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APPOINTMENTS IN THE NAVY

The following-named (Naval Reserve Offi-
cers’ Training Corps) to be ensigns in the
Navy, to rank from June 4, 1948:
Richard L. Alford Francis J. Eovalcik
Carl B. Austin Warren W. Lord
Fred W. Baldwin Albert F. Lovata
John A. Bayers Robert B. McKay
Francis E. Brooks Albert C. MacDonald
Dudley A. Buck Thomas P, Marks
Francis J. Corrigan
John A. Duffy Leonard H. Nettnin
Frederick L. Eareckson Paul W. Nicholson

Jr. Jerry A. Pacllio
John L., Fogle Hugh W. Rose
Thomas F. Hahn Francis J. Roth
Charles R. Hannum Aimo M. Saari
Charles Z. Hanus Herbert J. Shields
Elwin R. Harris Ralph R. Speicher, Jr.
James E. Henry Douglas DeL. Swift
William W. Holm Dillan W. Taff
Roy A. Howard, Jr. James P. Trinity, Jr.
Harry E. Hunt James W. Walker, Jr.
Harry C. Judy, Jr. Richard M. Znanlecki
Robert G. EKeller

The following-named (Naval Reserve Ofil-
cers’ Training Corps) to be ensigns in the
Supply Corps of the Navy, to rank from June
4, 1948:

Herbert E. Reichert

Charles E. P. Schappacher

James E. Weibel

The following-named (Naval Reserve Offi-
cers’ Training Corps) to be ensigns in the
Civil Engineer Corps of the Navy:
Domenico N. Bibbo William T. Peckham
Charles W. Calhoun Robert R. Raber
Frank W. Day Jack M. Thornburgh
Herbert R. Foster Dexter M. Welton
Robert F. Harsch Robert L. Winkler
Steven K. Kauffman

Delmar W. Ruthig (civilian-college grad-
uate) to be a lieutenant (junior grade) in
the Medical Corps of the Navy.

The following-named to be ensigns in the
Nurse Corps of the Navy:

Margaret LaR, Boyer Sonia Lolr

Helen 8. Crowell Mae O. Lovin

Helen J. Francis Owedia M. Searcy
Betty E. Jenkinson Dorothy D, Stoddard
Virginia M. Jennings

The following-named officers to the grades
indicated in the Medical Corps of the Navy:

LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS

George Donabedian
Wilson G. Scanlon
Edward H. Taylor
LIEUTENANTS (JUNIOR GRADE)

John P, Colmore
Verne K. Harvey, Jr.
Charles E. Rogers

The following-named officer to the grade
indicated in the Medical Service Corps of
the Navy:

LIEUTENANT (JUNIOR GRADE)

Philip B. Dalton

The following-named officers to the grades
indicated in the Nurse Corps of the Navy:

LIEUTENANTS
Elizabeth V. Butenas Wordie Isbell
Bertha E, Harris Carol E. SBawyer

LIEUTENANTS (JUNIOR GRADE)

Thomas D. Nabors, Jr *

Anne J, Chelf
Marion M, Dooley
Carolyn L. Falconi
Mary M. Hogan
Dolores M. Iacone

Gertrude W, Killebrew
Mildred M. Lankenau
Alva B. Pelkington
Helen K. Quay

Phyllis A, Scungio

ENSIGNS
Elizabeth M. Simpson

Dorothy M. Troyan

Irene M. Walters
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In THE MaRINE Corrs
To be permanent commissioned warrant
officers in the Marine Corps, to rank with
but after second lieutenants
Walter E. Anderson' Gordon L. Rea
Hubert G. Bozarth Frederick M. Steln-
Zadik Collier hauser
Frederick Dykstra Clyde H. Webster
John R. Gray Clarence 5. Wick
Leon E. Matthews

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monpay, APRIL 26, 1948

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Mont-
gomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father, Thou who hast led Thy
children through fire and cloud in ages
past, today lead us through the maze of
questions that are before us. We pray
for a strong, uncontaminated citizenship,
free from every subversive element.
Shed Thy might upon the perplexing
problems and sweep aside all discord
which is harmful to the public welfare.
Make large our conception of duty and
unite us as never before, binding us with
the spirit of a loyal determination to
preserve the blessed ways of American
life. For the sake of our country, we
pray Thee to strengthen our wills for
every good work; for vacillation, give us
steadiness; for ignorance, give us under-
standing, meeting storm with calm, ad-
versity with fortitude, and defeat with
faith. In the name of Jesus our Saviour.
Amen.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the Journal. =«

Mr. BUCK. A point of order, Mr.
Speaker. I make the point of order that
a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
withhold his point of order until after
the Journal is read?

Mr. BUCK. I regret that I must in-
sist on my point of order, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAEKER. Will the gentleman
withhold his point of order so that the
Chair may swear in a new Member?

Mr. BUCK. Yes, Mr. Speaker.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLEREK OF
THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House:

APRIL 24, 1948,
The Honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives.

Sir: A certificate of election in due form of
law showing the election of Hon. JOHN ALBERT
WHITAKER as a Representative-elect to the
Elghtieth Congress from the Second Congres-
sional District of the State of Eentucky, to
fill the vacancy caused by the resignation of
Hon, Earle C. Clements, is on file in this office.

Very truly yours,
JOHN ANDREWS,
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

SWEARING IN OF MEMBER

Mr. WHITAKER appeared at the bar
of the House and took the oath of office.
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CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Obviously a quorum
is not present.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move
a 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. 48]
Andrews, Ala, Hall, Miller, Calif.
Andrews, N. Y. Edwin Arthur Morgan
Battle Harless, Ariz, Mundt
Bell Harrison Norton
Bland Hart O'Toole
Bloom Hartley Patterson
Bolton Hedrick Pfelfer
Boykin Heffernan Powell
Buckley Hendricks Price, Fla.
Carroll Jackson, Callf. Rains
Celler Jarman Rich
Clason Jenkins, Ohlo Rizley
Clippinger Jenkins, Pa. Scoblick
Colmer Johnson, Okla. Shafer
Coudert Jones, N. C. Sikes
Courtney Kearney Simpson, Pa.
Dague Kefauver Smith, Maine
Dawson, Il Kilday Smith, Ohio
Delaney Lusk Stratton
Dingell McCormack Sundstrom
Fenton McCowen Taylor
Gallagher MecDowell Thomas, N. J.
Gavin Macy Trimble
Gilllette Madden Wadsworth
Gore Manasco Walter
Graham Mansfield West
Grant, Ala. Meyer

The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 351
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceegings under the call were dispensed
with.

