two countries, is
the very agency that brings so close and will
ultimately bind them together, Coal, iron,
steel, and all kinds of merchandise from
Britain reach American ports more cheaply
than American manufactures produced
within a hundred miles of these ports.
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Mr. President, I ask Senators to listen
to this:

Thus, the coal, iron, and steel from Glas-
gow, Hull, New Castle, or Liverpool reach the
cities of New Orleans, Charleston, S8avannah,
Richmond, Baltimore, Phlladelphia, New
York, Boston, and Portland more cheaply
than the same articles mined or manu-
factured in Pennsylvania.

Mr, President, let the Senator from
Pennsylvania face that statement in his
next campaign if he wants to. Let any
Senator who wants to vote to give $4,-
750,000,000 to build up England against
America also take note. Let Senators
face the statement which I have read.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President——

Mr. LANGER. I do not yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, a
point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. A few moments
ago I obtained a transcript of a state-
ment which was made by the Senator
from North Dakota, and which I believe
to be a violation of paragraph 2 of rule
XIX of the rules of the Senate. The
Senator made the following statement,
as shown by the transcript which I have
just obtained from the official reporter:

In fact, he has spoken so well and Bo
often, and has said so much about making
a gift to England that, one of these days, I
am going to write a letter to the King over
there in England and ask him if he cannot
give a title of some kind to my distinguished
friend and colleague from the State of
Arkansas, because he is certainly worthy of
it, in view of all the great things he has
done for the United Kingdom,

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, the
language which the Senator from Arkan-
sas has just read was intended by me as
g compliment, but if he objects to it I
will withdraw it and regret that I said it.
I intended it as a compliment to the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
implication of the statement is clearly in
violation of rule XIX, which reads in
part as follows:

No Senator in debate shall, directly or in-
directly, by any form of words impute to
another Senator or to other Senators any
conduct or motive unworthy or unbecoming
a Senator,

The implication of the statement of
the Senator from South Dakota is very
clear that a speech which I made in sup-
port of the pending measure was made
in behalf only of the United Kingdom
and not the Gtate of Arkansas, or any
other State.

I read further from rule XIX:

If any Senator, in speaking or otherwise,
transgresses the rules of the Senate, the
Presiding Officer shall, or any Senator may,
call him to order, and when a Senator shall
be called to order he shall sit down and not
proceed without leave of the Senate—

(Manifestations of applause in the
galleries.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Visitors
in the galleries will maintain order.
They are here as guests of the Senate,
and if there is any further disturbance,
the galleries will be cleared.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
continue reading:
which, if granted, shall be upon motion that
he be allowed to proceed in order, which
motion shall be determined without debate.

Mr. President, it seems to me that the
statement which the Senator made
clearly violated rule XIX of the Senate
and that the Senator should not be
allowed to proceed.

Mr. LANGER. AsI have already said,
Mr. President, I intended my statement
to be a compliment to my distinguished
brother. He is a fraternity brother of
mine. He is a brother in the Sigma Chi.
[Laughter.]

That order has decorated some of our
great generals. I will certainly with-
draw the remarks if the Senator cbjects
to them,

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I make
the point of order that there is no order
in the Chamber. The Senator from Ar-
kansas has presented a serious matter,
and the Senate should rule upon it.

I also make the point of order that the
remarks which the Senator made may
not be withdrawn except by unanimous
consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota will take his
seat. The Chair does not understand
that he must determine whether the re-
marks of the Senator from North Da-
kota involved a violation of the rules,
The question is one for the Senate to
decide. Is there a motion?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, do
I understand that it does not lie within
the province of the Chair to determine
whether the statement which I read im-
putes an unworthy motive to another
Senator?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair does not determine the question,
It is for the Senate to determine.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I think
the rule is that when a Senator calls the
attention of the Senate to remarks which
are presumed to be improper or in viola-
tion of the rules, under the rule the Sen-
ator who has made the remarks should
take his seat, whereupon the Senate shall
determine whether the remarks are out
of order, and whether he shall be per-
mitted to resume in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
usual method of determining that is for
a motion to be made that the Senator
who is alleged to have offended may be
permitted to proceed in order.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, would
it be in order for the Senator from North
Dakota to ask unanimous consent that he
be permitted to withdraw the remarks
to which the Senator from Arkansas
objects?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would think that anything is pos-
sible in the Senate by unanimous con-
sent.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly had no intention of reflecting on
my distinguished colleague, and I ask
unanimous consent of the Senate to
withdraw the remark.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senate.
As I was saying, this is Andrew Carnegie,
an expert, a man who knows all about
iron and steel and all that sort of thing.
Andrew Carnegie says:

Coal, iron, steel, and all kinds of mer-
chandise from Britain reach American ports
more cheaply than American manufacturers
produce within a hundred miles of these
ports. Thus the coal, iron, and steel from
Glasgow, Hull, Newcastle, or Liverpool reach
the cities of New Orleans, Charleston, Savan-
nah, Richmond, Baltimore, Philadelphia, New
York, Boston, and Portland more cheaply
than the same articles mined or manufac-
tured in Pennsylvania, Ohio, Tennessee, or
Alabama, the land carriage from thesez States
being far greater than the ocean carriage
from Great Britain. To the whole Pacific
coast Britain is so much nearer in cost as to
give her under reunion the complete com-
mand of that market.

I am particularly anxious to have the
Senators from Pennsylvania, Ohio, Ten-
nessee, and Alabama listen to this.

Andrew Carnegie says:

Coal, iron, steel, and all kinds of mer-
chandise from Britaln reach American ports
more cheaply than American manufacturers
produce within a hundred miles of these
ports. Thus the coal, iron, and steel from
Glasgow, Hull, Newcastle, or Liverpool reach
the cities of New Orleans, Charleston, Savan-
nah, Richmond, Baltimore, Philadelphia, New
York, Boston, and Portland more cheaply
than the same articles mined or manufac-
tured in Pennsylvania, Ohlo, Tennessee, or
Alabama, the land carriage from these States
being far greater than the ocean carriage
from Great Britain, To the whole Pacific
coast Britain is so much nearer in cost as
to give her under reunion the complete com-
mand of the market,

He is talking now about the Pacific
coast. This is Andrew Carnegie talking.

Mr, TOBEY. He is dead. [Laughter.]

Mr. LANGER. I am reading from his
book.

To the whole Pacific coast Britaln i1s so
much nearer in cost as to give her under
reunion the complete command of that mar-
ket.

That may not mean very much to some
people, but to me it means a tremendous
lot. Andrew Carnegie says:

In the event of reunion the American
manufacturers would supply the interior of
the country, but the great populations
skirting the Atlantic seaboard and the Pacific
coast would receive their manufactured ar-
ticles chiefly from Britain. The heavy prod-
ucts are taken from Britain to the United
States in many instances as ballast for noth-
ing., The freight charge is generally trifiing.
I do not hesitate to say that reunion would
bring with it such demand for British prod- .
ucts as would tax the present capacity. of
Britain to the utmost, for the products of
continental nations, which now compete so
seriously with Britain, would be almost ex-
cluded even by a tariff strictly for revenue.

How much greater can anybody make
it?

There would not be an idle mine, furnace,
or factory in the land.

He is talking about Britain.

The consumption of coal in the United
States is already greater than in Britain;
of iron and steel it is now fully double.
Our consumption of tin plate exceeds that
of all the rest of the world, The imports
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of British textile fabrics grow year after
year, These never were so great as at present,
The only nation which is taking more and
more of British products is the Republic.

He ought to know. He was here a
long time.

The American market is enormous and
constantly expanding. It is in vain that
people in Britain hope for any radical change
in the tariff laws., No party in the United
States can or will make many material
changes in these. Revenue will continue to
be raised by duties upon imports as at pres-
enf, and chiefly upon the fine textile fabrics—
the luxuries of the rich. There can be little
question that nothing would so certainly
insure the permanent prosperity of Britain
as free access to the American market, which
can be effected so easlly through a reunion,
which would also bring with it enhanced
value to land as the result of prosperity
in all branches of British trade and indus-
try; and were Britain and America again one,
the American would find the former the best
summer home within his reach.

We would have a place to go for the
summer. ;

Many would purchase such homes there,
and secure for themselves the delights of a
beneficial change of climate.

That is what we are going to get—

And contact with a thousand sources of
sweet influences only to be gained In the
old home of the race. The prophecy of the
Spectator, made many years ago, and just
repeated, would be fully realized, that the
British-American would find the old home
his “restful park.,” It is not going too far
to say that every kind of property in the
sceptered isle and every business interest
would be permanently benefited in value by
reunion,

I do not shut my eyes to the fact thut re-
union, bringing free entrance of British prod-
ucts, would cause serious disturbance to
many manufacturing interests near the At-
lantic coast, which have been built up under
the protective system. But, sensitive as the
American is sald to be under the influence
of the dollar, there is a chord in his nature—
the patriotic—which is much more sensi-
tive still. Judging from my knowledge of
the American manufacturers, there are few
who would not gladly make the necessary
pecuniary sacrifices to bring about a reunion
of the old home and the new. There would
be some opposition, of course, from those
pecuniarily interested, but this would be
silenced by the chorus of approval from the
peofple in general. No private interests or in-
terests of a class, or of a section of what
would then be our common country, would
or should be allowed to obstruct a consum-
mation so devoutly to be wished.

In other words, if it does not suit the
Atlantic coast and does not suit the
Pacific coast, who want to deal in the
interior, it is just too bad.

If* the question be judged in Britain by
the material benefits certain to flow from it,
never in all her history was such enormous
material gain within her reach, and never
as much as now has the future position of
Britain so urgently required just such an
assurance of continued prosperity. The de-
velopment of manufactures in other lands
seriously menaces her future. She has al-
ready lest much in cotton manufacture,
which I fear is never to be regained. The
production of iron has fallen from nearly
nine to less than seven million tons. We see
decreases written too often in her trade sta-
tistics, which might be charged to the ebb
and flow of industrial affairs were they not
accompanied by startling increases in like
branches on competing nations,
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This is what he says about Great
Britain:

Her position is the most artificial of all
nations,

This is what Carnegie says about Eng-
land:

Islands that cannot grow half enough of
food to feed her people, but which produce
double the amount of manufactured articles
they can consume, Such a nation, in order
to be secure of her future, must have a mar-

ket for these surplus articles, and more land

from which to draw food for her people.
This is precisely what reunion offers—the
most valuable and the most rapidly increas-
ing market in the world for her manufac-
tures, and the richest soll for the production
of the food she requires. Reunion restores
her to ownership in hundreds of millions of

acres of fresh, fertile soil, the like of which

is elsewhere unknown, and reopens a mar-
ket for her manufactures sufficient even today
to absorb all her surplus.

Mr. Carnegie continues:

Reunion will further benefit the United
Kingdom in regard to debt and taxation, po-
tent factors in the industrial race of na-
tions. The national debt per capita of the
United States amounts to $14, that of Brit-
ain to $88, that of Canada to $48.

Mr, President, I have here statistics
showing exactly what the per capita
debts are today. I repeat what Mr, Car-
negie said at the time he wrote this book:
. The national debt per capita of the United
States amounts to $14, that of Britain to $88,
that of Canada to $48.

Today the land area of the British
Empire is 13,655,393 square miles. Her
debt is $67,334,000,000. Her population
is 495,998,880. Her debt is $136 per
person.

The United States land area is 3,735,~
993 square miles. Her population is
150,621,331. Her debt, even estimated at
the figure of $200,000,000,000, which cer-
tainly is liberal enough, shows a per
capita debt of $1,998. That is $1,998 per
person.

So that while at that time the national
debt per capita of the United States
amounted to $14 and Britain's per capita
debt amounted to $88, or more than six
times as great in Britain as in the United
States, today the debt in the British Em-
pire is $136 per person, while in this
country it is $1,998 per person. In other
words, for a GI who is married and has
one child, the total debt would be around
$6,000, while in England a veteran with
a wife and child would have a total debt
of about $450.

I come back to my amendment, Mr,
President. We find an average debt in
Great Britain of $136 per capita and in
America of $1,998, and I ask Senators
under such conditions whether my
amendment should not be adopted. My
amendment is to insert a new section at
the end of the joint resolution, as fol-
lows:

Bec. —. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, no loan made after the date of

‘enactment of this joint resolution, by any

department or agency (including Govern-
ment-owned or controlled corporations) of
the Federal Government, to any person who
served honorably in the armed forces of the
United States during World War II, shall
bear interest at a rate in excess of one and
six-tenths per centum per annum, and no
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Interest shall accrue or be payable on any
such loan for a period of 56 years from the
date of the making of such loan.

Why should not the American veteran
be treated as well as the English vet-
eran is treated? What sense is there
in giving away $3,750,000,000 to a coun-
try in which the average debt is $136,
when we, who are asked to give it, have
an average debt of $1,998 per person?
That simply does not make sense to me.
Maybe I am just from a small farm
State, so-called, the State of North Da-
kota, where we do not do things on the
magnificent scale that things are done
in some other States of the Union. But
in North Dakota, where a farmer has
160 acres or 640 acres or a couple of
thousand acres, he would consider the
proposed loan, if it can be called a loan,
in just the same fashion as if a man had
furniture worth $5,000, and he gave a
bum $5,000 in cash and said, “I will give
it to you on condition that you buy my
furniture.” That is just the way it
works. We are going to give the people
of Britain the money so they can buy
our stuff. That is the theory of it. Why
not give them the stuff originally? Why
give them any money at all?

Mr, Carnegie said reunion would re-
sult in our manufacturers being located
only in the interior, The four States of
Pennsylvania, Ohio, Tennessee, and Ala-
bama, for example, would not be able
to ship goods to New Orleans, or Charles-
ton, or Savannah, or Richmond, or Balti-
more, or Philadelphia, or New York, or
Boston, or Portland, because England
could put goods down more cheaply at
those ports than could the manufac-
turers of those four States.

Mr, President, I do not care what any
other Senator may think about this mat-
ter, but I conceive it to be my duty to
bring it to the attention of the Senate.
All that any Ssznator can do upon the
Senate floor is to do his duty as he sees
it, and I certainly want to bring this
matter to the attention of the Senate
because I am interested in the manufac-
turing plants of every town, village, city,
and hamlet everywhere in the United
States of America.

Mr. HATCH. A parliamentary in-
quiry. Who has the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Dakota has the floor.

Mr. LANGER. I read further from
Mr, Carnegie’s book:

The percentage of taxation in the United
States—National, State, and local—to earn-
ings was 5.04 last decade; in the United
Kingdom, 9.03—nearly double. When the
union is restored it will be upon the basls of
uniting also the national debts as they stand,
and making all a common obligation of the
union, so that the United Kingdom will be

relleved at once of the greater portion of
its national debt.

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

Mr. LANGER. I yield to the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] has
pending an amendment to the bill. I
understand that the Senator from Ohio
would like to dispose of it in order that
he may leave the city. I wonder if the
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Senator from North Dakota would yield

to the Senator from Ohio in order that .

he may offer his proposal and that we
may have a vote on it, if it is understood
that the Senator from North Dakota will
not lose the floor by that procedure?

Mr. LANGER. I will be glad to yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous con-
sent then, Mr. President, that the Sena-
tor from Ohio be permitted to offer his
amendment, and that the Senate may
proceed to vote upon it, without taking
the Senator from North Dakota from the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will inform the Senate that it is
his understanding that the amendment
of the Senator from Ohio has already
been offered.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And has
been held in abeyance pending the per-
fecting amendments to the joint resolu-
tion.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I understood
that the amendment of the Senator from
Ohio was in the nature of a substitute. I
have a pending amendment which I
should like to submit, and I ask what
would become of it in the event that the
Senate should agree to vote on the sub-
stitute of the Senator from Ohio?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the Senator from Ohio should
be adopted, it would not be subject to
further amendment.

Mr. TAFT. But if the amendment
should be rejected the joint resolution
would be open to further amendment. I
think the Senator from Louisiana would
be satisfied if this amendment were
adopted. If it were defeated, he would
still have the right to offer his own
amendment. So I do not see that the
S=nator would lose anything by permit-

- ting the Senate to proceed with my

amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request that the amend-
ment of the Senator from Ohio be con-
sidered at this time? 'The Chair hears
none.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the substi-
tute which I offered, for the considera-
tion of which at this time, ahead of the
pending amendment, unanimous consent
was granted, reads as follows:

Strike out all after the resolving clause and
insert:

“The President of the United States is au-
thorized to pay to the United Kingdom not
to exceed the sum of $1,250,000,000 upon the
agreement of the United Kingdom that said
sum will be used for purchases of goods and
services in the United States during the
years 1946, 1947, and 1948: Provided, That
the character of such purchases shall be sub-
ject to restriction under the provisions of
the Export Control Act, and the President in
his discretion may extend the time in which
such purchases may be made."”

I may say that the latter proviso is
merely to emphasize the fact that we still
have control over what goods may be
bought in this country. If the Presi-
dent finds that this sum is not exhausted,
there will be no pressure to spend it all
at once in 1948, but he may extend the
time until the entire sum is used up.
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This amendment differs from the
amendment offered by the distinguished
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART],
who proposed to reduce the $3,750,000,-
000 to $1,500,000,000. He proposed to
retain the contract, and still ask the
British to make the same undertaking
which they had agreed to make in con-
sideration of the larger loan. That
amendment would require renegotiation
with the British; and whether they would
agree to that or not, I do not know.
My amendment requires no renegotia-
tion with the British. The British are
simply offered an outright grant of $1,-
250,000,000, to be spent in this country
for the purchase of the goods which they
need.

I have placed the sum at $1,250,000,000,
because it is intended to cover the entire
deficiency which the British are in any
way likely to have in the balance of
trade with this country during the next
3 years. That is to say, I am proposing
to say to the British, “We will finance
and permanently grant to you all the
goods which you desire to purchase in
this country during these 3 years, over
and above what you export to us.” The
British deficiency in imports and ex-
ports, taking into consideration insur-
ance and all other services during the
prewar years, averaged $140,000,000 a
year. This amendment would permit it
to average $416,000,000 a year during
the 3 years; and we would undertake to
finance that operation for the British.

It seems to me that there can be no
lack of generosity in our performance
under such an agreement. It is in effect
an extension of the lend-lease program
into the peace era, to permit the British
to make up deficiencies which have re-
sulted from the war. The British can-
not say that we are responsible for cut-
ting their ration, or in any way refusing
to do anything we can do from a physical
standpoint in supplying the goods which
they need for the next 3 years.

The other two and a half billion dol-
lars of this loan is not to be spent by the
British in this country. It is to be spent
by them all over the world, to obtain
goods from all the other countries in
the world. It is an attempt, in theory,
to stabilize the world exchange by our
providing two and a half billion dollars
for the British to go out and buy goods
from their own colonies, and all over the
world; for the British to transport their
troops home from India and other
points in the world, and to receive goods
which it seems to me the rest of the
world ought to finance if they are going
to supply them.

Incidentally, the two and a half billion
dollars is just so many dollars which we

would cast upon the waters of the world..

They would gradually drift back here
again, to build up a tremendous de-
mand in this country for goods, beyond
what we could possibly supply. It seems
to me that we are doing over again,
with this two and a half billion dollars,
over and above what the British really
need in this country, exactlv what we
were told we were doing under the Bret-
ton Woods agreements. We are ap-
parently trying to stabilize exchange
throughout the world. That was the
purpose of the Bretton Woods agree-
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ments. The Bretton Woods fund dis-
tributed $2,750,000,000 of our money
throughout the world in order to stabilize
exchange, so that pounds could be ex-
changed for dollars and other currency.

Furthermore, under the Bretton Woods
agreements we are putting $3,000,000,-
000 into a bank, which is intended to
finance loans o countries throughout the
world. In my opinion one and a half
billion dollars is sufficient to deal with
the present British situation, so far as
we can reasonably see in advance, All
the figures show that they already have
available in gold, cash, and dollars in
this country $2,300,000,000, to which we
would add one and a quarter billion dol-
lars to enable them to finance what they
actually have to buy here.

In addition, if the one and a half
billion plus the $2,300,000,000 which they
already have is not enough to finance
them, they can make a commercial loan
from the Export-Import Bank or from
the RFC, where they have $900,000,000
of securities today, against which they
now have loans of only about $200,000,-
000. They can borrow on reasonable
commercial terms from the RFC. If
this total sum should prove to be in-
sufficient they could borrow $700,000,000
from the RFC on reasonable commercial
terms. It would be a commercial loan,
and they would have to pay the interest;
but those securities are self-liquidating.
The British loan has already been re-
duced by applying the income derived
from those securities. The British loan
from the RFC has already been reduced
from something like $500,000,000 down
to about $200,000,000. It would be a self-
liguidating loan which could be taken
care of. So if they get this additional
help, with the cash they already have,
and if they have the right to borrow
from the RFC and the Export-Import
Bank, if they can get the World Bank
to underwrite the sale of British securi-
ties in the United States—and that is its
very purpose—I cannot see how the Brit-
ish Commonwealth is ever going to run
short of funds to meet the situation
which it has to meet.

Incidentally, the two and one-half
billion dollars would add approximately
$20,000,000,0600 to the great flood of dol-
lars which we are making available
throughout the world, if all these agen-
cies were to operate. It would simply
add to the amount which would coeme
here and be paid for American goods, to
build up a vast export trade on a wholly
artificial basis. It is bound to collapse
when the lending comes to an end, ex-
actly as the system collapsed in 1929
when the private lending suddenly came
to an end. To build up an artificial ex-
port trade is artificial inflation. That
is what inflation is.

The question that is asked me is, Why
give it? Why do we not lend it to Great
Britain? Why do we not make this a
loan? In the first place, it seems to me
that with this vast lending the British
are most unlikely to pay this loan. If
seems to me that what the joinft reso-
lution is proposing to do is, in effect, a
gift. It is admitted that it is not on a
commercial basis. The interest is for-
givable. Probably the interest never will
be paid. That certainly is a gift of the
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interest. I do not see that this amend-
ment varies, in a constitutional way or
in a practical way, from the proposal
actually made in this particular loan
agreement. I think it would be far bet-
ter for us if we were to recognize that
fact.

After all, it is merely an appendage to
lend-lease, in which we have already
expended approximately $20,000,000,000
for assistance to England in the war.
The President could have let the lend-
lease run on for 2 or 3 months, prob-
ably over protest, but still it could have
been done, and he could have supplied
the one and one-quarter billion dollars
in that way if he had wished to do so.
He felt that he should comply with the
clear intent of Congress, and he there-

- fore cut it off sharply. But I think that
this is no more than a continuation, a
hangover, of that policy, just as we are
liguidating many of our war agencies.

It seems to me also that we might as
well recognize that this is in fact a gift.
Let us go back to the First World War,
when we were told that the operation
-was a loan. We have found out now that
it was largely a gift, and had to be a gift.
We were told when lend-lease was he-
fore us that we were only lending the
money and equipment. It will be re-
membered that we were to lend our
neighbor a fire hose, and that when the
fire was out we were to get the hose back
and use it for our own purposes. We now
know that we might just as well have
recognized then that lend-lease was a
gift. When we are, in effect, lending
between $10,000,000,000 and $20,000,000,-
000 to foreign nations, I think we might
as well recognize that most of it is a gift.

I concede that I am throwing away the
consideration which is alleged to exist
under the proposed arrangement. I am
saying to the British, “You do not have
to remove all these controls. You do not
have to comply with these agreements.”
In the first place, I do not believe that
the British are very likely to be able to
comply with most of those agreements.
Many of the British feel that they would
be far better able to work out their own
problem if they were not bound hand and
foot by the agreement to make sterling
absolutely convertible into dollars.

I have before me a very interesting
speech made to the members of the
American Chamber of Commerce in Lon-
don by the Right Honorable L. S. Amery,
who was connected with the Conservative
government, in which he protested vig-
orously that the policy of this loan, of
tying Britain's hands, of requiring Brit-
ain to give up imperial preferences, of
requiring her to make sterling every-
where convertible, is one which will se-
riously interfere with the prosperity of
Great Britain and make it most unlikely
that they can pay the loans.

I do not say that he is right, but I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Amery's
speech be printed at the conclusion of
my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit A.)

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I shall read
part of what he said:

I have no doubt whatever myself that we
can repay the loan now proposed, and in far
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less than 50 years, if we remain free agents.
That is to say, if we are free to control our
external trade so as to suit the needs of
employment and production in this country;
if we are free to maintain and develop the
fruitful expansionist policy of imperial pref-
erence and of the sterling system within our
own family of nations; if we are free to make
mutually profitable trade arrangements with
foreign countries, and not least with the
United States. If, on the other hand, we are
to be bound hand and foot by what I re-
gard as out-of-date, theoretical schemes un-
der which we are to sacrifice the control
over our own home market, eliminate prefer-
ence, abolish the sterling, and abandon all
hope of something better in foreign-trade
agreements than the obsolete and restrictive
most-favored-nation clause, then I say, with
all the earnestness that I can command, that
we shall not be able to pay our way at all
and shall most certainly not be able to repay
the loan,

In short, Mr. President, it seems fo
me that what we are requiring from the
British may be of advantage to us and
may be of advantage to the British, or
it may not be of advantage to the British.
Certainly we are assuming to tell the
British how they shall operate their in-
ternal trade and their external trade.
We are requiring that as a condition of
this vast loan of $3,750,000,000. I simply
do not think a nation will conform its
policies to that kind of an agreement.
Even with the best will in the world they
would not do so, and in this case there is
not the best will, because one party has
absolutely refused to go along with the
plan at all. The Conservative Party re-
frained from voting. The others are in
no way enthusiastic, and I question very
seriously whether we are actually going
to get what it is assumed that we shall
get. Mr. President, it is better to try
to work out these problems from day to
day with the British, as we have done
in the past.

Finally, Mr. President, let me say that
it seems to me that it is better to make
a gift rather than a loan, because I think
the making of a gift will remove a serious
source of friction between Great Britain
and the United States. I feel very
strongly that if the proposed loan is
made, to be repaid over a period of/50
years, until the year 2001, the British,
every year they have to dig up $140,-
000,000, or at the least, $105,000,000, and
pay it to the United States, will groan;
there will be a groan every time the pay-
ment comes due, and the British news-
papers will accuse us of having exacted
a bargain under harsh conditions at a
time when the British were unable to do
anything about it.
Shylock” to the world; and not only will
the British be violently critical but in
this country there will be a constant
criticism if they do not pay the interest;
and for many years they will not have
to pay interest. The result will be that
we shall have stirred up a lasting and
bitter feeling against the British.

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

Mr. TAFT. I yield.

Mr, McFARLAND. I appreciate the
objective the Senator from Ohio is try-
ing to reach. But let me ask how far
does the Senator think we are entitled to
go in giving away the people’s tax
money? They have to pay it. Under

We shall be “Uncle *
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the public-welfare clause, just how far
are we going in giving away the people’s
money?

Mr, TAFT. Mr, President, we have
already given away the people’s money
to the extent of $2,750,00C,000, for
UNRRA, for the relief of Europe. I
voted for it and I think probably the
Senator from Arizona voted for it.

Mr, McFARLAND. Yes; but I—

Mr. TAFT. If seems to me that, to a
large extent, this is a hang-over of the
war. I have always thought we should
extend reasonable credits or grants to
help Europe get on its feet. My objec-
tion to the program which has been pre-
sented is that it is far beyond the amount
of money needed to help England and
Europe get on their feet. It is a vast
sum based on some theoretical idea about
what trade should be, about doubling
and trebling world trade and going back,
I may say, to the nineteenth century idea
of free trade, which I do not think ever
will exist again.

But I have always felt that we should
make reasonable advances. We did so
during the war. We have given $20,000,~
000,000 in connection with lend-lease for
the purpose of winning the war; and to
liquidate the war I see nothing incon-
sistent in the principle of extending that
grant to what it seems to me to be nec-
essary in order in a proper way to as-
sist Great Britain. It seems to me the
so-called loan is just as much a gift as
the proposal under the amendment of
giving England $1,250,000,000. If we
make the gift proposed by the amend-
ment, I think it will exceed in results
anything which could result from the
proposed loan of $3,750,000,000.

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President,
will the Senator further yield?

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield.

Mr. McFARLAND. Let me say that I
shall vote for the Senator’s amendment;
but I think the Senator from Ohio will
agree with me that in the early days
of our country the Congress would nat
have felt that it had authority to give
away money in this manner.

Mr. TAFT. I think the Senator is cor-
rect. But I say to him and to those Sen-
ators who feel that they should vote
against the amendment because it is in
the form of a gift to Great Britain, that
it seems to me is just recognizing one-
third of what is already recognized in
the loan proposal itself. Whether it is
a gift or a loan it seems to me is an in-
consequential question. Probably there
is the same constitutional objection to
the gift of $1,250,000,000 proposed by the
amendment that there is to the $3,750,-
000,000 loan. I agree with the Senator
that in the beginning of this Republic
it would have been considered uncon-
stitutional. However, I think that to-
day the practice and the custom have
been such that I doubt very much
whether any court would hold it to be
unconstitutional.

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I
concede what the Senator from Ohio
has said, namely, that the modern trend
has been that if Congress votes money in
connection with what it says is the pub-
lic welfare, then that ends the matter.
But personally I feel that we have a
grave responsibility in voting away or
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giving away the people’s money even
under the guise of doing it in the public
welfare, especially when we are giving
it to another country. But on the theory
which the Senator from Ohio has just
stated, I shall, with reluctance, vote for
his amendment.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, I only say
to the Senator that it seems obvious to
me that in the long run the amendment
will cost the people of the United States
$2,500,000,000 less than if the amend-
ment fails to carry.

ExXHIBIT A

“Loaw O. K., Bur TRADE SCHEMES CRIPPLING,”
BriTIsH COMMONWEALTH CHAMFPION SAYS

At their March 19 luncheon at the Savoy
Hotel, members of the American Chamber of
Commerce in London honored the Right Hon-
orable L. 8. Amery, C. H., and heard the fore-
most exponent of a free hand for Dritain say
why he urges it, while endorsing the useful-
ness of the proposed American loan and the
necessity for close economic ties with the
United States.

Among his actlvities, Mr. Amery helps di-
rect the branch plant in Britain of the Good-
year Tire & Ruhber Co., of Akron, Ohio, He
has been Secretary of State for the British
rolonies, the dominions, and, at the time the
Churchill government fell last year, he was
Secretary of State for India and Burma.

The chamber's second vice president,
Francis L. Harley, as chairman, introduced
the speaker:

“Members of the American Chamber of
Commerce and our distinguished guests, be~
fore I make the few remarks which I intend
to make to introduce our principal guest,
Mr. Amery, I would like to make a confession
to all of you. I am not very comfortable
standing here today for the first time to
preside over one of these lunches, having
in mind the sparkling ability of Mr. Phillips,
your president, and also the great capacity of
My. Carr, both of whom are out of the coun-
try on this oceasipn. Mr. Phillips is progress-
ing very well, I understand; he is well out
of the woods and it is only a question now,
as I understand it, of learning to walk again
after his very unfortunate accident; so I hope
we will see him here all in good time.

“At cur last luncheon we heard Mr. Harry
Hawkins give the American view on the pro-
posed loan to Great Britain, and arising out
of that luncheon we today are to have the
privilege and honor of hearing the views of
Mr. L. 8. Amery, who is here to talk to us
about his own personal views, which have no
connection whatsoever with the policy of
the British Government, insofar as hcw he
feels about the proposed loan and how it
affects the various aspects of the Anglo-
American situation. Mr. Amery comes to us
prepared to speak on his own behalf on this
most important and vital problem. Quite
apart from being a public and political fig-
ure in Great Britain for many years past,
I think it is safe to say that, at least, for
the past 40 years he has been a very astute
student of economics, and also has made &
real fundamental study of the relationships
in the British Empire, and the relationships
between Great Britain itself and the domin-
ions. Not only has he made a study of it,
but has had many years of personal con-
tact with the various countries which he has
visited and has, by reason of this experience,
been able to formulate some most important
conclusions. Therefore, I think we are very
fortunate in having him come to give his
views, which may be controversial to those
who were present at our last luncheon. Mr,
Amery has also the distinction of belnhg asso-
clated with American interests by reason of
the fact that he is a director of the British
Gocedyear Co., and he has also had much con-
tact and experience with Canadian interests
through the years.”
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The Right Honorable L. 8. Amery, C. H.:
“Mr. Chairman, ladies, and gentlemen, last
month I had the privilege of sitting next to
your chairman and hearing a most interest-
ins address by Mr. Hawkins on the subject of
the Washington loan agreements and of tl;e
monetary and commercial policy to which
the United Statets administration attach such
great importance. Somewhat rashly, at the
end of Mr. Hawkins' speech, I ventured to
whisper to Mr, Carr that I disagreed entirely
with Mr. Hawkins' economic arguments. I
was promptly countered by an invitation to
come here today and lay my point of view
before you. So here I am, a Daniel among
300 lions, and I can only hope that, sated
with a good lunch, you will not think me
worth devouring when I have finished.

“Let me, at the outset, assure you that no
one believes more profoundly than I do in
the necessity of Anglo-American cooperation,
in trade at least us well as in other fields of
policy. The world’s best hope, as well as
the peace and prosperity of both of us, lies
in our understanding each other and work-
ing together. That can only be on the basis
of consideration for each other's interests and
outlook, and also of complete frankness in
stating each our own point of view and de-
fending our own rights. I am sure, therefore,
that you will not misunderstand me if I say
exactly what I think, without beating round
the bush.”

LOAN AND CONDITIONS

“Let me make it quite clear, to begin with,
that I am not criticizing the loan itself. That
eeems to me a perfectly fair and reasonable
business deal, equally in the interest of both
parties. We are faced with a difficult time
before we can readjust our economy after the
tremendous distortion to which—as Mr. Haw-
kins generously acknowledged—we submitted
it for the sake of the common cause. Dur-
ing that time it will be a valuable help to us
to be able to secure, without immediate pay-
ment in the shape of exports, large quanti-
ties of American goods of all kinds. America,
on the other hand, is ready to sell those goods.
But she cannot sell them unless others have
secured the requisite dollars. In the long
run those dollars can only be acquired by
selling goods to the United States, but as a
temporary measure they can be secured if the
United States is willing to lend them. At
this moment neither we, nor anyone else in
the world, are yet in a position to export
on a really substantial scale. America will
have to lend, through publie or private chan-
nels, if she wants to export, whether she
lends to the public or through private chan-
nels. She will lend, if she is wise, to those
who are, by their resources and their charac-
ter, most likely to repay, and will avoid im-
posing conditions which will make repayment
difficult or impossible.

“I have no doubt whatever myself that
we can repay the loan now proposed, and
in far less than 50 years, if we remain free
agents. That is to say, if we are free to con-
trol our external trade so as to suit the needs
of employment and production in this coun-
try; if we are free to maintain and develop
the fruitful expansionist policy of imperial
preference and of the sterling system within
our own family of nations; if we are free to
make mutually profitable trade arrangements
with foreign countries, and not least with
the United States. If, on the other hand, we
are to be bound hand and foot by what I
regard as out-of-date theoretical schemes
under which we are to sacrifice the control
over our own home market, eliminate pref-
erence, abolish the sterling system, and
abandon all hope of something better in for-
elgn trade agreements than the obsolete and
restrictive most-favored-nation clause, then,
I say, with, all the earnestness that I can
command, that we shall not be able to pay
our way at all and shall most certainly not
be able to repay the loan."
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THE VIEW AHEAD

“Let me remind you of the position which
this country will have to face in the years
ahead of us. We have, as Mr. Hawkins re-
minded you, lost more than half of our in-
come from overseas investments. Much of
our income from shipping, insurance, and
finance has gone. It is estimated that, if
we are to keep our heads above water at all,
we must in future increase the volume—not
merely the value—of our exports by some
75 percent over the immediate prewar years.
As our exports of foodstufis and raw mate-
rials are a small and I fear stationary ele-
ment in the whole, it means that we shall
have at least to double our exports of manu-
factures. Where and how are we to do this?
The European market is not exactly promis-
ing or likely to be what it was for many long
years to come. Elsewhere there are many
once-profitable markets where we shall find
ourselves increasingly replaced by local pro-
duction. We have, I am sorry to say, long
ceased to be the world's cheapest producers
over the field of industry taken as a whole.
Our relatively small-scale industries cannot
compete easily with the surplus of America's
immense volume of production. On the
other hand, our standard of living and our
overhead of taxation are far higher than
those of many other countries whose equip-
ment and manual skill are no whit inferior
to ours. It is perfectly true that the gquality
of British workmanship will always secure
us a considerable market. But under sheer
cut-throat open competition we cannot
achieve that gross total volume of exports
which we must have in order to secure those
raw materials and foodstufls essential to our
life. Exports for us are not merely a con-
venience, a useful fiywheel in our productive
economy; they are the only way by which
we can earn our daily bread.”

A FREE HAND

“In these circumstances, we must have a
free hand. Our first duty will be to exercise
a strict economy over the expenditure of the
line of credits now proposed, if that is
granted, whatever credits we may earn In
future by cur exports. We cannot afford to
admit any but essential imports. We must
take whatever measures may be necessary to
maintain our agricultural production at the
highest level, regardless of mere price com-
petition from outside. We must select care-
fully the manufactured goods that we can
afford to let our people purchase. What is
more, we must be free to exercise a measure
of selection as to the sourc~ of our imports.
In making trade agreements we have one
outstanding bargaining asset, an asset on
whose importance Mr. Hawkins, and more
recently Mr. Clayton, have rightly laid stress,
namely, the fact that we are, and always will
be, an immensely important consumers’ mar-
ket. I can see no reason why favored access
to that market should be given to those
who are not prepared to give us equivalent
help in return. I am well aware that this is
what the present American administration
calls discrimination, and is contrary to the
interpretation of the most-favored-nation
clause which the United States has adopted
in recent years. All I can say is that the old
American interpretation was much better
calculated to promote trade expansion, The
present rigid interpretation is a direct ob-
stacle to the lowering of tariffs by mutual
agreement. It means thatconcessions which
might be given to the other party in a deal
are not given at all because the whole world
has to be let in on the same terms while the
other party's concessions are hardly worlh
securing if they have to be shared with cvery
competitor. In those eircumstances the most
paying thing for a country is to sit back and
hope that someone else will make the con-
cessions for you, or else to dodge the spirit
of the clause by ingenious over-detailed
classification.”
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ECONOMIC FREFERENCES

. “Happily, we made it clear to the world
nearly 50 years ago, and have done so in every
trade agreement since, that the most-favored-
nation clause does not apply to trade within
the British family of nations. During that
half century the preferential reduction of
duties freely given by Dominion govern-
ments on British imports have been a most
important standby in our whole economic
life, They became even more important
when, for the first time, this country re-
ciprocated fully under the Ottawa agree-
ments. Under those agreements our trade
expanded remarkably in every direction,
Over the 5 years, 1832-37, our exports to
British countries rose by 62 percent, and our
imports from British countries rose by 64
percent. This was not at the expense of our
trade with the outside world, with which our
exports, over the same period, rose by 35
percent and our imports by 37 percent. To
suggest that the greater relative increase of
our inter-Empire trade was at the expense
of our trade with other countries implies a
stationary conception of trade which has no
justification whatever. Our foreign trade
expanded because our producing and con-
suming power was increased by our inter-
Empire trade. Indeed, if it had not been for
the mutually expansionist effect of the Ot-
tawa agreements, each country in the British
Commonwealth would have been driven, as
tha European countries were, to much higher
tariffs znd to restrictive quota, barter, and
exchange devices in order to meet the acute
world situation. The total trade of the
empire with foreign countries would have
been less and not more, but for the Ottawa
Agreements.

“Even before the war the British Empire,
thanks very largely to preference, took more
than half our total manufactured exports.
We cannot possibly give up this market and
its opportunities for further expansion and
still pay our way in the world under con-
ditions of promiscuous cut-throat competi=-
tlon. Given our freedom to pursue the
policy of balanced, cooperative expansion
which I have outlined, we can also conduct a
steadily increasing trade with the United
States as well as with other countries and,
as I have sald already, should find no dif-
ficulty in repaying the loan.”

POLITICAL FREFERENCES

“I have dealt with this question of pref-
erence purely on the economic side. But it
is also essentially a political question. To
deny the right of the British countries to
glve each other whatever preference they
choose is to deny the right to the British
Commonwealth to exist as an entity. We are
just as much entitled to reduce our tarifis to
each other, or to have free trade with each
other, if we choose, as the varlous States of
the American Union are to have free trade
with each other or, if it sulted them, to set up
interstate tariffs. We ere as entitled, and as
bound morally, to give each other help and
support in trade as we are in defense. The
preferences we give here are of great im-
portarce to many industries in the domin-
ions and mean life or death to many colonies
for whom we stand in the position of trus-
tees. These are responsibilities and duties
which cannot be bargained away for lower
tariffs in the United States or anywhere else.
In any case, they are our own concern and
no one else's. Forgive my s g very
plainly, but I am only voicing the resentment
which millions of my fellow countrymen here,
and in other parts of the British Common-
wealth, are feeling at the pressure which has
been put on us, in our immediate difficulties,
to induce us to acquiesce in the abandon-
ment of our right to help each other within
the British family.”

ETERLING

“What I have said about the economic as-
pect of preference equally holds good about
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sterling, Unlike gold, the quality of which
is fixed at any given moment, sterling is an
elastic currency which expands to meet the
needs of trade and production—a much bet-
ter currency than gold. It was a vital factor
in our recovery after 1831, It played no
small part in seeing us through the war. If
sterling is left to adjust itself over the next
few years it can be an immensely important
factor in stimulating productive energies
over the whole sterling area, and so increas-
ing the trade of that area with the ocutside
world. Instead of that, the American Treas-
ury seems determined to wreck sterling.
They have made it part of the loan agree-
ment that within a year of the effective date
all sterling arising from current transactions
within the sterling area are to be released—
in other words, freely exchanged for gold and
dollars, What does that mean? It means
that we shall be bound to pay gold or dollars
for whatever we buy in the sterling area,
and shall, therefore, have so much less avail-
able for our purchases in the United States.