The Journal of the proceedings of
Thursday, April 22, 1948, was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed, with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, a bill of the House of
the following title:

H.R. 2239, An act to amend section 13 (a)
of the Surplus Property Act of 1944, as
amended.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed without amendment
a concurrent resolution of the House of
the following title:

H. Con. Res. 188. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the Clerk of the House, in the
enrollment of the bill H. R. 5328, to make
certain corrections.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

5. 866. An act to establish a national hous-
ing objective and the policy to be followed
in the attainment thereof, to facilitfate sus-
tained progress in the-attailnment of such
objective, and for other purposes;

8.1322. An act to provide a Federal char-
ter for the Commodity Credit Corporation;

8.2158. An act to amend the Foreign Aid
Act of 1947 and the Third Supplemental Ap-
propriation Act, 1948, so as to eliminate cer-
tain provisions of such acts requiring the re-
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tention of a specified carry-over of wheat in
the United States; and

8.2376. An act to provide a revolving fund
for the purchase of agricultural commodities
and raw materials to be processed in occupied
areas and sold.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to bills and a joint resolution of
the Senate of the following titles:

8.608. An act authorizing and directing
the Secretary of the Interior to issue a pat-
ent in fee to Growing Four Times;

S. T14. An act authorizing the Secretary
of the Interior to issue a patent in fee to
Claude E. Milliken; and

S.J.Res. 94, Joint resolution to establish
the Fort Sumter National Monument in the
State of South Carolina.

The message also announced that the
President pro tempore has appointed Mr,
Lancer and Mr. CeAvEZ members of the
joirt select committee on the part of the
Senate, as provided for in the act of Au-
gust 5, 1939, entitled “An act to provide
for the disposition of certain records of
the United States Government,” for the
disposition of executive papers in the fol-
lowing departments and agencies:

. Department of Agriculture,

. Department of Justice.

. Department of the Navy.

. Post Office Department.

. Housing and Home Finance Agency.
. National Archives.

7. Veterans’ Administration.

EENNEWICK DIVISION OF THE YAKIMA
PROJECT, WASHINGTON

Mr. ALLEN of Iilinois, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, reported the following
privileged resolution (H. Res. 550, Rept.
No. 1797), which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered fo be
printed:

Resolved, That immediately upon the adop-
tion of this resolution it shall be in order
to move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration of
the bill (H. R, 4954) to authorize the con-
struction, operation, and maintenance, un-
der Federal reclamation laws, of the Kenne-
wick division of the Yakima project, Wash-
ington. That after general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and continued
not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Pub-
lic Lands, the bill shall be read for amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule. At the con-
clusion of the consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted and
the previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion fo recommit.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURTHOUSE

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, reported the following
privileged resolution (H. Res. 549, Rept.
No. 1796), which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed:

Resolved, That Iimmediately upon the
adoption of this resolution it shall be in
order to move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consideration

XCIV—-305

=R L )

of the bill (H. R. 5963) to authorize the
construction of a courthouse to accommo-
date the United States Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia and the District
Court of the United States for the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes. That
after general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill and continue not to exceed 1 hour,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Public Works, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit.,

SUBMERGED LANDS

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, reported the following
privileged resolution (H. Res. 548, Rept.
No. 1795), which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed:

Resolved, That immediately upon the adop-
tion of this resolution it shall be in order to
move that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H. R. 5992) to confirm and establish
the titles of the States to lands beneath navi-
gable waters within State boundaries and
natural resources within such lands and wa-
ters and to provide for the use and control
of sald lands and resources. That after gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and continue not to exceed 2 hours, to
be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on the Judiciary, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit.

OLEOMARGARINE

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the motion to discharge the Committee
on Agriculture from the further consid-
eration of the bill (H. R. 2245) to repeal
the tax on oleomargarine.

The SPEAKER. Did the gentleman
sign the petition?

Mr. RIVERS. I did, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
qualifies.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
South Carolina is entitled to 10 minutes.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask to be
recognized in opposition to the motion.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. Horel is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr, RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. RIVERS. The proponents of the
motion have 10 minutes and the oppo-
nents have 10 minutes, and the propo-
nents have the right to close the debate?

The SPEAKER, The gentleman has
stated the situation accurately. He has
the right to close debate.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Cor-
BETT].

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, the
proposition before us at this moment is
very plain. It is simply, Shall the House
Committee on Agriculture be discharged
from the further consideration of the
bill H. R. 2245?

It will be alleged here that to dis-
charge the committee is an attack on
the committee system, but, Mr. Speaker,
it is the very opposite. The discharge
petition method is part of the commit-
tee system. It was designed as a great
reform. It was designed, if you please,
as the safety valve that permits the Con-
gress and the public to bring measures
before this body for consideration and
a vote when a committee fails to func-
tion.

In this particular instance, the need of
the discharge method was extraordinary
because the committee not alone voted
not to bring to this floor any of the pend-
ing bills but voted further not even to
consider any legislation which might
hereafter be introduced during this ses-
sion. Therefore, with the public de-
mand that this measure be debated and
voted on, I certainly urge upon my col-
leagues that the committee be discharged
and that the majority of this House have
the right to function as they properly
should.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. TABER].

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, if this pro-
posed measure were not so serious it
would be ridiculous. Just think of it.
Folks cannot eat oleo unless it is colored
to imitate butter, so that they can de-
ceive themselves, Just think of it. If
it were not for the fact that long-estab-
lished practice has permitted this thing
to be done under this tax, it would be
before the Federal Trade Commission, in
my opinion, as an unfair practice, trying
to color the product for sale to make it
look like butter. If this tax is repealed,
the oleo manufacturers will find a way
to raise the price corresponding to the
cut in the tax. At the present time,
with the packages that they put the
thing out in, if they want to color it to
suit themselves so that they can deceive
themselves at their own tables, they can
do so by putting a little pellet inside the
package so that they do not even have
to dirty their hands with it. It seems
to me that this whole operation is silly.
Why should we want to deceive our-
selves? I cannot see it. This tax was
put on because it was regarded as an
unfair trade practice, and, as I under-
stand it, it was put on before the law
providing against unfair trade practices
was passed and before the Federal Trade
Commission was established.

I hope that the Congress will not try
to help the people deceive themselves
that this is butter. Why would they
care whether it was colored yellow or
green or black or white?

One other thing that has aroused my
interest in this matter is that linseed oil
is used to make paints. I was told this
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morning by the Department of Agri-
culture that linseed oil is one of the main
ingredients of some types of oleo. I do
not know whether that is something you
ought to consider here or not, but it is
a very interesting thing. I hope we will
not go ahead and deceive ourselves and
try to deceive the public into helieving
that something is butter which is not
butter and thus destroy the opportunity
that our dairy industry has to supply the
people with that kind of table food which
we have known for so long as butter.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

Mr. RIVERS.» Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
CROSSER].

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, the
measure now before the House, namely
the motion to discharge the Agricultural
Committee from further consideration of
the Rivers’ margarine bill, should re-
ceive the overwhelming support of the
Members.