“America will not get one cent more in
the way of exports, but our power of recovery
and of repaying the loan will be seriously
weakened. Again, if vast quantities of ster-
ling are in this way thrown on the world
market, sterling will depreclate. An inevita-
ble invisible tariff will thus be set up in
all sterling countries against American ex-
ports, and Bretton Woods will be in difii-
culties from the start. If the American
administration had deliberately wished to
make repayment of the loan difficult—and In
my opinion impossible—they could not have
done better than tie to it all the strings they
have done.

“I know that there are those, not only on
the other side of the Atlantic, who will say
that my fears are unwarranted. They suggest
that under the policy which the United States
is pressing upon us there will be such an
expansion of world trade that there will be
room not only for that trebling of American
exports which President Roosevelt spoke of,
but also for that doubling of our manu-
factured exports which are essential to our
existence. I belleve those who hold that
view to be grievously mistaken both as re-
gards the advantages America or the world
might gain from that policy, and as regards
the likelihood of the world, as a whole, seri-
ously adopting it."

INTERNATIONALIST ECONOMY

“That policy is associated in America with
what 15 known as the New Deal. It was a
New Deal once. It was the British New Deal
of the year 1846, when the world economic
situation and social and economic conditions
were much more favorable to its successful
working than they are today. We thought
then that we were giving a lead which all
other nations would follow. They knew bet-
ter. The United States was among the first
to reject a purely competitive price policy
and to concentrate on the development of
thelr immense latent human and material
resources in order to protect that develop-
ment from competition by the lower-paid
labor of the oputside world, Look at the
amazing result.” Germany grew tp industrial
greatness by a similar policy of deliberately
fostering production. More and more other
nations followed their lead, whether for the
sake of expanding production or of main-
taining the standard of living of their work-
ing class or the stability of employment.

“All the same, after the First World War
the attempt was made under American and
British influence to restore the internation-
alist economy, at any rate so far as the
gold standard and the most-favored-nation
clause were concerned. Things went reason-
ably well for a time, but only because the
excess of American exports was counter-
balanced by lavish American investment and
by vast sums spent by Americans abroad.
When the domestic boom in the States was
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succeeded by slump, Americans stopped in-
vesting abroad and stopped traveling. The
world's gold was sucked into America, credit
was everywhere restricted, prices fell, and
the great world depression set in, The story
is told with admirable clarity in the report
published in 1943 by the United States De-
partment of Commerce under the title, ‘The
United States in the World Economy.’ - If
only time allowed I should like to quote freely
from that report, but I may mention that
it was reprinted by the British Stationery
Office and can be secured here at the price
of 2s.

“Now two things stand out clearly from
that report. One is that it was the linking
up of the rest of the world with the immense
dynamic momentum and the violent internal
fluctuations of the American economy that
brought about the world depression. The
other is that the various measures taken by
the nations to protect themselves did effect
their purpose and brought about world re-
covery, and the recovery of the countries
of the sterling bloc are referred to in the
report as being outstanding. The recovery
of the United States was slow, Yet somehow
or other, the powers that be in the United
States have got the story upside down. They
have persuaded themselves that the world
depression was caused by the measures which
the world took to cure it, and that all the
world needs today is a stronger dose of the
poison that nearly killed it 15 years ago.”

THE DOLLAR PROBLEM

“I have already expressed my convictiun
that if we and the world followed the policy
which the present American administration
is trying to force upon us, we, at any rate,
could not pay our way or repay the loan.
But I would add that if the world were foolish
enough once again to repeat the experiment
of reestablishing the internationalist econ-
omy of 20 years ago, the result would be dis-
astrous for the world and, not least, dis-
astrous for the United States, which were the
worst sufierers from the after-effects of the
world depression, The only way, indeed, &as
the report points out, fn which such an
eccnomy could work is if the United States
internal economy remained entirely free from
serious fluctuations and if the United States
were prepared to supply quite steadily all the
dollars required to make it work. Who is
going to guarantee that? No administration
in the United Btates; still less a British Gov-
ernment here.

“Moreover, that policy can only be made
to work in the long run by America import-
ing more from the outside world than she
exports. Lending can only postpone that
necessity for a time, for interest and repay-
ment have eventually to be made in goods.
That means that America, if she really means
business with her policy, must not merely
lower her tariffs as a gesture to others, but
lower them so effectively, regardless of the
effect on the balance of American internal
production of the level of American wagcs,
as to make sure that her imports will steadily
outstrip her exports and insure the interest
and repayment of the loan. That is what we
did, and we did it to the destruction of our
agriculture and the gradual weakening of our
industries until, at last, after 1931 we realized
that only a change of policy could avert com-
plete and final disaster. I wonder i#f ithe
American public realize what their official
policy would involve if it were ever carried
out?”

ALTERNATIVE POLICY

“You may ask me, if I criticize the policy
which the United States administration has
put lorward and to which our Government
here has pledged its support, what alternative
policy have I to put in its place? The policy
I would commend is, first, to leave it to every
nation to secure the maximum of balanced
and stable expansion within ts own bound-
aries by whatever measures are best suited
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to its social and political structure, includ-
ing the control of its own monetary policy.
Becondly, to leave every nation free to make
mutually edvantageous arrangements for the
expansion of trade and production with other
individual nations and more particularly
within groups of nations whose resources
supplement each other and which, for one
reason or another, wish to work in permanent
association with each other.

“To put it more particularly, I would ask
America to approve and support, instead of
denouncing, British Empire and sterling
policy and to look to securing a growing
share in the expansion of trade and produc-
tion which will follow. She can do so all the
more effectively if she will revert to her
former and, at the momenft, more sensible
interpretation of the most-favored-nation
clause and make +pecific and, in effect, pref-
erential trade arrangements with the various
members of the British Commonwealth for
the expansion of their mutual trade. She
can also find a fruitful outlet for her capital
by direct investment inside the British Em-
pire, as she has already done in the motor
industry in Canada and in many industries
in this country. You, Mr. Chairman, have
referred to the Goodyear Tire Co., with
which I have the honor to be associated.
That same report, to which I have already
referred, shows how much better this type
of investment is'than direct dollar loans. It
creates, so the report points out, an inter-
national business community making for
cooperation. Being mestly investments in
equities, it means that America is directly
interested in the prosperity of the countries
concerned; she becomes a member, not merely
a creditor; and, unlike loans, direct invest-
ment automatically does not call for payment
at times of serious depression. Your own
Chamber, I may remind you, issued in May
last an admirable little pamphlet on Ameri-
can participation in British industry, giving
good advice as to the lines that American
finance and industry might follow in this
country.”

EUROPEAN TRADE BLOC

“What I urge America to favor in regard
to the British Commonwealth I would equal-
1y urge her to follow with regard to Europe.
Let her walve the most-favored-nation
clause and encourage the European nations
to form a preferential union among them-
selves. That is by far the best hope for Euro-
pean recovery. The other policy is bound to
lead, sooner or later, to depression, repudia-
tion and, eventually, by reaction, as it did
before, to extreme autarchy and totalitarian-
ism.

“T shall be told that I am advocating a pol-
fcy of economic blocs, and that economic
blocs mean economic conflict and eventually
war, If you will forgive me, that is pure
moonshine. If economic blocs, as such, are
a danger to the peace of the world, what
about by far the most formidable economic
bloe in the world, which is composed of the
48 States of the American Union? If eco-
nomic bloes are a danger to world peace,
should not the first step toward assured
world peace be to disband the United States
as an economic unit? But I would go fur-
ther. There is a real danger to the peace
of the world today, and that is if two pre-
dominant economic blocs, one of them prac-
ticing a totalitarian economy and the other
preaching and pressing for the restoration of
the nineteenth century unregulated com-
petitive price economy, compete for mastery
over an unorganized world of small economic
units, forcing them, in practice to join one
side or the other. The true interest of world
peace, in the economic as in the political
field, lies precisely in the formation of nation
groups or families which can deal on a foot-
ing of equality with either the United States
or Russia, and which need not follow exactly
the economic policies of either but can co-
operate in friendly independence with both.”
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AMERICAN TRADE PROPOSALS

“That, I believe, 1s the natural line of
evolution to match modern world conditions.
The United States administration are, in my
opinion, pursuing a policy which is reac-
tionary and will lead them nowhere. Our
own Government here have, I know, very
reluctantly promised to support the policy,
which is disliked equally by their Socialistic
followers and by their individual Conserva-
tive opponents. They will, I strongly sus-
pect, feel much more doubtful even than
they are today about being able to see their
way to eliminating empire preference after
they have discussed the matter next month
with the other partners in the British Com=
monwealth. I no less strongly suspect that
when it comes to an international conference,
the American proposals will be welcomed
with so many qualifications and reservations
that nothing will be left of them except a
few plous platitudes. Well, in that case,
very little harm will have been done. The
commercial proposals will fade out and we
shall all go ahead with such economic poli-
cles as suit our several needs. Trade be-
tween Britain and the United States will
flourish; it will, of course, flourish because
it is in the interests of both. We shall re-
pay; we can do it in our stride, whatever
America finds it good business to lend us,
whether through Congress or through private
finance., If, on the other hand, America
does not want to advance the necessary dol-
lars, we shall have to manage somehow with-
out the American goods which we badly
need, and American export interests will
have to manage without doing the good
business to which they are very properly
locking forward. That will be just too bad
for both.”

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I do
not intend to detain the Senate. I
think the Senate thoroughly understands
what the amendment by way of a substi-
tute is. It proposes to make an outright
gift of a billion and a quarter dollars, in
lieu of the loan which has been worked
out after careful, tedious negotiations,
and which we who are supporting it be-
lieve is a well-balanced arrangement un-
der which we obtain something in addi-
tion to the repayment of the loan itself;
we obtain the resumption of conditions
in the world from which our Nation will
benefit and the world at large will benefit.

It seems that the Senator from Ohio
thinks this is a good-will offering to be
made and that it will engender greater
friendship. I doubt that very much.
The amendment provides that the billion
and a quarter dollars shall be expended
for goods in the United States, but it pro-
vides also that the character of such pur-
chases shall be subject to the restrictions
under the provisions of the Export Con-
trol Act. In other words, we would be
giving England a billion and a quarter
dollars with which to buy goods in the
United States and we would be telling
her what she should buy in the United
States.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? -

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I merely wish to point out
that the Senator’s $3,750,000,000 loan is
subject to exactly the same condition.

Mr. BARELEY. I understand that.
But, in the first place, the $3,750,000,000
covers a longer period of time in which
the purchases may be made; and, al-
though the purchase of goods and serv-
ices in the United States is the first ob-
jective, the agreement provides that
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other things shall be accomplished by
the use of this fund, and it will not
create the inflationary situation which
the Senator from Ohio has feared all
along. Certainly it will not create good
will for us to give to England a billion
and a quarter dollars and then say to
her, “That is all we are going to let you
use, and we will say what you may buy.”

Mr, President, I hope the amendment
in the nature of a substitute will be
rejected.

Mr, McMAHON. Mr, President——

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut asked for
recognition by the Chair before the
Senator from Ohio requested the yeas
and nays.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, let me in-
quire whether the Senator from Con-
necticut will yield, so as to permit me
to request the yeas and nays.

Mr., McMAHON. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr, President, this
debate has been going on for 2 or 2
weeks, With the exception of asking
several questions during that time, I
have taken no part in the discussion.
I am constrained to make a few remarks
at this time—and a very few—by rea-
son of the observations of the Senator
from Ohio as to whether this loan is
going to be paid back. I have finally
decided, in fact, I decided 3 days ago,
that I shall vote for this loan; and I
want the REcorp to show now that I am
one Senator who expec’s the British
Government to keep its plighted word in
the agreement which it has signed. Ido
not believe it to be the part of wisdom
for any Member of the United States
Senate to assert that the repayment of
this loan is not to be expected. I care
not that the British Conservative Party
refrained from voting. The agreement
was ratified by the British Government,
and I accept such action as the word of
the British Government. If I am a
Member of this body when the install-
ments on the loan become due I shall
do everything I can to press upon the
officials of our Government the necessity
of calling upon the British Government
to keep its word.

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

Mr. McMAHON. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. Does the Senator realize
that there is $4,000,000,000 worth of notes
in the United States Treasury which
were signed by the British Government
and which are not being redeemed, and
which no one, including the British Gov-
ernment, expects to be redeemed?

Mr. McMAHON. I presume that all
the lend-lease obligation is in that cate-
gory.

Mr. TAFT. No; there is no expectation
of lend-lease being paid. The notes to
which I refer were written and signed by
the British Government. I do not believe
it is intended that they shall be paid,
and we are not asking that they shall
be paid.
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Mr. McMAHON. Is the Senator re-
ferring to the loans which were made
following the First World War?

Mr., ELLENDER. Mr. President, does
the Senator realize——

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana desist so that
I may reply to my friend from Ohio?

Mr. ELLENDER. Very well.

Mr. McMAHON. Then I shall be glad
to deal with my friend from Louisiana.

So far as the loan which was granted
following World War I, the Senator from
Ohio realizes only too well that at the
time repayments on the loan were dis-
continued, no more reparations were
being received from the German Govern-

ment, and the debt moratorium agree-
ment was entered into. It is too late to -

get into a discussion with the Senator
from Ohio with reference to the default
on the first loan. I only say that, so far
as the proposed loan is concerned, I think
it is bad practice for any Senator to make
a statement before the loan is even
granted that repayment will not be ex-
pected. The Senator can waive repay-
ments on the loan if he wishes to, but I
say that when I cast my vote I want the
REecorp to show that I expect the British
Government to keep its agreement.

SeEvVERAL SENATORS. Vote, vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]l., On this
question the yeas and nays having been
previously demanded and ordered, the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HOEY (when Mr. BAILEY's name
was called). The senior Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. BarLey] is absent
because of illness, If present he would
vote “nay.”

Mr. HATCH (when Mr. CHAVEZ' name
was called), My colleague the junior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]
is unavoidably detained on important
public business. If present he would vote
nnay.n

Mr. MORSE (when Mr. CorpoN’s name
was called. The senior Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Corpon] is absent - because
of official business in connection with the
Commerce Committee of the Senate.

Mr. MEAD (when his name was called).
I announce that my colleague the senior
Senator from New York [Mr, WAGNER] is
unavoidably detained. If present he
would vote “nay.”

Mr. MURDOCK (when the name of
Mr. TroMas of Utah was called). My
colleague the senior Senator from Utah
[Mr. THoMAS] is unavoidably detained on
public business. If present he would vote
“nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. HILL. I anncunce that the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] and the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. KiL-
GCRE] are absent because of illness.

The Senator from Mississippi
Breol, the Senator from Missouri
[Mi. Brices], the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. CarviLie], the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. GosseETT], and the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON] are ab-
sent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Florida [Mr, AN-
DREWS] is necessarily absent.

[Mr.
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The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUr-
rAY] and the Senator from Texas [Mr,
O’DanteL] are detained on public busi-
ness.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Georce]l and the Senator from Tennes-
see [Mr. McEeLLar] are unavoidably de-
tained.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CoN-
NALLY] is absent on official business, at-
tending the Paris meeting of the Council
of Foreign Ministers as an adviser to the
Secretary of State.

I also announce that the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. McKEerLrar]l has a pair
with the Senator from Wpyoming [Mr.
RoBerTsoN]., If present, the Senator
from Tennessee would vote “nay.”

I wish to announce further that if
present and voting, the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Brices], the Senators
from Texas [Mr. ConNaLLY and Mr, O’-
Danier], the Senator from Georgia [Mr,
Georcel, and the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. Kircore] would vote “nay.”

Mr. TAFT. The Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. VanpeNBERG] is absent on offi-
cial business attending the Paris meet-
ing of the Council of Foreign Ministers
as an adviser to the Secretary of State.
He is paired on this question with the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Brooxsl. If
present, the Senator from Michigan
would vote “nay” and the Senator from

- Illinois would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Maine [Mr, WaITE]
has a pair with the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. WiLLis].

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Ros-
ERTSON] has a pair with the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. McKerLLarl. If present,
the Senator from Wyoming would vote
“MY."

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Buckl, who would vote “nay,” if present,

has a pair with the Senator from North -

Dakota [Mr. Younc]l, who would vote
“‘yea,” if present.

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW-
sTer], the Senator from Indiana’[Mr.
Capenartl, and the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. WHERRY] are necessarily
absent.

The result was announced—yeas 16
nays 50, as follows:

YEAS—18
Bushfield Langer Taft
Byrd McFarland Tydings
Ellender Millikin Walsh
Johnson, Colo. Moore Wheeler
Johnston, 8. C. Russell
La Follette Shipstead

NAYS—50
Alken Hawkes Myers
Austin Hayden O'Mahoney
Ball Hickenlooper Pepper
Bankhead Hill Radcliffe
Barkley Hoey Reed
Bridges Huffman Revercomb
Donnell Knowland Saltonstall
Downey Lucas Smith
Eastland MecCarran Stgnfill
Ferguson McClellan Stewart
Fulbright McMahon Taylor -
Gerry Magnuson Thomas, Okla.
Green Maybank Tobey
Guffey Mead Tunnell
Gurney Mitchell ‘Wiley
Hart Morse Wilson
Hatch Murdock

NOT VOTING—30

Andrews Briggs Capehart
Bailey Brooks Capper
BEilbo Buck Carville
Brewster Butler Chavez

-the measure.

MaAy 9
Connally McKellar Vandenberg
Cordon Murray Wagner
George O'Daniel Wherry
Glass Overton White
Gossett Robertson Willis
Kilgore Thomas, Utah Young

So Mr. Tarr's amendment was rejected.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that not later than
3 o'clock tomorrow afternoon, the Sen-
ate proceed to vote on the pending joint
resolution and all amendments thereto,
without further debate.

Mr. President, the yea-and-nay vote
on the amendment which has just been
rejected by the Senate would have the
effect of a quorum call. In view of that
fact, I ask that the technical require-
ment of the calling of the roll be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the calling of the roll will be
waived..

Is there objection to the unanimous-
consent request of the Senator from
Kentucky?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I wish to say that
under ordinary circumstances I would
object, because I believe, as I have said
in the past, that every possible oppor-
tunity and ample time should be given
to Members of the Senate who wish to
discuss the merits of an issue.

I recall that while I was not in the
Chamber the other day a unanimous-
consent agreement was reached in con-
neetion with the airport bill. I believe
that the time allowed wunder that
unanimous-consent agreement for the
discussion of the bill was most inade-
quate. As that debate developed into
its closing minutes, it was perfectly clear
that there were many questions which
should have been cleared up before the
vote was taken. However, because of
the automatic application of the rule
some of us found is necessary to vote
while questions were still pending in our
minds with reference to the merits of
In this instance, the joint
resolution has been under discussion and
debate for approximately a month. I
cannot imagine much more which could
possibly be said on the pros and cons of
the joint resolution than have been said
during that time.

I am also cognizant of the fact—and
the Recorp will speak for itself—that
there has been some obvious, deliberate
delay in getting to a vote on this ques-
tion. Hence I think the application of
a principle I most sincerely support, and
s0 long as I am in the Senate shall be
inclined to support on most occasions,
namely, the principle that debate should
not be limited while there is legitimate
discussion on the merits of any issue,
must be made in light of certain cir-
cumstances which from time to time may
justify an exception to its application.

Therefore, if I do not object to this
unanimous-consent request, nevertheless,
I want the REcorp to be perfectly clear
that it is only in such exceptional cir-
cumstances as these that the junior Sen-
ator from Oregon will be found not oh-
jecting to an attempt to limit debate
on the merits of any issue before this
body.

As I have said before, I shall at all
times sign a cloture petition whenever
I am satisfied that a filibuster is in
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progress, but I shall not, unless circum-
stances as strong as those I believe pres-
ent in this case, agree to any limitation
of debate by way of unanimous-consent
agreements to vote as of a certain hour,

Furthermore, I shall not agree to the
practice which was followed a few days
ago in regard to the airport agreement, of
permitting the majority leader and the
minority leader, or any other two Sen-
ators on the floor of the Senate, to parcel
out the time among Senators on the two
sides of the aisle because I do not think
it is consonant with keeping this an open
forum at all times for the people whom
we represent.

I am also exceedingly sorry that the
circumstances of time call for a unani-
mous-consent agreement that makes it
necessary to vote tomorrow afternoon at
3 o'clock. I think, however, that it
would be quite improper for me to ask
for a further extension simply to meet
my own pleasure in the matter, because
it involves a decision I shall have to make
between now and midnight as to my own
course of action.

I find, however, because of what I un-
derstood was going to be the action of
the Senate today, namely, to remain in
session until a vote was taken upon the
British loan, that, through my office, I
accepted an invitation to make a very
important speech in Chicago, Ill., tomor-
row noon, and I cannot get back in time
to vote tomorrow afternoon. However,
my inconvenience is not a matter which
should be imposed on the Senate as a
whole. .

Nevertheless, Mr. President, I am in a
very difficult parliamentary situation,
because my colleague, the senior Senator
from Oregon (Mr. CorpoN), as I have
announced on several votes today, is out
of the city on official business of the Com-
merce Committee. He would not have
missed this vote, I want the REcorp to
show very clearly, unless he could have
arranged a live pair with some Member
of the Senate. So when my colleague
asked me if I would pair with him, as, if
he were here, he would vote against the
loan and if I were permitted to vote I
would vote for the loan, I told him I would
extend to him the courtesy of such a pair.
It is now going to be necessary for me to
take the matter up with his office and
determine what the pleasure of his office
is under the circumstances.

I wish it were possible that we could
have an agreement that would permit us
to proceed with other business after 3
o’clock tomorrow afternoon and then
vote on the British loan at a later hour,
not for my convenience, but in order to
accommodate my colleague, who I think
certainly is entitled to the protection I
took it upon myself to give to him by the
agreement we entered into, but which
will not be extended to him, of course, if
I am not here to vote. It is true that the
tally result will be the same, but there is
quite a difference between the tally vote
and the principle which I think is in-
volved in the pair, because the pair will
not then be a matter of record.

Hence, I should like to ask the majority
leader, because I think I can get back by
plane in time to vote later tomorrow af-
ternoon, if he would be willing to suggest
to the Senate a unanimous-consent
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agreement providing that the debate on
the joint resolutior shall close at 3
o’clock tomorrow afternoon, but that the
vote on it shall be taken at 6 o'clock.

Mr. BARELEY, Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the situation described by the
Senator. It is not different from that
which exists with respect to other Sena-
tors. I have been trying to work out an
agreement by which we could fix the
time for a vote finally upon the joint
resolution and all amendments, and this
is the only agreement I have been able
to work ouf, and I am not in a position
to change it. I am sorry, but I think
the Senator should not raise any objec-
tion. I hope he will not object to the
unanimous consent request I have made.

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield?

Mr. MORSE. I do not have the floor.
The Senator from Kentucky has the
floor. i

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. BALL. I know of at least three
Senators who have to leave about 4
o’clock tomorrow afternoon to keep long
standing engagements, and it seems to
me they would all be very seriously in-
convenienced if the vote were at 6 o’clock.

Mr. BARKLEY. It is impossible ever
for us to arrive at a unanimous-consent
agreement to vote at any hour which
does not inconvenience some Senators.
The time will never come when it will be
possible to have all Senators here, and
one of the logical reasons for the ex-
istence of pairs, which are private ar-
rangements between Senators, is the
consideration of the fact that they may
be recorded as if they were present. I
am sorry, but I cannot possibly feel that
we can work out any better arrangement
than the one I have submitted to the
Senate, and I hope it will be agreed to.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I should like
to ask the majority leader whether im-
mediately upon the vote being taken on
the pending measure, Order of Business
1196, House bill 4908, will then be taken
up for consideration.

Mr. BARKLEY. If the Senator is re-
ferring to the labor legislation, immedi-
ately upon the disposition of the pending
joint resolution it will be in order to move
to make that measure the unfinished
business of the Senate, and if no other
Senator makes such a motion, I shall do
s0.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, still re-
serving the right to object, I ask the ma-
jority leader whether he can inform me
what amendments are still pending to
the British loan joint resolution.

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer] has three,
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. JouN-
soN] has one, and the Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. ELLENDER] has one. Whether
there are any others I do not know.
Those are all I know about.

Mr. MORSE. What time does the ma-
jority leader contemplate having the
Senate convene tomorrow?

Mr. BARKLEY, At 12 o'clock.

Mr. MORSE. What time does the
majority leader contemplate adjourning
the Senate tonight?
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Mr. BARKLEY. As soon as I can get
this agreement through.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, with five
amendments pending, and the debate
still to be proceeded with on five amend-
ments, I cannot in good conscience, in
view of my convictions as to ample time
for the discussion of amendments, agree
to a unanimous-consent request for a
vote at 3 o'clock tomorrow afternoon,
convening at 12 o'clock, and with five
amendments to be discussed.

Mr. BARKLEY, If the Senator will
permit me to make an observation, I am
perfectly willing that the Senate meet at
11 o'clock tomorrow, which will not ac-
commodate the Senator, however, who
will not be here.

Mr. MORSE. I can assure the Sena-
tor that I have already made up my mind
to be here.

Mr. BARKLEY. I did not catch the
Senator’s remark,

Mr. MORSE. I can assure the Sena-
tor that I have made up my mind to be
here.

Mr. BARKELEY. I am happy to know
that.

Mr. MORSE. I hope that other Sena-
tors will also be willing to sacrifice as
much in the interest of keeping the Sen-
ate an open forum.

Mr. BARELEY. I will say to the Sen-
ator from Oregeon that the Senator from
Colorado has informed me that he does
not desire more than 10 minufes on the
amendment he will offer, and the Sena-
tor from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] has
assured me that he does not want to de-
bate his amendment more than 15 min-
utes. The Senator from North Dakota,
who has three amendments, one pending
and two others in the offing, has assured
me that the hour suggested for a final
vote will afford him ample time. I am
sure that by 3 o’clock tomorrow, if the
Senator from Oregon has an amendment
he desires to offer, we will have ample
time to discuss it, and if we cannot dis-
cuss it from 12 to 3, I am perfectly willing
that we meet at 11 o’clock tomorrow.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator think
it would be possible for us to get the Sen-
ator from North Dakota to continue to-
night for such length of time as would
be necessary to dispose of his amend-
ments?

Mr. BARELEY. I cannot read the
mind of the Senator from North Dakota.
The Senator from North Dakota has been
on his feet for some 3 hours or more and
inasmuch as he has yielded in order that
we may reach this agreement, I am not
disposed to punish the Senator from
North Dakota by requiring him to speak
further tonight, and I do not think the
Senate should do so. The Sznator has
been very reasonable about this matter.

If it will accommodate the Senator
from Oregon and give him more time, I
shall move that we recess until 11 o’clock
tomorrow instead of 12.

Mr. MORSE. It is no accommodation
to me. I am merely a listening Senator
in the matter.

Mr. BARELEY. I thought the Sena-
tor was fearful that from 12 to 3 would
not give enough time to discuss the
amendments to be offered.

Mr. MORSE. I have not the slightest
idea of what arguments will be advanced
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in regard to these amendments, but I
certainly want to listen to the arguments
which may be made upon the amend-
ments, so I may be able to pass on their
merits. I certainly will not know what
their merits are, however, until I hear
the arguments.

Mr. BARKLEY, I think 4 hours’ time
will be sufficient in which fto consider
three or four amendments, and will give
every Senator an opportunity to discuss
them as long as he wishes.

Mr. MORSE. I object, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, under the same cir-
cumstances, that the Senate proceed to
vote tomorrow not later than 4 p. m. on
the bill and all amendments thereto.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MORSE. Reserving the right to
object, if the Senator wishes to set the
hour at 5 o’clock, I will agree to it.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in
order to accommodate the Senator——

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I object. I
am not able to be here at 5 o’clock to-
morrow under any circumstances, .and
I think it is just as important that I
should be here as that the Senator from
Oregon should be here.

Mr. BARKELEY. I appreciate the fact,
and I emphasize the fact that it is im-
possible to fix any hour that will not dis-
commode some Senators.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the

2nator yield? =

Mr. BARKLEY. 1 yield.

Mr. MORSE. Let the REcorp be made
perfectly clear that the Senator from
Oregon will be here all day tomorrow.

Mr, BARKLEY. I appreciate that,
and I am happy to know that, but to-
morrow’s REcorp will be the best evi-
dence of who will be present.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have
no further request to make at this point.

Mr. TAFT. Would the Senator from
Kentucky not suggest a time limitation
on amendments again? It seems to me
that a 15-minute limitation would dis-
pose of these amendments,

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate the sug-
gestion of the Senator from Ohio. I had
heretofore made that reguest, to which
objection was made. I will now ask
unanimous consent that during the re-
mainder of the discussion of the joint
resolution no Senator shall speak more
than once nor longer than 15 minutes
on the joint resolution or any amend-
ment thereto.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I object.

Mr. BARELEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during the re-
mainder of the consideration of the
Jjoint resolution no Senator shall speak
more than once nor longer than 30 min-
utes on the joint resolution or any
amendment thereto.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I object.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have
no further suggestion to make for the
present.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question before the Senate is on the
amendment of the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Langer]. The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll,

Mr. ATIKEN. Mr. President, may the
amendment be read? I understand the
Senator from North Dakota has three
amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be read.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed
to insert a new section at the end of the
joint resolution, as follows:

Sec. —. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, no loan made after the date of
enactment of this joint resolution, by any
department or agency (including Govern-
ment-owned or controlled corporations) of
the Federal Government, to any person who
served honorably in the armed forces of the
United States during World War II, shall
bear interest at a rate in excess of one and
six-tenths percent per annum, and no in-
terest shall accrue or be payable on any such
loan for a period of 5 years from the date of
the making of such loan.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, may I ask
one question of the Senator from North
Dakota? Would his amendment cover
RFC loans to veterans?

Mr. LANGER. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER,
clerk will call the roll. ;

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HOEY (when Mr. BAILEY'S name
was called). My colleague the senior
Sznator from North Carolina [Mr.
BaiLey] is absent because of illness, If
present he would vote “nay.”

Mr. HATCH (when Mr. CHAVEZ' name
was called). My colleague the junior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]
is unavoidably absent because of im-
portant public business. If present he
would vote “hay.”

Mr, MURDOCK (when the name of
Mr. THoMAs of Utah was called). The
senior Senator from Utah [Mr. THomAs]
is unavoidably absent because of publie
business. If present he would vote
“nay.”

" Mr. MEAD (when Mr. WAGNER’S name
was called). My colleague the senior
Senator from New York [Mr. WiGNER]
is detained unavoidably. If present he
would vote “nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr, HILL, I announce that the Sena-
tor from Virginia [Mr. Guass] and the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Kii-
GORE] are absent because of illness.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Birsol, the Senator from Missouri [Mr,
Bricasl, the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
CarviLLE], the Senafor from Idaho [Mr,
GosserT], and the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. OvErTON], are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. An-
DREWS] is necessarily absent,

The Senator from Montana [Mr.
Murray] and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. O’DaniEL] are detained on public
business.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Georcel, the Senators from Tennessee
[Mr. McKeLLArR and Mr. STEWART], and
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the Senator from Massachusetfs [Mr.
‘WaLsH], are unavoidably detained.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con-
wNaLLy] is absent on official business, at-
tending the Paris meeting of the Coun-
cil of Foreign Ministers as an adviser to
the Secretary of State.

I wish to announce further that on this
guestion the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. McKEeLLAR] has a pair with the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. RoBERTSONI.
If present the Senator from Tennessee
would vote “nay.”

I also announce that if present and
voting the Senator from Missouri [Mr,
Brices], the Senator from Texas [Mr.
ConwaLLy], and the Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. GeorGEl, would vote “nay.”

Mr. TAFT. The Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. VanpENBERG] is absent on
official business attending the Paris meet-
ing of the Council of Foreign Ministers as
an adviser to the Secretary of State. If
preseni he would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE]
is paired with the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. WiLLis].

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Ros-
ERTSON] is paired with the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR],

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW-
sTER], the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. BusHFIELD], the Senator from Indi-
ana [Mr. CapexarT], and the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] are neces-
sarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 12,
nays 56, as follows:

YEAS—12
Brooks La Follette Shipstead
Butler Langer Wheeler
Capper McFarland Wilson
Johnson, Colo. Revercomb Young

NAYS—56
Alken Hatch Morse
Austin Hawkes Murdock
Ball Hayden Myers
Bankhead Hickenlooper O’Mahoney
Barkley Hill Pepper
Bridges Hoey Radcliffe
Buck Huffman Reed
Byrd Johnston, 8. C. Russell
Donnell Enowland Saltonstall
Downey Lucas Smith
Eastland MecCarran Stanfill
Ellender MeClellan Talt
Ferguson McMahon Taylor
Fulbright Magnuson Thomas, Okla.
Gerry Maybank Tobey
Green Mead Tunnell
Guffey Millikin Tydings
Gurney Mitchell Wiley
Hart Moore

NOT VOTING—28

Andrews Cordon Stewart
Bailey George Thomas, Utah
Bilbo Glass. Vandenberg
Brewster Gossett ‘Wagner
Briggs Kilgore ‘Walsh
Bushfield McEellar ‘Wherry
Capehart Murray White
Carville O'Daniel Willis
Chavez Overton
Connally Robertson

So Mr. LanceEr's amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
Senators to remain in the Chamber.
There are only two or three more amend-
ments, and I think they will be very
briefly discussed. I think we can dispose
of the joint resolution tonight. I ask
Senators to remain here and make the
effort to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HarcH in the chair). The joint resolu-
tion is before the Senate and open to
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further amendment. If there be no fur-
there amendment to be proposed——

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Louisiana will be stated. -

The LecISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of
the joint resolution it is proposed to in-
sert the following new section:

Sec. —. It shall be a condition on any pay-
ment made to the United Kingdom pur-
suant to the agreement dated December 6,
1945, that not less than 80 percent of the
amount thereof shall be used for purchases
by the United Kingdom of goods and services
in the United States.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, it is
not my purpose to ask the indulgence
of the Senate to listen to me for any
length of time on this amendment. I
spent the greater part of 3 days in dis-
cussing the joint resolution at length.
One of the main reasons advanced for
this loan was that it would increase our
trade with Great Britain. I believe that
every Senator who discussed this meas-
ure and who advocated its adoption
urged as a reason that it would greatly
inerease our trade with the United King-
dom. I, of course, have taken the op-
posite view. As I attempted to point out,
the agreement does not specify any
amount of this huge sum which must
be spent in the United States.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. REVERCOMB. I ask the Sena-
tor from Louisiana if it is not true that
even before this measure reached the
floor of the Senate the greatest prop-
aganda in behalf of this loan, through
magazine articles and over the radio, has
been an appeal to the American people
that the loan was primarily for the pur-
pose of building up our trade?

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is emi-
nently correct, AsI indicated a moment
ago, there has not been an argument ad-
vanced on the floor of the Senate that
did not have as its main objective the
point that the proposed loan would have
a tendency tremendously to increase
trade between the United Kingdom and
the United States, and thereby increase
the production of goods on our part,
which in turn would create employment.

Mr, REVERCOMB. 1 have read arti-
cles and I have heard commentators on
the radio using as their principal argu-
ment to support the loan that it was
for the primary purpose of building trade
with this country, whereby American
goods could be sold. As the Senator has
pointed out, there is not one word in the
joint resolution or in the agreement
which provides that the United Kingdom
shall spend any definite part of this
fund in the United States. I will say
to the Senator from Louisiana that I be-
lieve that this is one of the best amend-
ments offered, and I intend to support it.

Mr. ELLENDER. I thank the Senator.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. BROOKS. I suggest to the Sen-
ator from Louisiana that, in the debate in
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the House of Lords, Lord Keynes pointed
out that this was a special type of loan,
because all the other loans which had
been sugrested had strings tied to them
providing that the funds should be spent
in the United States, but that this loan
was free of any entanglements or strings
of that kind.

To call this gift of $3,750,000,000 a loan
is the same kind of subterfuge which was
used when lend-lease was called a loan.
‘We poured out $25,000,000,000, which we
have now forgiven for a pittance. This is
another gift.

I hope the Senator’s amendment will
be agreed to.

Mr. ELLENDER. I thank the Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. President, I was hopeful that the
Senate would adopt an amendment of
some kind which would in some slight
degree inure to the benefit of the United
States. As I interpret this agreement,
it would simply enable the British Em-
pire to maintain the position which it
has occupied for many years. I do not
expect that our country will get any
benefits whatever from this agreement.
The huge sum will be used solely and
wholly to maintain the United Kingdom
for a few more years to come.

The strongest argument that has been
advanced on the floor of the Senate by
the proponents of this measure has been
that by making the loan our country
would benefit tremendously. I now de-
sire to give Senators who have argued
from that standpoint an opportunity to
make it possible that every dollar that
we shall lend to Great Britain shall be
spent by the United Kingdom in the
United States to buy goods and services
from the people of our Nation.

The amendment specifically provides
that 90 percent of this huge sum shall
be spent for goods and services in the
United States. Why should we not ask
that of Great Britain? Why should that
not be made a part of this agreement?

I notice from the press that day before
yesterday the Canadian Parliament pro-
posed to lend to Great Britain $1,250,-
000,000. In that agreement it was writ-
ten that every dime of the $1,250,000,000
to be loaned by Canada to Great Britain
was to be spent for goods and services
to be furnished by Canada to Great Brit-
ain. The rest of the agreement was to
be along the same lines as the agreement
between the United States and the United
Kingdom. The Canadians were to
charge the same rate of interest, and
allow Great Britain the same privileges—
if we may so term them—that this agree-
ment would accord to the British. Why
should we not obtain the same consid-
eration that is shown to Canada?

I cannot help but repeat what I stated
at the beginning of this week. The Sen-
ate has adopted three measures which
would have the effect of revitalizing the
economy of many of the stricken coun-
tries throughout the world.

We have provided for Bretton Woods,
in two proposals: One, establishing a
bank; another, establishing a fund for
the purpose of stabilizing the currencies
of all the world in relation to each other.
‘We have obligated ourselves to put up
almost $6,000,000,000 in order to make
those proposals workable.
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In addition to that, we have increased
the capital stock of the Export-Import
Bank to the sum of $3,500,000,000 in
order to help stricken countries. There
is a proposal further to increase the
capital stock of the Export-Import Bank.
We have renewed the Trade Agreements
Act for the purpose of helping to stabil-
ize and to increase and help the economy
of the nations of the world v_\rhich have
suffered during the recent war. We
have done everything which has been
asked by this administration up to the
time when this agreement was submitted
to us, in order to help to reviialize world
trade. But, Mr. President, there seems
to be no end to it. I believe it is incum-
bent on our Government to rely on the
proposals to which I have alluded—the
bank and the trade agreements—if we
are to maintain our position in this world
as a leader. !

This agreement gives to the United
Kingdom, privileges which every Senator
knows, deep down in his heart, neither
the Senate nor this country will afford
to any other country. I know that if
Russia today were to ask for $2,000,000,-
000 or $3,000,000,000 upon the same
terms or conditions as those proposed in
this agreement, such a proposal would
be overwhelmingly voted down.

Mr. President, we must make the
United Nations function if we expect to
have permanent peace in this world. We
cannot afford to side with any nation,
because the moment we do we shall
lose our leadership among the world
powers. We cannot afford to treat one
nation, especially a large nation, any
better than we treat any other nation,
because the moment we do, as I see it,
we are bound to lose our leadership as a
world power.

What if Russia were to ask for a
$3,000,000,000 loan tomorrow and the
Senate were to refuse it, and in the next
breath were to grant this loan to Great
Britain? Cannot you see, Mr. President,
and cannot the Senate see that if we
were to take such an attitude, Russia
would not have the same confidence in
us that she now has? Today—and when
I say this I may be wrong, but judging
from what I have read in the press and
what I have heard here and there, I
think I am correct—today there is much
distrust between Great Britain and Rus-
sia. I do not think anyone will question
that. And because of the fact that we
are now leaning toward Great Britain,
the Russians are distrusting us, and that
distrust may increase as time goes on.
I, for one, do not want to make it pos-
sible for the slight breach which may
exist between us and Russia today to be
widened. I want our Nation to assume
leadership and hold on to it. The only
way by which we can maintain leader-
ship is to treat all nations alike, be they
large or small.

This agreement, although termed a
loan, actually is in the nature of a gift.
All of us know that to be so. Britain
can no more pay back the sum proposed
to be loaned than I could pay back a
billion dollars if I owed it today. It is
impossible for Britain to do it. We are
simply letting them have a few billion
dollars as a mere shot in the arm, as it
were; and if they are to be retained in
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their present position, they are going to
be coming back to us in 4 or 5 years——

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

Mr. ELLENDER. 1 yield.

Mr. BARKLEY., Mr. President, I re-
new my request, made earlier in the

evening, that at not later than 3 p. m.
tomorrow the Senate proceed to vote on
the joint resolution and all amendments
thereto, without further debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator includes in his request, the
Chair assumes, a reauest that the sug-
gestion of the absence of a guorum be
considered to have been waived.

Mr. BARKLEY., Yes; I intended to
include that.

Mr, MORSE. Mr, President, reserving
the right to object, I wish to make two
comments. The first comment I wish
to make is that since the last debate on
this matter we have disposed of one
amendment, and hence I think it is rea-
sonable to agree to a limitation of debate
whereby from 12 o’clock noon tomorrow
until 3 p. m. we shall dispose of the re-
maining amendments and shall vote on
the joint resolution.

The second comment, so far as I am
concerned, is of vital importance, namely,
that the majority leader is of the impres-
sion, in regard to a private conversation
which we had earlier this evening when
I was interested in seeing what could be
done to bring to a close the discussion
which was taking place on the floor of the
Senate, that I would have no objection to
a proposal to close debate on the pending
matter tomorrow at 3 p. m. Irrespective
of whether there was a meeting of the
minds in that conversation, if—as I have
stated to the majority leader—when I
carry on a private conversation with any
Senator, he forms the opinion that there
has been a meeting of the minds, his in-
terpretation—not mine—will be control-
ling, so far as I am concerned. I say that
because I feel that in our relationships in
the Senate one should always yield to the
interpretations of his words which others
may make, insofar as any agreements
relative to parliamentary procedure are
concerned.

Therefore, I am happy to withdraw
my objection to the request for an agree-
ment to vote at 3 o’clock tomorrow after-
noon,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Kentucky?

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I should like to
inquire of the majority leader whether
3 o’clock tomorrow afternoon is the ear-
liest possible time tomorrow to which he
can get the various conflicting interests
to agree as the time for making the
ultimate decision. If some Members
wish to leave the city, I do not see a
bit of use—for we have been going over
this matter for more than 3 weeks—in
waiting that long.

Accordingly, I would not object to a
proposal to take the vote at an earlier
hour,

Mr. BARKLEY., Mr. President, re-
sponding to the suggestion of the Senator
from Maryland, I may say that I would
be very glad to vote earlier, but the hour
of 3 o'clock is the earliest hour that I
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was able to work out, and i was the hour
which had been agreed upon when I
made the original request.

I wish to say to the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr, Morsg] that I appreciate his
suggestion. Knowing his attitude gen-
erally with regard to fixing an hour for
voting, I approached the Senator this
evening asked him whether he would
object to fixing an hour for voting. I
told him that two or three different hours
had been suggested and discussed, and I
should like to ask that we vote at 3
o'clock tomorrow. It was understood
that the Senator from Oregon assured
me that, under the peculiar circum-

-stances now existing, he would not ob-

ject. He explained to me that he had an
engagement which he must keep in Chi-
cago, that he had a pair with his col-
league who was opposed to the loan, al-
though the Senator himself was in favor
of it. I did have such an understanding,
and I appreciate the Senator’s courtesy
in yielding to my interpretation of what
had transpired between us. As the Sen-
ator knows, without his consent I would
never reveal a private conversation with
a colleague concerning any matter. /

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am very
glad that the Senator from EKentucky
has+brought forward his understanding
of the conversation, because if it had not
been revealed there would have been a
misunderstanding. It was not my inten-
tion to make any commitment, in view of
what might transpire thereafter, but, be
that as it may,in view of the fact that the
Senator from Kentucky interpreted the
matter as he did, I insist that it be bind-
ing upon me, and I withdraw my objec-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Kentucky?

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I should like
to inquire of the distinguished majority
leader whether if is his intention to hold
a session of the Senate on Saturday. I
believe it is important to serve notice on
Members of the Senate now that it is the
intention of the Senate leaders to hold a
session of the Senate on Saturday, pro-
viding that one is to be held.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I can-
not answer directly the Senator’s ques-
tion. I have already made the statement
that at the conclusion of consideration of
the pending joint resolution it is my pur-
pose to move that the Senate proceed to
consider Calendar No. 1196, House bill
4508, the so-called labor bill. Whether
the Senate desires to hold a Saturday ses-
sion and consider that bill, I am not now
in position to say.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I believe that, in
view of the crisis now facing the country,
the bill to which the Senator has referred
is of such importance that it should be
taken up tomorrow at 3 o’clock and——

Mr. BARKLEY. First, Mr. President,
let me say that it is my purpose imme-
diately upon the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the pending measure to
move to take up the labor bill,

Mr. ENOWLAND. I believe that the
emergency now facing the country is of
such importance that the Majority Lead-
er should indicate to the Members of the
Senate that the House bill 4908 will be
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taken up on Saturday so that they will
not, because of any misconception, go

~away over the week end and allow the

crisis which now faces the country to
continue in its present form,

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not believe that
consideration of the bill could be con-
cluded if we should take it up tomorrow.
I will also say to the Senator that I be-
lieve it would be utterly impossible to dis-
pose of the bill even if we were to hold
a session on Saturday.

Mr. KNOWLAND. In fairness and
justice to the Members of the Senate, I
think it is well for them to have in mind
that there may be a motion made to hold

-a Saturday-session.

Mr. BARELEY. I may say, Mr. Pres[-
dent, that Senators should make their
arrangements and plans on the basis of a
session being held by the Senate on Sat-
urday. If such a session is not held,
Senators will probably have something
else to do.

Mr. REVERCOMBE. Mr.
will.the Senator yield?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

. Mr. REVERCOMB. I realize that the
Senator cannot tonight indicate whether

President,

-or not a session will be held on Saturday.

Will the Senator be in position tomorrow,
at the convening of the Senate at 12
o’clock, to advise the Members of the
Senate whether a session wil be held on
Saturday? .

Mr. BARKLEY. I hope to be able to
advise the Senate at that time.
' The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the request of the Senator
from Kentucky is agreed to.
- Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point as a part of my
remarks a table showing the nations to
which the United States made loans fol-
lowing World War I, the amount of the
loan to each country, the amount paid
by each country, and the percentage of
the total amount loaned which was re-
paid by each country.

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

Indebtedness of foreign governments to the
United States arising out of World War I

Per-
cent of

Principal of |Total payments| P8¥-
Countr obligations received to mxta
¥ originally date (prineipal | 7 4
acquired and interest) to orig

inal

debt
EION Rl TR [
24, 055, T08, 92 $862, 668, 00 3.6
- 579, 087, 200. 43 12,101, 273, 24 13.8
10, 000, 000, 00 12, 286, 751. 58] 122.9

Czechoslo-

vakin.__.__. 1, 879, 671,03 20,134,002, 26| 21.9
Estonia__ 13, 999, 145, 60| 1 248 432. 07 8.9
Finland. 8, 281, 926,17 0.90] . 87.7
France__..._.| 2 404 BIB 045, 01 486 0?5, 691 00 14.3
Great 'Brltnln 4. 27 000,[]]] Uﬂ?.()ﬁfl 848, 817, 00| 47.3
Greece_.__. 67, 00: 00 4,127, 056.01] 152
Iiungary 685, 835, 61 £56, 019,76/  33.0
Italy___. 1, CiB. {JM 050, £0] . 100, 820, 880, 16 6.1
Latvia______.. .E. 287,14 761, 549, 07 14.8
Liberia -~ *ZG, 000, 00 86,471 56 140.3
Lithuamn il 4, 981, 628, (3| 1,237, 966, 58] 24.9
431, B49, llii 168, 575, 84 89,0
Poland . _.___ 159, W). 072.39) . 12,646, 267, 56 14.2
Rumania 37, 911, 152, o2 4, 791, 007. 22 12.6
Russia._ 192, 601, 267,37 8,750, 311, 88 4.5
Yugoslnvm 51, 75?. 486. 55| 2, 588, 771,69 -B.0
Total. .. |10, 320, 478, 074, Tﬂia TG1, 406, 272. 55| 26,6
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. BARKLEY, I move that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HarcH in the chair) laid before the Sen-
ate a message from the President of the
United States submitting the nomina-
tions of sundry cadets to be ensigns in
the Coast Guard, which was referred to
the Committee on Commerce.

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

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on
Finance:

Sundry candidates for appointment and
promotion in the Regular Corps of the United
States Public Health Service.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. - If there
be no further reports of committees, the
clerk will state the nominations on the
Calendar,

POSTMASTERS -

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations of postmasters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the ncminations of postmast-
ers are confirmed en bloc, and, without
objection, the President will be immedi-
ately notified.

That concludes the Executive Calendar.

RECESS

Mr. BARKLEY. As in legislative ses-
sion, I move that the Senate take a re-
cess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 10
o'clock and 46 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, May
10, 1946, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate May 9 (legislative day of March
5), 1946:

The following-named cadets to be ensigns
in the Coast Guard, to rank from the 5th
day of June 1946:

William Lamb Aitkenhead

Roy Eenneth Angell

Charles Fredrick Baker

Leland Cook Batdorf

David Proyer Bates, Jr.

Charles DeLaCour Bishop

Vincent Anthony Bogucki

James Willlam Folding, Jr.

Richard Baker Bowden, Jr.

Charles Donald Bradburn

Jay Herbert Bramson

John Henry Bruce

Gzorge Herbert Patrick Bursley

Edward David Cassidy

Edward Egbert Chambers

William ‘Russell Chandler

Lloyd Hubbard Clark

Malcolm Emery Clark

Albert Harley Clough

Donald Carlton Davis

Lawrence Davis, Jr.

Robert Lloyd Davis, Jr.

Roger Gilbert Devan

Robertson Pickett Dinsmore

Robert Joseph Dodge

Bruce Hamer Edwards
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- William Laurie Faulkenberry
VYerne Doucet Finks
Charles Irving Foss IIT
Frank Hudson Fuller
Arthur Newell Garden, Jr,
James Austin Garrison
James Albert Gary IIT
Robert Stanley Gershkoff
Lloyd Whitman Goddu, Jr,
Dudley Chapin Goodwin, Jr.
Walter Franklin Guy
Henry Vanderhulst Harman
John Briggs Hayes
Walter Owen Henry
James Edward Heywood
Leslie Dzan High
Ian Edward Helland
Archibald Barwell How II
Richard Bernard Humbert
James Patrick Hynes
David Jenkins
Bruce Clifford Johnson
Robert Wayne Johnson
Frederick Steffen Kelsey
William Joseph Kirkley
Robert Charles Krulish
Robert Allison Lee
Michael Beauregard Lemly
Rudolph Edwin Lenczyk
Glenn Milton Loboudger
James Hector MacDonald
Charles SBcott Marple
Chearles liadison Mayes
Donald Joseph McCann
Alfred Edwin McEKenney, Jr.
John Hanson Kennard Miner
Walter Bishop Murfin
John Egbert Van Alen Murray
Milton Ray Neuman
Elliott Northeott II
William Mez2rryman Page, Jr,

. Frank Eldon Parker -
Robert Donald Parkhurst
Robert Arthur Patrick
David Eaton Perkins
Warren Sawyer Petterson
‘William Comfort Pinder, Jr.
Thomas Willlam Powers
Wilfred Francis Raes
Dan Rayacich ]

George Francis Rodgers
Randolph Ross, Jr.
Arthur William Rouzie
Edward Peter Rutken
Douglas Cargill Ryan
George Thomas Sain, Jr.
John Bean Saunders, Jr.
Wilmer Schwalnsberg, Jr.
John Henry Sharp
Herbert Henry Sharpe, Jr.
Robert William Smith
Charles Hudson Steele
John Wesley Steffey

Shirl Joseph Stephany
James Paul Stewart
James Howard Swint
Alfred John Tatman
Glenn Raymond Taylor
David Harry Thomas
Thomas Cartwright Thompson
William Francis Tighe, Jr,
Richard Morse Underwood, Jr.
Otto Francis Unsinn

Emil Miroslav Valehrach
Donald Ray Vaughn
Richard Theodore Wagner
John Leland Wright

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate May 9 (legislative day of
March 5), 1946:

5 IN THE NAVY

. The nominations of Alfred E. Adams et al.
to be ensigns in the Navy, from the 5th day
of June 1946; and : .

The nominations of Robert N. Barker et al.
to be assistant paymasters in the Navy, with
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the rank of ensign, from the 5th day of June =
1846,
In THE MARINE CORPS

The nominations of Herbert Blaha et al.
to be second lleutenants in the Marine Corps,
from the 5th day of June 1948.

(Note.—A list of the persons confirmed
today, as ensigns or assistant paymasters in
the Navy, as well as a list of all persons con-
firmed today as second lleutenants in the
Marine Corps, may be found in the Senate
proceedings of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for
May 7, 1946, under the caption “Nomina-
tions,” beginning with the name of Alfred E.
Adams on p. 4557 and ending with the name

of Paden E. Woodruff, Jr., appearing on
p. 4559.)
POSTMASTERS
ALABAMA
Ethelene D. Cobb, Harvest.,
ARKANSAS
" Jack V. Stockburger, Winslow.
] DELAWARE
Anne H. McCarthy, Delaware City.
INDIANA

" Ruth E. Noonan, Lagro.
Dorothy L. Patten, Yoder,
i A0 IO0WA
John W. Downey, Argyle,
Clifford L. Hamilton, Bettendorf.
Edward ¥. Floody, Castalia.
Emma M. Skoda, Protivin.
Selma P. Paulson, Rutland.
George H. Ellerhoff, Sperry.

© ' EANSAS

Walter William Eoch, Fredonia,
Roland H. Mortensen, Trenton.,

’HOU-SE OF REPRESENTATIVES
THURSDAY, May 9, 1946

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial ‘Pres-
byterian Church, Washington, D. C.,
offered the following prayer:

O-Thou eternal God, who hast created
us with a capacity to be like Thee in
spirit, grant that this moment of prayer
may be a veritable mount of transfigura-
tion. May our minds and hearts be
illumined with spiritual vision and
touched to finer issues.

We pray that Thy servants, who have
been given the high calling of states-
manship in the affairs of government,
may be blessed with insight and inspira-
tion as they seek to solve the difficult
and perplexing problems which are now
challenging the consecration of their
noblest manhood.

May we never be afraid of that which
is high, or feel that the ideals and prin-
ciples which Thou hast implanted within
our souls are beyond the sphere of prac-
tical realization. Give us the rapture
of the forward look and the courage to
live hopefully and heroically. May we
all be the heralds and harbingers of that
new day when humanity's loftiest aspira-
tions shall be brought to fulfillment and
fruition.
~ In Christ’s name we pray. Amen.

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

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr, Miller, one
of his secretaries.

STRAWEBERRIES FROM CULLMAN
COUNTY, ALA.

Mr. MANASCO. 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
Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, in the
House dining room today will be found
delicious strawberries grown by the
farmers of Cullman County, Ala., with
the compliments of the members cf the

.Cullman County Strawberry Growers’

Association and the Cullman County
Chamber of Commerce, which were flown
here by air express over the Pennsyl-
vania Central Air Lines. I invite all of
you to eat them.

INVESTIGATION OF DISPOSITION OF
SURPLUS PROPERTY

The SPEAKER. The unfinished busi-
ness is action by the House on House
Resolution 385, to provide for a study
and investigation of the operation of the
program for the disposition of surplus
property, which the Clerk will report.
v The Clerk read the title of the resolu-

on.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.
tal?l motion to reconsider was laid on the

&

NATIONAL HOUSING ACT

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
SPENCE].

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in connection with the considera-
tion of a motion I shall make and to
have the Clerk read two letters into the
REcoRD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Kentucky to make
a motion if he so desires.

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Speaker, the Mem-
bers of the conference committee on the
bill (H. R. 4761) to amend the National
Housing Act by adding thereto a new
title relating to the prevention of specu-
lation and excessive profits in the sale
of housing, and to insure the availability
of real estate for housing purposes at fair
and reasonable prices, and for other pur-
poses, having been appointed for more
than 20 days and failing to file a report,
I desire to make a motion under para-
graph 1%%a of rule XXVIII of the House,
which motion is at the Clerk’s desk.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, I make a point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidenily no quorum
is present.
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Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I
move & call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 109]
Adams Gillie Monroney
Anderson, Calif.Grant, Ala, Morgan
Auchincloss Grant, Ind. Murphy
Balley Gwinn,N.¥Y. Norton
Baldwin, Md. Hagen Patrick
Baldwin, N.¥Y, Hall, Patterson
Bell Edwin Arthur Peterson, Fla.
Bender Harness, Ind, Peterson, Ga.
Bennet, N. Y. Hart Pfeifer
Bonner Hébert Philbin
Bradley, Pa. Hedrick Powell
Buckley Hendricks Price, Fla.
Butler Herter Rains
Cannon, Fla, Hinshaw Reece, Tenn,
Celler Hoch Reed, Ill.
Chelf’ Hook Rodgers, Pa.
Cochran Jarman Roe, N. Y.
Combs Johnson, Ill.  Russell
Courtney Johnson, Ind. Shafer
Crawford Johnson, Okla. Sheppard
Crosser Kilday Bikes
Curley Kirwan Smith, Va.
Dawson LaFollette Stevenson
De Lacy Landis Stewart
Dingell Lane Tolan
Domengeaux Lea Wadsworth
Doughton, N. C. Lesinski ‘Wasielewski
Doyle Lewis West
Engle, Calif. McCowen White
Fellows McKenzie Whittington
Fernandeg Madden Wilson
Fogarty Maloney Wood
Fuller Mansfield, Tex. Woodruff
Gavin May
Gearhart Miller, Calif.

The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 326
Members have answered to their names;
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. Spence] offers a motion
which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. SPENCE moves to instruct the managers
on the part of the House at the conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
on the bill H. R. 4761 to agree to section
11 (a) of the Senate amendment, with an
amendment, as follows: Strike out “$600,~
000,000" as it appears therein, and insert
in lieu thereof “$400,000,000.”

Mr. CASE of South Dakota.
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is the
motion of the gentleman from EKentucky
to instruct conferees open to further
amendment for instruction?

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman
from Kentucky yields for that purpose.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I would
like to ask the gentleman from Ken-
tucky if he would permit an amendment
to his motion to require that, if the sub-
sidy fund were allowed, it be paid direct-
ly to the veterans in proportion to the
value of the house that they may build?

Mr. SPENCE. No. I do not yield for
any such amendment.

Mr, WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Do I understand
that under the rules of the House there

Mr.
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will be 1 hour debate on the motion,
the time to be controlled by the gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr, SPENCE]?

The SPEAKER. The genileman is
correct. The gentleman from Kentucky
is entitled to recognition for 1 hour.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I wonder if we could
not come to some agreement as to an
extension of the time. I ask unanimous
consent that the time be extended to 2
hours.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Michigan asks unanimous consent that
the time for debate on the motion of the
gentleman from Kentucky be extended
one additional hour.

Is there objection?

Mr. RABAUT. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, what is the reason
for requesting the additional time?

Mr, WOLCOTT., Because of the con-
troversial subject involved and the fact
that I assume, because of that, there will
be innumerable requests for time to de-
bate it. It is essential that we have at
least 2 hours to debate it if we are going
to have a thorough understanding of the
issues. -

Mr. RABAUT. We had a great deal of
debate on this several days ago.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Not on this matter.

Mr. RABAUT. The only change is a
change in the sum from $600,000,000 to
$400,000,000.

Mr. WOLCOTT. No. There are sev-
eral other changes. As a matter of fact,
the Senate has written in several mat-
ters, although they are not involved in
this particular motion, which will be
subject to discussion, and will be differ-
ent from the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Mon-
RONEY] in the House.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, would there be
any objection—if the time is to be ex-
tended 1 hour—to providing that that
hour be under the control of the ranking
minority member, inasmuch as the other
hour is within the control of the chair-
man of the committee?

Mr. PATMAN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, I assume the gentle-
man’s request carries with it the under-
standing that, if granted, 1 hour will be
controlled by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency and the
other hour be controlled by the ranking
minority member, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. WoLcoTT].

Mr. MICHENER. Yes; that is what I
intended. It was not in the request of
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
SpeNcE], however.

Mr. SPENCE. I may say to the gen-
tleman from Michigan that I agree with
the ranking minority member that the
hour should be equally divided, and I am
willing to yield it as he designates.

Mr. WOLCOTT. The gentleman un-
derstood, as I did, that the additional
time would be distributed in the same
manner.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, the rules
of the House provide that the chairman
of the committee shall control the time.
I do not see any reason why the rules
should be changed. I am willing to go
glong on the request for an additional

our,
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. Mr, WOLCOTT. May I ask the gen-
tleman whether if the time is extended
for 2 hours it is his intention to yield to
requests from this side for half the time?

Mr. SPENCE. I want to control the
time, but I will yield as the gentleman
requests.

The SPFEAKER. And would the gen-
tleman from Kentucky be willing to have
incorporated in the request that the pre-
vious motion be considered as ordered at
the end of the 2 hours?

Mr. SPENCE. Yes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Michigan asks unanimous consent that
time for debate be extended for an addi-
tional hour, and that at the end of the
2 hours the previous question shall be
considered as ordered.

Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MARCANTONIO, Mr. Speaker, a

sparliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. AsIunderstand
the motion filed by the gentleman from
Kentucky, it provides for agreeing to the
Senate amendment with an amendment,
Is it possible to have the motion divided
so that a vote may be taken on the Sen-
ate amendment itself?

The SPEAKER. It is one proposition,
it is not divisible.

The gentleman from Kentucky is rec-
ognized for 2 hours,

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that at this time the
clerk may read two letters which I have
obtained previous consent to insert in the
Recorp, one from Mr. Wyatt and one
from Mr. Small,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

NaTioNAL HoUsSING AGENCY,
Washington, D. C.
Hon. BRENT SPENCE,
House o] Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear CONGRESSMAN SPENCE: This is in re-
sponse to your request of yesterday that I
send you a brief statement about premium
payments in conneéction with the veterans’
emergency housing program.

The essence of the matter is that premium
payments will make it possible to overcome
the extraordinary difficulties that stand in
the way of getting enough houses built for
veterans with sufficient speed. With pre-
mium payments, despite these difficulties, the
job can be done, and, I firmly believe, will
be done. Without premium payments, the
job cannot be done. Those responsible for
the administration of the program would be
less than fair to the veterans if they did not
announce a substantial reduction in the size
of the program if it should become apparent
that premium payments would not be made
available.

In view of the fact that extensive hearings
were held in the Senate after the premium-
payment plan was worked out in detail, while
hearings in the House were held before such
time, your request affords me an opportunity
to cover this matter briefly. I feel that this
is not only an opportunity, but also a duty
on my part, in view of the urgency of the
need for housing veterans and the essen=
tiality of premium payments to help meet
this need,
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First of all, let me state briefly what the
premium-payment provision adopted by the
SBenate is not:

It is not a consumer subsidy or a roll-back
subsidy, pald across the board on all units of
particular commodities, in order to reduce
the price which the consumer pays. It is,
therefore, unlike various types of subsidies
recently disapproved by the House.

It is not a subsidy pald upon every unit
of production of particular types of com-
modities, but is only a premium or incen-
tive paid as a reward for production above
normal and only where necessary to cover
the temporarily higher cost of a very rapid
rate of acceleration of production. There-
fore, it is identical in principle with the suc-
cessful copper subsidies during the war and
is entirely in line with the premium-price
payments—for example, $100,000,000 for cop-
per, lead, and zinc—which the House ex-
pressly approved in the recent OPA bill (H. R,
6042).

Further, the premium payment provisions
approved by the Senate in connection with
the emergency housing bill are not the same
as those rejected by the House when the bill
was before it. On the contrary, the detailed
standards and limitations written by the
Senate have never been passed upon by the
House. In fact, these standards and limita-
tions are responsive to some of the criticisms
that had earlier been expressed in the House
with respect to loose and vague premium pay-
ment provisions.

I em enclosing a copy of the premium-pay-
ment language approved by the 3enate. This
language makes the following clear:

That premium payments are purely pro-
duction incentives;

That they are to be used only where all
other available methods are not of them-
selves suffivient to stimulate the production;

That premium payments are not a sub-
stitute for price adjustments and increases
where necessary, but instead are merely sup-
plementary to these other incentives to in-
crease production;

That premium payments are not to be
used to develop competition with established
business or where they would cause economic
dislocation;

That premium payments are to be used
only in connection with limited percentages
of the total output and then only at a limited
percentage average rate,

In conclusion, the eritical shortage of
housing can be met only through a tre-
mendous stimulation of production of ma-
terials. If the production goals of the vet-
erans’ emergency housing program can be
met, not only will we get the houses, but in
addition there will be enough materials for
other essentlal industrial and commercial
development. The whole economy, and not

only the housing program, will benefit by

this increased production,

No other satisfactory method has been
presented, which could take the place of
premium payments, as a final but necessary
weapon in achieving this increased pro-
duction,

Consequently, without premium payments,
we could not get this increased production
and we could not carry the veterans’ emer=
gency housing program to a successful con-
clusion, We would need to reduce our ob-
Jjectives; and even the attainment of dras=-
tically reduced objectives would be prob-
lematical.

I have trled to make this as brief as
possible, but I am always ready to furnish
you with further factual information.

Sincerely yours,
Witson W. WaTT,
Administrator.
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CIVILIAN PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D, C., May 9, 1946.
Hon. BRENT SPENCE,

Chairman, Committee on Banking
and Currency, House of Repre-
sentatives, Washington, D. C.

DeArR CONGRESSMAN SPENCE: I am glad to re-
spond to your telephone inquiry about pre-
mium payments in connection with the vet-
erans' emergency housing program. It is
a matter which I have studied carefully and
on which I have definite views,

On the basis of experience during the war
and current experience, I can state without
reservation that the goals of this program
cannot be met, nor even nearly met, without
premium payments as an incentive to produc-
tion. The goals of the program embrace two
matters of equal importance: First, enough
materials to take care of veterans who are
distressingly in need of housing accommoda-
tions; and second, enough materials to cover
other essential construction which is vital to
rapid and orderly conversion,

When I appeared recently before the Senate
Banking and Currency Committee, I stated
clearly my considered judgment that pre-
mium payments in the form of the amend-
ment later proposed and approved by the
Benate were indispensable to doing the pro-
duction job.

I believe also that the premium-payment
proposal approved by the Senate is surround-
ed by safeguards and standards which matke it
similar to the recent premium-price payments
approved by the House in connection with
OPA legislation, and does not involve roll-
back or consumer subsidies. {

For these reasons, I am very glad to have
had this opportunity to respond to your in-
quiry on a matter which is vital, not only to
the production of houses, but also to the pro-
duction of materials now in critical shortage
at a rate sufficient to meet cur general indus-
trial and economic needs during this year and
next year.

Sincerely yours,
J. D, SmALL,
Adminisirator.

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

Mr. Speaker, I cannot persuade my-
self to believe that what I may say here
today is of great importance to the mem-
bership of this House. I am confident
they have decided how they will vote.
But I think this motion is a measure
that is fraught with great weal or woe
for the American people. The housing
condition in Ameriea is tragic. A home
is more than shelter. A home means a
contented citizen. It means the main-
tenance of the family. It means the
strengthening of our institutions and
the stability of our economy. The home
is the very pillar of our Republic, and
without homes men will be neither con-
tented nor happy. The housing problem
is the greatest problem that has pre-
sented itself to the Congress. We should
do everything possible to secure for the
returning veterans and our citizens ade-
quate housing.

During the war we devoted our energy
to making the instruments of warfare—
planes, tanks, guns, and ships. We built
few houses. Now the need is so vital
that it must be met. How are we going
to meet it unless we adopt some emer-
gency measure to try to cope with this
present situation?

The House bill did not contain sub-
sidies. The Senate placed in its bill
$600,000,000, to be used as premium pay-
ments to stimulate the production of
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building materials. This is essentially
a production subsidy. It is the same
character of subsidy the House passed
on copper, lead, zine, and on petroleum,
and on the Texas city tin smelter in the
price-control bill. The House has drawn
clearly the distinction between produc-
tion subsidies and other subsidies,

What does this subsidy mean? There
is a bottleneck in building materials,
Everybody knows that. The only an-
swer to these problems is production,
production, and more production. You
might get production by raising the price
level so high that the high-cost pro-
ducers would produce; but if you do that,
you give an unconscionable profit to the
Jow-cost producers, and you bring upon
the American people a hardship that in
these times they should not be compelled
to endure.

I have been informed by those who
made an intensive study of the matter,
that for every dollar expended in this
subsidy $5 will be saved to the purchasers
of homes. The only practicable, sen-
sible measure, it seems to me, to increase
production right now is a subsidy given
to the high-cost producer in order to
keepn, him in production. The only other
alternative is to raise the price ceiling so
high that they will all produce. If that
is done, the price of homes will go so
high that those for whom they are in-
tended can never purchase.

The administration has asked for this.
The Administrator of the act has asked
for it. He said we cannot have an effec-
tive administration without these pre-
mium subsidies. Mr. Small, the Civilian
Production Administrator, said that in
his experience we cannot accomplish the
result we desire without the premium
payments. Certainly the Members of
Congress ought to do that which is ef-
fective to meet the necessities of the
present emergency. If you do not in-
struct the conferees to accept this $400,-
000,000 you will sabotage this whole pro=-
gram.

I know there are men who say they do
not want any price ceilings. I know
there are men who say they want no re-
straints at this time. But almost every-
one of them has a personal interest. The
National Association of Manufacturers,
the raw producers, say, “take the ceil-
ings off and let us be free.” But they
do not know the frain of evils that will
follow as prices go up. Labor is going
to become more discontented. There is
going to be a train of evils that will come
back to haunt us. You have the oppor-
tunity now to do something, and I think
it will solve the problem.

You on the other side, I often hear you
calling yourselves the opposition party.
It seems to me that is not the right atti-
tude to assume. Why do you not give
the administration what it wants? Then,
if we do not make good, you will have the
right to call the attention of the people
to it and it should make an effective
issue. We believe if you give us the
things the administration has asked that
it will be successful in causing the pro-
duction of homes for veterans and others.
They say they can make good. Those
who have had the greatest experience
along this line, who have had constant
association with the administration of
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housing affairs, say that unless you give
them these subsidies they cannot break
the bottleneck that retards construction.

Four hundred million dollars is a big
sum, it is true. It is not a big sum as
compared with what we have paid to
preserve our liberties and the institutions
that are dear fo us. But if we do not
meet the housing situation, maybe the
greater sums we have paid will be largely
wasted, because we want the men who
have fought our battles to come home
and be contented, happy, and prosperous.
We want them to have homes. We want
them to have an opportunity to work
out their own destiny. Who has said that
this will not be effective in breaking the
bottleneck? What experts tell us that
if you give us these subsidies we cannot
put all of the producers in production?

Mr. BRADLEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPENCE. I cannot yield at this
point.

Who has said it will not do what we
want it to do? We have to get all the
producers of building materials in pro-
duction and the only way to do it is to
stimulate that production. I realize that
in normal times there would be no justifi-
cation for a subsidy. I realize that in
normal times there would be no reason
for the passage of the Lend-Lease Act
which saved us. I realize that in normal
times none of the great expenditures
would have been justified. But this is
the aftermath of war. This is to carry
out the purpose that we fought for—that
we should have homes free from the evils
of totalitarianism, not only for the people
who were here during the war, but for
those who are coming home and who have
given so much in the cause of liberty and
human freedom. I ask you to consider
this carefully. All the organizations of
the people who have no particular interest
in production, and I think I can say this
safely, according to my mail, are for it.
The Legion is for it. Labor is for it.
The average man and woman in America
is for it. The only interests who have
fought it, so far as I can see, are men
who have a personal interest, a selfish
interest. I do not blame them very
much. Personal interest is a powerful
motive. It actuates men in almost every
relationship of life. I earnestly ask you
to think twice before you vote against
this motion. A great part of the people
of America are anxiously awaiting the
vote you are about to cast.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky has expired.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr, Speaker, I yield 15
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. WoLcorT].

Mr. BRADLEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for an
observation?

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. BRADLEY of Michigan. The
gentleman from Kentucky refused to
yield to me. He repeatedly made the
statement that what we needed was pro-
duction and more production, and that
the only way to get it was through these
subsidies. I simply want to call atten-
tion to the fact that just yesterday after-
noon Mr. Ingraham, the head of the
lumber section of the OPA, told me it was
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a matter of record that the lumber in-
dustry was now operating at an all-time
high and had the greatest production in
its history and is making the greatest
profits in history. If that is the case,
why do we need subsidies in order to
fatten those profits and to increase an
already all-time high production?

Mr., WOLCOTT. I might say in
answer to the gentleman’s observation
the only definite information we have
with respect to the use of subsidies is that
subsidies are not to be used as an incen-
tive for the greater production of lumber
nor for labor. Of course, those are the
two most important elements in the con-
struction of homes.

Mr. Speaker, the House, of course, will
recall that when this matter was before
it on March 4 we voted almost 2 to 1
against the provision which is not ma-
terially different than the provision
in the Senate bill. The amount at that.
time was $60,000,000. The only restric-
tion on that was that the money would
be used only when the Expediter found
that other means were not available
with which to acquire the maximum
amount of production. In substance
they are not different.

I know it will be argued that the Sen-
ate has written in a great many safe-
guards, but in substance they are not
different or additional to the safeguards
which were in the amendment offered in
the House by the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. MONRONEY].

So the issue is just as clearly presented
to us now as it was then. At that time
the vote was 92 for the amendment and
161 against it. The matter had not been
presented to the House committee, but
the debates were held on this and kin-
dred subjects in connection with the
housing bill for over 4 days, so we had a
very clear understanding of what the
issues were. In our studied judgment,
we voted almost 2 to 1 against author-
izing the Expediter to use $600,000,000,
and we did that, Mr. Speaker, because
Mr. Wyatt had not presented to the
House a plan, a program wherein we
were informed as to where one cent of
the $600,000,000 was to be expended.
The situation is no different today than
it was then. The letter from Mr. Wyatt
which has just been read by the Clerk is
a clear example of the platifudes and
generalities with which the Congress and
the country have been flooded with re-
spect to the subsidies in veterans’ hous-
ing. There is not any provision in this
subsidy program for the construction of
one house. What are houses made of?
Primarily houses which are to be made
under this program are to be made from
Jumber, tile, cement or cinder blocks.
The two most expensive materials in
home construetion, of the types contem-
plated, are lumber and labor. We do
know definitely that not one cent of this
$400,000,000 or $600,000,000—it does not
make any difference as far as the princi-
ple is concerned—is to be spent for lum-
ber, and not one cent of it is to be spent
for labor. Is it to be spent for soil pipe?
Is it to be spent for fixtures? Is it to be
spent for roofing? Is it to be spent for
plaster? Is it to be spent for plumbing?

I think that before Mr. Wyatt asks this
Congress for $600,000,000, or any part of
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$600,000,000, on the contentioa that it is
Zo0ing to increase the production of build-
ing materials, we and the country—we
in particular, because we have a consti-
tutional obligation to the country to find
out where this money is going to be
used—should be informed about it. I
know that I have tried, I know that all
members of the committee have tried, I
know that as late as we were in con-
ference last week all of the conferees, or
at least four of us, tried to find out where
this money was going to be spent and for
what purpose.

We have never yet formulated a sub-
sidy program. whether it was for $5 or
$5,000,000,000, without knowing the man-
ner in which that money wts going to be
spent. Now if this House does an about-
face on this it is going to be the result of
the uncertainty, the platitudes, the gen-
eralities, the confusion, and the down-
right dishonest statements made by those
in high authority to stir up the American
people to a state of hysteria, to get this
Congress to react faverably to the au-
thorization of $600,000,000 or $400,000,000
which is to be used for some purpose
other than to get building materials; and
until we know what that purpose is I do
not think that any self-respecting man
or woman in this Congress can vote for
this subsidy and go back to his con-
stituents and tell them where 1 cent of
this money is to be used to get a veteran
1 foot of roofing or 1 fixture or 1 foot
of soil pipe. We know that it is not
going to be used for lumber, we know
that it is not going to be used for labor,
we know that it is not going to be used
to get bricks, or cement blocks, or cinder
blocks. Then where is it going to be
used?

We call upon Mr. Wyati and the people
should call upon Mr. Wyatt and Mr.
Small, those who sent these letters down
here today filled with the same gener-
alities and platitudes with which they
have been bombarding the country for
weeks—we call upon them now or some
of their spokesmen to tell us where they
are going to spend 1 cent of these sub-
sidies.

Now, Mr. Speaker, if this House wants
to show the yellow feather in response
to this hysteria, that is their obligation,
that is their responsibility. We have
brought this in here, we have brought
this back in order that this House may
take a position on it, because in view of
the tremendously heavy majority against
this provision when it was here before,
the conferees felt it was the obligation of
the House. We will of course be bound
by your decision in this matter,

In the letter coming down from Mr.
Wyatt today he states how pleased he
will be and how willing he will be to
furnish additional factual information.
Let me ask Mr. Wyatt merely to reply to
the question we asked of Mr. Eeyersling
in the conference in that respect. We
have had no reply yet except the gener-
alities that it was not to be used for lum-
ber, not to be used for bricks, and it was
not to be used for labor. So let us now
call upon Mr. Wyatt if he is willing to
give us factual matter to tell us how even
1 cent of this entire sum is to be spent.
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Not now.

The Senate wrote a provision in the
bill which gives adequate protection to
any program for prefabricated homes
and new materials. They guarantee the
market for 200,000 prefabricated homes.
So, does Mr. Wyatt or anybody else want
the $600,000,000 or the $400,000,000 for
prefabricated homes? Why, they have
got a guaranteed market for prefabri-
cated homes, 200,000 of them in the Sen-
ate bill. Now, what do they want the
$600,000,000 for? Do they want it in
addition to a guaranteed market? If so,
we should know it. If they want it for
the purpose of establishing someone in
business to build aluminum and plastic
igloos then there should be some re-
straint upon that program. There would
be a restraint on the program if the
procedure was followed which we offered
on this floor weeks ago.

Let me call attention again to the fact
that in the law today there is authority
to pay subsidies and it has not been re-
moved. We insisted that it not be re-
moved when this bill was before the
House and it has not been removed.
Section 2 (e) of the Price Control Act
expressly authorizes the payment of these
subsidies.

What do they want? They want to
avoid coming to the Congress and laying
their program before it as they would
have to do if the language of existing
law is followed. That language provides
and has provided for 4 years that
they can get subsidies by coming in
and asking for them and presenting
their program to the Congress. All
they have to do is to treat it as a
budget transaction. They present their
needs through a budget message
to the House. The House, operating
through the Appropriation Committee,
determines the use to which this money is
going to be put, what the program is go-
ing to be; it is presented here on the floor
of the House, and I may say that if Mr.
Wyatt or anyone else can show a neces-
sity before the Appropriations Commit-
tee for subsidies to obtain an increased
amount of building material, then it
would be our duty to so provide them.
But until Mr. Wyatt or somebody in his
behalf has presented to an agency of the
Congress or to the Congress itself a pro-
gram ouflining where this money is go-
ing to be spent, then we should be very
cautious in authorizing $600,000,000 or
$400,000,000 for these unknown purposes.

Why do they not follow that advice?
Why do they not follow the law as it
exists today and bring their program to
the Appropriations Committee, lay it be-
fore the Appropriations Committee and
say, “Here, we want a hundred million
dollars to get soil pipe; we want $50,000,-
000 to get brick; we want $25,000,000 to
get roofing.” The Appropriations Com-
mittee would hold hearings and deter-
mine whether it is necessary. The House,
following the advice of the Appropria-
tions Committee, would determine
whether it is necessary. That is the
proper and safe way to proceed. X

If this Hcuse turns feather in this
situation, Mr. Speaker, it will be one of
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the weakest things that the House has
done in recent years. If, as a matter of
principle, you stood up here on March 4th
and voted “No,"” then in the face of this
uncertainty, this hysteria, which has
gripped the country, you turn feather
now on this proposition, it will show the
greatest weakness you have ever shown
and will show this country that the Con-
gress is enacting legislation as the re-
sult of hysteria and propaganda on the
part of a very small minority.

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

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Parman].

WILL BUILD 2,700,000 HOUSES IF WYATT

FROGRAM IS CARRIED OUT

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the dis-
tinguished and able gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Worcorr] made this
statement in the baginning:

There is no provision in this bill to
construct one house.

The answer to that question, of course,
to say yes or no, would be that he is
correct; but the over-all picture is that
the bill provides for the construction
of 2,700,000 houses, not one house, and
if the program is carried out as con-
templated it will result in the construc-
tion of 2,700,000 houses.

VETERANS' PROGRAM

The veterans’ emergency housing pro-
gram aims at the construction of 2,450,-
000 permanent homes for veterans in
1946 and 1947—exclusive of 250,000 tem-
porary units and trailers. While much
larger than any previous construction
in_ a 2-year period, this represents the
minimum volume of building required
during the period to meet the immediate
needs of married veterans and their fam-
ilies for whom no other housing is avail-
able. Even after completion of these
2,450,000 homes, overcrowding .and
doubling-up would be more serious than
at the time of VJ-day.

The minimum average cost of these
homes, including lot, would be $5,000 or
a total of $12,250,000,000 for 2,450,000
homes. Unless effective action is taken to
check further increases in building-ma-
terial prices, the average cost per house
might well substantially exceed $5,000.

The best estimates of the volume of
home construection that could be antici-
pated in 1246 and 1947 without the vet-
erans’' emergency housing program would
be 500,000 houses in 1946 and 750,000 in
1947, or a total of 1,250,000. This would
be 1,200,000 houses short of the minimum
needs of veterans for the 2 years. Con-
struction to fill this gap would cost a
minimum of $6,000,000,000.