There never has been any real justifi-
cation for the present legal discrimina-
tion against the sale and use of mar-
garine. Without any doubt whatsoever,
the law discriminating against the sale
of margarine was enacted as a result of
the activities of those who had a desire
to provide special privilege for the sale
of another commodity, namely, butter.
- There is no misrepresentation whatso-
ever in connection with the sale of mar-
garine. I have always been, and still
am, £ strong advocate of requiring the
truth to be told about the fabric or sub-
stance of any commodities sold to the
public. I have no desire to see the mar-
garine manufacturers given any advan-
tage in the matter of labeling their
goods. I am entirely willing and desir-
ous of having them required to label or
mark as clearly as possible the name of
their product on the package in which
it is sold to the public. I have not heard
of any of the margarine producers or
dealers who object to doing this. They
are perfectly willing to have their prod-
uct marked for what it is—margarine.
That being true, what possible reason
can be advanced for the attempt to pre-
vent a free sale of a wholesome food to
the public in competition with other food
of a similar nature? It is said, however,
that it could be sold in the restaurants
without label or mark to distinguish it
from butter. I patronize restaurants
very often, and I never yet have seen
margarine sold in such a way as to be
mistaken for butter. Even, however, if
I may have been an exception, I cer-
tainly would have no objection, and I
have heard no supporter of the margar-
ine cause object to having a legal require-
ment to the effect that a statement
should be placed on the tables in the res-
taurants that margarine is being served.

They cry, however, that margarine is
given an orange color and that makes it
look like butter. The fact of the matter
is that when I was a boy at home in
school, all the butter that was sold in
the village practically, was colored. The
butter produced by the farmers was al-
ways a very pale-colored substance, and
most of the sellers saw to it that color-
ing was added to make it more attractive,
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Even if there were any merit to this con-
tention, however, I know of no one who
would object seriously to seeing that
coloring had been added to other things
in the production of margarine.

There is simply no real excuse for this
injustice that has been perpetrated on
the American people for decades past.
Experts on food chemistry will tell you
that first-class margarine is equally, if
not more, nutritious than first-class
butter, Certainly from a sanitary
standpoint, there is greater likelihood of
margarine, which is purely a vegetable

product, being more sanitary than butter

would be, in view of the fact that butter
is derived from milk which comes from
the body of the animal and would vary
from the sanitary standpoint as the
health of the cow might vary.

No; this is an illustration of a thing
that was common in old England before
the days when the Parliament had be-
come an institution of any power, A
special privilege, such as has been en-
joyed by the butter producers in the
United States, was granted in a little dif-
ferent way in the time of Elizabeth, but
nevertheless had the same effect, namely
to give those selling a certain product a
price and profit which would not have
been possible without the restriction
made possible by law. Parliament, in
the early reign of Queen Elizabeth, had
been a subordinate institution, in fact,
almost a powerless body, but there was a
constant growth in the resentment
against the injustices which were in-
flicted upon the English people because
of the power exercised by the absolute
monarchy uncontrolled by a representa-
tive body.

To illustrate the extent to which such
special privilege, such exclusive monop-
olies to deal in commodities which were
the necessaries of life, prevailed, let me
quote to you the following from Taswell-
Langmead’s English Constitutional His-
tory at 394 and the following:

It was in the Parliament of 1601 that the
opposition, which had, during 40 years, been
gilently gathering and husbanding strength,
fought its first great battle and won its first
victory. The conflict arose concerning the
enormous abuse of monopolies. Under cover
of the loosely defined prerogative possessed
or assumed by the Crown of regulating all
matters relating to commerce, the Queen had
taken upon herself to make lavish grants to
her courtiers, or patents to deal exclusively
in a multitude of articles, mostly common
necessaries of life, Coal, leather, salt, oil,
vinegar, starch, iron, lead, yarn, glass, and
many other commodities were in consequence
only to be obtained at ruinous prices. The
grievance was first mooted in Parliament in
1571 by a Mr. Bell; but he was at once sum-
moned before the council, and returned to
the House “with such an amazed counte-
nance, that it daunted all the rest.” After
the lapse of 26 years the Commons ventured,
in 1507, to present an address to the Queen
on the same subject, to which she replied,
through the Lord Keeper, that she “hoped
her dutiful and loving subjects would not
take away her prerogative, which is the choic-
est flower in her garden, and the principal
head pearl in her crown diadem; but would
rather leave that to her disposition, prom-
ising to examine all patents and to abide the
touchstone of the law.” In spite of these
fair words, the abuse, far from being abated,
rose to a still greater height. So numerous
were the articles subject to monopoly that
when the list of them was read over in the
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House in 1601 an indignant Member ex-
claimed, “Is not bread amongst them? MNay,
if no remedy is found for these, bread will be
there before the next Parliament.” A bill
for the explanation of the common law in
certain cases of letters patent was introduced
by Mr. Laurence Hyde, and was debated with
unprecedented warmth for 4 days. The min-
isters and courtiers, who endeavored to sup-
port the prerogative, were overborne by a
torrent of indignant and menacing eloguence.
The populace openly cursed the monopolies,
and declared that the prerogative should not
be suffered to touch the old liberties of Eng-
land. BSeeing that resistance was no longer
politic, or even possible, Elizabeth, with ad-
mirable tact, sent a message to the House
that, understanding that divers patents
which she had granted had been grievous to
her subjects, some should be presently re-
pealed, some superseded, and none put in
execution, but such as should.first have a
trial, according to the law, for the good of
the people. Robert Cecil, the secretary, added
the more direct assurance that all existing
patents should be revoked, and no others
granted for the future. Overjoyed at their
vietory, the Commons walted upon the Queen
with an address of thanks, to which she re-
plied in an affectionate and even apologetic
tone: “Never since I was a Queen,” she told
them, “did I put my pen to any grant but
upon pretext and semblance made to me,
that it was both good and beneficial to the
subjects in general though & private profit
to some of my ancient servants who had
deserved well. * * * Never thought was
cherished in my heart that tended not to
my people’s good.”

What was done by Queen Elizabeth as
evidenced by the foregoing quotation was
possible because of her power as an ab-
solute monarch. As chief executive with-
out the check by any power, she was able
to grant favors to her friends, as shown
in the quotation just given, whereas the
present-day monopoly in regard to the
sale of butfer was granted by the legis-
lative body so as to prevent competition
by another food of a similar character,
Both are equally vicious, both result in
the same kind of harm to the people, who
should be able to buy food in a freely com-
petitive market, instead of being com-
pelled fo pay high prices to the sellers of
a product which has been given a special
privilege by law, and thereby enables
them to get an extortionate price.

The Rivers bill should be passed by
unanimous vote as a matter of justice.
Let us make sure that our vote will be
s0 overwhelmingly in favor of the pend-
ing bill that no attempt will ever be made
to grant by such vicious legislation a
monopoly to anyone in the sale of food.

Mr. HOPE, Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I have always felt that
the discharge rule is one which should
be used under only the most unusual cir-
cumstances. There may be times if a
committee arbitrarily refuses to consider
a bill when it might be proper to use the
discharge rule, and Members might be
justified in signing a discharge petition.
I personally have not signed a discharge
petition for a great many years. In fact,
I have only signed one during the more
than 20 years that I have been in Con-
gress, and that was many years ago.

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

Mr. HOPE. I am glad to yield briefly
to the gentleman from New York.
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Mr. REED of New York. The time to
sign a discharge petition is when it is
backed here by a well-organized lobby?

Mr. HOPE. Well, certainly in this
case the discharge petition was backed
by such a lobby. I do not believe any-
one would care to controvert that state-
ment,

In this particular case the committee
held hearings early in the session. There
was no effort to delay the matter. The
committee gave the proponents of the
legislation exactly the time they asked
for. They asked for a week’s hearings.
They got a week's hearings. I do not
believe anyone will say that they did not
get a fair hearing. In fact, many of the
proponents of the legislation have told
me that they did get a fair hearing.

The committee considered the legisla-
tion in executive session, carefully. Most
of the members were present during all
the time of the hearings. In fact, I
think we had almost a full committee
present during the entire time the hear-
ings were in progress. In the course of
those hearings the evidence disclosed
that about two-thirds of the people of
the United States at the time lived in
territory where the manufacture and
sale of colored oleomargarine is abso-
lutely prohibited, and that most of the
remainder of the people of the United
States lived in States which imposed
some restrictions upon the manufacture
and sale of oleomargarine.

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

Mr, HOPE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. DONDERO. How many States in
the Union have laws prohibiting the sale
of colored oleomargarine?

Mr, HOPE. At the time of the hear-
ings there were 23 States. I understand
that since that time 2 States have either
repealed or modified their laws.

Those States, in the main, are States
with large population, so that almost
two-thirds of the entire population of the
country reside in them. Now, the com-
mittee felt that since this was a very
controversial question, and §ince any ac-
tion which this Congress might take at
this time would be absolutely without ef-
fect in States in which lived two-thirds
of the population of the Nation, that the
matter was one which should have some
further consideration. At the time the
committee took action in tabling the
measures that were before it, the Chair-
man was instructed to appoint a sub-
committee to give further consideration
to this question and to report before the
expiration of this Congress. That com-
mittee has been appointed and it has
been working on this subject matter.

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

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Utah.

Mr. GRANGER. Then, following the
observation of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CorBETT], the information
was that the committee had not taken
action, and to proceed in this manner
would indicate that any time the com-
mittee did not take the action that some-
body wanted they should sign a discharge
petition.. That would naturally be the
situation that would follow here. The
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committee has, as the gentleman has
said, already considered it. It did take
committee action, as the gentleman has
well stated. :

Mr, HOPE. Yes; and in the same con-
nection let the gentleman from Kansas
state that, while the form of resolution
adopted might give the implication that
the committee could not give further
consideration to this question during this
session, I am advised by the Parliamen-
tarian that the committee could not bind
itself not to take up future legislation.
Therefore, there is nothing that the com-
mittee did which in any way would have
prevented the committee from consider-
ing any later bills which might have been
submitted to the committee during this
session.

Now, I will be glad to yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CORBETT. I wish very briefly to
say that I agree with the chairman that
the hearings were very fairly conducted,
but was it not the intention of the reso-
lution passed by the gentleman’s com-
mittee that it would end the possibility
of legislation on this matter for this
session?

Mr, HOPE, I think that the form of
the resolution was such that it would
indicate that the committee thought it
was concluding its consideration for this
session, but, as I have said, that would
not and could not have precluded the

committee from giving consideration to -

new bills which might have been intro-
duced.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. On
that point is it not a fact that the com-
mittee could have taken it up at any time
by unanimous consent?

Mr. HOPE. Yes; it could have taken
it up by unanimous consent or it could
have taken up any bill on oleomargarine
which might have been introduced at a
later date in the same manner that it
would take up any bill that might be
referred to the committee,

Mr. Speaker, under the circumstances
that seem to exist in this situation, it
does not seem to me that any case has
been made for the discharge of the com-
mittee. The committee held hearings—
timely hearings; it gave full and fair con-
sideration to the question. It seems to
me that no case has been made out for
discharging the committee, and I sub-
mit that the committee should not be
discharged on this vote.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1'% minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Buckl.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, this dis-
charge petition would not be before this
House today had the dairy lobby not
tricked the Congress some 60 years
ago. The trick was to write into the
Rules of the House a provision that all
margarine tax legislation must be re-
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture.
That lobby knew full well that no Com-
mittee on Agriculture, despite the con-

trary interest of the American housewife,

would ever favorably report a bill to re-
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move taxation on margarine, Their
prediction was more than fair.

I draw to your attention, Mr. Speaker,
that not a single Republican affixed his
name to this discharge petition until
after the Committee on Agriculture had
failed to act—until after that committee
had done its utmost to close the door
on margarine tax relief for the balance
of this session. It was only then that
Republicans, in the interest of American
consumers, joined their colleagues from
across the aisle in bringing this measure
before the House today.

The first and critical step in the elimi-
nation of these unconscionable taxes is to
vote “aye” on the pending motion.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1'% minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr, ABERNETHY].

Mr. ABERNETHY., Mr. Speaker, I
want to agree with everything that my
chairman, the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. Hoeel, had to say with reference to
what happened in our committee. He
is a splendid gentleman and as fair as
a man can be. But I would also like to
call the attention of the House to cer-
tain other actions of the committee.

A motion was made at the conclusion
of the hearing to table all bills, not only
the bills that were pending but all bills
that might thereafter be introduced
during this session of Congress. That
motion was carried. The object of the
motion was to kill all bills for this ses-
sion of Congress, and then in order to
make it certain that the Committee on
Agriculture could not consider mar-
garine legislation further this year, in
order to cinch the matter, a motion was
made to reconsider the vote and a fur-
ther motion was made to table the mo-
tion to reconsider. The latter motion
prevailed. The committee therefore en-
deavored, whether it succeeded or not,
it endeavored to tie the hands of the
House Committee on Agriculture abso-
lutely for the remainder of this session
of Congress no matter what margarine
bill might be introduced and no matter
how meritorious it might be.

Every consumer in this country is in-
terested in this legislation, people
throughout the length and breadth of
this land, consumers, veterans’ arganiza-
tions, labor, women's organizations—
they favor this bill. This is the only
opportunity you will have to vote on it.
In view of the committee action, you will
have no other opportunity. Now is the
time. I think the committee ought to
be discharged.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
one and one-half minutes to the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. MI1TCHELL].

Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. Speaker, I wish
to take issue at this time with my very
dear and beloved friend the gentleman
from New York [Mr. TaBerl, who seems
to hold to the idea that butter has a
monopoly on the color “yellow.” Why
they do not have to pay a tax to color
butter yellow 12 months of the year is
more than I can understand when the
oleomargarine people have to pay a tax
for that privilege.