Another cost comparison is this:
through the use of premium payments,
the greatly increased production of
building materials needed to carry out
the construction of 2,450,000 homes in
the next 2 years could be accomplished
at a cost of $600,000,000; if ceiling price
increases exclusively are used to stimu-
late the needed materials production
rather than premium payments, the in-
creased cost would be $2,600,000,000.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
WoLcorT] asked the question, “What is
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the money to be spent for?” It is to be
spent for premium payments to keep
down the prices of homes for veterans or
rent for veterans where homes have been
constructed under this program. The
program cannot be itemized. You can-
not say so much for cast-iron pipe, so
much for steel, so much for copper, so
much for brass, so much for different
kinds of woodwork. If you were to at-
tempt to itemize it, you would be placing
the Administrator in a straitjacket and
the Administrator could not properly
enforce the law. It isright that it should
be in a lump sum.
PREMIUM PAYMENTS FOR ALL EUILDING
MATERIALS

Furthermore, it is going to be used for
premium payments for all building ma-
terials, and I want to demonstrate to you,
if I can, how premium payments will cut
down the price of a home to a veteran.
During the war we needed copper. We
had a few copper mines producing all the
copper. They were producing that cop-
per for 12 cents per pound. They could
make money at 12 cents per pound; they
could make a big profit, so why increase
it just to get more profit from that oper-
ation? You could double the price and
they could not produce any more copper.
Therefore, this Congress adopted the
policy of paying a subsidy to the high-
cost mines, the copper mines that could
not produce copper for 12 cents. So we
told the Administrator to go out and
every place where copper could be pro-
duced to pay 24 cents a pound or 36 cents
a pound or 50 cents a pound, whatever
was necessary, to get the production of
copper and the maximum amount in
those high-cost mines. That is exactly
what we did with the premium payment
plan for copper. We called it a subsidy,
which it was.

The result was that we increased the
production of copper 10 percent over-all.
If we had offered $1 a pound across the
board we could not have cbtained any
more copper. So was that not good
sense, and was that not good business to
keep the copper producers, who produced
90 percent of it, at 12 cents a pound, and
save the people that money? Why cer-
tainly it was. That is exactly what is
contemplated here, except you can mul-
tiply it 100 times. There will be 100 dif-
ferent commodities used in the construe-
tion of a house. The Administrator will
go out and he will see that there are
certain bottlenecks, and in order to get
the maximum production he will have to
give a subsidy here and a subsidy there
just like we did on copper during the
war; exactly the same principle.

The over-all picture is that by giving
$600,000,000 in subsidies it will save the
veterans a minimum of $3,000,000,000 on
the construction of those homes, the
same way that the taxpayers were saved
billions of dollars during the war by
using a subsidy for the production of
copper instead of raising copper prices
clear across the board to the low-cost
producers as well as to the high-cost pro-
ducers.

The gentleman from Michigan said
that if we could get these subsidies under
2 (e) he would not object to it. All right:
if he is for it under 2 (e} of the Price
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Control Act, why object to it here? Why
bring up the question of tweedledee and
tweedledum when it involves houses for
the veterans of this war? We owe an
obligation to those veterans, I want to
say to my colleague, which I know that
he appreciates just as much as I appre-
ciate. A little less than a year ago there
were from ten to thirty thousand of those
boys coming back here every day, landing
on our shores, which has continued al-
most every day since. Many of them
were married. They went to join their
wives and children. They had plenty of
points to get out. They immediately
sought a home that they had been fight-
ing for. A year ago they were looking
for that home. Today, a year later, they
are still looking for that home. Some
of them are doubled up with in-laws and
some of them are sleeping in automo-
biles, trucks, and parks and corridors
and elsewhere. It is a pitiful situation.
Here is what a critic of mine would face
me with: If I were voting against the
veteran on this, he would say, “Mr. PaT-
MAN, did you not vote for subsidies for
the war workers?” I would have to say
“¥Yes.” “Is it not a fact that the Con-
gress passed laws to give billions of dol-
lars making it available for the war work-
ers to get low-priced homes?” I would
have to admit that that was true. “Is it
not correct, too, that Congress appro-
priated billions of dollars to make homes
available to war workers which they
could rent for low rents?” Certainly we
did. “That was during the war,” I would
say. Yes; but the veteran could say,
“The war is not over for me. While you
were giving homes to people who were
here, civilians and people who were war
workers and others, providing for them—
for four long years Congress was appro-
priating money in the way of subsidies
to do that—I was away fighting for my
country. Now I am back here, and I
want for just 18 months or 2 years to
have the same privilege that you gave to
everybody else during the war for four
long years.”

How could I answer that? What would
the answer be? I do not see how I can
consistently fail or refuse to vote to give
these boys the same chance and oppor-
tunity that we assured the people who
stayed here at home during this war.

The proposal contained in the motion
offered by the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. SpENCE], the chairman of our com-
mittee, is this. The conferees of the
House and the conferees of the Senate
have been meeting for more than 20
days. We have failed to agree on one
thing, that is, on subsidies. We have
agreed on everything else, we believe.
The Senate wants $600,000,000 for sub-
sidies. We believe they will accept $400,-
000,000. We are asking this House to
instruct us to accept the $400,000,000
that the Senate will take, and then we
will have a veterans’ housing bill.

Every day’s delay means a failure to
commence 3,000 homes for veterans.
These 20 days we have been delaying
have meant the failure to commence
60,000 homes.

In legislation, it is a question of give
and take. If every Member of the 435
here should say, “I am going fo stand
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by my own convictions, I will not yield,
it is a matter of principle with me,” and
if the Members of the other body were
to do the same thing, we would never
have any legislation of any kind. If is
necessary to give and take in order to
pass laws. I venture to say there has
never been a major bill passed by this
Congress that did not represent a sacri-
fice of views or a compromise of opinion
on the part of practically every Member
of these two bodies. You have to give
and take. You have to yield some in
order to legislate. Otherwise there can
be no legislation. We all have our own
programs. Every person here has his
own ideas, but every person cannot get
his own ideas written into law. So, since
we cannot, and there is only one program
before us, that is, the veterans’ emer-
gency housing bill—the President of the
United States is sponsoring it. He is
pleading with this Congress to give him
an opportunity to build the maximum
number of houses for these returning
veterans.

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

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
three additional minutes to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. The President selected
one man as Expediter for housing. He
could not have selected a better man in
the United States. He selected Mr. Wil-
son Wyatt. Mr. Wyatt has a good pro-
gram for veterans’ housing. The Presi-
dent is asking you to support him in
order to help the veterans get homes.
Since that is the only program we can
vote on, it is a question of either voting
for the veterans having homes under it
or voting against it. A vote against this
motion, I insist, is a vote to delay, if not
definitely hinder and definitely harm, the
veterans’ emergency-housing program.

May I invite your attention to one
sentence that is in Mr. J. D. Small’s
letter which was read here this morning.
Mr. J. D. Small should know something
about this. He is in the Civilian Pro-
duction Administration. He says:

I can state without reservation that the
goal of this program cannot be met, nor even
nearly met, without premium payments as
an incentive to production.

That is what the man says who is in
charge of production. He says we can-
not do it unless we have this program
providing for premium payments. Are
you going fo take his word? What about
Wilson Wyatt, who came here at great
sacrifice to himself in order to try and
do something to help the veterans and
the country in this crisis to provide
homes for veterans? Mr. Wyatt says,
and it is in the letter which was read
this morning:

Without premium payments, the job can-
not be done.

Well, whose word are we going to take?
We are going to take the word of the
man who has the program, and the only
program, under his administration—the
man who says that the job cannot be
done without premium payments. The
man who is in charge of production says
the job cannot be done without premium
payments. What are we going to do?



1946

Are we going to say that we know better
and that there is a better way and that
you can raise prices and everything and
get a better job done? That is just one
man's idea or one Member's idea or per-
haps the idea of a few. But the people
who have studied this thing and have
studied this plan to give the veterans
2,700,000 homes this year and next year
say it cannot be done unless you allow
premium payments to be made. So I
am willing to take their word. I am
willing to follow them for the purpose of
getting the maximum number of houses
built.

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

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. BARDEN].

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I do not
propose to adopt or advocate an attitude
of defeatism. I refuse to admit that our
economy has brcken down to the extent
that we must now abandon our Ameri-
can way of life. Iam not a subsidy man.
I think we have brought about a great
deal of confusion by the adoption of that
policy in the past. I want to make this
statement—that I have traveled down
the road of nationalization just about
as far as I propose to go. I want more
of the people's government returned to
the people and less given to administra-
tors from here on out. Now, we propose
to take a step towards nationalizing the
homes of America. God forbid. The
veterans do not want this. They will not
give you their approval on it. You may
rest assured of that. The veterans of
America are sensible men. They are
sensible citizens with a right to be heard.
I am not so sure that they are going to
appreciate the efforts of many gentlemen
who would wave the flag and shout that
they are doing something for the veteran
when he himself well knows that it is
not for him but for some prefabrication
individual or somebody else who is far
removed from the veteran,

They have seen the Government in the
building business before, and they have
seen the houses in virtually every com-
munity in this country built by the Gov-
ernment worth $3,000 that cost the Gov-
ernment $7,000 to $10,000 to build. You
are not fooling the veterans at all. I
have talked to some of them. WhenIam
told that the Housing Administrator’s
attorney says that no part of this money
is to be used in the encouragement of the
production of lumber or in the expense of
labor, pray tell me where will it be used,
and for what purpose? Down my way
most of the homes are built of lumber,
and labor and lumber constitute about
85 percent of the cost, or more than that.
If no part of this is to be used in lumber
and no part to be used in labor, then
pray tell me where the benefit is coming.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield? -

Mr. BARDEN, If the gentleman wants
to answer that question briefly, I yield.

Mr. PATMAN, The answer is that it
will be used, if necessary, for lumber,
bricks, or anything else.
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Mr, BARDEN., Why did the gentle-
man not deny the statement made by the
gentleman from Michigan, then?

Mr. PATMAN. I did deny it. It can
be used for any building material.

Mr. BARDEN, You answer this ques-
tion. I ask you if Mr. Wilson Wyatt’s
attorney did not tell the conferees it
would not be used for lumber or labor,
as late as the day before yesterday?

Mr, PATMAN, Not to me. I never
heard him say it. If he did, I would have
disputed that it was intended.

Mr. BARDEN. You mean you would
have disputed what the Administrator
said he was going to do himself?

Mr. PATMAN. The Administrator did
not say it. He is not going to say it.
The law is plain. He can use that money
for any nuilding material.

Mr. BARDEN. The fact remains, and
I now remind the gentleman from Texas,
that the statement was made by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. WoLcorr]
and up fto now it has not been denied.

Mr., PATMAN. I denied it imme-
diately after he got through and I deny
it again.

Mr. BARDEN. You said he, the at-
torney, did not make the statement to
you. That is no denial.

This identical question was before the
House a little over 2 weeks ago. The
Members of this House went on record
on a roll-call vote and voted against this
same subsidy by a vote of approximately
two to one. It is inconceivable to me to
think that men of convictions would in
such a short space of time, on so little in-
formation, and less justification, reverse
themselves and approve it now. It is
very distasteful to me to be called upon
to participate in so many make-believe
gestures. I know of no way that would
be satisfactory to myself to handle the
businezs of my constituency other than
by doing so in a sincere and conscientious
way.

We have the priority powers written
into law. We have even the power and
authority to use subsidies in existing law,
but along with that power and authority
goes the requirement that they must re-
port their plan of subsidy to the House.
This the Hovsing Administrator has re-
fused to do, still refuses to do, and yet
he expects this body to issue to him a
four to six hundred million dollar check
with full authority to pay as he pleases, to
whom he pleases. I do not think my
GI's want me to spend their nmioney in
any such manner, for they know full
well they will be paying taxes to pay this
back as long as they live.

We passed the GI bill with loan pro-
visions and this Congress has stood by
and let that bill be fouled up with ad-
ministrative rulings, red-tape require-
ments, and so forth, to the point that
it has virtually defeated the veterans’
loan program. But before even attempt-
ing to straighten that out, we now want
to set up another bureaucracy with an-
other Administrator which will very
likely result in adding chaos to confusion.
While the veterans were fighting for a
home, we might bear in mind that they
at the same time were fighting for the
right to build their own home and for

4755

the American way of life which would
guarantee to them the right to enjoy
that home. All these things were in-
volved in the war, and now I think it
is high time that we begin to substitute
common sense for red tape and not
adopt the policy that we can buy our way
out of this situation by foolish spending.

This country is facing a severe test
at this very moment as result of per-
mitting too much power to be placed into
the hands of one individual, John L.
Lewis; and instead of meeting these
aquestions fearlessly, we seek to attract
the attention of the country away from
this bad situation by shouting about a
provision of this kind which would place
into the hands of one individual Admin-

_istrator, not only about $1,000,000,000

in taxpayers’ money, but enough power
and authority incident to this subsidy
provision to give ocur almost already
jittery economy a most severe shock.

There was some discussion about the
Administrator’s attorney saying this
money would not be used to encourage
production of lumber and brick and a
feeble attempt to deny it was made, but
I have the statement of the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. BrRown], the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. Crawrornl,
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
Worcortl, who definitely say the state-
ment was most emphatically made and
discussed; and one Member who sought
to deny it had to content himself finally
by saying he did not hear it,

The net result of this bill will be that
a very few veterans will benefit indirect-
ly to the extent of a few dollars. The
fabricators and these people who would
build houses that you would hang on a
pole or something that would compare
favorably to the igloo will take in the
money that the overwhelming percent
of the American GI's will have to pay
back through their noses.

If I am wrong, I am sincerely wrong;
but certainly in my present most serious
frame of mind, I can do no other than
to be honest with my veterans, sincere
with my constituency, obedient to my
conscience, and vote against this subsidy
provision.

I would like to see a housing bill passed
that would aid and assist every veteran
in America to build or buy a home, but
it would certainly be quite distasteful to
me to have to vote for a provision of
this kind in order to get some needed
help in the way of priorities, material,
and so forth.

The SPEAEER pro tempore (Mr.
TraomasoN). The time of the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. BARDEN] has
expired.

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. SPARKMAN],

Mr, SPAREMAN. Mr. Speaker, in dis-
cussing this matter with various Mem-
bers, I have found there is some misun-
derstanding with reference to the use of
these subsidies, just like the one that has
been the subject of a slight controversy
on the floor within the last few minutes.

It is my understanding, and I think I
am correct in this, that these subsidies, if
allowed, will be used for the purpose of
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stimulating the production of whatever
building materials may be required. But
I have heard some Members say that they
understood these subsidies would be used
for the purpose of subsidizing prefabri-
cated houses. I asked Mr, Wilson Wyatt
that question, and I have received a re-
ply from him that I should like to read
into the REcorp at this time, It is ad-
dressed to me, and it reads as follows:

NaTioNanL HOUSING AGENCY,
Washington, D. C.
Hon. JOHN J. SPAREMAN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SPARKMAN: In response
to your request of yesterday, let me assure
you that the premium payments authorized
in the Senate version of the veterans’ emer-
gency housing bill would not be used in con=-
nection with finished houses, either conven=-
tional or prefabricated.

The premium payments would be used
exclusively  to stimulate additional produc-
tion of materials, by covering higher costs
where involved in the rapid rate of ac-
celeration above normal current production.
Of course, the materials thus stimulated
would flow into the production of conven-
tional houses, newer types of houses includ-
ing prefabricated, and other industrial and
commercial construction of an essential
character.

While the prefabricated house would not
be susceptible to stimulation through pre-
mium payments, it would be susceptible
through the guaranteed market provisions
adopted by the Senate. These provisions do
not contemplate subsidy. They contemplate
rather that where there is a tested produet
and a fairly certain demand, producers can
be induced to develop more pretabricated
units more rapidly if they have an assurance
of a ready market and, theretore, do not have
to undertake what may be for them unusual
marketing risks. Under a tentative agree-
ment among the conferees, the Government
would guarantee to take over, at 90 percent
of cost, such of these prefabricated houses as
the producers might not be able to dispose of
rapidly. On this basis, it is extremely un-
likely that the Government would have to
take over large numbers of houses, or that it
would suffer losses on those that it did take
over.

In addition, the guaranteed market provi-
slons as approved by the Senate would not
permit the guaranty of more than 200,000
units at any one time and would require that
in any event the cost to the Government on
such guaranties be kept down to 5 percent in
dollar amount of the total dollar amount of
guaranties undertaken.

This guaranty system is founded on much
the same principles as the successful FHA
guaranty or insurance of mortgage lending,
which was undertaken to stimulate a large
volume of home building rapidly.

Assuring you again that premium pay-
ments would not, and under the language of
the bill could not, be used for prefabricated
houses, I remain,

Bincerely yours,
WiLson W. WyaATT,
Administrator,

Another rumor that has been going
around the corridors of the Capitol is
wholly unfounded. It is to the effect
that some large producers or some large
would-be builders or manufacturers have
already been contracted with to produce
a huge amount of these houses for a huge
part of this money. I asked Mr. Wyatt
about that rumor and he assured me that
there is not one word of truth in it.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Speak~
er, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. SPAREMAN. I cannot yield, I
have but a minute remaining.

Mr. Wyatt assured me that there is
not one word of truth to serve as a basis
for any such rumor as that.

The question as I see it is whether
or not we want a building program in this
emergency. If we do, let us agree to this
compromise. If we do not, let us send it
back and say to them very frankly that
we do not want a building program. By
the way, I asked Mr. Wyatt what effect
the denial of these subsidies would have
on the building program if he had to
proceed without it; and he told me that
while he had not figured it out closely a
rough estimate would be that it would
cut down the estimated figure of 2,700,-
000 units to 2,000,000 units: in other
words, there would be 700,000 family
units short in the United States. Now,
that is no small item and I believe that
before we turn this down and deny this
program we had better think seriously
about it.

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

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr, CRAWFORD].

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker——

Mr. ELLIS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr., ELLIS. Previous speakers have
stressed the fact that they want to build
veterans’ housing. We all agree that is
a worth-while objective. Does the gen-
tleman have any statistics as to the
number of veterans who are in posi-
tion to purchase a house at from $6,000
to $8,000?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I have not heard
of any statistics of that nature being
compiled and I do not believe any sta-
tistics have been compiled.

Mr. ELLIS. Would the gentleman
venture an observation on that?

Mr. CRAWFORD. The only observa-
tion I have to make is what I have con-
stantly carried in mind and that is that
the vast majority of your young men or
women who have returned from the serv-
ice do not have the necessary income to
service a $5,000, $6,000, or $9,000 home,
and pay it out within a reasonable time
and thereby establish their own home.

From $6,000 to $9,000 is too high a
price right across the country. Look at
the hundreds of thousands of homes,
comfortable homes if you please, costing
no more than $3,500 and you will get an
idea of what these people can afford.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I think the
Members of the House would like to
know what is in this bill, including pri-
orities, allocations especially, and then
conitrols on materials and on new homes
all beneficial to the veterans. The
House should also like to know that we
have a billion dollars in FHA and a bil-
lion dollars in another reserve, so that
they can get the money. Another thing,
the House ought to be told what we
agreed with the Senate in reference to
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200,000 prefabricated houses and the
guaranty on the same. Let me also em-
phatically say that all money appro-
priated for the veterans should be for
the direct benefit of the veterans, and
not for the benefit of materialmen and
contractors.

We have one question here today and
that is subsidies. I have not asked for
time to debate the subject of subsidies.
I have made a number of speeches on
that matter before. We all know what
it means. I honestly belieye that sub-
sidies will retard production and will not
help the situation; therefore I shall vote
against them,

Mr. CRAWFORD. May I ask the gen-
tleman from Georgia if he will agree
with me on this proposal with respect to
the bill before us; that we have every-
thing in the bill that the minds of legis-
lators can reasonably conceive to chan-
nel available scarce materials to the pro-
duction of veterans’ homes and to en-
courage the building of those homes
through making available the necessary
financing and guaranties through FHA?
In other words, we are going just as far
as practical men can go, leaving subsi-
dies out of the bill.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I agree with
the gentleman. I think subsidies will
retard production and it will not help.

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

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska.

Mr. BUFFETT. The gentleman will be
interested in a section of Barron's Weekly
that made a study of this whole situa-
tion. Their inescapable conclusion is as
follows:

Even if all obstacles are overcome, the
dwellings the program will provide are not
what the veteran wants, needs, or can pay for.

- Mr. CRAWFORD. 1T agree with that
statement.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. M.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Illinois.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. There has
been some talk about experts here. Up
to the time the bill left this House no
expert in the business had testified that
subsidies would in any way increase pro-
duction but would rather discourage pro-
duction. Have any come into the gen-
tleman’s committee since?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I am sorry that I
have to state to this body that the infor-
mation was not placed before our Com-
mitte¢ on Banking and Currency justi-
fying the subsidies here called for or the
200,000-house guaranty. The bill went
to the other body and, as we labored in
conference, I specifically interrogated
the chairman of the conference commit-
tee, the Senator from Kentucky, and Mr.
Keyserling, attorney for the Housing Ex-
pediter who constantly sat in those con-
ferences, to try to get some information
out of them which would justify me in
supporting either the 200,000-house
guaranty or the subsidies. Up to date,
as indicated by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Patman], there is an unwill-
ingness to specify or to justify or to give
us any reason to stand here and defend
this proposition.
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1 simply want to say that so far as the
gallant sons and daughters of my district
are concerned, the Eighth Congressional
District of Michigan—I will be specific
about it—they have not in any way in-
formed me that they want these propos-
als and the fathers and mothers from
all over that district have informed me
they do not want them. I do not propose
to vote for a $600,000,000 slush fund or an
unlimited check to hand to Mr. Wyatt
or to any other administrator in this
Government at the present time., I agree
with the gentleman from Georgia that
such tactics on the part of this Congress
hinder bringing into operation the
plants and productive facilities of our
good citizens and placing on the coun-

ters and in the warehouses goods that-

our people are calling for.

Have we come to the place where we
believe that the institution of representa-
tive government, the institution of free
enterprise, and the institution of con-
trolled economy can live under the same
roof? I have come to the positive con-
clusion that it is utterly impossible to
maintain those three institutions under
the same roof, and insofar as I am con-
cerned, I have made my decision as to
which one I propose to do away with and

that is this question of controlled econ--

omy, because the man who operates the

controlled economy must have the power.

to economically guillotine any man in
business who runs contrary to that con-
trolled economy program.

For 165 years the United States pro-
gressed under the institution of repre-
sentative Government and the institution
of free enterprise.

Our forefathers came here to escape
the regimentation and tyrannies of Eu-
rope. Here in the United States they
established what was known as the new
order of the ages, and this was accom-
plished by founding the first society in
the world for the preservation of indi-
vidual freedom. Prior to the establish-
ment of our Government, all other gov-
ernments had been founded for the power
and glory of the state.

Our people have historically and volun-
tarily practiced thrift. They have, as
free economic agents, invested their sav-
ings in what we define as enterprise and
with the hope that the investment will
bring them a profit, but with the full
knowledge that ownership carries risk,
and unless good judgment is exercised the
hoped-for profit may result in a great
loss even sufficient to wipe out the whole
investment or the seed money used as
venture capital. The profit motive lies
back of practically every investment made
by every individual. To have a reserve
for the rainy day, for old age, for the
acquisition of a home, for the education
of the child, is the big motive back of
thrift.

Our organized society, the revenue
which the Federal Government must have
to pay for its ordinary functions, and
the Federal Treasury for its disposal of
war bond issues, all depend upon the
thrift of our people and the operating
results of their investing habits and man-
agerial ability under our system of free
enterprise, operating within the scope of
the open market, The open market is
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in fact the peoples’ price forum. No man
or corporation operating in the American
economic competitive field can beat the
people in the open market. There, the
customer is king. Consumer loyalty to a
product makes or breaks its manufac-
turer. For 165 years we proved that to
the satisfaction of the whole world.

Shortly after our entry into World
War II the judgment of our people was
to the effect that war goods in a volume
as never before witnessed had to be pro-
duced. It was necesasry to channel pro-
cductive capacity of factories and mills
and the power of labor from consumers’
durable and nondurable goods to war
goods,

It was also recognized that tax levies
would have to be tremendously increased,
and that, in addition, the Federal Treas-

- ury would have to expand the debt beyond

anything ever before witnesesd by man.

To assist in the successful effectuation
of the production and financing program
our people accepted the principles em-
braced within the scope of the Stabiliza-
tion and Price Control Acts. Our peo-
ple wanted war goods produced to enable
their sons and daughters to win the war
and return home with the least possible
loss of life. They were willing to forgo
the comforts and pleasures of great pro-
duction and use of consumers’ goods.
Unfortunately, too much of the states-
manship of American Government is still
strangely attuned to a by-gone day—an
era which ended when the Japs sur-
rendered. Today we want plow shares
literally, not more swords. A reconver-
sion of American production is delayed
by an absence of reconversion of Ameri-
can thinking.

As has been pointed out, War, Inc., at
least temporarily—and we hope perma-
nently—has gone out of business: Its
function of death and destruction has
been fulfilled. Scattered across the face
of the earth we have piles of useless en-
gines of destruction rusting and rotting
away and with a salvage value of only a
small portion of their enormously expen-
sive original cost. The war personnel is
looking for other jobs. “For rent” signs
hang on the factories of war.

Few nations, if any, want to incor-
porate death and destruction in their na-
tional economic policies, so, for the time
being, War, Inc., is a bankrupt concern.

But what of the aftermath? In your
hands, your purses, your lockboxes, your
bank deposits you hold within your pos-
session literally billions of dollars which
were issued against production that has
been destroyed and left on the battle-
fields to which I have referred.

This mountain of money held by mil-
lions of people constitutes claims or op-
tions—and in the minds of our people
represents buying power—on current and
future production of goods and services.

Unfortunately, these billions of dollars
clamoring for goods are listed as “avail-
able purchasing power.” As a matter of
fact, they are crushing burdens of un-
redeemed obligations.

With millions of our people holding
these unredeemed dollars, it is proposed
to have OPA hold back the flood, once
a free people grow tired and weary of
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waiting for goods and owning dollars, the
buying power of which decreases daily.

Specifically, we have reached the cross-
roads. Our people no longer travel under
the emotional controls incident to war-
time. They demand goods and services—
consumers’ goods and services—and
without interference on the part of a
Government bureau.

Time will satisfactorily demonstrate to
our people that the institution of free en-
terprise, the institution of representative
government, and the institution of dic-
tated economy cannot survive under the
same roof. You will have to choose which
you want retained. I have made my
choice.

Unless the Congress orderly retires

=0PA from the field, the people will liqui-

date this Government agency by dis-
orderly procedure. During the many
weeks of hearings beiore our committee
on the proposal to extend the act until
June 30, 1947, I begged for amendments
to the present law which would make the
whole affair bearable for our people so
that the agency could be liquidated in
an orderly manner. I supported the bill
approved by the House because I believed
it would do that very thing. The original
OPA concept was to facilitate the pro-
duction of war goods and diminish the
production of consume.s’ goods. Our
situation now is just the reverse. We
want consumers’ goods and services in a
volume never before attained and unless
those goods and services are forthcoming,
the people will lose more of their present,
confidence in the buying power of the
dollars they now hold and the black mar-
kets will flourish and OPA will be utteriy
helpless in holding back the tide.

To prevent inflation we must properly
manage the national debt. There is no
other safe course. The debt policies we
pursue will absolutely determine whether
the inflationary potential we have al-
ready created—which exists this very
moment—is to be controlled or whether
it is to prove disastrous. The OPA pro-
gram is a temporizing, aggravating, ap-
peasing approach which if pursued in-
definitely will give us great trouble.

I do not propose to give them the power
to guillotine the good people of our coun-
try. I have all of that I want.

Now let us go on with this bill. You
have two. propositions here, the one that
you are voting on, but I must mention
the other because they are tied together.
Here is the $600,000,000 subsidy. That
has been pretty well debated. On page 39
of the bill you will find a guaranty of
200,000 houses. You can calculate that
herein is involved no less than $8,000,-
000,000 or $4,000 for each house. Here
we come along and we propose to guar-
antee to the Kaiser-Frazer combination,
whatever that combination is, and the
Vultee Aircraft Corp., for instance, a
guaranty that we will take off their
hands up to 200,000 houses, prefabri-
cated, which they may produce and
which go sour on the maket. It does
not make any difference what mistakes
they make in design or what kind of
gerrymandering proposition they turn
out, if it turns sour on the people of this.
country as to cost or as to quality, this
other proposal is that we will give them
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a guaranty up to 200,000 and take them
off their hands if there is a muddle made
of the whole proposition. Imagine what
you are doing to the other manufactur-
ers of this country who do not partici-
pate? Have we gotten to the point where
we have to fall for that kind of palaver
in this country? There is your difficulty
with your controlled economy now. The
Expediter has the power to channel all
these scarce materials into the hands of
any organization he may select and, of
course, he would be subject to pressure
groups. He is human like the rest of us,
and he has to be a superman to fairly
administer a program like this. It was
never conceived that a human being
would ever have to administer such a
program and do it fairly, How much
more do you want to give than the guar-
anty? The conferees over my protest
accepted the guaranty, which is enough,
if you please. It should be enough to
satisfy these two, three, or four pet con-
cerns. It should be enough to get houses
prefabricated—not necessarily erected.
They say we have to have prefabricated
houses to get mass production. Go into
your districts and look at the prefab
propositions now under construction and
ask yourselves if you want to pay $3.,500
f. 0. b. for one of them and then put
$5,000 on top of that so as to get it in
shape so that your family can live in it.
Go look at them. I have been looking at
them myself. 3

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RICH. If we give the contractors
of this country who are willing and able
and waiting to build houses the mate-
rials to build them, they will build all
the houses we need. .

Mr. CRAWFORD. You are not going
to get houses built unless you resort to
the local man, put that down on your
calendar and remember I said it on this
date.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois.
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Illinois.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Is not a
subsidy program precisely the kind of
program that has resulted in the lack of
meat production in this country?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Simply because you
cannot maintain a controlled economy in
a government such as we have. How
much more do we have to have to teach
us that lesson? This is a method of dic-
tated life all the way througn, and you
cannot get away with it and have pro-
duction of quantity, quality, and at a low
price.

It was my strong understanding in
conference that the premium payments
or subsidies, if you please, would not be
used for lumber or brick or labor. There
is conflict on the floor as to what was
understood. It isan illustration of what
runs all the way through this proposal.
We had no satisfactory information in
committee; we had none in conference;
* and you will get little on this floor, I
assure you of that.

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

Mr. Speak-
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Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from EKentucky.

Mr. SPENCE. There is nothing in the
law that prevents subsidies being used
for any building materials; is that not
true?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I donotthink there
is anything in the law, Mr. Chairman,
that prevents the Administrator from
doing anything he pleases with this
money, and I do not intend to give it to
him to be so used.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. Hopel.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I voted
against the housing subsidy when the
Patman housing bill was before the house
a few weeks ago. Today we again have
an opportunity to vote on that issue. I
am, if anything, more opposed to the
subsidy provision than I was at the time
it was before the House previously. Even
if I were inclined to favor the subsidy
principle, I could not see my way clear
to support the present proposal because
no information has been furnished Con-
gress as to how this enormous sum of
money will be used, or the purposes for
which it will be spent. If we vole these
funds as now proposed, we will do it
blindly and Congress will thereafter have
?othing whatever to say about the mat-

er.

However, the basic reason for my vote
against this subsidy proposal is that I
am unalterably opposed to the extension
of the subsidy principle. Subsidies are
an insidious thing. They are habit form-
ing, They are a subterfuge used in an
effort to dodge the real issue. We have
a serious housing problem. It is a prob-
lem of production. It is also a pricing
problem. Why not face it and meet it
squarely and fairly by making such
changes as are necessary in prices so as
to bring about increased production?

Our experience with food subsidies
ought to be a lesson to us here. We have
seen that subsidy grow from an annual
rate of $600,000,000 to the almost $2,000,-
000,000 which was carried in the OPA
extension bill, as reported by the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee. Even now,
when the sentiment of Congress is strong-
ly against subsidies, the Director of Eco-
nomic Stabilization, Chester Bowles, is
talking about increased subsidies on
dairy products and other commodities.
These subsidies have not prevented in-
flation., They have merely concealed it.
Yet, if Chester Bowles had his way, they
would be continued indefinitely. The
time has come for a show-down. Any-
one can hold prices down if we give him
enough billions out of the Treasury to
conceal the fact that costs have advanced
and that inflation is here. Why not be
realistic? Why not be honest with our-
selves and the people of this country?

The housing subsidy may be applied
somewhat differently than consumer
food subsidies have been. We don’t know
whether it will be or not because nc one
knows how this enormous sum will be
used. It is subject, however, to exactly
the same objections as our present sub-
sidy program as far as the principle is
concerned.

MAy 9

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield §
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr, BarrY].

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Speaker, the un-
fortunate part about this bill is that when
it reached the House Mr. Wyatt had not
as yet formulated his program, so that
we had no discussion before the commit-
tee about how the subsidies were going
to be used or how much of a subsidy was
needed. However, when it got to the
Senate Mr. Wyatt did present a program,
and the record will show that these sub-
‘sidies are intended for the production of
building materials and nothing else.

I attended the meetings of the con-
ferees. I did not hear the statement
which was alleged to have been made by
Mr. Keyserling, and if that statement
were true, I would not vote for those sub-
sidies. But the hearings that were taken
in the Senate prove they are production
subsidies.

To convince a Republican like Senator
Tart to advocate these subsidies is quite
an accomplishment. Senator TAFT at our
meetings of the conferees advocated sub-
sidies, along with Senator BarkLEY. The
Senate voted 2 to 1 for subsidies.

We all know that the veterans’ hous-
ing problem is one of the most acute
problems the Nation has ever faced. I
am fearful that unless you take some ac-
tion in the way of subsidies you will cre-
ate so much dissatisfaction in the next 2
years that you will encourage the further
growth of communism in this country.

While the war was on you unhesitat-
ingly voted billionr and billions of dollars
to enable our men to shoot at the enemy
and to keep us from being shot at. Now,
when the war is over, they come back and
are forced to live with in-laws or live in
tents or barns. Then you turn around
and suddenly get high-principled and
say, “No subsidies’” for homes. I am
against them on principle.

There are very few men or women in
this House who have been here any length
of time who have not voted for subsidies
time and time again. The way I feel
about it, when you start to economize on
the veterans, that is the inopportune and
wrong time to do it.

Much has been said here about pre-
fabricated housing. I am convinced that
we will never get houses during the next
4 or 5 years that the great majority of
veterans can buy unless we get some new,
unorthodox type of house. If we can
encourage mass production of prefabri-
cated homes, many of them are of such
a type, or at least some are, that, when
they are put up, you cannot recognize
the difference between an ordinary house
and a prefabricated house. All of you
know that you can practically sell a shed
to a veteran today. No money will be
lost because of the prefabricated chap-
ter in this bill, because every house will
be sold just as soon as it is put up.

You men nted against subsidies and
may do so again. I know that many of
you will vote for the British loan when it
comes up. Ishould like to see you justify
that vote in your fight for reelection if
an opponent raises the issue.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman yield?

will the
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Mr. BARRY. 1Iyield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RICH. Does not the gentleman
believe we should pay our way today
rather than put the payment onto our
children and grandchildren for the
things we need? If we do not have back-
bone enough today to do the things we
ought to do, instead of saddling the
burden onto our grandchildren, then we
are not big enough to be here legislating.

Mr. BARRY. I have voted time and
time again, and I think the gentleman
has, for subsidies for farmers, and other
types of subsidies.

Mr. RICH. The gentleman is not
speaking of me. No, I did not, and I do
not intend to vote for the British loan,
either.

»r. BARRY. This situation is just
as acute as any situation we faced dur-
ing the war, and we thought nothing of
voting billions and bhillions of dollars
then.

I have seen a lot of types of prefabri-
cated homes, and I am convinced that
Wilson Wyatt, the Administrator, will
select only those homes that will last. If
we get into mass production, we will get
hundreds of thousands of homes at a
price the veteran can buy them for, in
the neighborhood of $4,500 or $5,000,
completely erected on the land.

When we sent this bill to the Senate
we had nothing in it except what the Ad-
ministrator already had under the Sec-
ond War Powers Act. The Senate, by
passing the subsidy section, by adopting
the guaranty amendment, really gave
us the bill to work on and gave the vet-
erans something to look forward to.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Norih
Carolina [Mr. FoLGER].

Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Speaker, I think
we will be able to close the discussion con-
cerning lumber and labor by saying to
you that about 3 minutes ago I telephoned
Mr. Wyatt. He said he could not
imagine where anybody got the idea that
no part of these production-incentive
payments which we call subsidies would
be used in the field of lumber. He said
that no such statement was authorized
and that it was not true.

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

Mr. FOLGER. I yield.

Mr. MICHENER. Where did he say
these subsidies would be used?

Mr. FOLGER. For lumber and. other
materials and not in the field of labor.
That is taken care of in another way.
In my opinion, that is quite a correct
approach to the subject, as Mr. Wyatt
assuwred me was the policy and the in-
tention. We are now in an emergency.
While we are not in a shooting war, there
are hundreds of thousands of people in
the United States who do not have a
home. It is strange to me that anyone
would conclude that the granting of pro-
duction payments in order to get mate-
rials out of which housing may be con-
structed would retard the production
of materials and building of these houses.
If you have low-cost producers in any
field of materials and these producers
cannot operate at the general over-all
price or cost of production of those ma-
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terials, and there are other low-cost pro-
ducers who can, what is the high-cost
producer to do except to stay out of the
field of production? What does that
mean? It means that the soldiers and
other servicemen, particularly, because
they have been away from home so long,
and many others, have to live on the
ground or in tents or in wagons or auto-
mobiles, and have no other place to lay
their heads.

We ought not be so meticulously ex-
acting about what appears in this matter.
Certainly Mr. Wyatt has not undertaken
to tell you how much of the $400,000,000
will be spent in the procuring of lumber.
Certainly he has not undertaken to spell
out to us how much would be used in
obtaining the production of soil pipe or
wiring or any other thing that makes a
home or goes to make the things that go
with the home. He could not do that.
Regardless of any consideration, I do
not believe we have the right to or are
justified in discounting the honesty and
good purpose of the men who are to ad-
minister the laws which we enact. I be-
lieve they will be honestly administered,
and I am compelled to support this mo-
tion m.de to make these production pay-
ments to speed the home building pro-
grams so critically needed.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. ForL-
GER] has expired.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from California [Mr.
Izac] such time as he may desire.

Mr. IZAC. Mr. Speaker, I rise at this
time simply to reiterate what I have said
on previous occasions on the floor of this
House, that the crux of this matter lies
in whether or not we get houses for
veterans. After all the froth of debate
has been blown away, it is evident that
the fight centers on the proposition of
whether we should make premium pay-
ments to encourage the production of
scarce building materials and thus pro-
vide for the maximum number of houses
that can be built at this critical time.
Those who are against premium pay-
ments or subsidies complain their
adoption means a controlled economy.
Of course it means control and we re-
sorted to it on numerous occasions all
during the war. Now when we need
housing for the veterans who fought that
war these objectors complain that sub-
sidies are not in accordance with our way
of life. They would have you believe that
our way of life, therefore, does not permit
us to use extraordinary measures to pro-
vide a house for a veteran who all this
time has been away fighting for a con-
tinuance of the American way of life.

The statement has been made and I be-
lieve it has gone unchallenged that with-
out these subsidies or premium payments
at least one-third of the houses provided
for in this housing bill cannot be con-
structed in this 2-year period. Seven
hundred thousand veterans, therefore,
will be doomed to living in shacks or
barns or doubling up with neighbors,
relatives, and friends at the most critical
period of their lives just now when they
are trying to reestablish themselves in
civil life after giving their all for their
country. Between the theoretical and
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intangible something so glibly quoted
here on the floor as the American way
of life, I prefer the sound, old-fashioned
reality of a house for every veteran that
he may call home. I insist there is no
dodging the issue. If $400,000,000 in
premium payments or subsidies are
needed and the Senate thinks so as well
as our housing authorities in order to
provide 2,700,000 houses in this 2-year
period, that and that alone is the issue
here today. I am glad to cast my vote
on the side of housing for veterans.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DIRKSEN].

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, it is 2
months ago yesterday that we completed
action on the housing bill. At that time
it was manifested to the Members of this
House that it would require at least
$600,000,000 to do this job. It is now 60
days later, but the request has been re-
duced to $400,000,000. It may be that if
we wait another 60 days it may be re-
duced some more, and progressively
might prove itself, without argument,
unnecessary. A mistake of 3314 percent
in an estimate in 60 days would indicate
that probably this bears much closer ex-
amination and scrutiny than it has had
before. Four hundred million dollars is
a lot of rwoney.

The astonishing thing is that if I go
home when the session's work is com-
pleted, and a young man with one of
these bronze ducks to indicate he has
served gallantly and well in World War
II meets me on the street corner and
says, “I see the House has approved
$400,000,000 in subsidies,” and then says,
“What are they going to do with the
money?” the only answeri I can give him
is, “They are going to use it to expedite
the production of building material.”

“What kind of building material?”

“My friend, I do not know.”

“Well, were you not there when action
was had upon this matter?”

“Yes, sir.”

“Didn’t you make some inquiry about
it?”

“Yeg; sir?

“Do you mean to say you gave a blank
check to a gentleman by the name of
Wilson Wyatt for $400,000,000 and you
do not know how he is going to spend
the money except that it is going to be
spent for building materials?”

That is going to be a difficult question
to answer and at the same time try to
persuade one of your constituents that
you have been mindful of your legislative
and your constitutional responsibility. I
have always been intrigued with the idea
in the Constitution that no money shall
be taken cut of the Treasury except in
pursuance of an appropriation made by
law. That is not what they propose here.
Debentures will be sold by the RFC and
they will set up a credit on their books
and there is not a Member of this Con-
gress who can pry into it until Wilson
Wyatt has spent the money and in his
own good time gives us a report. I would
be so remiss in my duty as a member of
the House Appropriations Committee
that I would have no explanation for that
kind of action, and I refuse to go along
with if.
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Where is the need for this payment?
1Is it needed to stimulate interest in hous-
ing? Maybe so, but here are Mr. Small’s
figures before me taken from the April
edition of the report of the Civilian Pro-
duction Administration. What does he
say about interest in housing and whether
the hope of a subsidy is needed to stimu-
late it? I quote from page 11 of Mr.
Small’s report:

From January 15 to April 12 more than 235,-
000 sales units and about 75,000 rental units
were authorlzed by FHA.