Another very good friend of mine, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Reepl,
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made the statement that a powerful and
well paid lobby is responsible for this dis-
charge petition. There was a powerful
lobby, yes, indeed, the most powerful that
has ever been witnessed in this Congress
in the years it has been in session. That
lobby was composed of the American
housewives. The American press, the
American radio, and every magazine in
the country recognizes this tax is a trav-
esty on the rights of the American
housewife. Yes, a lobby, Mr. REED, but
not a paid lobby. Every Member of this
House can verify that by the mail he has
received from independent sources—
labor, the housewife, the civic clubs, every
interest in the country. They want this
tax removed. It is an unfair tax.

Mr. Speaker, I beg of you to vote “yea”
when it comes to voting on the pending
motion.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
one-half minute to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. SaBATH],

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, nearly 40
years ago I introduced two bLills in the
House ‘to repeal or reduce what I con-
sidered an unfair tax on oleomargarine,
then commonly referred to as “butter-
ine,” which was imposed on the country
by the dairy interests. Since the intro-
duction of these bills I have endeavored
to bring about the repeal of the tax. The
matter of the repeal or adjustment of the
tax has lain dormant for many years, but
when butter rose to the price of a dollar
a pound a demand from the housewives
from nearly all sections of the country
was made for the repeal of what they
termed an unfair and unjust tax on this
food item daily consumed by their fam-
ilies. Several repeal bills were intro-
duced and referred to the Commitiee on
Agriculture composed of nearly all Rep-
resentatives having agricultural interests
who failed to report a bill out, whereupon
the gentleman from South Carolina filed
a petition to discharge the committee
from further consideration of H. R. 2245
and with the signing of the petition by
218 Members the bill is now before us for
consideration.

Mr. Speaker, I concede that there are
22 States in which the dairy interests
have succeeded in enacting legislation im-
posing restrictions on the sale and manu-
facture of oleomargarine, but two wrongs
do not®make a right. I am indeed grati-
fied that the House is finally acting to re-
move this unjust 10-cent tax. In this
connection, I wish to say that the con-
tinuous rise in the cost of living, embrac-
ing an increase on practically every food
item, will bring about a similar universal
demand for legislation for the return of
price controls and rationing.

The statement has been made by sev-
eral opponents of the bill that it may be
expected that the oleomargarine manu-
facturers will immediately raise their
prices. They might do so but my warn-
ing is that they had better be care-
ful because the people will not stand
for it and may demand that we put a
price ceiling on oleomargarine products
and other foodstuffs and commodities as
well. I say this especially in view of the
fact that the vested interests have taken
charge of the situation, because it was
believed if théy were given the right of
voluntary action in controlling and re-

" the coloring of oleomargarine.
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ducing prices, prices would have at least
been held in check, but despite this
voluntary action prices are still increas-
ing and it is only a question of a short
time when we will be obliged to act to
protect the public from these avaricious
combines who, instead of voluntarily re-
ducing prices, are continuing to raise
them until today it is impossible for
families of low income to even exist.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Taper] lays great stress as to
Is it not
a fact that 90 percent of the butter is
colored and do the butter processors pay
any tax on it, so why should those who
cannot afford to pay $1 a pound for but-
ter be forced to pay a 10-cent tax on
the wholesome oleomargarine substitute?

I observed a few of my Republican
colleagues appeared surprised and
seemed to doubt my statement that I in-
troduced several measures nearly 40
years ago on this subject legislation. To
remove any doubt in their minds, I hope
tomorrow I will be given an opportunity
to submit positive proof of my efforts
years ago to bring about the repeal of
this unjustifiable and unwarranted tax
on butter substitutes.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members may
be permitted to extend their remarks at
this point in the REcoRD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection o
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I have
been a Member of this body for 22 years.
I represent a district in the heart of a
very large city. I will compare my voting
record during ‘that time on legislation
favorable to the farmers of this country
with any Member of Congress represent-
ing a rural district.

I shall vote to discharge the committee
and I will vote for the bill to repeal the
discriminatory tax on margarine. It is
the duty of Congress to do everything
within its power to reduce the cost of
living. Mr. Speaker, immediately follow-
ing the decision of the committee to dis-
continue hearings on the bill to repeal
the tax on margarine, butter took a
jump of as high as 8 cents a pound in
certain sections of this country.

Mr. Speaker, I include in my remarks
an editorial printed in the San Francisco
Chronicle under date of April 23, 1948,
entitled “The Margarine Tax":

THE MARGARINE TAX

By all signs, the House will vote at last to
repeal the discriminatory tax on margarine,
and repeal prospects in the Senate have
sharply looked up with Senator
announcement that he favors it.

For all the years it has been kept on the
books the tax has been entirely wrong in
principle. On the pretext that artificial
coloring is employed, margarine makers and
dealers have heen forced to distribute under
special taxation ecalculated artificlally to
keep the price of margarine so near that of
butter as to discourage consumption. The
pretext has no validity, for many foods are
art!ﬂcla‘lly colored without bemg penaltzed,
and butter is often among them. The law
amounted in principle to Government sub-
gidy of one American industry against its
competition for no reason except pressure
of a powerful lobby.

Of recent years, realistic considerations
have also come to the fore. Many families
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are feeling the pinch of high prices, and
these are often families most in need of
additional fat in their diets. It has there-
fore become a matter of national health, as
well as principle, that the Government no
longer be a party to this inequity.

Congress should close out a bad practice
which has endured too long,

TAXES ON OLEO COMPARED WITH TAXES ON TEA

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker,
the people have resented from our earli-
est colonial history any direct taxes on
their food budget. The wrath of the
wives of America today is comparable
with the resentment of those hardy
colonists who boarded the ships in Bos-
ton Harbor and tossed overboard the tea
taxed by the British. The taxation of
one food for the benefit of a competing
food product is equally intolerable. No
wonder the women of the country are
angry. Not only does the tax on oleo
contribute to the higher cost of this
spread for the poor man’s bread, but
millions of hours and tons of good food
must be wasted in tribute to the dairy
trusts.

Good oleomargarine is the nutritional
equivalent of good butter, yet we tax the
one and not the other. This is as bad as
taxing lamb chops because they are not
chemically identical with beefsteak.
The dairy spokesmen reply that the tax
is necessary to prevent oleo from being
sold fraudulently as butter. Of course,
they fail to remind us that other prod-
ucts are protected from fraudulent com-
petition without the assessment of tax
aunder the Federal trade and food and
drug laws. Why butterfat should feel
that it has a monopoly on the color yel-
low has always been difficult for me to
understand. In fact, color is actually
added to butter in wintertime to preserve
the yellow tint.

The Dairy Trust argues that it would
be destroyed if this tax is repealed. The
truth is that butter production now re-
sults in an oversupply of skim milk,
which is largely wasted. If the produc-
tion of oleomargarine should result in
reduced production of butter, there
would be available a larger supply of °
whole , which would add to the
health of the Nation’s children. More-
over, any competition that shakes the
price of butter from its $1 a pound
pedestal would certainly be most wel-
come to those consumers who have long
ago stricken that item from the family
budget.

It is high time that this Congress
stopped using the Federal taxing power
for the private benefit of the dairy indus-
try and against the best interests of the
consuming public, as well as the compet-
ing producers of oleomargarine. The
power to tax, notwithstanding the judi-
cial statement to the contrary, is indeed
the power to destroy when so used.

Mr. DOMENGEAUX. I am going to
vote for H. R. 2245 because I believe the
taXes on oleomargarine should be re-
pealed and that this issue should be
settled now. I was among those who
signed the discharge petition, in order
to get this legislation to the floor of the
House. American housewives are de-
manding that these taxes be eliminated
and they are right in their demand.
They have been patient, but there comes
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a time when patience is no longer a vir
tue. -

I have the greatest regard for the
dairy industry and I wish fo see it pros-
per. The issue now involved, however,
is greater than any industry. It con-
cerns matters of convenience and econo-
my affecting every American home. I do
not think we should be penalized for
wishing to use oleomargarine. Itiscom-
monly recognized as a wholesome, ap-
petizing food product and is much in
demand,

Great efforts have been put forth by
the butter interests to block this legisla-
tion. Now we have the opportunity to
have the issue settled on its merits,
an opportunity which has been long
sought. I believe that sentiment is in
favor of this bill and that the House will
adopt it.

The Federal taXes on oleomargarine
were first enacted by Congress in 1886.
All this time, consumers have had to pay
these levies and certainly they should
be relieved of this burden. I am sure
from the communications I have re-
ceived that the general sentiment in my
congressional district iz in favor of re-
peal,

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I
shall vote to discharge the Committee
on Agriculture from the further consid-
eration of H, R. 2245, to repeal the tax on
oleomargarine. It is my uniform policy
not to sign petitions for discharge, but
on account of the fact that this and sim-
ilar bills were bottled up in the Com-
mittee on Agriculture with such a strong-
hold that neither this bill nor any simi-
lar bill would be reported, I made an
exception and signed the petition for
discharge.

The taxes and the occupational taxes,
both wholesale and retail, on margarine,
have always been without justification.
With the existing high cost of living, and
especially in view of the inability to pro-
duce or to obtain butter when and as
needed, the tax is utterly indefensible.
I shall not only vote to discharge the
committee, but I shall gladly support at
any and every opportunity the repeal of
this discriminatory tax which I have al-
ways opposed.

The tax constitutes the only discrimi- *

nation in favor of one edible product
against another, or in favor of one agri-
cultural product and against another
agricultural product. The tax is there-
fore not only unfair, but it is un-Ameri-
can.

Whatever may have been the prevail-
ing view when the taxes were first levied,
the faet is that margarine is now re-
garded by physicians, hospitals, and con-
sumers generally as a wholesome and nu-
tritious food.

The public is and will be protected from
impurities, as both butter and mar-
garine will be supervised under the Fed-
eral Pure Food and Drug Act, which
requires proper labeling of all food
products.

The tax is not only unfair, but the
administration of the tax is worse than
discriminatory. The restrictions are
such that many of the smaller whole-
salers and many of the smaller retailers
do not handle margarine. The consum-
ers, therefore, are deprived of marga-
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rine. The repeal of the tax will carry
with it the repeal of the regulations, and
will thus make margarine available not
only to the consumers in the big cities,
but to consumers in the small cities,
towns, villages, and countryside.

I have no quarrel with dairy farmers.
I do not believe that the repeal of the
antimargarine taxes will fundamentally
injure the dairy farmers. Something has
been said about the tariff on long-staple
cotton. There are quotas not only on the
importations of cotton, but on other
agricultural products. For more than a
half a century the antimargarine taxes
diseriminated against cotton. There are
1,600,000 cotton farms in the 18 States
that produce cotton, but substantially 42
percent of the margarine is now manu-
factured from soybeans, and the soy-
bean crop, especially in the Midwest, in
the past 10 years has increased so that
it is now valued at $700,000,000 annually.
Cottonseed oil is still used in 47 percent
of the margarine production.

When food is high, and in justice to
the American consumer, and particularly
to the American housewife, the tax
should be promptly repealed. There is
no valid reason for the continuance of
the tax. It is utterly unfair to millions
of housewives to require them to mix
the yellow coloring with the white mar-
garine. The repeal of this iniquitous
tax is long overdue.

Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Speaker, as one
of the signers of discharge petition No.
7 which today brings H. R. 2245 before
the House for consideration, I wish to
say that while I always endeavor to fol-
low all of the committees of the House,
and while I extend to every member of
any committee the privilege of exercis-
ing his good judgment on any ques-

-tion, as I do to all others on any matter,

in this particular case the interests of
the majority of my constituents were not
best served by withholding the oppor-
tunity of enacting this bill, and there-
fore, I was compelled to assist in bringing
this bill to the floor for action.

Mr. Speaker, while I have full respect
for the chairman and all of the members
of the Committee on Agriculture, I can-
not agree with their position in this mat-
ter as it is manifestly to the interest of
my constituents and my district that I
support this bill, and since more than a
majority of the Members of the House
have indicated their approval of the bill,

‘it is a foregone conclusion that the same

will be passed by a comfortable majority.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I am sup-
porting this bill to repeal the tax on oleo-
margarine. Therefore, I am for dis-
charging the Committee on Agriculture
in view of the action of the committee
adopting a resolution to table all pro-
posals that would repeal this discrimina-
tory tax.

I signed the discharge petition for
which I make no apology. This is not
an unusual procedure. In fact it is de-
mocracy in its truest form, as carrying
out the will of the majority. There is no
precedent by such as action as the dis-
charge method of bringing legislation be-
fore this House when desired by a ma-
jority of the membership, which has been
used innumerable times,
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The esteemed gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. Hopel, chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture, makes an appeal that his
committee should not be discharged of
this legislation because of the action of
his committee in consideration of the
great number of bills pending on this
subject. I realize fully the seriousness
with which the gentleman makes such an
appeal, but in my opinion it fails insofar
as the merits of this issue are concerned.

The gentleman has stated the action of
his committee. To be sure rather exten-
sive hearings were held on the various
bills to repeal what I think is a wholly
unjustified tax. To be sure his committee
has considered these proposals in execu-
tive session. The gentleman admits that
his committee adopted a resolution to
table any and all such proposals during
this session of Congress.

I submit, Mr. Speaker, such action of
that committee thwarted the will of the
majority of this House and justifies this
discharge. Furthermore, this petition
was not laid on the Speaker’s desk until
after the Committee on Agriculture had
taken such action. Neither I nor any
other Member of this Congress at-
tempted to take such action until a few
members on the Committee on Agricul-
ture had said by their action that we will
not permit the House to consider this
matter of so much importance to the
American people. Therefore, in my
opinion the argument of the fine gentle-
man from Kansas should be wholly in-
effective.