A total in that period of time, less than
3 months, of 310,000 housing units. Evi-
dently no subsidy was needed to stimulate
an interest in that matter.

Do they need the money for materials?
Let me revert again to Mr. Small, the CPA
Administrator. I quote from page 8 of
his report:

In some cases, brick and cast-iron soil pipe,
for example, these increases have ‘been truly
phehomenal,

There is no subsidy, yet it is going along
all right. Other increases of materials
are evident wherever a fair price has been
allowed hy OPA.

Is it necessary to meet the limiting
factors of production? From page 9 of
Mr. Small’s report:

Shortages of labor, of equipment, and of
raw materials and components have been and
continue to be the deterrents to increased
production.

Is any of this money to be used for
labor? No.

Is any of this money to be used for
equipment? Evidently not.

Is any of this money to be used for raw
materials? And if so, what kind of raw
materials?

Is it going to be used for steel necessary
for radiation in furnaces, in plumbing
fixtures, and so forth? We do not know,
but here is Mr. Small indicating already
how production in material is going for-
ward without a subsidy or without even
the hope of a subsidy.

Let me refresh Members of the House
that we finished action on the OPA bill
a little more than 3 weeks ago. We
wanted it to be a sensible price-control
proposal for the next 9 months. What
do we propose to do now with the sub-
sidy suggestion that is before us? We
propose to commit 20 percent of our
economy until December 31, 1947, to con-
trol. That is what you propose to do.
Are we going to march up the hill and
then march back down again? The
astonishing thing is that this subsidy has
not been designated by its right name.
If what the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Patman], the gentleman from New York
[Mr. BarrY], and all the other protago-
nists of this proposal have said in this
well this afternoon is correct, then this
is a manufactureér’s subsidy, it is a sub-
sidy for the producers of building ma-
terials. When one examines the trade
magazines and the press; when you listen
on the radio; when you listen to the
producers’ council, you find they do not
want it. They have said so. They—the
producers of housing materials—ask only
for a fair break and not for a subsidy
to meet this problem of materials,
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Yet, notwithstanding the faet that they
think they can do this job, it is proposed
now over and above their protest to
force a producer’s subsidy down their
throats. What an astonishing situation
that really is.

The thing to do, in my judgment, is to
embrace the alternative that is before us
and have a few price increases on a se-
lective basis. Is there anything unusual
about that? The OPA has made 86 price
increases on different kinds of building
material since VE-day. It is no wonder
that Mr, Small’s report for April of 1946
compared with his report for the last
quarter of 1945 enables him to say:
“These increases have been truly phe-
nomenal.” There is the story. Do we
propose now to go along with this sort
of business?

The alternative will be cheaper for the
veterans. Consider for a moment this
question of gypsum lath, and he mentions
it in this report. For a time, one could
not get gypsum lath except in small quan-
tities. It was very scarce because of the
backing binding paper being scarce.
What happened in New York, Illinois, and
elsewhere? The builders of homes had to
use metal lath. The difference in cost on
an ordinary house was how much? Oh,
somewhere around $190 for lathing alone,

How are we going to meet that? How
are we going to get these prices for vet-
erans down so that we can get the stand-
ard grades of material into construction
in the housing field? The way to do it
is to lift the harassments and the re-
strictions so that they can go ahead and
produce and make a minor profit, in-
stead of coming along with a proposal
for $400,000,000 for additional subsidies.
If I thought for one moment that that
would do the job, why, certainly, I would
go along, but there has not been a hint
as to how it is going to be expended
and I am not going to surrender a blank
check for $400,000,000 until I know what
I can tell the boys back home.

In his report for April 1946 Mr.
Small—and let it be understood that I
have high regard for Mr. Small—he
points out on page 11 that “plant and
equipment are further limiting factors
affecting the production of building ma-
terials in many cases.” That may be
quite true but in the same report on
pages 14 and 15 you will find a list of
expansion projects in the building mate-
rials industry involving millions of dol-
lars for plants and facilities with which
to manufacture plumbing supplies, in-
sulation, radiators, cement and brick,
roofing materials, plywood, and other
items.

These are but a part of the producers
who have already developed expansion
programs and there has been no thought
of a subsidy. The demand is there and
all that producers require is some en-
couragement from Government in the
form of a fair price and a minimum of
restriction.

It is, therefore, not too persuasive or
convincing for any administrator in
Government to insist that subsidy funds
are required in the face of the progress
and improvements in the production of
materials which has in fact been noted
in the last few months.
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Perhaps I should also direct attention
to a statement which appeared in the
Labor Department Bulletin No. 778, pub-
lished in 1944 on the subject of postwar
capacity of the construction industry.
In that official governmental bulletin one
will find this statement:

Productive capacity for all types of build-
ing materials, except plumbing fixtures and
lumber, is sufficient for a construction rate
of $15,000,000,000 per year; in the lumber
industry, the plant limitation is logging
equipment, which is badly deteriorated but
can be restored rapidly; sawmill capacity is
sufficient; capacity for plumbing fixtures is
adequate for a construction program of §12,-
000,000,000 per year with likelihood of ex-
pansion before this rate is reached.

Now read that comment again since
it comes from the Department of Labor.
As early as 1944 it advises the country
that productive capacity is sufficient for
a construction rate of fifteen billions
per year and yet the entire program en-
visioned in this bill will call for construc-
tion in the neighborhood of ten billions
for 1946 and perhaps twelve or thirteen
billions in 1947. Both of these years are
well within the productive capacity esti-
mated by the Labor Department and
frankly, in view of that pronouncement,
it is difficult indeed, to see the per-
suasiveness in a single argument that
has been made here today in behalf of
a subsidy program.

Under the circumstances, Mr. Speaker,
and in particular view of the fact that
this contemplates a blank check for four -
hundred million, I do not see the justi-
fication for this expenditure.

I am deeply as interested in a housing
program for veterans as any Member of
this body and for that very reason I
want to be sure that it becomes a pro-
gram which will produce houses rather
than frustration and failure.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Idaho
[Mr. DWORSHAK].

Mr. DWORSHAEK. Mr. Speaker, when
John D. Small, Civilian Production Ad-
ministrator, appeared before the Senate
Banking Committee, the Associated Press
reported him as saying:

These subsidy payments might be made to
help an industry build a new plunt, absorb
transportation costs, induce small operators
to increase their production by adding new
or more modern equipment, or to help local
gavernments put in complementary facilities;
for example: Docks, sewage system, access
roads, and other facilities.

I presume this is a correct account of
the statement made by Mr. Small before
that committee. So far as I am con-
cerned, I am opposed to forcing our vet-
erans to sleep on docks or in sewers. I
think the facts are being misrepre-
sented insofar as the proposed subsidies
are concerned, and I propose to vote
against providing funds for subsidy pay-
ments of no direct benefit to veterans.

Mr. Speaker, on March 26, the Wash-
ington Post carried an article stating
that National Commander Steele, of the
American Legion, would fight for the
housing program, including $600,000,000
of subsidies. Beeause of the widespread
criticism which resulted, efforts were
made by legionnaires in Congress to
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clarify the organization’s position on
this measure. The Washington News
later quoted the Legion commander as
saying that he was without authority to
endorse subsidies for housing, and he re-
pudiated the publicity first released in
connection with his stand on this ques-
tion. Therefore, it is apparent that or-
ganized veterans have not supported the
proposal to provide housing subsidies.

Mr, SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. THoM].

Mr. THOM, Mr. Speaker, I shall sup-
port subsidies for the housing program.
When the House recently amended up
and down the House bill for continuance
of the OPA, it scrupulously preserved the
subsidies for copper and petroleum pro-
duction. Some of the same men who
supported these subsidies on this floor to-
day are objecting to subsidies to increase
building materials for soldiers’ houses.
What mystifies me is the difference be-
tween the two. If building material sub-
sidies are nefarious, then why were cop-
per and petroleum subsidies so wise?
There is, in fact, no difference whatso-
ever,

The question that naturally would
aiise in one’s mind in this debate is,
Why should we have the United States
Treasury assist with $400,000,000 to pro-
mote the building program? To answer
that we must remember that while the
soldiers were at the front, the nonpar-
ticipants in the war who remained at
home took possession of all housing fa-
cilities. For them the Government often
provided war housing in order that war
production would not be interfered with
because of lack of housing for war work-
ers. When the soldier returncd to the
scene he found that there was no shelter
for himself and his family. Has not the
soldier the moral right to ask that his
country step up the production of build-
ing materials so that he, too, like his
neighbors, may live in desirable sur-
roundings? I think we owe this assist-
ance to the veterans, even if the subsidy
device must be used.

I do not know why so many feel deeply
aroused about the subsidy question at
this time. We have used premiums or
subsidies to promote many kinds of busi-
ness in the past. We gave immense acre-
age of land to western railroads, in order
to induce them to build transportation
facilities. We are using Federal money
to keep our merchant marine alive by
subsidies. In the old McKinley tariff law
of the nineties we gave a direct subsidy
out of the Treasury for the production
of sugar. The subsidy abused, of course,
isanevil. But it oftentimes supplies that
incentive which we have been told is the
cornerstone of the private profit system.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr., POAGE].

Mr. POAGE. Mr, Speaker, the motion
now before the House will, if adopted,
place it within the power of one man to
pay out nearly a half billion dollars of
public funds to Tom, Dick, or Harry, and
this one man will have the power to de-
cide whether it will be Tom, Dick, or
Harry who will get the money: This
man will be able to say that the Smith
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Cinderblock Co. shall get a subsidy but
that the Jones Brick Co. across the road
should get nothing. This is the power
of economic life and death. It should
not be given to any mdh or group of men.
Public funds should never be paid out
except under rules and formula pre-
scribed by law. No formula is here pro-
vided. No rule is prescribed to apply to
all alike.

In fact, no administrator can possibly
apply this precgram to all producers alike,
and, if he could, he would defeat the an-
nounced purpose of the subsidy. While
I have never met the Housing Expediter,
I have received only good reports about
him. I believe him to be an honest and
conscientious man. I accept all of the
statements that have been made in his
behalf. I think he will honestly try to
administer-this program, but I know that
he is only a mortal man, and I see no
prospect of any man administering such
a program without charges of graft and
corruption.

Mr. Speaker, I fear that before 1 year
has passed, we will all hang our heads
in shame when this half-billion gravy
train is mentioned. I fear that I fore-
see the framework for a full-grown na-
tional scandal. Please understand that
I charge no individual with improper
motives, but it is utterly impossible that
any human being should be able to give
this money to some producers and deny
it to others without creating a feeling on
the part of many good people that the
whole thing is tarred with favoritism.

Mr. Speaker, I am unwilling to be a
party to such an ill-starred project. I
wish that I could believe that merely by
spending tax money that it will be pos-
sible to supply scarce building materials
and that by passing a bill we could as-
sure every ex-serviceman the home of his
dreams. I indulge in no such self-delu-
sion, and I do not propose to mislead
ex-servicemen into believing any such
illusions. I have supported the proposal
to give ex-servicemen priority in divid-
ing the inadequate supply of building
material. I am glad to let an ex-serv-
iceman get the building material I would
like to have. I am glad to provide the
funds with which to finance his home on
very liberal terms. We have done these
things, and I voted for them.

I am not willing to tell the ex-service-
man that he will be able fo get a house
when I know that the chance of getting
it for him is very remote. Nor am I will-
ing to involve his Government in charges
of improper use of public funds simply
in order to be able to tell the ex-service~
man that we hope that perhaps we may
be able to get some favored producers to
turn out more building material.

Mr, Speaker, the whole policy of sub-
sidies is unsound. It is based on the
idea that the Government should pay
the bill of the individual. In this case
it is especially dangerous. It will not do
for the veteran what it is claimed, but it
will undermine the foundations of pub-
lic confidence in our Government,

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. LanHAM].

Mr. LANHAM. Mr, Speaker, I think
I may say without immodesty that per-
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haps I have manifested as great an
interest as any Member of this body in
providing living guarters for our vet-
erans, but I opposed these subsidies when
this measure was before us recently, and
I oppose them now. In my judgment,
this is a misguided effort in the name of
the veteran to do the veteran a great
injustice and also to do a great injus-
tice to the American system of free enter-
prise for which the American veterans
fought valiantly on so many battlefields.

I heard the Expediter, Mr. Wyatt, ex-
plain the purpose of these subsidies,
or so-called premium payments. They
were to be payments made to individuals
or firms or companies or corporations for
production beyond their normal produc-
tion. Well, with so many sawmills and
clay-products factories closed down in
this country, they cannot under existing
conditions even get up to normal produc-
tion, and consequently established busi-
ness, which is the backbone of our
American system of {ree enterprise, may
not be able in many instances to prove
itself eligible to receive these premium
payments. But, on the contrary, any
new concern, with little or no previous

.output, has already reached its normal

production, and consequently could be
put into business through these sub-
sidies in competition with those concerns
which have been operating for the bene-
fit of America for a long, long time, and
which might not be able to qualify to
receive these payments under the stipu-
lated requirement.

Now, to whom is this money going?
It must go in large measure to the class
I have enumerated, to the new indus-
tries and the new people in industry, to
the*disparagement of those already pre-
pared to carry on the necessary pro-
duction.

Who is going to repay the Federal
Government the $400,000,000 that is not
going to the veterans? I think it would
be very interesting to pause and consider
this important question. In large meas-
ure, it must be paid by the very veterans
to whom we look forward to be the back-
bone of this country tomorrow in pre-
serving the fundamental principles of the
American Government, in which you and
I believe, and in behalf of which they
fought and suffered. They will not get
this money, but they are going to have
to put it back into the Federal Treasury.
So we are going to tax them in order to
do them an injustice. *“A rose by any
other name would smell as sweet.” Call
these premium payments what you will,
in my judgment subsidies of this char-
acter by any other name would smell
as sour.

Myr. SPENCE, Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to tke gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. COLMER].

Mr. COLMER. Mr, Speaker, the ad-
ministration and the Congress of the
United States have sponsored and en-
acted into law many bills in the past
2 years aimed at the purpose of an order-
ly reconversion of our wartime economy
to a peacetime basis. We have passed
laws and appropriated billions of dollars
to aid and assist our returning veterans
to insure their speedy rehabilitation
from that of warriors who saved the
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Republic to useful citizens in times of
peace.

But we now find that entire program
thwarted by a wave of strikes, which has
culminated in the most harmful of all—
the coal strike. If the purpose of John
L. Lewis is to completely paralyze our
reconversion program, he could not have
chosen a better weapon at this time, for,
after all, no houses, no automobiles,
washing machines, radios, farm and in-
dustrial mackinery and tools can be pro-
duced without steel. As I pointed out
when we were trying to do something
about the last coal strike, the mining
of coal is the basic of our whole economy.
It takes so many tons of coal to manu-
facture so many tons of coke; it takes a
given quantity of coke to manufacture a
given quantity of steel. Steel is essen-
tial to our entire system of living, in-
cluding the operation of our transpor-
tation system, for heating, lighting, and
even for cooking.

So it is apparent, Mr. Speaker, that by
one fell swoop this arrogant, uncompro-
mising man threatens to stymie our
whole reconversion program.

Be it said to the credit of the House
we have on szveral occasions passed leg-
islation which would attempt to do some-
thing about this situation. But always
our efforts have been pigeonholed in the
other body.

Mr. Speaker, if it is the purpose of the
Congress and the administration to fol-
low the usual course of waiting to the
last moment, then have the Federal
Government seize the mines, operate
them for a short time, meet Mr. Lewis’
demands, and then turn the mines back
to the operators, as one who is seriously
interested in our reconversion program
and as one who have given so much
thought and effort to the whole matter,
I would respectfully suggest that such
action be taken now before the situation
becomes hopeless and thereby save 6
months’ to & year's progress in our re-
conversion program. While I do not
approve of such a procedure, if that is
to be the strategy, it ought to be done
now.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rade [Mr. GILLESPIE].

Mr. GILLESPIE. Mr. Speaker, as I
understand this subsidy, it will be paid to
manufacturers who are unable to man-
ufacture sufficient amount of material
to satisfy the housing authorities. If
there are two manufacturers, one of
whom is turning out a satisfactory
amount of material, and the other, be-
cause of some extraordinary expense or
inefficiency in his plant, is not turning
out a satisfactory amount of material,
the inefficient one will get the subsidy to
bring his production up, and the efficient
fellow will not get the subsidy. If that
is true, we would be paying a premium
on inefficiency, and that is something
that is contrary to what we have always
done in America.

I made a tour of Denver the other day
and looked at the houses that are going
up. There are 1,875 houses in that city
that are unfinished because of material
bottlenecks. I found three large apart-
ment houses that will house some 100
families,. The investment in these
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buildings is around $400,000. They are

nearly completed, with the exception of _

one thing, and that is rock lath. I found
that the rock lath manufacturers were
not making enough of it. In checking,
I found that it is the paper used in the
backing up of this material that is lack-
ing. I had an estimate that there was
only $500 or $600 worth of paper in-
volved in the whole project, and that a
raise of some 10 percent on this paper
would have gotten the paper. So here
for the lack of an extra expenditure for
the paper of probably $100 or less, $400,-
000 worth of construction is being held
up. That is what maladministration in
Government agencies does.

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

Mr. GILLESPIE, I yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CRAWFORD. On the question
just mentioned by the gentleman with
respect to these premium payments, and
particularly with reference to what the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Lanaam]
said, who gave us considerable light on
this which I have not been able to get
before, listen to this language:

Premium payments shall be used only
temporarily, only with relation to additional
units of production beyond that otherwise
obtainable.

“Additional units.” To me, that is just
as clear as day that this $600,000,000 is
to be used to promote new fellows in the
business who know nothing about it and
who, if they make mistakes, will be taken
care of by the guaranty, instead of let-
ting our established firms move ahead,
as the gentleman says, and sell on the
basis of a 5- or 10-percent increase.

Mr. GILLESPIE. Not only that, the
premiums or subsidies would be paid to
large manufacturers who would Ileast
need them, while the thousands of small-
er manufacturers starting up all over
the country to build prefabricated houses
would receive no subsidy. It ought to be
the other way around. The fellow with
large production would get more, and the
fellow with less production could not get
any. In other words, it would gravitate
to the big firms, and the smaller firms
would be out. There has been a lot said
about a subsidy for veterans, but the facts
are that probably not over 50 percent of
these subsidized materials would go into
veterans’ housing.

If we are going to pay a subsidy to the
veteran, why do we not say to the veteran
building a $6,000 house, “You have $3,000
worth of material in that house. Con-
sequently, we are going to give you 5
percent as a bonus for building that
house.” That would be $150. Then, the
price should be raised in the American
way on those materials so that the houses
can really be built in quantity and the
subsidy would go direct to the veteran
and would cost the taxpayer less than
one-half the amount proposed. Why do
we want to mess it up and do it the hard
way? We all know that success in busi-
ness lies in simplifying complicated
things and not complicating simple
things. This looks simple to me. Why
do we not raise prices just a little and
we will get all the production necessary.

Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. GILLESPIE. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. The $600,000,000
figure allows $240 for 2,500,000 homes so
you could give them 8 percent as a bonus.

Mr, GILLESPIE. The gentleman is
absolutely right and I think if we raise
the price a little on the scarce materials,
we will produce all the material we need.
The subsidy will not help the veterans to
get houses and they know it. The sub-
sidy is not intended to get houses but to
get the veterans’ votes and the veterans
will know that too. They are tired of
being kidded. We have the willing work-
ers, the forests, the brickyards, mines,
and everything necessary to go ahead
with this program, so why complicate it
with unnecessary subsidies which have
been such a failure in the dairy busi-
ness, the meat business, and everywhere
else it has been tried. Why borrow
money for our children and our children’s
children to pay back with interest?

Mr, SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. REges].

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
I have consistently voted for every dol-
lar of appropriations that I believed to
be of assistance to our war veterans. I
shall continue to do so. If I were con-
vinced the adoption of this amendment
would be of real assistance to the vet-
erans of this country, I would not hesi-
tate to support it. Mr. Speaker, the
$400,000,000 in this bill will not go to
the veterans. It will go to manufac-
turers. It is a manufacturers’ subsidy,
in my judgment, and not a subsidy to our
ex-servicemen. If you will make provi-
sion that either the $400,000,000 in this
proposal, or the $600,000,000 in the origi-
nal bill, may ke allocated as a bonus to
veterans direct, to assist in building or
buying homes, I will gladly go along with
you. According to the statements of
those who proposed this legislation,
nearly all of it will be used as a subsidy
for manufacturers, especially those who
have recently engaged in business—some
of whom are in the promotion stage. It
will not even go to the producer of build-
ing materials. It will not go to the or-
dinary and well-established contractors,
builders or material men in our com-
munities. It is not even claimed that
any part of it will go to the men who
work in the forest or in the mills. I just
do not believe the ordinary, average vet-
eran will realize anything out of it. If
I thought it would build more homes for
veterans at cheaper prices, of course I
would support it. I realize that veterans
have been led to believe it would do that
very thing, but in my judgment, it will
only increase the incomes of a few large
manufacturers and will accomplish prac-
tically nothing in taking care of a dire
shortage of houses in this country and
the veterans will be required to help
pay the bill in higher taxes. Follow my
prediction during the next year and see if
I am right. The servicemen will still
be paying high prices for homes, higher
than they should and a few manufac-
turers will get the money.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. Juoppl.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, I regret that
the Housing Expediter has not produced
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any concrete plan or proposals to prove
or even indicate these premium payments
would be of real value in getting the
desperately needed houses for veterans.
I would vote for them in a minute if I
could find any evidence they would do
the job. The cost is not the decisive
factor here. Any costs incurred in get-
ting homes built rapidly for veterans is
a legitimate part of the cost of the war.
That has been the view all along of most
of us, as proved by the fact we have ap-
proved an even greater amount—$431,-
000,000 with hardly a dissenting vote, as
I remember—for transporting and re-
conditioning war housing for the use of
veterans. That program was sound and
has worked. If Mr. Wyatt will come be-
fore the Appropriations Committee with
specific plans showing how angd for what
the payments would be made, and with
what probable result, I will vote for them
in whatever amount can be effectively
used. That is the procedure followed so
sucecessfully with the subsidies we have
repeatedly voted to get greater produc-
tion of copper, zinc, and lead from high-
cost mines. The procedure is already
authorized by law, Mr. Wyatt has only
to make his case and money will be
granted with overwhelming support.

I realize fully that a vote against this
program will be labeled by some as a vote
against the veteran. However, I must
vote according to facts, not according to
labels.

We all recall 2 years ago when our vote
against the Federal ballot for soldiers was
labeled a vote against the soldier; a vote
to deprive him of his right to vote. But
was it? No, indeed. It was a vote to
give him his vote—a bona fide vote. His-
tory proved that the Federal ballot was
the phony. We were the ones who,
despite all abuse, voted according to
facts—not propaganda—and thus suc-
ceeded in getting to the soldier exactly
the same ballot he would have had if he
had been at home. In actual trial the
Army found the Federal ballot unwork-
able and unsatisfactory, and has aban-
doned it this year, using instead the
regular State ballots for which we fought.

Just so I am convinced events will prove
that this premium-payments program, as
thus far outlined, will not do the job of
getting maximum production of building
materials. I cannot, in good conscience,
vote $400,000,000 or even $40 as a blank
check for any person to spend until some
sort of specifications and justification
are presented. It is no kindness to the
soldiers to vote such blank checks. I
will vote for any veteran housing pro-
gram that will deliver the goods. I am
sorry that I have been unable to find
evidence or even a reasonable hope that
this subsidy program will do it.

It is significant to note that the rank-
ing Democrat and Republican on the
Committee on World War Veterans’ Leg-
islation voted against the subsidies.
Would they have done that if they had
believed the subsidies would really help
the veterans? g

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PaTMAN].
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PREMIUM PAYMENTS TO BE USED TO ENCOURAGE
PRODUCTION OF ALL BUILDING MATERIALS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
statement was made here that Mr. Wil-
son Wyatt said these premium payments
would not be used to make payments for
the production of lumber or bricks. I
was trying to get in touch with Mr. Wyatt
so that the proper information would be
at hand to deny this statement. But
while I was trying to get in touch with
him the statement was changed and it
was said that Mr, Wyatt did not make
the statemeni but the attorney repre-
senting Mr., Wyatt had made the state-
ment. The only attorney representing
Mr. Wyatt in the conference was Mr.
Keyserling. Since it was mentioned in
the conference, although I consider it
confidential, it has been mentioned here,
and I feel I have the right to speak about
it. Mr. Keyserling just authorized me to
say that no statement had been made by
him to the effect that premium payments
would not be used for lumber or bricks.
That statement was not made in the con-
ference or any other place by him or any
other person connected with the ad-
ministration of this law. Mr, Keyserling
further said that the premium payments
are intended to be used for any building
material in order to increase production.
Next he said that the premium pay-
ments were not intended to be used ex-
cept as a last resort and then only after
consultation with the industry and only
when a price increase would be deemed
unwise. I must stress the point that if
we fail to vote for this motion, if this is
turned down and does not become a law,
there will be between 500,000 and 700,000
fewer houses in this country a year from
today. In other words, a vote against
this motion is a vote to deprive the vet-
erans of this war of the use of between
500,000 and 700,000 houses within the
next year.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. MURRAY],

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to re-
vise and extend my remarks, and include
a letter from a constituent.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I have been out in Wisconsin a
few days, out where the people who pay
their share of the bills live; where a
great-many of them are making from
40 to 60 cents an hour, regardless of what
job they may have—out where the air
is a little fresher—where it would be re-
freshing to take an hour and report what
the people say about Washington, in-
stead of going out there and telling them
what is going on in Washington.

There are a few.things I would like to
get straightened out. 3

First, I would like to ask if, when this
bill was under consideration previously,
our colleague the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Pricel, did not offer an amendment
that would have subsidized home build-
ing only for the veterans. Is that
correct?
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Mr. CRAWFORD. The gentleman
means subsidies paid directly to the vet-
erans?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Yes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Now, if
this is a veteran’s bill, why was it not
referred to the veteran’s committee?
Why did it -go to the Committee on
Banking and Currency?

Mr. CRAWFORD. It happens that
this bill is not in behalf of the veterans,
The prayer is prayed in their name, but
the benefits are to directly flow to certain
manufacturers who want to get into the
prefabrication of homes. That is what it
does. Tell your people that when you go
back home. It is written into the lan-
guage of the bill,

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order against the language of
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr
Crawrorp] to the effect that this bill is
intended to have prefabricator confrac-
tors and manufactures benefit from the
bill, impugning the motives of the
Members of the House who are for the
legislation.

The SPEAKER. The Chair would be
compelled to hold that the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CRawFORD] was ex-
pressing his opinion.

The gentleman from Wiscongin will
proceed.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I have a letter from a veteran
showing that they are not all interested
in having a house. They are interested
in making a living and making enough
money so that they can have a house in
which to live.

I have a letter today from a little town
of around 3,000 people. He states:

WAUPACA, Wis., May 6, 1946.
Hon. RED F. MURRAY,
Member of Congress,
Washington, D. C.

Dear REm: Since my release from the
Army, 1 have gone into wholesaling meat
business with my father. Our business has
increased and I expected to slaughter 100
head per month during the summer as these
are the business months for Waupaca. I
have gone to considerable expense and built
a slaughterhouse, and figured to have a
small yard in time where truckers could
bring their cattle the same as at Green Bay.

Now, the OPA says we can butcher 10 head
per month and puts no limit on what the
packers can do. I went to the OPA and asked
for a quota increase and they told me that
our quota was based on what my father did
in 1942 and that our business shouldn't have
increased.

I asked for a quota for myself as a vet-
eran as I should have a right to be in busi-
ness, and they said they would send me a
form to fill out but to date I have received
no form and cannot see where I am going to

t it.

B‘el..eis me ask why the large packing compa-
nies should be allowed to butcher all they
want and the small operator be limited.

It seems to me I should be entitled to be
in business, and I need a quota of 100 head
per month if I am going to supply the shops
I have been serving during the winter.

Why should our people go without meat
so we can ship it abroad to places like India
where the people don't eat meat.

As a veteran, I can say we don’t need any
Government help, but instead Government
stopped restricting business so that we can
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again have production. After all, it was
American production that won the war,

We can't buy clothes, butter, farm ma-
chinery, lumber, and cars, all because of
Government interference. I have covered a
lot of ground in this letter and my senti-
ments may not be put on paper, but it seems
to me when our Government lets all the for-
eign countries make “suckers” out of us and
have things so muddled up at home, it is
time for a complete change in our adminis-
tration. If the people ever get a chance
they will show their disapproval.

As you are in a position to help me and
all of us back here, I am asking your as-
sistance and I need it right pronto if I am
going to stay in business.

Sincerely yours,
Eowin R. PoPE.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield for an observation?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Commenting upon
the remarks by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PaTmaN] as to whether or not
the attorney for Mr. Wyatt made the
statement that these subsidies were not
going to be used for labor and for lum-
ber, I should like to call attention to the
fact that three Members have made the
statement here on the floor today that
he did make that statement; and I also
want to comment in substantiation of
the probability that he made the state-
ments that the OPA has increased the
price of lumber and adjusted prices of
lumber to the extent where subsidies are
unnecessary. The reason they are not
going to pay subsidies for lumber and
the reason he very properly said they
were not going to use subsidies for lum-
ber is because they raised the price and
that will result in a maximum amount of
production of lumber.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I will say
to the gentleman from Michigan that so
far as I am concerned and remembering
the soldiers’ vote bill of 2 years ago, and
the present false plea that this is to get
houses for the veterans, I think this legis-
lation is brought in here so some folks
can run around come election time and
point their finger and say: “You do not
want the veterans to have a house.” You
should vote for the subsidy even if you
well know the veteran will get mighty
little subsidy out of the whole program.
Instead of a $240 subsidy per house for
all who build, why not a subsidy for the
houses for veterans? That is my per-
sonal opinion. If we want to do some-
thing for the veterans, let us stop fooling
and do it; let us make the subsidy direct
to the veteran; let us go to work without
so much evading; let us get to building
houses instead of talking about their hav-
ing houses. These houses are evidently
to be built in the large cities of the coun-
tryuand will be prefabricated houses as
well,

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

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let us go back to
the cattle proposition. We know what
happened on this floor in the last few
days with respect to livestock. Here is
a case where the gentleman’s constitu-
ent cuts across the economic program
of a dictator, the slaughter controller.
That is the reason I said you cannotf run
this country under a dictated form of
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economy and have free enterprise and a
representative form of government.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, In peace-
time it is surely most difficult to maintain
an economic dictator, It is more evident
every day.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. ELLisl.

Mr. ELLIS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
remind my colleagues that here, months
after VJ-day, the fact remains we have
built very few houses. I noticed in the
press a few days ago where a Washington
builder stated that a house which used to
take 3!, months to build now takes T
months, largely because of governmental
interference and regulation. I should
like to remind this body that in 1925 the
building industry of this country con-
structed 900,000 housing units. In ad-
dition they constructed commercial and
industrial building equaivalent to 900,600
more dwelling units; consequently, in the
year 1925 we constructed the equivalent
of 1,800,000 dwelling units without sub-
sidies, without Mr. Bowles, without Mr.
Wyatt, without Mr, Small, without any
governmental instructions whatsoever;
and this great giant, the labor of the
building trades and the building indus-
try, which expanded during the war, will
do it again if we let them alone and do
not impose further regulations but re-
lieve them from existing handicaps.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
West Virginia yields back 1 minute.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
remainder of my time to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormAcK] to
conclude the debate.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Massachusetts is recognized for 9 min-
utes.

Mr. McCORMACE., Mr. Speaker, in a
few minutes for the first time in this
body the people of the country and the
veterans of our country will have an op-
portunity of knowing how Members in
this House are going to vote on a matter
of vital concern to the veteran, One
thing is certain about a roll call, we can-
not do any kidding after it is over, be-
cause it then is a part of the CoNGRES-
stoNAL REcorb for all time. I am sure the
veterans will not be deceived by the
sleight-of-hand thinking based on the
arguments of some of my Republican
friends I have heard here today.

Mr. Speaker, I do not look at this from
the standpoint of subsidies and I do not
think the veteran, the fellow who wore
the uniform, is going to view our effort
to meet this housing emergency other
than in the light of sound common
sense, and other than that the $400,000,-
000 proposed is a part of the cost of the
war. I view this as a part of the cost of
the war. Why? We took these young
men from civilian life because our coun-
try needed their services in time of dan-
ger. They wore the uniform and they
served during the period of the war when
we had fo concentrate all of our efforts
on the production of munitions of war.
Everything else had stopped. Every-
thing else had to be suspended. One of
the things suspended was the building of
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homes. The very necessity of winning
the war required that, but, having won
the war, these young men came back in
the number of millions, By reason of our
inability to engage in home construction
for a period of 4 years or more, an emer-
geney exists which confronts us at the
present time. This emergency arose out
of the war, It is the first job we have to
do, one of the most important jobs we
have confronting us, and in connection
with the $400,000,000 this is necessary to
bring the veterans' emergency housing
program to a successful conclusion. The
$400,000,000 proposed is just as much a
part of the operations incident to the
winning of the war as any other item.
The premium payments are needed to
accelerate the production of materials.

I wonder what the veterans are going
to say when they find that only a few
weeks ago this very body without any
fight put through $100,000,000 in premi-
um price payments for copper, lead, and
zinc? That provision was contained in
a recent OPA bill that passed this body.
Not a voice was raised against that item.
That $100,000,000 is a premium price
payment identically along the same
lines as the $400,000,000 involved in the
question before us today, except in that
case it was to stimulate the production
of copper, lead, and zinc; the $400,000,000
involved here today is to stimulate the
production of materials to go into hous-
ing. There is no difference basically—
$400,000,000 in one case and $100,000,000
in the other. The $100,000,000 is to stim-
ulate the production of copper, lead, and
zinc. Nobody undertook to eliminate
that from the bill when it was before us
a few weeks ago.

Mr. Speaker, the question that was
considered in the House before is some-
what different from the question we have
before us today. The Senate adopted an
amendment putting back the $600,000,-
000. The Members who voted against
the proposition as it was before the
House several weeks ago can justifiably
vote for this proposition today and be
consistent. There may have been some
provisions contained in the House
amendment that they did not agree with
and other provisions they did agree with.
The Senate has corrected that situation.
The requirements, standards, and limi-
tations involved in the Senate amend-
ment are before the House and the ques-
tion in this respect now is materially
different than involved in the matter
when it was before the House 3 or 4 weeks
ago.

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

Mr. McCORMACEK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. SPENCE. In addition to the cop-
per, lead, and zine, we incorporated $50,-
000,000 for petroleum products to keep
the stripper wells in operation.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Correct. So we
have this proposition where we have al-
ready in principle voted $100,000,000 for
copper, lead, and zinc and $50,000,000 for
petroleum and its byproducts. Nobody
objected to that, yet when it comes to
$400,000,000 for the veterans, basically
the same proposition, then we find this
severe opposition to the consideration of
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this legislation so vitally important to
the successful conclusion of the veterans’
emergency housing program.

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

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think in the inter-
est of maintaining the accuracy of the
Recorp, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Taeer] moved to strike out all those
subsidies, and his motion lost by one
vote. °
Mr. McCORMACK. The fact remains

. that what I say is correct, that the $100,-"

000,000 is contained in the bill.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The gentleman said
that no voice was raised against it.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Oh, well, the fact
is it passed the House. The basic fact
is that it passed the House. Does the
gentleman from Illinois deny that?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Ido not deny that.

Mr. McCORMACK. Of course, the
gentleman cannot deny it.

r. DIRKESEN. There was plenty of
voice raised against it, and we voted
against it.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Yes; but the
fact is it passed the House. This House
passed a $100,000,000 premium payment
for copper, lead, and zinc, and $50,000,-
000 for petroleum, but this House refused
to vote premium payments in connection
with veterans’ housing.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, will

‘the gentleman yield?

Mr, McCORMACK. Iyield tothe gen-

tleman from Minnesota.
. Mr. GALLAGHER. I have a cousin
who owns 55 houses in Minneapolis. His
son recently refurned from the war but
he does not have a place to house him. .

Mr. McCORMACK. There are tens of
thousands throughout the country today
in a similar situation.

Mr. GALLAGHER. I could sell my
house for $3,000 more than it is worth,
but if I want another one I would have to
pay the same thing.

Mr. McCORMACK. In conclusion I
want to emphasize the fact that any
Member who hitherto voted against the
$600,000,000 proposition when it was in
the House in the Committee of the
Whole can justifiably vote for this propo-
sition today, first, on the ground that it
is not the same proposition; that the
standards of the requirements are en-
tirely different; and, second, I contend
that this $400,000,000 premium payment
should be considered as a part of the cost
of the war. While the actual war is
over the emergency housing situation
exists as the result of the conduct of the
war, These young men who have served
have been discharged. They are now
back in civilian life. They are facing
this housing emergency. There is a ery-
ing demand for immediate relief. They
want action. The Wyatt bill, with this
$400,000,000 premium payment, is abso-
lutely essential to bring about the early
conclusion of this necessary program. I
urge the adoption of the motion of the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE].

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has expired.
All time has expired.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Kentucky.

XCII—301
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Mr. SPENCE, Mr. PATMAN, and Mr.
MARCANTONIO demanded the yeas and

nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 187, nays 158, answered
“present” 1, not voting 84, as follows:

Abernethy
Allen, La.
Andrews, Ala.

Andrews, N. Y.

Angell
Bailey
Barrett, Pa.

Bryson
Bulwinkle
Bunker
Byrne, N. Y
Canfield
Cannon, Mo.
Carnahan

Gerlach

Allen, 11,
Almond
Andersen,

H. Carl
Andresen,

August H.
Arends
Arnold
Barden
Barrett, Wyo.

Bennet, N. Y.
Bishop :
Blackney

Bradley, Mich.
Brehm

Brown, Ga.
Brown, Ohio
Brumbaugh
Buck
Buffett
Burch
Byrnes, Wis,
Camp
Campbell
Carlson

[Roll No. 110]
YEAS—187
Gordon Mills
Gore Murdock
Gorski Murphy
Granahan Neely
Granger Norblad
Green O'Brien, I11.
Gregory O'Brien, Mich.
Hall, O'Neal
Edwin Arthur O'Toole
Hand Outland
Hare Pace
Harless, Arlz. Patman
Hartley Pickett
Havenner Price, 111
Hays Priest
Healy Quinn, N. Y
Hedrick Rabaut
Heffernan Rabin
Heselton Ramey
Hobbs Randolph
Holifield Rayfiel
Holmes, Wash. Resa
Hook Richards
Huber Rivers
Hull Robertson, Va.
Izac Robinson, Utah
Jackson Rogers, Fla.
Johnson, Calif. Rogers, N. Y.
Johnson, Rooney
.Luther A. Rowan
Johnson, Ryter
Lyndon B. ZSabath
Johnson, Okla. Sadowski
Kearney Sasscer
Kee Savage
Kefauver Sheridan
Kelley, Pa. Slaughter
Kelly, II1. Smith, Maine
Keogh Somers, N. Y.
Eerr Sparkman
King Spence
Klein Starkey
Kopplemann  Stigler
Kunkel Sullivan
Larcade Taylor
Latham Thom
Lesinskl Thomas, Tex.
Lewis Thomason
Link Torrens
Luce Traynor
Ludlow Trimble
Lyle Vinson
Lynch Voorhis, Calif
McCormack Walter
McDonough Weaver
McGehee Welch
McGlinchey Whitten
McMillan, 8. C. Wickersham
Mahon Winstead
Manasco Wolverton, N. J.
Mankin Woodhouse
Mansfield, Worley
. Mont. Zimmerman
Marcantonlo
May
NAYS—158
Case, 8. Dak. Gibson
Chenoweth Gifford
Chiperfield Gillesple
Church Gillette
Clevenger Goodwin
Clippinger Gossett
Cole, Kans. Graham
Cole, Mo. Grifiths
Cole, N. Y. Gross
Cooley Gwynneé, Towa
Cox Hale
Cravens Hall,
Crawford Leonard W.
Cunningham  Halleck
Curtis Hancock
D'Ewart Harris
Dirksen Henry
Dolliver Hess
Dondero Hill
Dworshak Hoeven
Eaton Hoffman
Ellis Holmes, Mass.
Ellsworth Hope
Elston Horan
Engel, Mich Howell
Jenkins
Gathings Jennings

Jensen Norrell Short
Johnson, 111, O'Hara Simpson, Il
Jones O'Konski Simpson, Pa.
Jonkman Peterson, Ga. Smith, Ohio
Judd Phillips Smith, Va
Kean Pittenger Smith, Wis
Keefe Ploeser Springer
Kilburn Plumley Stefan
Kinzer Poage Stockman
Knutson Rankin Sumner, I11.
Lanham Reed, I11. Sumners, Tex.
LeCompte Reed,N. Y. Sundstrom
LeFevre Rees, Kans, Taber
Lemke Rich Talbot
MecConnell Riley Talle

Tegor Rizley Tarver
McMillen, Ill. Robertson, Thomas, N. J.
Martin, Towa N. Dak. Towe
Martin, Mass, Robsion, Ky. Vorys, Ohio
Mason Rockwell Vursell
Mathews Roe, Md. Wadsworth
Merrow Rogers, Mass. Weichel
%ﬁhe nl?'r . %\F&&. g;l West

er, Nebr. wabe, Okla. Wigglesworth
Mundt Scrivner Whg]%er
Murray, Tenn. Shafer Wolcott
Murray, Wis. Sharp Wolfenden, Pa.

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Boren
NOT VOTING—84

Adams Gavin Monroney
Anderson, Calif. Gearhart Morgan
Auchincloss Gillie Morrison
Baldwin, Md. Grant, Ala. Norton
Baldwin, N. Y. Grant, Ind. Patrick
Bell Gwinn. N. Y. Patterson
Bender Hagen Peterson, Fla.
Bennett, Mo. Harness, Ind. Pfeifer
Bonner Hart, Philbin
Bradley, Pa. Hébert Powell
Buckley Hendricks Price, Fla.
Butler Herter Ralins
Cannon, Fla. Hinshaw Reece, Tenn.
Cochran Hoch Rodgers, Pa.
Combs Jarman Roe, N. Y.
Courtney Johnson, Ind. Russell
Crosser KEilday Sheppard
Curley Kirwan Sikes
Daughton, Va, LaFollette Stevenson
Dawson Landis Stewart
Dingell Lane Tibbott
Domengeaux Lea Tolan
Doughton, N. C. McCowen Wasielewski
Drewry McEenzie White
Engle, Calif. Madden Whittington
Fellows Maloney Wilson
Ficher Mansfield, Tex. Wood
Fuller Miller, Calif. Woodruff

So the motion was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:
" Mr. Hart for, with Mr. Woodrufl against.
Mr. Monroney for, with Mr. Boren against.
Mr. LaFollette for, with Mr. Herter against.
Mr. Powell for, with Mr. Wilson against.
Mr. Hoch for, with Mr. Whittington against.
Mr. Dingell for, with Mr. Gillie against.
Mr. Roe of New York for, with Mr. Fuller
against.

Mr. Morrison for, with Mr. Johnson of In-
diana against,

Mr, Sheppard for, with Mr. Grant of In-
diana against.

Mr. Baldwin of New York for, with Mr.
Harness of Indiana against.

Mr. Combs for, with Mr. Rodgers of Penn-
sylvania against.

Mr. Bradley of Pennsylvania for, with Mr.
Fellows against,

Mr. Pfeifer for, with Mr. Hébert against.

General pairs until further notice:

Bell with Mr. Gavin,

Domengeaux with Mr. Stevenson.
Courtney with Mr. Hagen.

Lane with Mr, Butler.

McEenzie with Mr. Adams.
Doughton of North Carolina with Mr,
Bennett of Missourl.

. Philbin with Mr. Anderson of California.
. Patterson with Mr. Bender.

. Buckley with Mr. Auchincloss.

. Curley with Mr. Gwinn of New York,

. Wasielewski with Mr. Gearhart.

. Stewart with Mr. Reece of Tennessee,
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Mr. Mansfield of Texas with Mr. McCowen.
Mr. Dawson with Mr, Landis.

Mr. Drewry with Mr. Tibbott,

Mr. Cochran with Mr. Hinshaw,

Mr. BOREN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma, Mr. MONRONEY,
were present he would have voted “yea.”
He has been in touch with me and in
consideration of the circumstances which
compel his absence, I have agreed to a
live pair with him. Therefore I ask that
my vote of “nay” be withdrawn and that
I be recorded as answering “Present.”
As the House knows, the absence of the
gentleman from Oklahoma, is due to the
death of his mother. His stand on this
issue is well known. The vote comes
when he is at his mother’s graveside, and
I could not in good conscience be a party
to compelling his return in order that his
vote be counted.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded,

« A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members may
have five legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the
action just taken.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken~
tucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have until
midnight tonight to file a conference re-
port on the bill H. R. 4761, the National
Housing Act,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Gatling, its enrolling clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed a joint reso-
lution of the following title, in which the
concurrence of the House is requested:

5.J. Res. 159. Joint resolution to extegd
the Selective Training and Service Act of
1940, as amended, until July 1, 1946.

The message also announced that the
President pro tempore has appointed Mr.
BARKLEY and Mr. BREWSTER members of
the joint select committee on the part of
the Senate, as provided for in the act of
August 5, 1939, entitled “An act to pro-
vide for the disposition of certain records
of the United States Government,” for
the disposition of executive papers in the
following departments and agencies:
. Department of Justice.
Department of the Navy.
Department of State.
. Department of War.
. Federal Security Agency.
. Petroleum Administration for War.
. United States Railroad Retirement
Board.

8. United States Soldiers’ Home.

OPTOMETRY CORPS IN THE MEDICAL DE-

~-PARTMENT OF THE ARMY—VETO MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES—H. DOC. 576

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following veto message from the
President of the United States:

- T
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To the House of Representatives:

I return herewith, without my ap-
proval, H. R. 3755, the purpose of which
is to establish an Optometry Corps in
the Medical Department of the Army.
In my opinion a separate Optometry
Corps would be out of harmony not only
with the present structure of the Medi-
cal Corps, but also with the contemplated
organization of the Medical Department
of the postwar Army.

During the course of the war, the
Army has utilized optometrists to the
maximum extent consistent with sound
medical practice. The Medical Depart-
ment of the postwar Army will likewise
utilize optometrists to the maximum ex-
tent practicable. It is contemplated that
they, together with the other professional
and scientific groups included in mod-
ern medical service, will constitute a
Medical Service Corps, with appropriate
commissioned rank. However, our mili-
tary personnel are entitled to the best
medical care available; and the creation
of additional separate corps will, in my
opinion, hinder rather than facilitate
the accomplishment of this aim. Medi-
cal care must be directed and coordi-
nated by officers professionally trained
and competent to recognize pathological
conditions and assume complete respon-
sibility for adequate care.

Furthermore, H. R. 37556 would estab-
lish a promotion plan providing more
rapid advancement for optometrists than
for most other branches of the Army
and no persuasive reason is apparent
why this particular group should be af-

forded more favorable treatment than

others similarly situated.
Harry S. TRUMAN.
TrE WHITE HoUSE, May 9, 1946.

The SPEAEKER. The objections of the
President will be spread at large upon
the Journal.

Without objection, the bill and mes-
sage will be referred to the Committee
on Military Affairs and ordered to be
printed.

There was no chjection.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that today, following any
special orders heretofore entered, I may
be permitted to address the House for
10 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Geor-
gia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOOK. Mr, Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that tomorrow, at the con-
clusion of the legislative program of the
day and following any special orders
heretofore entered, I may be permitted
to address the House for 15 minutes.

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

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr, CELLER asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp in two instances. .

Mr. ROONEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
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Recorp and include an editorial from
the New York Times.

Mr, ROWAN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a statement entitled
“Retirement Legislation for Civilian
Component Officers.”

Mrs. DOUGLAS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to extend her re-
marks in the RECORD,

Mr. DOYLE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a copy of a report to

_ his constituents.

Mr. SHORT asked and was given per--
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include two letters from a
constituent.

Mr. ROBERTSON of North Dakota
asked and was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks in the ReEcorp and in-
clude two letters.

Mrs. BOLTON asked and was given
permission to extend her remarks in the
REecorp and include an article from the
Washington Times-Herald.

Mr. CARLSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a petition.

Mr., JONKMAN, Mr. RIZLEY, and Mr.
EARTHMAN asked and were given per-
mission to extend their remarks in the
RECORD.

Mrs. LUCE asked and was given per-
mission to extend her remarks in the
Recorp and include a speech delivered by
her at the Polish-American Congress in
New Britain, Conn.

Mr. STEFAN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Record and include an article.

Mr. TABER asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REcorp and include a statement he made.

Mr, WIGGLESWORTH asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include all or part of
a recent radio address.

Mr. PLUMLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
ReEecorp and include a magazine article,

Mr. GOODWIN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial from the
Boston Herald.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the REcorp and include a speech
delivered by Mr. Frederick C. Crawfprd
before the Bureau of Advertising of the
American Newspaper Publishers Asso-
ciation.

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a letter.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks in the REcorp in two instances
and to include editorials.

Mrs, SMITH of Maine asked and was
given permission to extend her remarks
in the REecorp in two instances and in-
clude in one a speech made by Colonel
Marden at the State Republican conven-
tion and in the other a statement made
before the Committee on the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries on the Coast Guard.

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
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marks in the Recorp in four inst.ances‘

and include certain excerpts and letters.

Mr. RICH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REcorp and include an article on the coal
strike by a former Member, Samuel B.
Pettengill.

Mr. CHURCH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp under the heading “Evanston
receives first prize.”

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California asked
and was given permission to extend her
remarks in the Recorp in five instances
and include certain excerpts.

A MESSAGE TO OUR REPRESENTATIVES
IN THE UNITED NATIONS

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp at this point and to
include an editorial from the Cleveland,
Ohio, Catholic Chronicle.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, several
hundred of our best citizens who are
familiar with my work as a jurist prior
to my election to National House of Rep-
resentatives, have written me, the letters
being received this day.

I have called the Secretary of State.
Their office says they are helpless in
view of the fact that those involved are
not American citizens. While the Con-
gress of the United States of America
has no jurisdiction in the situation, I ask,
however, that the Members request our
representatives to the United Nations to
act now.

There cannot be a lasting peace with-
out justice. Justice is making right what
is wrong.

Let there be a complete trial. These
sisters of charity are presumed to be in-
nocent until found guilty by a fair trial.
The presumption of innocence remains
with them until sufficient evidence is sub-
mitted to find them guilty beyond a rea-
sonable doubt. The presumption of in-
nocence continues to remain with them
until in the minds of a fair tribunal
there is an abiding conviction of a moral
certainty of their guilt.

The so-called trial was worse than a
farce. No trial at all.

To the President of the United States
and our representatives in the United Na-
tions: “Time is the essence.” Let this
situation be corrected at once, No favors
are asked. Justice is demanded.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I
include the following editorial from the
Catholic Chronicle, of Toledo, Ohio:

HELP SAVE THESE NUNS?

What kind of world are we going to have?

Here is a case that puts the question to
the test.

It puts the United Natlions to the test.

It puts the Atlantic Charter to the test.

It puts every decent government and citi-
zen to the test.

It puts to the test everything we fought
and worked and prayed for in history's most
terrible war.

Unless something is done, three Sisters of
Charity in Yugoslavia are going to be hanged
or shot by the Tito government.

They are accused of having cooperated in
the murder of helpless Partisan soldlers in
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a hospital. If that were true, they would
deserve the death penalty.

But their trial was a mockery.

No defense witnesses were heard.

The sisters were not allowed to defend
themselves.

Defense attorneys appointed by the court
never once conferred with the accused.

They offered -no defense.

On the contrary, they urged the court to
inflict the severest penalties on their clients.

In prison, these helpless women were half
starved, denied the comforts of religion, and
prevented from talking with their superiors.

They were threatened and bullyragged.

Their efforts to defend themselves at the
trial were brushed aside.

Marshal Tito's military court condemned
the three Sisters of Charity to death, sen-
tenced a fourth to 21 years' imprisonment,
and went on to other business.

Is this the kind of world we want? Ob-
viously it isn't.

And we can make that fact clear,

We can write or wire to our President, our
Secretary of State, or our representatives in
the United Nations.

We can urge organizations of which we may
be members or officers to protest.

And we can pray.

This 1s a matter for every American—{for
every member of the world community—no
matter what his religion or politics.

This newspaper is wiring to President Tru-
man, urging that the United States and the
United Nations request of the Government
of Yugoslavia a falr, public, unprejudiced
trial for Sister Verena Fostacz, Sister Zarka
Ivasic, and Sister Hubertina Dzimberg, who
were condemned to death, and Sister Cele-
ctina Radosevic, who was sentenced to 21
years' imprisonment.

We invite all good men and women and
organizations to do likewise.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr, Speaker, my able
and distinguished colleague from Ohio
is to be congratulated for his initiative.
The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. RamEY]
has clearly and forcefully brought to the
attention of the Members of Congress
and the Nation the deep concern felt by
every true American who believes that
our Government should exercise its great
power in the interest of justice and
righteousness, to see that the members
of the religious order who dedicate their
lives to ministering to sick, wounded, and
suffering humanity should be given an
opportunity to have their case presented
fairly and without prejudice.

The editorial which appeared in the
Catholic Universe Bulletin, of Cleveland,
and the Catholic Chronicle, of Toledo,
Ohio, which my colleague has brought to
the attention of Congress, should stir to
action every American citizen who be-
lieves that the sacrifices made by Ameri-
cans for the ideals which they so dearly
cherish were not in vain.

I vigorously urge that President Tru-
man and our State Department respond
immediately to the appeals for justice. I
urge our Government to insist that our
representatives to the United Nations
Organization act at once in the cause of
fairness and humanity.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
today, at the conclusion of the legisla-
tive program and following any special
orders heretofore entered, I may be per-
mt:tetted to address the House for 20 min-
utes.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
today, following any special orders here-
tofore entered, I may be permitted to
address the House for 5 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. BRADLEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, as a member of the Board of
Visitors to the Merchant Marine Acad-
emy, I ask unanimous consent that I be
granted leave of absence for the balance
of the week.

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

There was no objection.

SPECIAL ORDER VACATED

Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, I have been
granted a special order for today. I ask
unanimous consent that that order be
vacated.

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

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. RABAUT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in
the ReEcorp and include a letter from
the Administrator of the Civil Aero-
nautics Administration, together with
other information.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that following
the disposition of business on the Speak-
er’s desk and the conclusion of special
orders heretofore granted, I may address
the House today for 5 minutes.

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

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. BARDEN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include therein an article
appearing in the April issue of Hollands
Magazine on the Honorable Lindsay C.
Warren, Comptroller General of the
United States.

Mr. SAVAGE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a speech he made
in New York.

Mr. GAMBLE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in eight instances and to include
editorials and articles.

Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend the re-
marks he made today and also to extend
his remarks in the Appendix of the Rec-
orp and include certain statements and
excerpts.

Mr. KEEOGH (at the request of Mr.
McCorMACK) was given permission to
extend his remarks in the Appendix of
the Recorp in two instances.
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Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle=
man from New York [(Mr. KEocH} may
extend his remarks in the Appendix of
the ReEcorp and include therein an arti-
cle. The Public Printer states that this
article exceeds the limit and costs $420.
I ask unanimous consent notwithstand-
ing the cost that the extension may be
made.

The SPFEAKER. Notwithstanding the
cost and without objection, the extension
may be made.

There was no objection.

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL SURPLUS AP-
PROPRIATION RESCISSION BILL, 1946—
CONFERENCE REPORT
Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-

er, I call up the conference report on the

bill (H. R. 5604) reducing or further
reducing certain appropriations and con-

tractual authorizations available for the

fiscal year 1946, and for other purposes,

and ask unanimous consent that the.

statement of the managers on the part
of the House be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the sta*ement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
5604) reducing or further reducing certain
appropriations and contractual authoriza-
tions available for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1946, and for other purposes, having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 11 and 18.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the.amendments of the Senate num-
bered 1, 2,3,4,5, 6, 7,8, 9, 12, 16, 24, 25, 26,
27, and 29, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 13: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 13, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “§57,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 14: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
Restore the matter stricken out by said
amendment amended to read as follows:

“Naval Training BStation, Port Deposit,
Maryland, 1948, 850,000,

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 15: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 15, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
Restore the matter stricken out by said
amendment amended to read as follows:

“Pay and subsistence of naval personnel,
1946, §200,000,000.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 17: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 17, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$125,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same..

Amendment numbered 19: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
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ment of the Senate numbered 19, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:,
Restore the matter stricken out by said
amendment amended to read as follows:
“, and neither the appropriation  nor con-
tractual authorization under this head shall
be available after February 25, 1946, for the
acquisition of land (other than fer the au-
thorized vessel-berthing program), except
in pursuaneeof a specific appropriation’;
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numpered 21: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 21, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows;

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$180,784,500"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered:22: That the House'
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 22, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert '$652,986.950"; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 28: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 28, and agree

to the same with an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *“$3,015379424"; and the Sen-
ate agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendments numbered 10; 20, 23,
and 30,

CLARENCE CANNON,
Louis Lubrow,
EmMET O'NEAL,
Louis C. RABATT,
JoHN TAEER,
R, B. WIGGLESWORTH,
EvERETT M. DIRKSEN,
Managers cn the Part o; the House.
EenneErTH McEELLAR,
CarL HAYDEN,
M. E. TYpINGS,
RicHARD B. RUSSELL,
C. Wayranp BrOoOKS;
STtYLES BRIDGES,
CHAN GURNEY,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on: the amendments of
the Senate to the bill' (H. R. 5604) reducing
or further reducing certain appropriations
and contractual authorizations available for
the fiscal year 1946, and for other purposes,

submit the following statement in expla-.

nation of the effect of the action agreed upon
and recommended in the accompanying con-
ference report as to each of such amend-
ments, namely:

Nos. 1 to 3, relating to Title I—Executive
Office of the President, Independent Offices,
and Executive Departments: Rescinds $3,-
800,000 of funds under the Department of
Agriculture for emergency supplies for ter-
ritories and possessions, as proposed by the
Benate, instead of #5,000,000, as proposed
by the House.

Nos, 4 to 9 and 11 and 12, relating to Title
II—Military Establishment: Rescinds $4,-
704,700 of appropriation “Finance Service,
Army, 1942-46," as proposed by the Senate,
instead of $66,140,457, as proposed by the
House; and restores the House provision with-
drawing the availability of the subappro-
priation “Engineer Service” of the appro-
priation “Engineer Service, Army, 1942-46"
for acquiring land or buillding permanent
structures within the continental limits of
the United States, except structures not cost-
ing more than $20,000.

Nos. 13 to 189, 21, 22, and 24 to 28, relating
to Title III—Naval Establishment: Rescinds
$57,000 of the 1946 appropriation for the
Naval Research Laboratory, instead of $75,000,
as proposed by the House, and $36,000, as
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proposed by the Senate; rescinds $50,000 of
fon for the Naval Train-
ing Station, Port Deposit, Md., instead of
$200.000, as proposed by the House;, and no
reseission; as proposed by the Senate; re-
scinds $200,000,000 of the 1946 appropriation
for pay and subsistence of naval personnel,
instead of $400,000,000, as proposed by the
House, and no rescission, as proposed by the
Senate, rescinds $13.657,000-0of the 1946-ap-
propriation for maintenance, Bureau of Sup-
plies and Accounts, as proposed by the Sen-
ate, instead of $15,000,000, as proposed by
the House; rescinds $125,000,000 of the 1946
appropriation for transportation of things,
Navy, instead of $150,000,000, as proposed by
the House, and $119,474,300, as proposed by
the Senate; restores the House provision re-
ducing by $5,000,000 the contractual author-
ization for public works, Bureau of Yards
and Docks, with respect to. projects within
the continental limits of the United States;
restores the House provision withdrawing
availability of funds or contractual author-
ization under “Public works, Bureau of Yards
and Docks,” for the acquisition of land after
February 25, 1946, except in pursuance of a
specific appropriation, amended to exclude
land for the authorized vessel-berthing pro-
‘gram; rescinds $190,784.500 of the 1946 ap-
propriation for aviation, Navy, instead of
2215,887,000, as proposed by the House, and
$165,682,000, as proposed by the Senate; cor-
rects the title of the appropriation for sal-
aries and expenses, Merchant Marine Inspec-
tion, Coast Guard, 1945, as proposed by the
Senate; transfers an additional amount of
$500,000 from the appropriation *“Aviation,
Navy, 1946, to supply a deficiency in the ap-
propriation “Pay, subsistence and transpor-
tation, 1943.," as proposed by the Senate, and
reduces the value of stock in the “Naval
Stock Aecount” plus outstanding obligations
under the “Naval Stock Fund” from $2,250,-
000,000 to $2,000,000,000. as proposed by the
Senate, instead of to $1,650.000,000, as pro-
posed by the House.

No. 29: Changes a title, as proposed by the
Senate.

AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT

No. 10, relating to rights, privileges, or
benefits of persons for service in the Philip-
pine Scouts under the provisions of section
14 of the act approved October 6, 1945 (Pub-
lic Law 190, 79th Ceng.).

It will be proposed to recede and concur
in such amendment.

No. 20, canceling authority for and on ac-
count of a fleld house at the Naval Academy.

It will be proposed to recede and concur in
such amendment.

No. 23, providing that combatant vessels
under construction on March 1, 1946, whose
percentage of construction exceeded 20 per-
cent on such date, “will be completed.”

It will be proposed that the House insist
upon its disagreement to the amendment.

No. 30, relieving defense aid (lend-lease)
appropriations made to the President from
reimbursing appropriations for the Army and
Navy.

It will be proposed to recede and concur in
such amendment with an amendment, add-
ing before the period at the end thereof the
following: *: Provided, That of the reduction
of $1,080,000,000 made in the appropriation
‘Defense ald-lend-lease’ under title 1 of this
Act, $135,000,000 shall be transferred to the
credit of the appropriation ‘United Nations
Relief and Rehabilitation Administration,
1944-1946," instead of being carried to the
surplus fund and covered into the Treasury.”

CLARENCE CANNON,

Louis LunLow,

EmMET O'NEAL,

Lours C. RAsAuUT,

JoHN TABER,

R. B. WIGGLESWORTH,

EvERETT: M. DIRKSEN,
Managers on the Part of the House.
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Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, if the House follows the recommenda~
tion of the Conference Committee, the
bill will rescind a total of $6,268,638,311
of cash appropriations. That means that
counting in the amount carried in former
rescission bills we have salvaged out of
the war up to this time approximately
$62,000,000,000, a sum vastly beyond any-
thing we ever hoped to save at any time
during the progress of Jhe war.

This is not all we expect to save. We
start hearings shortly on the last rescis-
sion bill, which will be reported in June,
and expect to add materially to the
amount salvaged from the war program.

The amount carried in the conference
report, $6,268,638,311, is $445,249,257 less
than the amount rescinded by the bill
as it left the House, but in that amount
is $135,000,000 for UNRRA, which I shall
explain later. Omitting UNRRA, the
Senate reduced our cash rescissions by
$544,948,457. Of that amount the Senate
conferees agreed to recede from $230,-
699,200. In other words, the rescission
is that much greater than the Senate
had proposed.

As regards rescissions of obligational
availability other than appropriated
funds, the rescission stands at the House
figure of $476,529,891.

Summarizing, all rescissions, as worked
out by the conference committee, aggre-
gate $6,745,168,202.

We bring back four amendments in
disagreement. The conference commit-
tee is in agreement on three of the four.
I shall go into each of them when that
stage is reached.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Taeer].

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Coorer) . The gentleman from New York
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I am not
going to spend any time on this confer-
ence report. It represents a complete
agreement upon the part of all the con-
ferees as to the items that are included
in the conference report. There is, how-
ever, disagreement on the part of dif-
ferent Members with reference to the
amendments in disagreement, and as to
those I think the facts should be brought
out as we reach them. As to the first
amendment in disagreement there is no
difference amongst the conferees; as to
the second there should be none, al-
though an amendment will be offered in
an effort to take care of a situation that
has arisen. The third amendment in
disagreement is controversial.  The
fourth amendment in disagreement is an
item with reference to which the facts
should be developed thoroughly for the
record because there are no printed
hearings to show what the situation is.

I think that is all I care tc say. Ithink
we might just as well have a vote on the
conference report and get that out of the
way, if it is agreeable to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Does the
gentleman from Massachusetts desire
time now?

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I de-
sire time on an amendment in disagree-
ment a little later.

-
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Mr. CANNON of Missouri. —Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. FeIGHAN].

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, veter-
ans can purchase surplus vehicles on
priorities for business use only, and ecan-
not resell. Therefore, they are buying
the mechanical worth of the vehicle. It
has been demonstrated that War Assets
Administration prices used surplus ve-
hicles at or near OPA “as is” ceilings
which were written in wartime by auto
dealers and adopted by the OPA. Prices
of used cars remain at or above this OPA
schedule and have, in general, no rela-
tion to their mechanical values. They
are priced as a currency with which per-
sons wanting new cars can buy them.
Without a used car, it is difficult to get
a new car, and in many instances the
value of a used car traded in for a new
car is lower than the ceiling price and
constitutes, in faet, an over-ceiling sale
of a new car. Therefore, dealers can
afford-to pay any price which is less than
they know they can immediately realize
by resale, but veterans purchasing for
use o1ly are paying prices that are above
the mechanical worth of the car. An
{nvestigating committee should ascer-
tain whether the influence of auto deal-
ers in the administration of War Assets
Administration is so strong that the used
vehicles are priced excessively high to
veterans in order to support the ac-
knowledged black market in used
vehicles. ;

Mr. CANNON of Missouri Mr. Speaker,
1 yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. AvcusT H. ANDRESEN].

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Speaker, the President of the United
States has stated that the coal strike is a
national disaster. The country is well
aware of this fact, as railroads, public
utilities systems, and vital industries of
every character are suspending opera-
tions, due to shortages of coal. The coal
strike is no longer a strike against the
owners of the coal mines. It has become
a strike against the American people, and
the future welfare of our country is at
stake.

While the President possesses ample
authority to deal with the coal strike, he
has refused to do so. Since he refuses
to act, although he is the constitutional
Executive officer of the country, it is up
to Congress to take immediate action
for the establishment of a policy in the
coal industry and other vital industries,
before the country suffers a complete eco-
nomic and social collapse. We should
not tolerate the present situation. Ample
means are at hand to assure a satis-
factory settlement of the coal strike
through collective bargaining, but I in-
sist that when the union refuses to use
this method, Congress must act before
the end of this week, to bring order out
of the present devastating situation.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr, Speak-
er, I move the previous question on the
conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the first amendment in
disagreement.

4769

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 10: Page 7, line 9,
insert a new section, as follows: ": Provided,
That of the provisions of law of the United
States conferring rights, privileges, or bene-
fits upon any person by reason of the service
of such person or the service of any other
person in the armed forces of the United
States or any component thereof, only those
conferring rights, privileges, or benefits upon
persons during the time they are on active
duty and those listed below shall, after the
date of enactment of this act, be deemed to
apply to persons for service in the Philippine
Bcouts under the provisions of section 14 of
the act approved October 6, 1945 (Public Law
190, 79th Cong.) :

*{1) The provisions of the act of March
9, 1928 (45 Stat. 251), as amended,. relating
to funeral expenses.

“({2) Provisions of law authorizing the pay-
ment to enlisted men of a travel allowance
upon discharge;

*(3) Provisions of law authorizing retire-
ment and prescribing or governing pay for
Phillppine Scouts placed on the retired list;

“{4) The provisions of the act of December
17, 1919 (41 Stat. 367), as amended, author-
izing the payment of a death gratuity equal
to 6 months' active-duty pay to the depend-
ents of military personnel whose death occurs
while on active duty;

“{5) The provisions of the Mustering-Out
Payment Act of 1944 (Public Law 225, T8th
Cong.), except that for the purpose of com-
puting such payments for service in the
Philippine Scouts, service wholly performed
in the Philippine Islands shall be compen-
sated for on the same basis as service wholly
performed within the United States; and

“{6) The provisions of laws administered
by the Veterans' Administration providing
for the payment of pensions on account of
service-connected disability or death:
Provided jurither, That payments made
under the provisions of any law referred to
in clauses (5) and (6) above shall be paid
at the rate of one Philippine peso for each
dollar authorized by such law: And Provided
jurther, That the provisions of the National
Service Life Insurance Act of 1940, as
amended, shall apply to persons who serve in
the Philippine Scouts under the provisions of
section 14 of the Act approved October 6,
1945, only Insofar as such provisions relate
to contracts of insurance heretefore entered
into.”

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House recede and
concur in the Senate amendment.

Public Law 190, approved October 6,
1945, provides as follows:

Sec. 14. The Secretary of War, with the
approval of the Philippine Government, is
hereby authorized to enlist in the Philip-
pine Scouts, with pay and allowances au-
thorized under existing law, 50,000 men for
service in the Philippine Islands, in the oc-
cupation of Japan and of lands now or for-
merly subject to Japan, and elsewhere in
the Far East. Such enlistments shall be for
3 years unless sooner terminated, and citizens
of the Philippine Islands shall be eligible
to volunteer for such service.

Under that law, standing alone, a
Philippine Scout would be entitled to
certain rights, privileges, or benefits on
a parity with an American soldier, which,
very obvicusly, should not be permitted.
The Senate amendment, in which con-
currence is proposed, will do these
things:

Philippine Scouts will not be entitled *
to benefits under—

First. The Missing Persons Act, pro-
viding for continuance of pay and initi-
ation or continuance of allotments.
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Second. Reemployment rights under
the Selective Service Act of 1940.

Third. Relief provided by the Soldiers
and Sailors Civil Relief Act of 1940, as
amended.

Fourth. Servicemen’s Readjustment
Act of 1944—GI bill of rights.

Fifth. National service life insurance,
except under contracts of insurance en-
tered into prior to this bill become law;
and benefits will be allowed on a peso-
for-dollar ratio in connection with
mustering-out payments and service-
connected pensions.

The saving under the provision will
run into very large figures, particularly
if any considerable number of Philip-
pine Scouts are enlisted, and, at the same
time, the Filipino is treated as fairly and
equitably as circumstances warrant.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Missouri that the House recede and con-
cur in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 20: Page 15, line
13, after the word “appropriation”, insert the
following: *“: Provided, That the restriction
on the use of the appropriation and contract
authorization in amount of §1,600,000 apply~
ing exclusively for field house at United
States Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., in-
cluding acquisition of land and accessories
as authorized by law is hereby canceled.”

Mr, CANNON of Missouri, Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House recede and
concur in the Senate amendment with an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Cannon of Missourl moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 20 and
concur in the same with an amendment as
follows: Before the period at the end of the
matter inserted by sald amendment, insert
“: Provided further, That the rescission of
$13,657,000 in the appropriation ‘Mainte-
nance, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts,
1946', hereinbefore provided for in this act, is
hereby canceled, and such appropriation is
hereby increased by $11,763,480 by transfer of
such an amount from the reduction herein-
before provided for in this act in the ‘Naval
Btock Fund’, instead of such amount of
$11,763,480 being carried to the surplus fund
and covered into the Treasury.”

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, it had been our intention, as to this
amendment, to propose to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate.

Since our conference meeting, how-
ever, we have been apprised by the Pay-
master General of the Navy that owing
to charges not previously anticipated,
such as the return of vast quantities of
stores from the Pacific which previous
estimates had not contemplated, and to
the availability of later and more ac-
curate expenditure figures, he will be
short of funds to the extent of $31,170,-
480 for financing fourth quarter charges.
In other words, he is now operating in
the red.

Obviously, we should not pursue a
course of rescinding $13,657,000 in this
bill and a few days hence report a supple-
mental appropriation which would have
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the effect not only of restoring such
amount but making substantially addi-
tional provision besides. This proposal is
offered with the view to avoiding that
sort of action.

We are not, in the proposal, providing
the entire additional amount which Ad-
miral Carter says he needs. We have
reduced the added amount he states he
needs by $5,750,000, which is directed
against obligations not entirely firm and
which may not be incurred until after the
close of the fiscal year.

This matter has been taken up in-
formally with the Senate Committee on
Appropriations and I may say that we
have reason to believe that the Senate
will occur in this modified proposal.

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

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. TABER. It is $11,763,000 instead
of $17,513,000, as I understand, that he
asked for.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gentle-
man is correct.

Mr. TABER. I understand that that is
necessary.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Yes. Does
the gentleman desire furthe: time?

Mr, TABER. No.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I move the previous guestion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr, CANNON],

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the next amendment
in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 23. Page 16, line
20, after the figure “820,387,000” insert a colon
and the following: “Provided, That the pro-
viso in Public Law 301, Seventy-ninth Con-
gress, approved February 16, 1946, under the
head of ‘Increase and replacement of naval
vessels, emergency construction’, is amended
to the extent that combatant vessels under
construction on March 1, 1946, whose per-
centage of construction exceeded 20 percent
on that date will be completed.”

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House insist on its
disagreement to the Senate amendment.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH., Mr. Speaker,
I offer a preferential motion.

The Clerk .ead as follows:

Mr. WiccLESWORTH moves that the House

recede and concur in Senate amendment No.
23.

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. WIGGLES~
WORTH].

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker,
the amendment under consideration
raises an important question in the vital
field of national defense, namely, wheth-
er it is wise at this time to cut the com=-
batant shipping of this counfry below
the point the Navy considers advisable
in view of existing world conditions.

It also raises the very practical busi-
ness consideration of whether, having in-
vested some $330,000,000 in 14 combatant
ships now under consideration, it is good
policy to resort to contract termination
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and scrapping of these ships when, by
the expenditure of about six and one-
third million dollars per vessel over and
above what it will cost to terminate and
scrap, every one of the 14 vessels can
be made available promptly to the Navy.

In my judgment, it is unwise from the
standpoint of national defense and un-
wise in terms of long-time economy not
to adopt the Senate amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I am advised that this
amendment has the approval of the Sen-
ate Committee on Naval Affairs. It has
the approval of the Senate subcommit-
tee in charge of naval appropriations,
and of the Senate Committee on Appro-
priations as a whole. It has the approval
of the Senate as a whole. I understand

it has the approval of the House Com-

mittee on Naval Affairs. It has the ap-
proval of the House Subcommitiee on
Naval Appropriations.

That committee only recently, after
very careful consideration in the course
of hearings on the 1947 bill, voted unani-
mously, Republicans and Democrats
alike, in favor of this amendment, or the
policy embodied in it.

The amendment should be approved
by the House as a whole today.

There are 14 ships invelved, Mr.
Speaker. They are scattered all up and
down the east coast, with some on the
west coast. They are all the latest de-
sign. - Some of them have the last word
in equipment which may serve to change
naval tactics, and are, accordingly, de-
sired by the Navy Department for ex-
perimental purposes.

I have only a few minutes, but I would
call attention to the fact that the word-
ing of the amendment is somewhat mis-
leading in that it provides for the com-
pletion of those ships under construction
which on March 1 were 20 percent or
more completed in terms of construction.

That, Mr. Speaker, means hull con-
struction. The formula takes no ac-
count whatsoever of the obligations of
Uncle Sam in respect to ordnance, espe-
cially prepared for the ships in guestion.
It takes no account of the sum which
Uncle Sam must expend if a policy of
contract termination and scrapping is
adopted in respect to the ships in ques-
tion. ;

As a matter of fact, if we look at the
dollars and cents of this thing, instead of
the percent of hull construction, the
latest figures received from the Navy De-
partment indicates a present obligation
of almost 80 percent of the over-all total
for complete construction. We have al-
ready invested in these ships $330,800,-
000. By a further expenditure of $89,~
800,000, or roughly six and one-third
million dollars per ship, over and above
what we will have to pay in the event of
contract termination and scrapping, we
can complete the whole 14 ships which
the Navy desires.

In my judgment, it is not in the inter-
est of our national defense to go below
the point the Navy thinks advisable at
this time, in view of existing world con-
ditions.

In my judgment it is not sound econ-
omy in the long run to throw a $330,-
000,000 investment out of the window,
when we can complete the ships in ques-
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tion by the expenditure of the compara-
tively small sum I have referred to, and
when in all probability if we do not com-
plete them now we will have to complete
them a short time hence at a very greatly
increased cost.

In my judgment the sound course for
the House to pursue is to complete these
ships now at the minimum cost and let
the Navy have the benefit of the most
modern ships we are capable of building
at this time. Let us limit our scrapping
program in the future to the older ships,
and not the newest ones.

This course of action appeals to me as
sound, as economic in the long run, and
as carrying with it the assurance of em-
ployment for skilled workers in ship con-
struection plants which have made mag-
nificent contributions to the national
war effort in both World War I and
‘World War II.

Mr. Speaker, 1 hope the House will
recede and concur in the Senate amend-
ment.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Vinson].

Mr, VINSON. Mr. Speaker, at the out-
set let me say that no money by way of
direct appropriation is involved. Con-
gress is charged by the Constitution with
authority to provide and maintain a
navy. That is a responsibility fixed upon

us.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr, Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle-
man with pleasure. '

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gen-
tleman says no money is involved. Does
he mean it will cost nothing to complete
the building of these ships?

Mr. VINSON. I mean that it is not
necessary in the appropriation bill.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. You do not
mean it will not cost any money if they
go ahead and complete these ships?

Mr. VINSON. Of course, it is going to
cost money but they already have the
money.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I do not
want the gentleman to leave the impres-
sion that it is not going to cost any money.
It is going to cost plenty of money.

Mr. VINSON. They already have the
money appropriated.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. But we are
recapturing all money on which construc-
tion is discontinued and we cannot re-
turn it to the Treasury if it has been used
to build warships we do not need. This
amendment is to spend money and spend
it uselessly.

Mr. VINSON. But you are trying to
recapture money which is important for
the national defense. If this money is
taken away, it will impair the national
defense, We are charged with the re-
sponsibility of providing and maintaining
this Navy. It is not necessary that any
money be appropriated in this bill which
will come before the Congress in a few
weeks for the Navy to take care of this
construction.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, if the gentleman will yield again,
if we go ahead and order these ships
completed it means we will not be able
to include in the next rescission bill
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which we expect to report to this House
the amount which would be saved on
these useless ships.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I again re-
peat, if you adopt the amendment of the
distinguished / gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, there is sufficient money al-
ready authorized to complete these ships.
So the only question is, Who is going to
say what type of Navy we should have.
Is it going to be the Director of Recon-
version or the Congress of the United
States?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON. I cannot yield now.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The Presi-
dent of the United States, not the Direc-
tor of Reconversion is the man who has
the say. This is merely a proposal fo
tie his hands as the commander in chief
of the Navy. The gentleman wants fo
tie the hands of the President of the
United States?

Mr. VINSON. The Director of Recon-
version, no doubt, represents the Presi-
dent of the Urited States. The Director
has said to the Navy Department that
they must serap these ships. You and
every Member of Congress have author-
ized the building of these ships. I again
say there is no money involved in this
because the Navy received from the War
Department enough money, which the
War Department owed it, to carry on this
ship-building construction. Mr. Snyder
and Mr. Cummings went down to the
Navy Departmen: and told them im-
mediately after VJ-day that they had
to scrap these ships. The Navy Depart-
ment agreed with them uand scrapped
fifty-odd ships involving an immense
amount of money that had already been
spent on them. Thereafter, they went
back to the Navy Department and told
them they had to scrap more ships. We
had a hearing and the Navy Department
said, “We will acquiesce in what the Di-
rector says with the distinct understand-
ing that at a later date we will come
back to the Congress and ask for money
to rebuild the identical ships that you
today are authorizing and directing us to
scrap.” Then we tried to counsel with
them. We tried to show to the point of
mathematical certainty that it was a false
economy; that it was a penny-wise and
pound-foolish proposition. We reached
a compromise with them relative to this
order to scrap additional ships.

Then, later on, for the third time, the
Director, who is usurping the authority
of the Congress in saying what kind of
a Navy we will have, went down and told
the Navy Department, “You have got to
scrap more ships.” The information be-
came known to the Congress, and the
Senate has written a provision in this
bill that all ships that are 20 percent or
more completed must be completed.

Now, read the language of the bill:

Provided, That the proviso in Public Law
301, Seventy-ninth Congress, approved Feb-
ruary 16, 1946, under the head of “Increase
and replacement of naval vessels, emergency
construction,” is amended to the extent that
combatant vessels under construction on
March 1, 1946, whose percentage of construc-
tion exceeded 20 percent on that date will
be completed.

“to determine that factor.
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Now, we are exercising the constitu-
tional right given to us to say what kind
of a Navy we will have instead of per-
mitting Mr. Snyder and Mr. Cummings
and others in the Office of Reconversion
Wheo is going
to run it, the Congress or Mr. Snyder?
I think the Congress is competent to pass
upon it.

_~ What has happened? There are 14
ships involved in this program. They
are anywhere from 20 percent to 95 per-
cent complete. This establishment
headed by Mr. Snyder says, “You must
lay up those ships. Some of them have
to be scrapped.” How much have we
invested in them? As stated by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Wic-
GLESWORTH] we had invested in those
ships on March 1, $330,800,000. To scrap
those ships will cost an additional $26,-
400,000, making a total cost of $357,-
200,000. Now, what do you get? You
do not get anything if you do not agree
to this motion to recede and concur.
You have lost 14 ships. You have lost
in addition to it $357,000,000 of.the tax-
payers' money. Of course, there is more
money involved to finish them. Now,
what does it cost to finish them? It will
cost $116,000,000. I assert that if there
ever was justification for using the ex-
pression “penny-wise and pound-fool-
ish,” this is the instance.

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

Mr. VINSON. I yield.

Mr. PLOESER. I hope the gentleman
will also point out that the net cost to
complete these vessels is $89,800,000.

Mr. VINSON. That is correct.

Mr. PLOESER. Because we’ are in-
volved in an expense of $26,400,000 to
scrap them.

Mr. VINSON. Exactly.

Mr. PLOESER. I would like the gen-
tleman to tell this House what the atti-
tude of the Naval Affairs Committee is
on this subject.

Mr. VINSON. The Naval Affairs\Com-
mittee had & hearing on this, and for the
time being we theught we had stopped
the hand in the Recorversion Director’s
office from interfering with this ship-
building program, but we found we were
in error. We unanimously recommended
that ships in which the Government had
invested enormous sums be completed
and finished. I have here a letter from
Admiral Cochrane which shows that
these are the most modern ships in the
Navy.

Our proposition was this: When you
finish one of these 14 ships, take out of
the line of the Navy an old ship, and not
spend $300,000 a year to maintain that
old ship. If we keep these old ships in
the Navy we will be called upon each year
to modernize and recondition them, and
authorize an expenditure of from $350,-
000 to $400,000 on each one. So I say to
you it is nothing but common sense to go
ahead and finish these ships, taking out
of the Navy corresponding old ships and
saving the enormous amount of mioney
involved annually in maintaining them.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from Georgia has ex-
pired.
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Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield three additional minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. VINSON. It may be argued, “Let’s
not do this until after the atomic tests.”
It might be said, let us see what is going
to happen when the atomic tests take
place in June, If this argument be fol-
lowed one might as well stop all building
of all ships of all types, and you might
just as well say we will quit everything
and not have even an army, Or a navy,
until we see what is going to happen as
a result of the atomic tests. The sensi-
ble thing is to do what we are trying
to do, finish these ships, spend this $89,-
000,000 and save the $330,000 already in-
vested, save these 14 ships and take out
of the line of the Navy corresponding old
ships.