The vote to occur, Mr. Speaker, is
whether or not this House will discharge
the Committee on Agriculture. It is not
my purpose at this time to enter into the
argument as to the merits or demerits of
the tax issue on oleomargarine. I do
wish to say that I am supporting the re-
peal of such taxes, and I signed the peti-
tion because I believe such a tax is wholly
indefensible. It has the effect of a
monopoly, to which the American people
do not subscribe. It is discriminatory
and designed especially to protect the
dairy interest in their monopoly, and to
force continued high prices for their but-
ter on the consuming public. Check with
your grocery store anywhere throughout
the country and see how much the price
of butter has increased in the last 2 years.
Certainly some normal increase was
Jjustified, but when there is a shortage of
any commodity the slack is usually taken
up by the increase in price.

This is not a new issue. It dates as far
back as 1886 when the first tax on oleo-
margarine was provided. That was not
sufficient and a complete schedule of
rates as now exists was provided in 1902.
Let us see what the rate is in determin-
ing the justification.

Uncolored oleomargarine is subject to
a tax of one-fourth cent per pound.
Colored oleomargarine has a tax of 10
cents per pound. We wonder why the
one-fourth cent per pound on uncolored
oleo? Perhaps it was to try to cover up
the real intention of the tax. Imported
oleomargarine, regardless of color, is
taxed at the rate of 15 cents per pound.

As a further inhibition to the use of
oleo, manufacturers have a tax gf $600,
wholesalers are required to pay a tax of
$480 on colored oleomargarine and $200
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even to distribute uncolored products.
Then comes the retailers who are re-
quired to pay an annual tax of $48 for
colored oleo and $6 for uncolored.

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that this vote to
discharge the committee should prevail,
giving this House the privilege and oppor-
tunity of considering such unfair prac-
tices on a commodity so vitally needed
by the consuming public. It is the demo-
cratic way. It is fair. It is right,

Mr. HOBES. Mr. Speaker, it simply
burns me up to have a fine, outstanding
gentleman, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Taserl, attribute fraud to
oleomargarine because of the use of
coloring, when butter does the same
thing whenever need becomes apparent.
He charges that oleomargarine does it
to imitate butter. Of course, both add
coloring to give their product a color it
does not have, and both are tarred with
the same stick. This practice is com-
mon to each product, and to many other
sales aids.

Why, then, this holier-than-thou atti-
tude?

Another distinguished chairman, the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Horel
would have us believe that his tongue
is not in his cheek when he argues that
the House Committee on Agriculture has
ever given, or ever means to give, the
repeal of the taxes on oleomargarine
any real consideration. On this issue
opinions are fixed—on both sides. Like
the justice of the peace, hearings may be
held, but the decision is always written
in advance—for every practical purpose.
We might as well entrust a rabbit with
a cabbage leaf and expect him not to
- eat it.

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
limit my personal remarks regarding the
repeal of the margarine taxes to say that
the present taxes on colored margarine
are discrimnatory and place an unneces-
sary financial burden on the American
families who do not care to color the
margarine at home. I wish to read a
letter from Dr. Jessie Whitacre, chair-
man of the Texas State Nutrition Coun-
cil, College Station, Tex., who has very
ably presented the facts concerning the
repeal of the tax on margarine:

TEXAS STATE NUTRITION COUNCIL,
College Station, Tex., April 22, 1948.
Representative OLiN E. TEAGUE,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

My DeAr MR. TEAGUE: My varied interest in
oleomargarine as a food prompts me to send
this message to you as Representative from
my distriet, No. 6, of Texas,

First let me tell you that I am immensely
pleased to find your name among those who
signed the discharge petition referring to the
Rivers bill (H. R. 2245). Next, let me urge
you not to fail to be present in the House on
April 26, and vote for the Rivers bill then. Do
give every possible support to this bill,

My interests in oleomargarine may be
briefly stated as follows:

1. As a consumer, I am grateml that re-
search and industry have made available
such an excellent food as Is oleomargarine

* with added vitamins. For many years I have
used vitamin-fortified oleomargarine for
cooking, but from the time butter reached
76 cents a pound here, I have used only
fortified oleomargarine on the table.
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2. As a homemaker, knowing that vitamin-
fortifled oleomargarine and butter may be
used alternately in food preparation, and for
serving too when oleomargarine is colored, I
resent having to pay the 10 cents tax per
pound for the colored product. When I buy
the white oleomargarine and add the color
myself, I must pay an extra price’in time and
energy and have a less attractive product so
far as shape is concerned, than if the manu-
facturer does the coloring and molding.

3. As a nutritionist, I know that no re-
search or demonstration yet conducted, has
produced any evidence that vitamin-fortified
oleomargarine is inferior to butter nutrition-
ally. The one outstanding difference be-
tween the two fats is in price. In five of our
local stores today, the price of butter ranges
from 90 cents to $1.10 per pound; white oleo~
margarine from 34 to 49 cents, colored oleo-
margarine from 49 to 55 cents. If is there-
fore, irrational from an economic viewpoint
to consider oleomargarine with vitamins
added and butter competitive products. The
choice for consumers in the lower-income
classes is not between oleomargarine and
butter, but between oleomargarine and no
spread for their bread.

4, As an educator, I am obliged to state
the facts concerning the relative merits of
oleomargarine and butter whenever the
occaslon arises,

5. As chairman of the Texas State Nutrl-
tion Council, I have an Interest in the mat-
ter beyond my own personal feelings and
professional views. This council’s objectives
are to induce Texans to want optimum nu-
trition, and to help them to achieve it.
The removal of the taxes from the manu-
facture and sale of oleomargarine will assist
the council in its objectives.

6. As a taxpayer, I object to the taxes on
oleomargarine on several counts.

(a) The price of vitamin-fortified oleo-
margarine is higher than it need be not
merely because of the direct influence of the
taxes on its manufacture and sale but also
because in order to comply with the law, the
natural color of soybean and cotton seed
oils used in making oleomargarine must be
removed before these oils can be incorpo-
rated into the fat.

(b) The revenue derived from this tax
source is comparatively small. For many
years the cost to administer the tax laws was
greater than the revenue derived.

(¢) Most important of any aspect, it seems
to me, is the precedent set in this case,
Do not the taxes against oleomargarine con-
stitute the only case on record where one
industry has been responsible for penaliz-
ing by taxation the product made by an-

other industry? One fairly shudders to ~

think of the situation which might arise
if other industries would follow the precedent
of antagonism of the butter industry against
the oleomargarine industry. Suppose the
cotton Interests were able to bring about
the taxing of synthetic fibers. Suppose the
producers of any of the materials used 4n
building houses were to bring about the
taxation of any of the other materials. We
could have a situation very oppressive upon
certain ones of our industries.