There is the battleship Kentucky in-
volved here.
gated $71,000,000 on the battleship Ken-
tucky. It will cost an estimated $31,000,-
000 to finish and then you will have the
most modern battleship ever devised by
man. Is it sensible to lose that $71,000,-
000? Or is not the sensible thing to do to
make an investment of another $31,000,-
000 and have an up-to-date modern bat-
tleship?

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

Mr. VINSON. With pleasure.

Mr. COLE of New York. I am con-
cerned that there may be some misun-
derstanding when the expression “20 per=
cent of construction completed” is used.
Is it not a fact that these 14 vessels
have been constructed so far as the over-
all cost is concerncd to approximately 50
percent of the total cost?

Mr. VINSON. That is correct. Here
is the list of ships involved and the per-
centage of completion: Roanoke, 28 per-
cent; Salem, 22 percent. All the material
practically is on hand and commitments
are made for all these ships. The battle~
ship Kentucky is 69 percent completed,
and other ships as follows: 82 percent,
93 percent, 80 percent, 74 percent, 85
percent, 80 percent, 76 percent, 72 per-
cent, 59 percent, 68 percent, and 73 per-
cent.

That is the condition of these ships,
and yet they say we should let Mr. Snyder
tell us that this enormous investment
must be scrapped, that Congress can have
only the type and character of Navy that
he says we shall have.

Mr. HOOK. Mr, Speaker,
gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON. I yield.

Mr. HOOK. Is it not a fact that we
will lose more by not finishing these ships
than we will by finishing them?

Mr. VINSON. Absolutely. And as I
have stated, it will mean the scrapping
and sacrificing of ships that represent
the very last word in naval construction.

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

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr, BATES].

Mr., BATES of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I hope that every Member of the
House will this afternoon be interested in
this question. I do not know of any ques-

will the

We have spent and obli- -
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tion that has come before the Congress
that has more interest in it concerning
the future of America than the bill we
have before us this afternoon. The
chairman of the committee said a little
earlier in the afternoon in sybstance that
the financial security of the Nation is in-
volved in this report of the Appropria-
tions Committee. Nobody has backed up
the Appropriations Committee any more
than I have during my many years of
service in the House. The safety of the
Nation, in my opinion, is bound up in
what we do today.

What is the situation? What we are
asking you to do is to approve the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr, WIGGLESWORTH], who
iz a member, and an old member of the
Appropriations Committee. This amend-
ment in substance means that every ship
upon which we have already spent 50
percent or more of the total cost shall be
completed.

There are 14 ships involved in this
whole subject matter, including battle-
ships, eruisers, aircraft carriers, destroy-
ers, and so on. >

We have already spent $330,800,000 on
these ships. It will cost $89,800,000 to
complete them. We are asking for no
money in the present 1946-1947 appro-
priation bill to do this. We are informed
by the Navy Department that there are
ample funds avgilable for the next fiscal
year.

What has brought this situation
about? First of all, as of VJ-day the
Navy cut back the construction program
and we were able to do that through the
Naval Affairs Committee. We agreed on
a program up to and including the month
of February, but in the latter part of that

month the Director of the Bureau of the

Budget notified the Navy Department it
was going to slash these 14 other ships.

The Naval Affairs Committee became
interested in the matter and we called
Admiral Nimitz and other naval officers
bhefore us to hear what they had to say in
respect to the matter. The chairman
of the committee, the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Vinson], who I believe has
been a great leader in the building up
of the naval facilities of this country,
asked Admiral Nimitz this question: “Do
you think the reduction by the Bureau
of the Budget will seriously affect the
United States Navy and jeopardize our
position in world affairs and jeopardize
our security?” Admiral Nimitz an-
swered “Yes.”

Now, I could go on and repeat that
kind of an answer through the testimony
we had in the Naval Affairs Committee
during the past few weeks. The Naval
Affairs Committee has approved the
essence of this amendment now offered
on the floor of the House. The subcom~
mittee of the Appropriations Committee
having charge of the Navy appropriation
bill has unanimously approved it. The
Senate Committee on Naval Affairs has
unanimously approved it. The Senate
Appropriations Committee has unani-
mously approved it. The Senate as a
Whole has recently passed this confer-
ence report embodying the particular
amendment in question. We are asking
here today to confirm the action of all the
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representatives of both the House and
Senate in approving the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. WIGGLESWORTH].

After World War I, in 1922 to be spe-
cific, there was a great hue and cry all
over the world as to what we would do
with the disarmament program. We
were interested in world peace, we were
willing to lead the way, and we agreed in
1922 at the Disarmament Conference to
scrap 29 ships. The total expenditure
involved in these 29 ships at that time
was $153,000,000. We did that in the
interest of world peace. As against the
$153.000,000 that were expended at that
time on 29 ships, we have spent on these
14 ships $330,800,000.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts has expired.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr, Speak-
er, I yield the gentleman two additional
minutes.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, are we going to throw those
ships into the scrap heap or are we going
to follow the advice of all the naval lead-
ers who are leading the destiny of this
country? I say it is false economy and
that we ought to approve the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts.

In the prewar days we would consider
a battleship over-age when it was 25
years of age; we would consider a cruiser
over-age when it was 20 years old and
we would consider a destroyer over-age
when it was 15 years old. Practically all
of the ships which are to be in the active
fleet have seen extended service in the
battle zones of the Pacific and I am told
by the Bureau of Ships, by men who
know something about reconversion, re-
pair, and over-all costs, that the ratio of
repair is at least 3 or 4 to 1 on those
ships that have already had extended
service. If this is so we can properly say
that most of the ships which will have
an active status in the fleet of the Navy
have had from 12 to 16 years of normal
service.

Are we going to scrap these ships
which are nearly complete anc can be
completed at an expense of $89,000,000
or are we going to complete them, pre-
serve them, and let them take their place
in the line in place of these old ships
that will cost a tremendous amount of
money to maintain, overhaul, and keep
in repair?

I hope the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts to con-
cur in the Senate amendment will be
adopted by the House.

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

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. COLE of New York. Based upon
the figures submitted by the gentleman,
it would indicate that on a dollar value,
taking into consideration the cost of
scrapping these ships, they are actually
over 98 percent completed today. N

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Prac-
tically so» from a money standpoint,
some of them are. The average expendi-
ture already made on all the 14 ships is
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approximately 75 percent of the total
cost.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. PLOESER].

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

Mr. PLOESER. I will be happy to yield
to my distinguished colleague.

Mr. TABER. I am anxious to find out
if all of these 14 ships, some of which
are 93 percent completed, would be
scrapped if this amendment is not
adopted. I would like to know the facts
about it. -

Mr. PLOESER. If the motion offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts
fails and the House insists upon the posi-
tion of scrapping these ships and the
Senate concurs, we will scrap 14 ships.
They are in this category: One is 28.5
percent completed, one 22.8 percent com-
pleted, one 69 percent, one 82 percent,
one 92 percent, one 80 percent, one T4
percent, one 85 percent, one 80 percent,
one 76 percent, one 72 percent, one 59
percent, one 68 percent, and one 73 per-
cent,

As a maftter of fact, when you figure
this on the basis of dollars—and that is
the only method you use is dollars in
saving money, and not in ships—they are
approximately 80 percent completed.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PLOESER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Those
ships the gentleman refers to being 73
percent, and so forth, completed, that
means just the hull of the ship, the ma-
chinery, and everything else on ground,
and from a money standpoint they are
all more than 50 percent completed.

Mr. PLOESER. That is right. I do
not have the time to read the figures on
the respective ships. As a matter of fact,
all of them are 50 percent completed, so
far as the expenditure of money is con-
cerned.

Here is an inventory of the situation:
We have already spent or obligated
$330,800,000. If we fail to do what we
are attempting to do today it will cost
$26,400,000 to terminate these contracts
and scrap the ships. That means $357,-
200,000 wasted. By an actual net ex-
penditure of $89,800,000 we get these 14
new and most modern vessels in the
world to replace old vessels, and it seems
to me that it is only the part of wisdom
to go ahead and complete these vessels.

First of all, let it be recalled that it is
not the job of the Reconversion Director
to determine the size of the Navy. That
is the job of the Congress, and the Con-
gress has already said what size that
Navy shall be, even though the Bureau
of the Budget and others have sought to
differ and change it. The Navy is our
first and only integrated line of defense
in America. Now we seek to destroy the
most modern vessels we have, or will
have within a few short months. I, for
one, cannot go along with that. It was
said before that certain committees of
the Congress had unanimously endorsed
this program. I did not hear it said; it
may have been. But during the hearings
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on the regular Navy bill by the regular
Navy Subcommitiee on Appropriations
we were asked what our position would be
on the completion of these ships, and we
unanimously agreed that these ships
should be completed. That is the Navy
Subcommittee on Appropriations of this
House of Representatives.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PLOESER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri. .

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gen-
tleman makes the statement that unless
this amendment is agreed to these ships
will be scrapped.

Mr. PLOESER. That is my under-
standing.

. Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Fhat is not
rue.

Mr. PLOESER. What is true, then?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The Presi-
dent of the United States has adminis-
trative charge of the construction of
these vessels. He can have them built
or he can have them scrapped. He has
not decided yet what he is going to do
about them. If this is not passed, he
still would be free to go ahead and com-
plete every one of them.

Mr. PLOESER. If you rescind the
money, what is he going to complete them
with—hairpins?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri.
not rescinded the money.

Mr. PLOESER. You are trying to
rescind it.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. We are
just waiting to see what is going to hap-
pen. We have left this to the President
of the United States. The President of
the United States can complete every one
of these vessels without this being agreed
to. I just want the gentleman to be
informed.

Mr. PLOESER. Can the gentleman
assure the Congress that the President
of the United States has given his word
that he will complete these ships?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Certainly
not. The President of the United States
has not made up his mind.

Mr. PLOESER. Will the gentleman
assure me that the President will not
scrap these ships?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I can as-
sure the gentleman that the President
will do what he thinks best after consult-
ing with everybody who ought to be con-
sulted and after waiting 2 months to find
out whether or not a Navy is going to be
worth a continental in view of expected
results of the atomic experiments. All
the committee is asking here is delay to
permit the President to act on the result
of the atomic bomb experiments.

Mr. PLOESER. I assure the gentle-

We have

man that as a Member of this Congress .

I propose to do what I think is best for
the defense of this Nation, and I do not
propose to stand by and watch the Presi-
dent junk our first line of defense.
Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I realize
the gentleman is better prepared than the
President of the United States and his
advisers to decide such matters, but I
ask him to adhere to the facts in the case.
The SPEAEKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Missouri has expired.
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Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr, RapauT].

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, what is
proposed here? We have a proposal here
to wait for 2 months to see what the effect
of the atomic bomb will be on naval ves-
sels. As I rise on the floor of this House
I yield to no man in the entire Congress
in my devotion to labor, so we have no
quarrel with labor. Who is asking for
the -atomic-bomb test? The Navy.
Who is gcing to perform the test? The
Navy. What are they going to perform
the test on? On ships. They do not
know themselves what the effect will be.
One of the tests will be in the air, the sec-
ond will be upon the decks of the vessels,
and the third will be a depth charge.
Suppose it rolls over every ship in the
ocean within 50 miles of the bomb.
Suppose it renders all the electrical ap-
paratus within the ships absolutely inop-
erative. Will this be a wise expenditure
of money that we are talking about to-
day? 1Is it so necessary that we cannot
wait 2 months? I want somebody to tell
me the reason for the rush.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. MarcanTONIO].

Mr, MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point and include a mem-
orandum to the Congress from the New
York naval shipyard delegation of A. F.
of L., CIO, and independent organizations.

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

There was no objection.

The matter referred to is as follows:
MEMORANDUM TO CONGRESS FROM NEW YORK

NAVAL SHIPYARD DELEGATION OF A, F. OF L.,

CIO, AND INDEPENDENT ORGANIZATIONS

During World War II, the employees of the
New York naval shipyard made a vital con-
tribution to the total war effort.

With victory, the navy yards and arsenals
of our country are going back to a peacetime
footing.

As a reward for their services these em-
ployees are asking that the reduction in force
at these yards and arsenals take place in a
fair manner with due regard to their con-
tributions during the war, and in the best
interests of the Army and Navy.

Reductions in force are now taking place
on a large scale. Under present procedures,
the resulting lay-offs are taking place in a
manner grossly unfair to the employees and
with dire consequences for the future of our
services to the armed forces.

All separated employees are leaving their
Jobs without any unemployment compensa-
tion, compensation which is a fundamental
right of workers in private industry. Men
with 25 years of service leave without pension.

Almost all nonveterans are being laid off,
regardless of their seniority. The shipyards
are losing the skills of men with 20 and 30
years of service. They are losing their most
skilled employees.

Nonveterans with 20 to 30 years of seniority
will find it almost impossible to find jobs in
private industry, it being the policy of many
private companies to practice age discrimina-
tion.

The order of lay-ofis is being determined by
an efficiency rating system which can cancel
20 to 30 years of seniority.

Many jobs of skilled and faithful employees
could be saved if older men would be given
the option of retiring after 25 years of service.
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Passage of the following program would cor=
rect these inequities and be in the best in-
terests of the Navy and the country:

1. Increase the naval appropriation for 1947.

2. The Magnuson-De Lacy senlority bill,

3. A Federal employees' unemployment
compensation bill.

4. The Green-Forand 25-year retirement
bill.

This emergency program demands your im=-
mediate vigorous action in behalf of its pas-
sage.

8 BROOKLYN METAL TrADES COUNCIL,

Davip MALIKAN, Secretary.

New Yorx, N. Y.

Mr. CANNON of Misscuri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. WOLVERTON].

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, the question that is now before
us is one of the utmost importance, not
only from the standpoint of national
security but also in fixing a sane and
sound policy for the shipbuilding indus-
try in the transition from a wartime basis
to a peacetime basis. Many reasons can
be given to justify the adoption of the
motion that has been made by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. Some of
these reasons have already been given,
Each of them in my opinion is sufficient
to justify the adoption of the motion.
The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
WiceLESWORTH] has pointed out very
plainly and very clearly to the House
that there would be no actual saving by
the carrying out of the suggestion that
has been made to scrap these ships.
Other speakers have likewise emphasized
that fact. I believe it has been made so
plain that there can be no reasonable
doubt of that fact,

Mr. HAND. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. I
yield.

Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to compliment my colleague on the state-
ment that he is making. He has done a
great deal of important work for the Navy
and for ship construction generally, espe-
cially over the last few months. I
compliment him.

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. I
thank the gentleman,

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. I
yield.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts, The
gentleman from Michigan [Mr, Rasaut]
asked a question as o the advisability of
delaying this construction until the
atomic bomb test is completed.

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. I
had intended before closing my remarks
to answer the argument that was made
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Rasaut] but if the gentleman wishes to
do so, he may.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. The
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. GRANTI,
a member of the Committee on Naval
Affairs, asked Admiral Nimitz whether
or not any representative of the Bureau
of the Budget ever asked any responsible
No. 1 naval officer what would be the
effect of the cut. He said no one asked
anyone in the Navy Department what
they thought of the cut and why they

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

were doing it. Nobody was consulted.
It is simply a mandatory cut.

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. The
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Vinsonl,
chairman of the Naval Affairs Commit-
tee, has made a statement that could
leave no doubt in the mind of anyone
that it is important from the standpoint
of national security to continue the con-
struction of these ships. Time and
again we have heard the gentleman from
Georgia commended on the floor for the
interest, alertness, and the intelligence
he has shown over a long period of years
in protecting our Nation, by making our
Navy a strong arm of defense. He mer-
its the commendation that has so fre-
quently been given to him.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr, Bates] has pointed out very plain-
ly and distinctly the waste that would
result if this policy of scrapping these
ships in carried out.

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
Proeser] has likewise emphasized the
wisdom of continuing the construction
of these ships.

It is not my intention in the few min-
utes that I have at my disposal to em-
phasize the facts they have given fur-
ther, but I do wish to bring to the at-
tention of the House a phase of the ques-
tion that must not be overlooked, and
that relates to the importance of finish-
ing these ships as a part of meeting our
obligation in providing work in this re-
conversion period. It was my privilege
to serve as a member of a special com-
mittee of this House on postwar and eco-
nomic planning. I can say to you that
there was no question presented to us
that was more difficult to solve than
what should be done with respect to our
shipbuilding industry in the reconver-
sion period.

The question now before the House is
one of utmost importance, not only from
the standpoint of national security, but
also in fixing a sane and sound policy
for the shipbuilding industry in the tran-
sition from a wartime basis to that of
peacetime.

It is unnecessary for me to emphasize
the important part taken by the ship-
building industry in the successful prose-
cution of the war. It notonly contributed
in large measure to the success of the
war, but by diligence and almost super-
human effort enabled us to claim vic-
tory sooner than would otherwise have
been the case. By its accomplishments
it enabled us to regain naval mastery of
the seas and to transport men and sup-
plies to the far corners of the earth
to an extent that astonished the world
and brought our enemies into subjec-
tion.

Since the conclusion of hostilities there
has come a tremendous let-down in em-
ployment in the shipyards of the coun-
try. The number of workers who have
lost employment is appalling. In the
Camden-Philadelphia area there has al-
ready been a drop of more than 50 per-
cent in the number of workers. In the
plant of the New York Shipbuilding Co.,
located at Camden, N. J., there were 33,-
000 workers. Today there are less than
14,000, and, unless the Senate amend-
ment to the Second Recission Act is
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adopted by this House, that number will
be further decreased immediately to
8,000. The loss of employment to 25,000
workers in this one plant, constituting
75 percent of the entire force, as of a few
months ago, is not only a serious shock
to the workers and their families, but
also to the entire community and its
activities.

Furthermore, it must be borne in mind
that the shipbuilding industry is different
from that of most other industries that
engaged in war production during the
war. When the war ended, other indus-
tries were readily converted back into
their regular peacetime activities. The
employees in such plants went over from
war to a peacetime production in the
same plant. But the shipyards of the
country cannot be similarly reconverted.
When they cease to build ships the ydrds
are closed and the workers lose their
jobs. There is no immediate reconversion
for them.

In this connection, let me say that we
owe it to ourselves, as a means of future
national security, to provide a program
of work for our shipyards that will keep
their highly specialized and skilled forces
employed so that the shipbuilding in-
dustry will be ready at any time to ex~
pand sufficiently to meet any emergency
with which the Nation may be confronted.
Workers of this type cannot be pro-
cured overnight. They require long and
careful training.

The situation for unemployed shipyard
workers is also more difficult because of
the fact that their skill is of a special
kind that is not readily adaptable to any
other industry. This places them at a
great disadvantage in seeking employ-
ment. Recognizing the difficulty of ship-
builders in procuring work in other types
of industry I plead with the House to
support the Senate amendment to Sec-
ond Rescission Act so that some measure
of relief may be accorded our shipyard
workers, who rendered such worth-while
service in the prosecution of the war.

I also wish to bring to your attention
the necessity of continuing work in our
shipyards if we are going to be fair to
those workers who went into the armed
services. There were approximately
9,000 employees of the New York Ship-
yard, Camden, N. J., who answered the
call of their country. We promised them
their jobs back when they returned. Un-
less we pass the Senate amendment that
promise will not be kept. We owe them
jobs. It is up to us to see they get it.

I have spoken of the human elements
that enter into this question. Now I
wish to speak from the standpoint of
national defense and the wise use of
money already expended in the construc-
tion of the ships now awaiting comple-
tion. Failure to finish the ships already
under construction, and more than 20-
percent completed, will result in the
waste of millions, yes, hundreds of mil-
iions of dollars already expended. The
sum total of that waste will far exceed
the cost of completing these ships. To
adopt a course of destroying these ships,
or permitting them to stand by in an un-
finished state is unwise, unsound, and a
policy that no sensible businessman
would think of doing. While there are
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strong and impelling reasons to save and
economize wherever possible, yet, it
would be injudicious and false economy
not to finish the ships already under
construction.

The ships presently under construc-
tion at New York shipyard are as fol-
lows: )

Contract No. 437: Hawaii, percent
completed, 84.06.

Contract No. 452: Toledo, percent com-
pleted, 89.81.

Contract No. 469: Saipan, percent
completed, 93.29.

Contract No. 470:
completed, 79.93.

Contract No. 465: Worcesier, percent
completed, 38.05.

Contract No. 466: Roanoke, percent
completed, 34.69.

These percentages of completion are
as of April 28, 1946, All of these ships
were more than 20 percent completed as
of March 1. If the contracts for build-
ing these ships are canceled, approxi-
mately 6,000 people will be laid off at the
New York shipyard at Camden, N. J.
The present employment at that yard
is about 14,000 people. If the ships
above mentioned are not completed as
provided for under the proposed amend-
ment, only about 8,000 people will re-
main employed at that yard, and these
only up until the middle of next year.

The number of ships throughout the
country that would be effected by this
cut would include LST’s, cruisers, car-
riers, and battle cruisers. This involves
24 shipyards from coast to coast. If
these ships are to be completed, or a pro-
portion of them, the majority of the peo-
ple presently employed would be assured
of employment up until approximately
the middle of next year, probably August
or September. But if they are can-
celed, approximately 50 percent of the
people presently employed in the ship-
building industry will be out of jobs. The
number of people presently employed in
the shipbuilding industry is well over
300,000. If the cut goes through, it
would cut down to approximately 75,000
workers. This would constitute a ca-
tastrophe to the shipbuilding industry
as well as to shipyard workers who would
be unemployed.

Some of the ships are just short of
completion. Most are at least half fin-
ished. All are the last word and final
product of every naval lesson learned in
a long and fabulously expensive war.
Let us learn something from the war.
Let us learn and put into steel the new
techniques and scientific discoveries
bought with our sons’ lives. Let us learn
something—that it does not pay to be
caught unprepared with hopelessly out-
. moded and inadequate equipment. Let
us keep the safety factor—prepared-
ness—against an atomic world war which
may not give us the time to make ready
again.

To scrap these vessels would be more
expensive than to finish them. The steel,
by far the major part of the cost of ship
construction, is on hand, in the Camden
yards of New York Shipbuilding Co. for
example, to complete the three ships can-
celed out by the Budget Bureau proposal.
This steel is completely fabricated and

Wright, percent
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useless for any other purpose except
scrap. According to statistics of the In-
dustrial Union of Marine & Shipbuilding
Workers, the net dollar loss to th® Navy
for this delivered steel plus the labor costs
of cutting up and destroying its utility
and the utility of such portions of the
three vessels involved—this net dollar
loss—out of the pocket of the American
people—would be far greater than the
cost of completing the three jobs, since
all that remains to be done to them is
application of labor alone.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
WoLverTOoN] has expired.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield the gentleman two additional
minutes.

Mr, WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr,
Speaker, to take maximum advantage of
the lessons of war, let us scrap our battle-
scarred second-hand ships, if it is neces-
sary or advisable to scrap any, and finish
the new ones. Do not let us make the
mistake we made in 1920 and destroy
ships that can be a source of security in
time of emergency, if and when it arises.

Furthermore, the proposed cancella-
tion would affect the industry of every
State in the Union. This is not a local
interest matter. The famed battleship
X, later identified after a brilliant war-
time record as the South Dakota,
launched early in the war at Camden,
was built from the products supplied
from resources in 48 States. Shipbuild-
ing is a national industry.

Let us exercise common sense in this
matter. The fact is we need ships.
Today, May 9, 1946, more than 9 months
after the end of the war, the United
States Government is still paying for
foreign shipping to carry our overseas
servicemen to and from their occupa-
tion duties.

The war record of these shipyards and
shipworkers is proof not only of pa-
triotism and of skilled workmanship but
of a lasting contribution to the welfare
of the Nation and the peace of the world.

To cancel out this work—at this time—
to waste the time and energy and tech-
nological developments 4 war years pro-
duced—to incur a greater cost in de-
struction than in production—and to for-
get, at this early date, the world leader-
ship which vietory has thrust upon this
Nation would be a serious mistake.

To cancel the completion of the ships
now in advanced stages of construction
is not common sense. Let us see the
job through. Vote for the Senate
amendment to permit completion of
ships now under construction.

I ask that this House do the sensible
thing and adopt the motion offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts to
recede and concur.

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

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I yield one-half minute to the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
RooNEY].

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I am dis-
appointed that I could not obtain suf-
ficient time to fully express my views on
the pending motion. I regret that I
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must disagree with my distinguished and
hard-working chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. I am going
to vote “aye.” I cannot see the pro-
priety of laying off thousands of skilled
employees in the shipyards of this Na-
tion pending the atomic-bomb test.
Times are bad enough for the working-
man as they are. I cannot subscribe to
a penny-wise and pound-foolish proposal
to scrap warships for the Navy which
are as much as 92 percent completed and
retain and maintain vessels which are
fast becoming obsolete.

Today we had here at the Capitol eight
or nine hundred decent hard-working
American citizens, all skilled civil-service
employees of the Brooklyn Navy Yard.
They came to lawfully petition Congress
to take action regarding their plight.
They have a most meritorious cause of
action. During the late war they made
a vital contribution to its successful
culmination. Reductions in force in the
Brooklyn Navy Yard are now taking
place on a huge scale, from 75,000 em-
ployees to 10,000. All these fine Ameri-
can citizens ask is that the reductions in
force take place in a fair manner. Un-
der the present system of laying off they
are being treated in a grossly unfair way
and with possible dire consequences for
the preservation of our national defense
and security. They are being coldly
turned loose, many without a dollar
saved, without the unemployment com-
pensation that employees in private in-
dustry enjoy. Men with a quarter of a
century of good civil service to their
credit are left without a pension. The
system of lay-offs is governed by an ef-
ficiency-rating idea which supersedes
20 or 25 years of hard and justly earned
seniority.

Why should they not be given the
option of retiring after 25 years of serv-
ice? Why should they not enjoy the
benefits of unemployment compensa-
tion? Why should they not have a fair
and equitable efficiency rating system?
And why should we cut naval appropria-
tions to the bone and scrap vessels 92
percent completed in our shipyards?
Mr. Speaker, I shall vote “aye” on the
pending motion.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr,
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Furron] such time as
he may desire.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, the Navy
is our first line of defense. The Navy
did such a good job during the war that
the American public has the fullest con-
fidence in its efficiency and administra-
tion and my feeling is the American
people do not want its fine fighting force
to be crippled or fail to progress. Ships
of the Navy are not just hulls and super-
structures but are intricate mechanisms
of engines, safety systems, and communi-
cations systems in addition to living
quarters for the crew. When you try to
run a 25-year-old ship, it is mechanically
a good bit like trying to run a 25-year-old
automobile continuously at high speed.
This is a time when we can be penny wise
and pound foolish. We need this force
that we have built up during the past
war years. Fine equipment has made the
Navy morale the highest of any navy in
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the world and the equal of any military
service we have ever had. A vote against
this amendment is a vote to cripple the
morale of the Navy personmel all over the
world and it will be difficult to tell the
boys on the ships otherwise. We have
seen our Army and Navy personnel dis-
solving under our very eyes but the
morale is still high—do not give these
boys in the Navy the feeling that you are
going to have them try to fight anything
but the best fighting machines in the
world. We Congressmen from the Navy
ask you to support our Navy first, to
maintain its efficiency, second, to main-
tain its morale.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield one-half minute to the gentle-
man from California [Mr, Izac].

Mr. IZAC. Mr. Speaker, I would
rather not take g half minute because I
could not appropriately express myself
in such a short time.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. . I am sorry
the gentleman did not ask me earlier
for I would have been glad to have given
him any amount of time he wanted. He
did not ask me until debate was prac-
tically concluded and all time had been
allotted. I have yielded him a half min-
ute of the committee's time in order to
give him opportunity to extend his re-
marks at this peint.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Missouri is recognized.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, this amendment is an invita-
tion to the United States—and the
world—to step back into the shadow of
the Dark Ages—back into a world dom-
inated by force—back into the days of
Ghengis Khan, and Napoleon, and Hitler,
when might made right and every in-
ternational issue was submitted to the
arbitrament of the sword.

America has affected to lead the way
to a new day in which all nations, united
in a world organization of law and order,
would banish war and live in peace and
amity.

But here in this. amendment is.a prop-
osition to start anew the building of
battleships, the spending of millions of
dollars for armament which can be of
no use or purpose except in a world of
war. How can our sister nations inter-
pret such action except as preparation
for hostilities?
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It would be different, Mr. Speaker, if
other nations were building warships.
But no nation in the world is building
warshifis; It might be different if we
were deficient in warships. But we have
today a Navy that is incomparably su-
perior to all the other navies of the world
combined.

If appropriations requested by the Navy
are made we will have a Navy of 1,079
ships with 667,000 men at an annual cost
of $5,000,000,000 a year—a giant Navy
such as the world never saw before—with
absolutely nobody to fight. This amend-
ment is a step to insure the construction
and maintenance of that Navy. It is a
step to shoulder the taxpayers of the
United States with an annual burden of
$5,000,000,000 for a Navy with nobody to
fight. .

The speech of my good friend, the
chairman of the Naval Affairs Commit-
tee, bristles with inaccuracies. Here are
some of them.

He would have us believe that the ques-
tion of money is not an issue here.

He says no money hy way of direct ap-
propriation is involved, and so forth,
when this amendment means nothing
else than the expenditure of vast sums of
money which otherwise would be re-
covered for the Federal Treasury. He
also overlooks the fact that this expendi-

ture is merely the first expense and that

the cost of maintenance and men will
amount to vastly more than the cost of
construction.

He tells us that if this amendment is
not passed the ships will be scrapped.
That is not the case. If this amendment
is not passed the direetion of the program

will be left to the President; who nowhas:

the power tocomplete these ships or scrap
them as he deems to the best interest of
the Nation. He can and may order every
one of them completed. Or if the atomic
bomb test proves surface ships to be
valueless he can and should scrap them.

But the defeat of the amendment does .
not mean that the ships will be serapped. -

Again, the chairman of the Committee:
on Naval Affairs says some of these ships
are 95 percent completed and that there
are 14 chips involved when as a matter of
fact there are only 12 ships involved and
none of them are more than 85 percent

completed. Here is the tabular statement

from data submitted by the Navy:

Percent 3
Obligation, Cost of
Name and category Builder Liﬁl’_‘m ;':" Mar. 1, comple-
Ly 1846 tion
1, 146
Light cruisers:
----| New York Shipbuilding Corp......... 28.5 | §20,000,000 | $26, 500, 000
Manchester ... e Bethleh Quiney . ol . B0.7 20, 600, 000 4, 400, 000
Heavy cruiser: Salem__.________._.| ____ 22,8 20, 600, 000 | 20, 400, 000
6 Critiser: Hrm'nn New York blupbuildh:g Corp 82.4 62, 500, 000 8, 500, 000
Light carrier: W nghr.... _____ do_._. F= e 4.5 27, 600, 000 6, 000, 000
Destroyers:
L e e Bethlehem-San Francisco. ..o 85.0 10, 800, D00 1, 400, 000
do 80.0 10, 400, 000 1, 800, 000
76.0 10, 100, 000 1, 500, 000
72.0 9, 700, 000 2, 500, 000
agner 50.0 2,500,000 | 2, 600,000
Vandiver. . 68. 5 3, 900, 000 1, 200, 000
Submarine: Lanceffish. ... ....... 73.2 6, 800, 000 2, 300, 000
Total. .. = O RN 214, 500, 000 | 88, 100, 000

May 9
On hand
of above A";il#md
types, | Juiv)
Dec. 31, 1 ¥
145
45 20
24 6
2 2
8 8
364 1195
326 326
nes. ... 206 106
VESSELS IN NAVY
July 1, 1840 | Dee, 31, 1845
Combatant_._____ 383 1, 000
Auxiliary and misceilancous
e e e e e et 4, 181 91, 450
ol fs e ne 4, 564 92, 540
LApproximate.

And it should be remembered that a
very substantial part of the $214,500,000
will be salvaged for the United States
Treasury if these vessels are scrapped.

- Mr. Speaker, the Navy is traditionally
impervious to progress. It has clung to
ancient routine and armament while the -
world of science and industry swept past. -
It was 20 years late in recognizing: the
value of airpower.

In 1920—20 years before the war—they
were finally prevailed upon to experi-
ment with bombing planes. A sleeve was
attached to one of the primative aircraft
of the time and flown over a derelict in -
Hampton Roads. The test was whether
the plane could bomb the derelict while
shore batteries pounded away at the
sleeve. The experiment was a complete
and convincing demonstration of the
value of air power. The airplane passed
over the derelict, sank it with one bomb,
and not a single shot from the batteries
on shore was able to hit the sleeve. And
yet the Navy apparently took the position
of “they aint no such animal” and
slumbered peacefully until the menacing-
thunder of European air war could no
longer be ignored:

Again the Navy is burying its head in
the sand. There isn’t a man on this floor
who does not recognize the appalling im-
port of the brief trial of atomic bombs in
the Japanese war. But the Navy in urg-
ing the completion of these ships before
we have had an opportunity to complete
the tests which, under duress, it has been
compelled to sponsor, is proceeding bliss-
fully along under the assumption that
the fall of the two bombs in Japan are
of no more consequence than the sinking
of the derelict in Hampton Roads.

It is the opinion of American scientists,
best qualified to express an opinion, that
no collection of surface ships of any
character can withstand competent
atomic attack. It is their belief that one
well-placed atomic bomb will destroy or
disable any fleet that can be assembled
and that there can be no defense after
the bomb has been effectively launched.
If that is true the completion of these
ships is a wanton waste of money, If

_the forebodings of those competent to
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testify are realized, the expenditure of
$1 more on these 12 ship will be $1 worse
than wasted because it would involve
armament and complements of men in
addition to costs of construction.

Now what is the sensible thing to do?
What would any prudent businessman
do under such circumstances? He would
wait the outcome of the experiments.
That is all the committee is asking you
to do here. The President wants to wait
the outcome of the test before reaching
a decision on the completion of these
vessels. This amendment will take it out
of the hands of the President and start
immediate construction and construction
will be completed even if the bombs
destroy every adjacent ship in the Pa-
cific. How can you approve such an
amendment?

But the situation is even worse than

that. We were told in our hearings by
the highest officers of the Army and Navy
that every airplane in service on VJ-day
is obsolete, The modern planes—the
plane that crossed the continent the
other day in 4 or 5 hours—was jet driven.
And all the new planes the German
scientists were working on when we
stormed their laboratories were jet pro-
pelled. If this war the proponents of
this amendment are looking for and pre-
paring for ever comes, every war plane
will be jet equipped and will run rings
around the fastest plane produced in
World War II.

The same is true of battleships. In
this war, so confidently prepared for by
the proponents of this amendment, every
ship now afloat will be obsolete. Let me
quote from Dr. Condon, one of the scien-
tists intimately associated with the de-
velopment of the atomic bomb. He says:

The most promising field of atomic energy
in the near future is in ship propulsion—
especially in the propulsion of naval vessels.

That means that by the time the war
breaks these ships we now propose to
complete—and practically all of which
have their machinery installed—or have
it purchased and delivered, as the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts stated—will
be obsolete before they are launched.

Why not wait a couple of months and
learn whether the scientists are right or
wrong? Why is it necessary to push the
President and his consultants and ad-
visers aside and put the politicians down
here in the House in charge and try to
beat the bomb test by getting as much of
the work on these ships done as possible
before the test is made?

That was the fatal defect in the French
command. The French Army was run by
politicians. And this amendment is a
proposition to put the politicians down
here on the floor in charge of Navy con-
struction—mpoliticians and munitions
makers.

For time immemorial munitions mak-
ers have fomented war in order fo coin
gold out of the blood of patriots. This
is a case in point. The munitions mak-
ers—ithe shipbuilders—are willing to im-
peril the peace of the world by building
a Navy when none is needed, willing to
prejudice the people of America in the

eyes of the world and hamper our efforts
to form a world organization for the
peaceful settlement of international dif-
ferences, willing to waste vast sums of
money when we are already carrying a
record public debt, willing to defer tax
reduction indefinitely, in order to squeeze
the last dollar of unholy profits out of
war appropriations for their already
overflowing coffers.

Mr. Chairman, the passage of this
amendment will also, to that extent, de-
lay reconversion and the resumption of
peacetime production. In these navy
yards are employed the ablest, most ex-
perienced and efficient machinists; work-
men, artisans, and mechanics, to be
found anywhere in the country. They
should be released and employed in the
production of goods so badly needed by
the entire Nation. These ships consume
vast amounts of materials—the choicest
lumber, metals, strategic building mate-
rial so sadly needed in the construction
of homes for veterans, and consumer
goods, from automobiles to shoes. There
is not a plant or factory in the country
today that is not pleading for men and
materials. And yet needed men and
commodities are being employed in the
construction of ships that will be as use-
less in modern warfare as the bows and
arrows of colonial warfare if the atomic
bomb is a success. .

It is generally conceded that an atomic
war will not last more than 3 or 4 hours
and that no phase of it will be fought on
the sea. In such a war where would the
admirals station these ships?

It is the duty of the President to de-
cide when these ships will be completed
and he is now discharging that duty ad-
mirably. There is no reason to inter-
fere with his administration of the duties
of his office until he has had an oppor-
tunity to estimate the results of the
atomic test. The amendment should
be rejected.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Missouri has expired. All
time has expired.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. WiccLEsworTH] that the House re-
cede and concur in the Senate amend-
ment.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri.
Mr., Speaker, I demand the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Cannon of Mis-
souri) there were—ayes 107, noes 14.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I object to the vote on the ground
that a quorum is not present, and make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.
~ The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 303, nays 14, not voting—113,
as follows:

On that,
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Abernethy
Allen, I,
Allen, La.
Almond
Andersen,
H. Carl

Bennett, Mo.
Biemiller
Bishop
Blackney
Bloom
Bolton
Boren
Boykin
Brehm
Brooks
Brown, Ga.
Brown, Ohio
Brumbaugh
Bryson

Buck
Bunker
Byrne, N. Y.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cam,|

p
Campbell
Canfield
Carlson
Carnahan
Case, N. J.
Case, 8. Dak.
Celler
Chelf
Chenoweth
Chiperfield
Church

Clark
Clason
Clements
Clevenger
Clippinger
Coffee
Cole, Kans,
Cole, Mo.
Cole, N. Y.
Colmer
Cooley
Cooper
Corbett
Cravens
Crawford
Cunningham
Curtis
D'Alesandro
Davis

De Lacy
De!

laney,

James J.
Delaney,

John J.
D’Ewart
Dirksen
Dolliver
Dondero
Douglas, Calif.
Douglas, I11.
Doyle
Durham
Dworshak
Earthman
Elliott
Ellis
Ellsworth
Elsaesser

Elston
Engel, Mich.
Fallon
Feighan
Fenton
Fernandez
Flannagan
Flood

Fogarty
Forand

[Roll No. 111]
YEAS—303
Fulton Mankin
Gallagher Mansfleld,
Gamble Mont.
Gardner Marcantonio
Gary Martin, Iowa
Gathings Martin, Mass.
Geelan Mason
Gerlach Mathews
Gibson May
Gifford Merrow
Gillespie Michener
Gillette Miller, Nebr.
Goodwin Mills
Gordon Morrison
Gore Mundt
Gossett Murdock
Graham Murphy
Granahan Murray, Tenn.
Green Murray, Wis.
Gregory Neely
Griffiths Norblad
Gwynne, Iowa. Norrell
Hall, O'Brien, Ill.
Edwin Arthur O'Brien, Mich,
Hall, O'Hara
Leonard W. O'Konski
Halleck O'Toole
Hancock Outland
Hand Pace
Hare Patman
Harless, Arlz.  Peterson, Ga.
Harris Phillips
Havenner Plckett
ays Pittenger
Healy Plumley
Hedrick Poage
Heffernan Price, I11.
Henry Priest
Heselton Rabin
Hess Ramey
Hill Rankin
Hobbs Reed, I
Hoeven Reed, N. Y,
Hoffman Rees, Kans
Holifield Resa
Holmes, Mass. Rich
Holmes, Wash. Richards
Hook Riley
Hope Rivers
Horan Rizley
Howell Robertson,
Hull N. Dak.
Izac Robertson, Va
Jackson Rockwell
Jenkins Roe, Md.
Jennings Rogers, Fla.
Jensen Rogers, Mass
Johnson, Calif , N. Y.
Johnson, Il Rooney
Johnson,
Luther A Ryter
Johnson, Sadowskl
Lyndon B Basscer
Jones Savage
Jonkman Schwabe, Mo
Judd Bchwabe, Okla.
Kean - Scrivoer
Kearney Shafer
Kee Sharp
Eeefe Sheridan
Kefauver ort
Kelley, Pa. Simpson, I11
Kelly, I11. Smith, Maine
Kilburn Smith, Wis.
Eing Somers, N. Y
Kinzer Spence
Klein Bpringer
Enutson Starkey
Eopplemann  Stefan
EKunkel Stigler
ham Stockman
3 Sullivan
Latham Sumner, I1L
LeCompte Sumners, Tex.
vre Sun:
Lemke Taber
Lesinski Talbot
Lewis Talle
Link Taylor
Luce Thom
Lyle Thomas, N. J.
Lynch Thomas, Tex
McCormack Thomason
McGlinchey Towe
McGregor Trimble
McMillan, 8. C. Vinson
McMillen, Ill.  Voorhis, Calif.
Mahon Vorys, Ohio
Manasco Vursell
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Wadsworth Wickersham Wolverton, N. J.
Walter Wigglesworth Woodhouse
Weichel ‘Winstead ‘Worley
Welch ‘Winter Zimmerman
West Wolcott
Whitten Wolfenden, Pa.
NAYS—14
Bulwinkle Huber Randolph
Cannon, Mo. Johnson, Okla. Robinson, Utah
Ervin Kerr Sparkman
Folger Ludlow Tarver
Granger Rabaut
NOT VOTING—113

Adams Gearhart O'Neal
Anderson, Calif. Gillie Patrick

* Andrews, N. Y, Gorskl Patterson
Auchincloss Grant, Ala. Peterson, Fla.
Baldwin, Md. Grant, Ind. Pfeifer
Baldwin, N. Y. Gross Philbin
Bell Gwinn, N.Y. Ploeser
Bender Hagen Powell
Bennet, N. ¥. Hale Price, Fla.
Bland Harness, Ind. Quinn,N. Y.
Bonner Hart Rains
Bradley, Mich. Hartley Rayfiel
Bradley, Pa. Hébert Reece, Tenn.
Buckley Hendricks Robsion, Ky.
Buffett Herter Rodgers, Pa.
Burch Hinchaw Roe, N. Y.
Butler Hoch Russell
Cannon, Fla. Jarman Sabath
Chapman Johnson, Ind. Sheppard
Cochran Sikes
Combs Kilday Simpson, Pa
Courtney Kirwan Slaughter
Cox LaFollette Smith, Ohio
Crosser Landis Smith, Va.
Curley Lane Stevenson
Daughton, Va. Lea
Dawson MeConnell Tibbott
Dingell McCowen Tolan
Domengeaux McDonough Torrens
Doughton, N. C. McGehee Traynor
Drewry McKenzie ‘Wastelewskl
Eaton Madden Weaver
Eberharter Maloney White
Engle, Calif. Mansfield, Tex. Whittington
Fellows Miller, Calif. Wilson
Pisher Monroney Wood
Fuller Morgan Woodruff
Gavin Norton

So the motion was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

General pairs until further notice:

Mr. Sheppard with Mr. Ploeser.
Mr. Quinn of New York with Mr. McConnell.
Mr, Dingell with Mr. Adams.
Mr. Roe of New York with Mr. Bennet of
New York.
Mr. Daughton of Virginia with Mr, Hartley.
Mr. Patterson with Mr. Gross.
Mr. Eeogh with Mr. Bender.
Hoch with Mr. Fuller.
Pfeifer with Mr. Herter,
Eberharter with Mr. Wilson.
Hart with Mr. Johnson of Indiana.
. Bradley of Pennsylvania with Mr. Har-
ness of Indiana,

Mr. Wasielewski with Mr. Rodgers of Penn-
sylvania,

Mr. Buckley with Mr. Grant of Indiana.
Torrens with Mr. Smith of Ohio,
Dawson with Mr. Landis.

Slaughter with Mr. Buffett.

Lane with Mr. Eaton.

. Maloney with Mr. Fellows.

Powell with Mr. Auchincloss,

Drewry with Mr. Hale.

Combs with Mr. Anderson of California.
Mansfield of Texas with Mr. Hagen.,
Bell with Mr. Gavin.

Bonner with Mr. Woodruff.

Cochran with Mr. Stevenson.

Burch with Mr. Robsion of Eentucky.
Courtney with Mr. Simpson of Penn-
gylvania.

Mr. Cox with Mr. Reece of Tennessee,

Mr. O’'Neal with Mr. McDonough.

Mr, Whittington with Mr. Gearhart,

Mr. Hébert with Mr. McCowen.

Mr. Doughton- of North Carolina with Mr.
Baldwin of New York,
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

The SPEAEKER. The Clerk will re-

. port the next amendment in disagree-

ment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 30: On page 20,
line 18, insert the following:

“The defense aid (lend-lease) appropria-
tions made to the President are hereby re-
lieved from reimbursing the appropriations
of the Military Establishment and the ap-
propriations of the Navy Department and
the naval service for any amounts owing
on the date of this act to such appropria-
tlons for materials, supplies, equipment, or
services which, pursuant to the authoriza-
tion or direction of the former Foreign Eco-
nomic Administration or the State Depart-
ment, were furnished by either the War or
the Navy Department to any foreign govern-
ment under the provisions of the Lend-Lease
Act, as amended.”

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House recede and con-
cur in the Senate amendment with an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Cannow of Missouri moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 30 and

~ concur in the same with an amendment as

follows: Before the period at the end of the
matter inserted by said amendment, insert
the following: * Provided, That of the reduc-
tion of $1,080,000,000 made in the appropria-
tion ‘Defense ald—lend-lease’ under title 1
of this act, $135,000,000 shall be transferred
to the credit of the appropriation ‘United
Nations Rellef and Rehabilitation Adminis-
tration, 1844-46, instead of being carried

to the surplus fund and covered into the
Treasury.”

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, the Congress has authorized
contributions to UNRRA totaling $2,700,-
000,000, and has appropriated $2.100,-
000,000.

An estimate has been presented for
the remaining $600,000,000—House Doc-
ument 543.

Inquiry has disclosed that of the $600,-
000,000, there is an immediate need for
$135,000,000 in order to avoid disruption
of the program, which has been care-
fully planned and scheduled. That
means obligating well in advance of de-
liveries, and obligations, of course, may
not be incurred in excess of the funds
appropriated.

All of the $2,100,000,000 heretofore ap-
propriated had been obligated at the end
of March save $292,000,000, and of that
amount all but $39,000,000 had been
committed.

To meet commitments and obligations
in May and to meet shipping expenses in
June, $135,000,000 should be made avail-
able now.

The balance of $465,000,000 of the un-
appropriated $600,000,000 will be consid-
ered in connection with the last defi-
ciency bill before the summer adjourn-
ment, and that will mean that we can
canvass the whole UNRRA picture at
some length,

In the interest of expedition, the
amendment makes available $135,000,-
000, which is needed now, by requiring
transfer to UNRRA, instead of deposit
in the Treasury, that amount of the $1,-
080,000,000 the bill rescinds of the appro-

May 9

priation for defense aid—lend-lease. In
other words, in effect, we are taking care
of this interim need by making avail-
able to UNRRA $135,000,000 of surplus
lend-lease funds.

Mr, Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER].

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, the present
statement of balances and the present
status of funds of UNRRA as of the latest
date for which our committee was able to
obtain information are as follows:
Amount of United States

funds made available____. $2, 100, 000, COD
Obligations .. ________.____ 1, 742, 000, 000
Deliveries through Mar. 31_. 846, 000, 000
Balance of obligations______ 896, 000, 000
Shipments in April_____._.. 157, 000, 000
Balance, end of April.._____ 739, 000, 000
. Prospective shipmentc in
May 206, 000, 000
Balance, end of May_.._.__._ 534, 000, 000
Prospective shipments in
L e SR T R 212, 000, 000
Balance, end of June________ 322, 000, 000
To this, add the item in the
pending resolution in the
amounty of a0 oL T 135, 000, 000
Making a total avail-
able after July 1,
b0 | SRS RN 457, 000, 000

This sum of $457,000,000 very evidently
provides all that they can possibly han-
dle in the months of July and August.
In those months the need for clothing
will be lighter; the need for other things
will be lighter. The need for food should
be much less after the 1st of September,
It really should be less in July and Au-
gust, because wheat will be coming in,
and the potato crop will begin to come in.

I am making this statement without
regard to the $358,000,000 which was un-
obligated on the 1st of April. This will
pay all the shipping charges against
things undelivered. On top of that, there
are enormous inventories of lend-lease
goods, consisting of 201,927 tons as of the
end of March, in warehouses in this coun-
try, practically all of which should be
suitable, insofar as clothing and other
supplies are concerned, for wuse in
UNRRA.

Of the shipments made to the 31st of
December, last, the total value was $681,-
000,000 and, of this, only $316,000,000
was for food items. Of the shipments of
$157,000,000 in April, only $60,000,000 was
for food. Of the prospective shipments
in May, of $205,000,000, only $86,000,000
is scheduled for food. Of the prospective
shipments in June, of $212,000,000, only
$87,000,000 is set up to be for food,

It is very apparent that the trouble
with the serious food shortages has been
the keeping of too many people on their
pay roll, as was pointed out when the last
bill providing funds for this organization
was up, and not spending enough for
food.

The people of the United States want
the money to be spent for food and not
on soft jobs. Ihope that the new Director
has made some headway in cleaning up
that situation. If he has not, I hope
that he will give his best endeavors to it
immediately.
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It is apparent that the Congress has
already provided ample funds for this
organization—more than they have been
able to use effectively, and that the
trouble has been with the way the set-up
is organized. The former Director of
UNRRA had his attention called many
times to the way he was operating and
he was not in the least responsive. The
present Director has spent a great deal
of his time making statements as to a
situation which has resulted from the
way UNRRA has been managed.

With the funds provided in this reso-
lution $135,000,000—UNRRA unguestion-
ably can be carried to the 1st of Septem-
ber, at which time a great deal of our
European activities should cease, and we
should give very careful attention to
whatever else is asked, as to whether or
not the need exists and will exist at the
time the present funds expire so that
we will know something about what we
are doing.

We should meet our obligations to the
rest of the world but we should not do it
with enormous waste and without atten-
tion to reasonable business methods.

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

Mr TABER. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to congratulate the gen-
tleman on his excellent statement.

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

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman
from Idaho.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Can the gentleman
give us any assurance that other nations
interested in UNRRA are living up to
their commitments or is the United
States being compelled to provide all of
the funds to carry on the program at this
fime?

Mr. TABER. I think most of the other
nations are at this time meeting all of
their commitments. The only ones out-
side of our own country are the British,
the Canadians, the Australians, and the
South Africans. . The others are not. I
think those nations are all meeting them
on a percentage basis as we have.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, unless some Member desires to speak,
I move the previous question on the mo-
tion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Missouri.

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the votes by
which action was taken on the several
motions was laid on the table.

HOURS OF MEETING TOMOCRROW

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourns to meet at 11
o'clock a. m. tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LYNCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap-
pendix of the ReEcorp and include an ed-
itorial.
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Mr. CHURCH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include the result of a poll
conducted by the Conference of Ameri-
can Small Business Organizations of
Chicago, Il

Mr. CASE of South Dakota asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix of the Recorp
and include a letter.

The SPEAKER. Under special order
of the House, the gentleman from Geor-
gita [Mr. Facel is recognized for 10 min-
utes.

THE COAL STRIKE

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, the people
of this country are shocked and stunned.
We have the most powerful Nation on
earth. Our armed forces recently con-
quered and destroyed dictatorship in both
Germany and Japan. And yet here at
home our people see one man, freely and
with design, completely destroying the
economy of the Nation and bringing its
entire business to a standstill.

I think it is now clear to all of us that
the Secretary of Labor and the President
have waited too long to exercise the broad
powers which the Constitution and laws
of this country bestow upon the Chief
Executive. I have no sympathy for the
views of those who contend that the Presi-
dent is without lawful authority. The
same was said recently of the Governor
of Virginia, but he did not hesitate to
employ with success his broad powers as
Chief Executive of that State, and he kept
the lights burning in the Old Dominion.

Qur Constitution not only grants the
power to, but requires the President of the
United States to protect and defend this
country and the people of this country
against all enemies, foreign and domestic,
and his powers are broad enough to treat
John L. Lewis as a public enemy. The
President has himself said that Lewis has
brought on a national disaster. If the
President has any doubt as to his present
authority, he can at least suggest to the
Congress any need for additional author-
ity.

Today, we see our railroads suspending
operation, our industry closing down, our
farming operations disrupted, and all
public utilities rapidly approaching the
depletion of their fuel supplies. This
situation is of such little concern to Mr.
Lewis that he even failed or refused
to attend the conferences yesterday
which seek to bring about a settlement
of this dispute. Such complete disregard
for the welfare of the people of this Na-
tion is beyond comprehension. We have
already waited too long, and certainly
we cannot further delay the taking of all
necessary action by the Congress in view
of the failure of the President to exercise
his broad powers.

I have no objection to an appropriate
and adequate welfare fund being set up
for the benefit of the miners and their
families, if it is properly established and
administered. I recognize my obligation
to those who go down into the earth to
mine coal, and feel they should be well
paid. It is dangerous work. It is hard
and unpleasant work. The most modern
safety measures should be taken for their
protection. But, however just their de-
mands may be, they have no right to dis-
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regard the welfare of millions of other
Americans and destroy the economy of
the Nation. Under our Constitution the
general public interest and welfare are
supreme and must be protected.

In my judgment, the measures now
before the Congress, in both the House
and the Senate, are of minor importance
as compared to the emergency brought
on by John L. Lewis. The appropriation
bill now before us, and other measures on
the calendar for this week, shou'd be im-
mediately put aside, this very minute,
and we should devote our full time and
effort, day and night, to the consideration
and enactment of such measures as may
be necessary to protect the American
people.

I thereforq call upon you, Mr. Speaker,
and upon our majority and minority
leaders, to put aside the pending appro-
priation bill and call up for our consid-
eration some bill which deals with labor
relations and which can be amended in
a manner that will meet the present situ-
ation and permit the great productive
and manufacturing capacity of this
Nation to move forward.

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

Mr. PACE. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. I wishtocommend the
gentleman.

The House Judiciary Subcommittee, I
understand, tomorrow morning will un-
doubtedly report the bill introduced by
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Ros-
ErTSON], H. R. 6259. I believe the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. SuMNERS],
chairman of the full committee, will call
the Committee on the Judiciary together
tomorrow. I hope the Rules Committee
will immediately grant a rule making
that bill in order. I hope the leader-
ship will not let the House adjourn this
week until that bill has passed the House.

Mr. Speaker, I have received three or
four long-distance telephone calls today,
one from Waukegan, Ill., to the eflect
that the Waukegan Gas Co. will be
obliged by noon on next Monday to prac-
tically shut down the furnishing of gas
to the Great Lakes Naval Training
Center. This means from Monday on
only one hot meal a day to the thousands
of men and women there. They are not
sure as to how many days they will be
able to furnish that much gas. Through-
out Illinois businesses are shutting down.
I understand there are only 100,000 tons
of coal above ground to be used through-
out the United States for the manufac-
ture of gas.

The gentleman called attention to the
fact that the President called it a na-
tional disaster. That was more than a
week ago. I want to join the gentleman
and I believe every Member joins in
urging the President to do something in
line with the gentleman’s statement here
today.

Mr. PACE. The gentleman has not
made mention of it, but he understands
that the embargo that goes on at mid-
night tonight prohibits the transporta-
tion of fertilizer material, prohibits the
transportation of any seed and other
farm needs, and now, with the burden
upon the American people to try to feed
themselves and to feed the starving of
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other nations, this embargo is going a
long way in disrupting the farm produc-
tion throughout this Nation. Not only is
that true, but, as the gentleman men-
tioned, our public utilities, our public-
transportation systems, and everything
else are about to be brought to a stand-
still.

I express the hope that the Judiciary
Committee will meet in the morning
early enough that the Rules Committee
may meet at 11 o’clock; and that instead
of appropriating more of the people’s
money to the Interior Department we
spend tomorrow working on this problem.

Mr. CHURCH. I made that request of
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Sum-
NERs], chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, only a few minutes ago after urg-
ing favorable action on H. R. 6259 with
the gentleman from North Carolina,
chairman of the subcommittee in charge
of H. R. 6259. I am sure our colleague,
the distinguished and able chairman of
the House Judiciary Committee, has gone
to his office, hoping that the Judiciary
Subcommittee will act favorably on that
bill. I feel certain the full committee will
act favorably, and I hope the Rules Com-~
mittee will act immediately—tomor-
row—otherwise we should remain in ses-
sion until action is taken on legislation
of this type.

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

Mr. PACE. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. SAVAGE. I agree with the gen-
tleman when he suggests that the Pres-
ident must have power to deal with this
situation, and I believe he has. It has
been done before. I do not think he
should necessarily step on the workers
if they are making their demands in
good faith. I think he should also step
on the employers. They are just as
contrary as Lewis. But I do feel that
the President should step into the pic-
ture and if the men have got a just de-
mand that he should help them and the
thing should be settled, that the two
sides should not be allowed to sit idly
by and let the country suffer.

Mr. TACE. 1 think if they have a
just demand it should be fully consid-
ered, but it is not necessary to absolutely
destroy the economy of the Nation at
this time.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PACE. I yield.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Has
the gentleman taken up the matter of the
amount of coal that is being shipped
abroad for relief purposes?

Mr. PACE. Except to this extent, that
I have been advised that those shipments
continue.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts, Iam
very much appalled at that. I think the
gentleman read, as I did, Mr, Ickes’ article
in which he said that the Army should
make Germany mine its own coal. I
think that is equally true of France and
other European countries.

Mr. PACE. Iam advised that coal pro-
duction in Germany is only about 20 per
cent of capacity. It is an unusual situa-
tion that our economy has to be shut
down while shipments of coal go abroad.

Mr.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I
agree with the gentleman, In this emer-
gency those shipments of coal should be
stopped and coal brought back here.

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

Under previous order of the House, the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BYRNES]
is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, business upon business, plant
upon plant is being forced fo close its
doors because of conditions created by
the coal strike. Men are being forced out
of work at a time when there is a big pro-
duction job to be done, and there is plenty
of work for all. Food, which is needed
here and abroad, will be wasted because
it cannot be processed. The savings of
many people will be used up. Yes, the
effects of the coal strike will reach out
and touch every person in this country.
It can have no other effect than to cause
severe hardship. This hardship exists
today. It will continue to exist for a long
time even if the strikers go back to work
today. The very unfortunate fact is that
nobody will benefit. No, not even John
L. Lewis.

The many people who have telephoned,
telegraphed, and written me, asking that
something be done by the Government to
end the strike, are right. Something
should be done. It should have been
done months ago.

The administration should certainly
sleep uneasily these nights because it is
at the door of the administration that the
blame must be placed. I cannot put all
the blame on John L. Lewis or the miners
as some people do. The administration
by its action and inaction has encouraged
Lewis and the miners to do just what
they are doing.

“The present administration has at every
turn of the road given labor unions more
and more power and has refused to
recognize that with power there are cor-
responding obligations, Mr. Speaker,
you cannot continue to make concessions
for political favors or otherwise without
eventually having to pay the full price.
You are paying that price now.

Where are those Members of the House
who last February 8 opposed bill H. R.
4908, the Case bill, which, if it were now
law, would have prevented or at least
delayed the present strike. To refresh
your memory, you will recall that that
bill provided for a Labor-Management
Mediation Board. It provided that be-
fore a strike or a lock-out 5 days’ notice
had to be given to the Board and that
if the Board took jurisdiction, no strike
or lock-out could be effected for 30 days.
It provided for compulsory mediation and
for voluntary arbitration. What do
those Members who opposed this legisla-
tion in the House and those Members
of the other body who have opposed the
legislation have to say for themselves
today? Are they still afraid? Are they
still cringing under the whips of labor
lobbyists? Are they going to let the
whole country and all its people suffer
because of their temerity? Yes, Mr.
Speaker, they like to pose as the great
friends and champions of labor and the
common man, but let me say that no
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greater damage can be done to the cause
of organized labor than that which is
being done today by irresponsible labor
bosses like Petrillo, Tobin, and Lewis,
whom these Members of Congress have
supported and protected by their words
and actions. Unrestrained labor war-
fare has brought and will continue to
bring untold suffering and incalculable
losses. It is a national disgrace.

Do not misunderstand me. Industry
is no sacred cow. It is not free from
blame. But it is time that we recognize
that organized labor and management
both have responsibilities, and, if they
will not accept that responsibility volun=-
tarily, then it must be imposed upon them
by law.

Conditions in this country today are
more critical than they were at any time
during the war. Something must be done
and done quickly. There will be inherent
defects in whatever we do now because
we are acting too late. In spite of its
defects and inequities, I recommend, Mr.
Speaker, that for a period of 1 year all
strikes and lock-outs which would sub-
stantially obstruct or interfere with in-
terstate or foreign commerce and which
would affect the public interest and wel-
fare be declared unlawful and that dur-
ing that period all disputes be settled by
compulsory arbitration. I am having a
bill drawn to accomplish that objective.

The biggest necessity today is full and
complete production. Nothing must
stand in its way. Work stoppages pre-
vent production, and they must, there-
fore, be eliminated. The welfare of this
country and its people means more than
the selfish desires and designs of a few
people. We must act now and, even if
we must use drastic means, we must act
courageously.

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

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. SAVAGE. I am one of those who
opposed the Case bill, and since the gen-
tleman referred to us I want to say that
my position is that you cannot legislate
men to work. You cannot force them to
go into the pit. - You cannot force men to
go down into the mine and you cannot
force them by law to mine coal. You
could, by law, take the other side. I have
listened for people to make suggestions
of a constructive nature. You could, by
law, force the operators to create condi-
tions so that the workers would not have
to strike.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. May I eall
the gentleman’s attention to this fact,
that this is compulsory arbitration; that
it does not mean that the arbiters are go-
ing to simply take the side of the em-
ployer. In fact, under the present ad-
ministration I think we can draw the
conclusion that if they take any side it
will be on the side of labor. It is to
eliminate strikes and submit disputes to
at least as impartial a board as you
could possibly get, and at least let us
for 12 months in this country, industry
and labor both, say that we will do that
and get the wheels of progress going.
We have been at it now for 9 months and
we have had nothing but continual strife,
chaos, and disruption.



1946

Mr, SAVAGE. Compulsory arbitra-
tion has been very unsatisfactory in the
past to workers. It has usually caused
the workers conditions that they are now
requesting to have improved. I do not
think people ought o be too critical of a
strike occasionally, because the employ-
ers have terrific powers. They have the
power of saying that they can work or
shut down, and there is no law to pre-
vent them from curtailing employment.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. There is
nothing that causes the workers of this
country today more distress, more hard-
ship, more loss of earnings and every-
thing else than the strike itself.

Mr. SAVAGE. It has only been
through strikes that the workers have
been brought up from serfdom. The
particular workers on a job will oc-
casionally lose temporarily by a strike,
but in the long run, over a period of
years in our history, it has been the
strikes that have improved conditions
for the workers.

Another thing, when you talk about
protecting the public, the workers are
the public. Three-fourths of the Amer-
ican people consist of families of workers
and the workers themselves, so the
American publiec is the workers. When
you better conditions for the workers you
are raising the standard of living in
America, and Congress should not take
sides in behalf of the employer, and I
hope the gentleman does not try to insist
on that inequity.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The gen-
tleman certainly does not understand
what I am talking about in trying to get
strikes settled and in getting men back
to work. When he says that we are not
in favor of the advancement of labor,
nothing I said would justify that con-
clusion. Labor would be better off,
business would be better off, and the
people generally would be better off if
everybody would be working and the
wheels were going for at least a 12-
month period. I am at no time recom-
mending the elimination of the workers’
right to strike. But I think that during
a time of national emergency, which
this is—and I hate to use the word, be-
cause it is a word that you gentlemen on
that side of the aisle love so much—
spmething should be done; an emergency
which I think the administration has
done a great deal to bring about. Let
us eliminate it at least for a 12-month
period and get going.

Mr. SAVAGE. I believe the gentleman
is correct when he says it is a problem for
the Congress, but Congress could do an-
other thing. The Congress, for instance,
could stop several strikes that are going
on now in the South. Men are getting 40
cents an hour and are striking for 50 cents
and in some cases for 60 cents an hour.
If the Congress would pass the minimum
wage bill and give the men a 65-cent mini-
mum it would eliminate immediately sev-
eral strikes that are going on now.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. My an-
swer is that it might well also encourage
some more.

Mr, SAVAGE, I think Congress prob-
ably should create better economic condi-
tions, which would alleviate the necessity
of workers striking for hread and butter,
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Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I would be
more than interested to learn what the
gentleman would do at the present time,
today, to get the coal strike ended so that
we can start other plants going and pre-
vent them from closing down today.

Mr. SAVAGE. If John L. Lewis were a
Democrat, I would go to him and ask him
to consider what he is doing to the coun-
try, but since he belongs to you, I am go-
ing to suggest that you go to John L.
Lewis, since he has helped you politically,
and see if you cannot convince him that
he is hurting the country.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. May I re-
mind the gentleman that he also helped
the late President Roosevelt at one time.

Mr. SAVAGE. The last two elections
he has been a Republican.

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

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. CHURCH. I have already called
the attention of the House to what the
House can do tomorrow, or before it re-
cesses for the week-end, being hopeful
that the Committee on the Judiciary will
act favorably on the bill H. R. 6259.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The re-
markable part about that is that it at-
tacks just one little phase of it. While
this strike may be settled by doing that,
tomorrow there is nothing to say that
the railroads will not go on strike, or
something else. I say that what we will
have to do is eliminate strikes as a
threat to the productive forces of this
counfry for at least 12 months.

Mr. CHURCH. Does not the gentle-
man believe that the House should stay
in session and pass legislation this week?
Over in the other body is the Case bill
which the House has passed. It isin bad
shape since it left the House, but it can
be improved upon on the floor of the
other body.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I think
we should go even further than that and
be here Sunday, if necessary.

Mr. CHURCH. I agree with the gen-
tleman. That is what I have been urg-
ing. Does not the gentleman agree, fur-
ther, that since the President of the
United States more than a week ago
called the coal-strike situation a “na-
tional disaster,” that the President
should, before another day is over, call
together John L. Lewis and Charlés
O’Neal, the head of the coal operators,
get them together, and hold them to-
gether, and tell them of the situation
existing in America, and insist that he
intends to protect the people of America
from this “national disaster.” At least
the President should indicate publicly
that he is tired of it and then take
charge. He has not yet so indicated.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I think
the gentleman certainly must have the
impression that I believe there should be
{w stone unturned to get this thing set-

led.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to

. the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr, REES of Kansas. Does not the
gentleman think the excuse that was
given a moment ago by the distinguished
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Member from Washington [Mr. Savacel
while discussing this matter with the
gentleman from Wisconsin is a pretty
slender excuse of a suggestion when he
suggests that in order to settle this tragic
situation the gentleman from Wisconsin
should talk to John L. Lewis about this
serious problem? It is too important to
be brushed aside.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. It cer-
tainly is no answer, I would admit, but
it is typical of some of the types of sug-
gested solutions that are given.

Mr. REES of Kansas. It is the poorest
answer I have heard on the floor of the
House with respect to solving such an im-
portant problem.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin,
with the gentleman. :

Mr. SAVAGE. May I ask the gentle-
man from Kansas if he suggests that we
nationalize the mines to get away from
this problem?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. If the
gentleman cares to answer, I yield to
him.

Mr. REES of Kansas. I am not dis-
cussing the question of nationalizing the
mines, I am just discussing the very poor
and weak suggestion the gentleman of-
fers as to the manner in which he would
attempt to solve this problem, when
asked about his method of handling the
strike situation. If the gentleman is
going to bring politics into it, which
I do not think belongs here—I do not
believe he ought to do that, but he does
inject it here—he could well go to the
Chief Executive, who also heads his own
party, who does, in my judgment, have
the power in his hands to make some
effort to settle this most serious contro-
versy. I realize it is a difficult problem.

The President is the one to talk to John
L. Lewis and other parties involved. To
suggest that the gentleman from Wis-
consin talk to John L. Lewis about it in
order to attempt to settle the question
is a trifling way to offer a solution to
such a serious problem.

Mr. SAVAGE. I think somebody ought
to talk to John L. Lewis, and I believe
his friends would have more influence
with him than anyone else.

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

Under previous order of the House, the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Rees] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

A WELL-DESERVED TRIBUTE TO WICHITA,
EANS,

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I
rise at this time to call the attention of
the House to a very important meeting
being held in Washington this week.
The President’s Highway Safety Confer-
ence is conducting a 3-day session in
Washington, where several hundred rep-
resentatives are in session, discussing
ways and means by which the safety of
the streets and highways in our country
may be improved and for the protection
provided against loss of life and injuries.

Rewards are being made to representa-
tives of cities and communities for out-
standing achievements in dealing with
this problem during the last year. I am -
especially proud to announce that the

I agree
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city of Wichita, Kans,, in the district
which I have the honor to represent, as
well as my own State of Kansas, are be-
ing honored on this occasion.

The people of Wichita are duly proud
of the splendid record achieved in that
city in 1945. Wichita, Kans,, is today
being awarded first place in the national
traffic safety contest, sponsored by the
National Safety Council, for cities in the
class between 100,000 and 250,000 pppu-
lation. Wichita is also honored by re-
ceiving the grand award over all cities
in the United States for general traffic
safety. Furthermore, this city of Wichi-
ta is being given first place in what is
known as the national pedestrian con-
test, sponsored by the American Auto-
mobile Association, in cities of 130,000 to
500.000 population.

Hon. Phii H. Manning, mayor of Wich-
ita; Mr. George W. Shepherd, chief of
police; Capt. F. R. Gunsaullis and Frank
A. Bayne, director of safety education,
of the Wichita police department, are in
attendance to accept these honors on be-
half of the city of Wichita.

I also direct attention to the fact that
the State of Kansas is being awarded first
place in the American Automabile Asso-
ciation, Pedestrian Protection Contest.
Kansas also received honorable mention
for traffic safety by the National Safety
Council. Mr. Claude R. McCamment,
safety engineer of the Kansas Highway
Department, is representing the Gover-
nor of our State on this occasion.

The people of Wichita are proud of the
record it has achieved with respect to the
safety of its people, especially, in view of
the fact that it is one of the largest-
growing iadustrial and commercial cities
of the Middle West, having increased in
population frem 125,000 to 225,000 during
the period between 1940 to 1945. It was
during that period that people from all
parts of the country were flocking to
Wichita to secure johs in war plants, and
to carry on other kinds of work and busi-
ness. At the same time, by reason of hav-
ing efficient administrative officials and
because of the cooperation of the people
in the community, traffic deaths were re-
duced by 68 percent. During this period
the population practically doubled. It is
especially significant that, while Wichita
was reducing its traffic fatalities, the na-
tional traffic record showed an increase
of 28 percent since VJ-day.

I feel that this record is of such im-
portance that it ought tg be called to the
attention of this Congress and to the
people of this country. It is an honor
which has been well earned and to which
the officials and the people of Wichita,
and the State of Kansas, are justly en-
titled.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. KeocH, for May 10, on account
of meeting of Board of Visitors of Mer-
chant Marine Academy at Kings Point,
N. Y.

To Mr. Eaton (at the request of Mr.
WorverTON of New Jersey), until May
15, on account of official business.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED

A joint resolution of the Senate of
the following title was taken from the
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Speaker’s table and, under the rule, re-
ferred as follows:

8.J. Res. 159. Joint resolution to extend
the Selective Training and Service Act of
1940, as amended until July 1, 1946; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o'clock and 58 minutes p. m.),
pursuant to its previous order, the House
adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, May
10, 1946, at 11 o'clock a. m. .

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1276. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting report
on audit of Federal Prison Industries, Inc.,
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1845 (H. Doc.
No. 567): to the Committee on Expenditures
in the Executive Departments and ordered
to be printed.

1277. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a pro-
posed provision for continuing the availa-
bility of defense aid appropriations for obli-
gation during 1947 to cover liquidation
expenses (H. Doc. No. 568); to the Committee

- on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

1278. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a supple-
mental estimate of appropriation for the
fiscal year 1946 for the United States Soldiers’
Home amounting to $50,000 (H. Doc. No. 569) ;
to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed

1279. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting supple-
mental estimates of appropriation for the
fiscal year 1847 in the amount of §5,653,000
for the Federal Security Agency, In the form
of amendments to the budget for said fiscal
year (H. Doc. No. 570); to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

1280. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of Engi-
neers, United States Army, dated September
17, 1945, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers and illustrations, on a
review of reports on Sabine-Neches waterway,
Texas, with a view to further widening and
deepening of the waterway from Orange,
Beaumont, and Port Arthur, Tex., to the
Gulf of Mexico, including further protection
works in the Port Arthur area, requested by
a resolution of the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted
on October 15, 1943 (H. Doc. No. 571); to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbars and
ordered to be printed, with six illustrations.

1281. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of Engi-
neers, United States Army, dated May 7, 1945,
submitting a report, together with accom-
panying papers and illustrations, on a pre-
liminary examination and survey of North
Canadian River, Okla. and Tex., and Beaver
River, Okla., authorized by the Flood Control
Act, approved on August 28, 1937 (H. Doc.
No. §72); to the Committee on Flood Control
and ordered to be printed, with three illus-
trations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XITI, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr, BULWINELE: Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce. H. R. 1362.
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A hill to amend the Railroad Retirement
Acts, the Railroad Unemployment Insurance
Act, and subchapter B of chapter 9 of the
Internal Revenue Code, and for other pur-
poses; with amendment (Rept. No. 1988).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs.
H. R. 4051. A bill to gran. to enlisted per-
sonnel of the armed forces certain benefits in
lieu of accumulated l.ave; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1890). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union,

Mr. McMILLAN ot South Carolina: Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia. H. R.
5T18. A bill to iacilitate the liguidation of
Washington Rallway & Electric Co.; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1891), Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr, McMILLAN of Bouth Carolina: Come-
mittee on the District of Columbia. H. R.
6070. A bill to amend section 4 of the act
of August 25, 1837, so as to proviae a filing
procedure in cases of adoption outside the
District of Columbia, and for other purposes:
without amendment (Rept. No. 1882). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. McMILLAN of South Carolina: Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia. BE. 1955,
An act to authorize the Commissioners ot
the District of Columbia Lo provide neces-
sary utllities for veterans’ housing furnished
and erected by the National Housing Admin-
istrator,; without amendment (Rept. No.
1883). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,

Mr. ROBINBON of Utah: Committee on
Irrigation and Reclamation. H. R. 4701. A
bill granting the consent of Congress to the
States of Utah, Idaho, and Wyoming to ne-
gotlate and enter into a compact for the
division of the waters of the Bear River and
its tributaries; with amendment (Rept. No.
1094). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC EILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. McMILLAN of South Carolina
{by request):

H. R.6385. A bill to regulate the manufac-
ture, sale, distribution, and use of barbitu-
rates in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
Distriet of Columbia.

By Mr. ROE of Maryland:

H.R. 6386. A bill to amend the act of March
19, 1918, so as to provide that standard time
shall be the measure of time for all pur-
poses, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ALLEN of Loulsiana:

H.R.6387. A bill to amend section 801 of
the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944
80 as to include a review of a discharge or
dismissal by reason of the sentence of a
general court martial; to the Committee on
World War Veterans' Legislation.

By Mr. D’EWART:

H.R.6388. A bill to declare the ownership
of the timber "on the allotments on the
Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation, and
to authorize the sale thereof; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. LANHAM (by request):

H.R.6389. A bill to amend the act en-
titled “An act for the acguisition, establish-
ment, and development of the George Wash-
ington Memorial Parkway along the Poto-
mac from Mount Vernon and Fort Washing-
ton to the Great Falls, and to provide for
the acquisition of lands in the District of
Columbia and the States of Maryland and
Virginia requisite to the comprehensive park,
parkway, and playground system of tle Na-
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tional Capital” approved May 29, 1930; to
the Committee on Public Bulldings and
Grounds:

By Mr. ROBERTSON of North Dakota:

H.R.6380. A bill to provide for the pay-
ment of a bonus of 45 cents per bushel for
all wheat, 55 cents per bushel for all corn,
and b cents per bushel for oats purchased
and sold between January 1, 1945, and April
18, 1946, and providing for payment of addi-
tional bonuses if paid by the United States
Government; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture.

By Mr. McMILLAN of South Carolina:

H.R.6391. A bill to provide for daylight
saving in the District of Columbia; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. HARLESS of Arizona:

H. R. 6392. A bill to amend the act of July
1, 1044, relating to contract settlement; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BLOOM:

H. R. 6393. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act for the creation of an American Bat-
tle Monuments Commission to erect suitable
memorials commemorating the services of
the American soldier in Europe, and for
other purposes,” approved March 4, 1923, as
amended, in order to extend the Commis-
slon’s authority to all areas in which our
armed forces have operated during World
War II, and for other purposes; to the Com=-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr

. JUDD:

H.R. 6394, A bill to amend section 339 of
the Nationality Act of 1940, as amended (54
Stat. 1160, Public Law 221, ch. 2, 78th Cong.,
2d sess.; 8 U. 8. C. 739); to the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. SUMNERS of Texas:

H. Res. 613. Resolution authorizing that
there be printed for the use of the Committee
on the Judiclary of the House of Representa-
tives additional copies of House Report No.
1980, accompanying the bill (8. 7) to im-
prove the administration of justice by pre-
scribing fair administrative procedure; to
the Committee on Printing.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CLASON:

H.R. 6395, A bill for the relief of Edward
Polka (also known as Edward Polkowa),
deceased; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BIEMILLER:

H.R.6396. A bill for the relief of Christ
Nick Vans, alias Chrirtos Nick Ventouras;
to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

By Mr. D'EWART:

H. R. 6397, A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to sell certain lands in the
State of Montana to Warren E. Kelsey; to
the Committee on Indlan Affairs.

By Mr. KLEIN:

H.R. 6308. A bill for the relief of Takeshi
Tanaka; to the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization.

By Mr. LARCADE:

H.R.6399. A bill for the relief of Caeser

Henry; to the Committee on Claims.
By Mrs. LUCE:

H.R.6400 A bill for the relief of Joaguim
Coelho; to the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization.

By Mr. PHILLIPS:

H.R. 6401. A bill for the relief of Mary W.

Wertz; to the Committee on Claims,
By Mr. RANDOLPH:

H.R.6402. A bill for the relief of Mrs,

Myrtle L. Arnett; to the Committee on Claims.
By Mr. ROE of New York:

H.R.6403. A bill for the relief of Mrs,
Amelia Shidzee Nagamine Toneman; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion,
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By Mr. WICKERSHAM:
‘H. R. 6404. A bil] for the relief of Mrs. Mae
H, Fitzgerald; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’'s desk
and referred as follows:

1871. By Mr. CLASON: Memorial of the
General Court of Massachusetts, urging the
Congress of the United States to amend the
Federal old-age-assistance laws immediately
so as to permit the matching with Federal
funds of all amounts expended by States or
their political subdivisions on account of
old-age assistance; to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.

1872. Also, memorial of the General Court
of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, re-
questing the President of the United States
to issue such orders to the Secretary of War
as will prevent the closing of Fort Devens
and Lovell General Hospital; to the Commit-
tee on Military Affairs.

1873. By Mr. GOODWIN: Petition of resi-
dents of Reading, Mass., and vicinity, in op-
position to the Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

1874. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the
California Junior Statesmen of America, petl-
tioning consideration of their resolution with
reference to disapproval of a peacetime mili-
tary-training program, and continuation of
the selective service; to the Committee on
Military Affairs,

SENATE

Fripay, May 10, 1946_

(Legislative day of Tuesday, March 5,
1946)

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

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Lord God omnipotent, who art above
all nations, and yet who dost dwell with
those of an humble and a contrite heart,
by Thine indwelling presence cleanse us
now from the soil and defilement of the
clamoring calls of these hectic days; flow
through us like clean waters, and carry
from our hearts the tensions, the resent-
ments, the irritations, and the corroding
fears which spoil the music of our lives.
Open our eyes to the faults and evils
which mar our democracy, and which we
so readily condemn in other nations.
Forgive us for our arrogant contempt of
other races; give us to see that the best
and the beautiful anywhere belongs to
Thy children everywhere, and so is not
to be stored, but poured, and that the
high and holy things of every nation are
from God and for all. We ask it in the
dear Redeemer’s name. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BarxrLeEy, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of the calen-
dar day Thursday, May 9, 1946, was dis-
pensed with, and the Journal was
approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
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nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 5604) reducing or further reduc-
ing certain appropriations and con-
tractual authorizations available for the
fiscal year 1946, and for other purposes;
that the House receded from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate
numbered 10 and 23 to the bill and con-
curred therein; and that the House re-
ceded from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 20
and 30, each with an amendment in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H. R. 3936) to provide for
the evacuation and return of the remains
of certain persons who died and are
buried outside the continental limits of
the United States, and it was signed by
the President pro tempore.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on May 9, 1946, he presented to the
President of the United States the fol-
lowing enrolled bills:

B.097. An act for the relief of Aldona
Kojas;

S.1442, An act for the rellef of George O.
Weems;

8.1742. An act for the rellef of Socony-
Vacuum Oil Co.;

8.1747. An act for the rellef of John C.
Spargo; 4

B.1812, An act to provide reimbursement
for personal property lost, damaged, or de-
stroyed as the result of explosions at the
naval ammunition depot, Hastings, Nebr., on
April 6, 1944, and September 15, 1044; and

S.1961. An act to exempt from taxation
certain property of the Disabled American
Veterans in the District of Columbia.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HoEey in the chair) laid before the Sen-
ate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

Laws PaAssep BY MUNICIPAL COUNCIL OF ST,
THOMAS AND ST. JOHN AND LEGISLATIVE
ASSEMBLY OF THY VIRGIN Isranps
A letter from the Acting Secretary of the

Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law,

coples of legislation passed by the Municipal

Council of St. Thomas and St. John, and by

the Legislative Assembly of the Virgin

Islands (with accompanying papers); to the

Committee on Territories and Insular

Affairs.

REPORT OF FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES, INC.
A letter from the Comptroller General of

the United States, transmitting, pursuant

to law, a report on audit of Federal Prison

Industries, Inc,, for the fiscal year ended

June 30, 1945 (with an accompanying re-

port); to the Committee on Expenditures in

the Executive Departments,
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