Too long the manufacturers, sellers, and
consumers of oleomargarine have been op-
pressed by taxes against oleomargarine. I
beg you to do all in your power to have
those taxes repealed.

Sincerely yours,
JESSIE WHITACRE,
Chairman, Texas State Nutrition Council,

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks on the rule
discharged in the House Agriculture
Committee for further consideration of
H. R. 2245, I wish to point out that the
only basis for the tax originally was to
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protect butter. Before signing the peti-
tion to bring H, R. 2245 to the floor for
consideration, I read the testimony be-
fore the Agricultural Committee and in
none of it did I find any real basis for
the tax.

I am a member of a family which has
operated a dairy farm for several gener-
ations and I grew up with the idea that
there was substantial justification for
the tax on oleomargarine but in all of
the thought and study I have given to
this matter I can find no economic rea-
son in the national interest or any moral
justification for the tax. I know of no
other instance wherein a food or a prod-
uct is taxed for the benefit of another
food or product. To levy such a tax
on margarine violates the very princi-
ples on which our free-enterprise system
is based.

It is against the law to represent mar-
garine as butter and the removal of this
tax will in no way affect the regulations
concerning margarine as set forth in the
Federal Pure Food and Drug Act. If it
can be proven there is a definite need
for strengthening the Federal Trade
Act and/or the Federal Pure Food and
Drug Act in connection with the sale of
ﬁrgame' I will most certainly be for

L

The present tax on margarine takes
money out of the housewife’s pocket for
the purpose of protecting another food.
With prices continuing their steady rise,
a tax of this nature is eminently unfair.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
balance of the time to myself.

Mr., Speaker, I am not going to enter
into any argument now because every
Member of this House has his mind made
up on how he is going to vote. There is
no question in my mind but what every-
one knows how they are going to vote.
Now is the time to vote. 4

I want to clear up one thing, however.
It has been charged here that linseed oil
is used in the manufacture of margarine.
I would like to correct that error with-
out getting into an argument. I call this
to your particular attention: The com-
ponent parts of margarine are corn oil,
cottonseed oil, peanut oil, soybean oil,
and a considerable amount of dairy
products. There is no place in this Na-
tion, and I challenge anybody to say
this is not true, where linseed oil is used
in the manufacture of margarine. Lin-
seed oil is a flaxseed oil: There is no
such thing as the use of linseed oil for
the manufacture of margarine in this
country. Maybe that is done in other
places in the world but not in America.

Mr. Speaker, this is an American prod-
uct. The American people want this
tax repealed. Let us vote on it. Let us
get this thing over and take care of the
people who eat this spread becayse they
desire to do so. It is good for them,
it is good for you, it is good for me; let
us give it to them immediately.

The SPEAKER. All time has expired.

The question is, Shall the Committee
on Agriculture be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 2245?

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 235, nays 121, answered “pres-

ent” 2, not voting 72, as follows:

Abbitt
Abernethy
Albert

Allen, Calif,
Allen, La.
Anderson, Calif.
Angell
Auchincloss
Bakewell
Barden

Bates, Mass.
Beall
Beckworth
Bender
Bennett, Mich. '
Bland
Blatnik
Boggs, Del,
Boges, La.
Bonner
Bradley
Brooks
Brown, Ga.
Bryson
Buchanan
Buck
Bulwinkle
Burleson
Bushey
Byrne, N. Y.
Camp
Canfield
Carroll
Case, N. J.
Chadwick
Chapman
Chelf
Church
Cole, Kans.
Combs
Cooley
Cooper
Corbett
Coudert
Courtney
Cox
Cravens
Crosser
Crow
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Tenn.
Dawson. Ill.
Deane
Delaney
Devitt
Dingeil
Dirksen
Domengeaux
Donohue
Dorn
Doughton
Douglas
Durham
Eaton
Eberharter
Elsaesser
Elston
Engle, Calif.
Fallon
Feighan
Fellows
Fernandez
Fisher
Flannagan
Fletcher
Fogarty
Folger
Foote
Forand

Allen, Il.
Andersen,
H. Carl
Andresen,
August H.
Arends
Arnold
Banta
Barrett
Bates, Ky.
Bennett, Mo,
Bishop
Blackney
Bramblett
Brehin

[Roll No. 49]
YEAS—235

Fulton
Gamble
Garmatz
Gary
Gathings
Goodwin
Gorden
Gorskl
Gossett
Grant, Ind.
Gregory
Hale
Hall,
Leonard W.
Hand
Hardy
Harris
Havenner
Hays
Hébert
Herter
Heselton

Holifleld
Huber
Isacson
Javits
Jennings
Johnson, Tex.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Wash.

Klein
Kunkel
Lane
Lanbam
Larcade
Latham
LeFevre
Lesinski
Lichtenwalter
Lodge
Love
Lucas
Ludlow
Lyle
Lynch

* MeConnell

McDonough
McGarvey
McMahon
MecMillan, 8. C.
MeMillen, Il
Mahon
Maloney
Marcantonio
Mathews
Meade, Ky.
Meade, Md.
Merrow

Monroney
Morris
Morrison
Morton

NAYS—121

Brophy
Brown, Ohio
Buffett
Burke
Butler
Byrnes, Wis.
Cannon
Carson

Case, B. Dak.
Chenoweth
Clark
Clevenger
Cole, Mo.
Cole, N. Y.

Muhlenberg
Multer
Murdock

Murray, Tenn.

Nicholson
Nixon
Nodar
Norrell
O’'Brien
0O'Toole
Owens
Pace
Passman
Patman
Peden
Peterson
Philbin
Pickett
Ploeser
Poage
Potter
Potts
Poulson
Preston
Price, Ill.
Priest
Ramey
Rankin
Rayburn
Redden
Reeves
Regan
Richards
Riley
Rivers
Rogers, Fla.
Rohrbough
Rooney
Ross

Babath
Badlak
Sadowski
Sarbacher
Basscer
Scott, Hardle
Scott

Hugh D, Jr,

Seely-Brown
Sheppard
Smathers
Snyder
Somers
Spence
Stanley
Stigler
Teague
Thomas, Tex.
Thompson
Tibbott
Tollefson
Towe

Vail

Van Zandt
Vinson
Vorys

Welch
Wheeler
Whitaker
Whitten
Whittington
‘Wigglesworth
Williams
‘Wilson, Tex.
Winstead
‘Wolverton
Wood
Worley
Youngblood

Crawford

Dolliver
Dondero
Elliott

Ellis
Ellsworth
Engel, Mich.
Evins
Fuller
Gearhart
Gilllle

Goft Keefe Rees
Granger Kersten, Wis, Riehlman
Griffiths Kilburn Robertson
Gross Knutson Rockwell
Gwinn, N Y. Landis Rogers, Mass.
Gwynne, Iowa Lea Russell
Hagen LeCompte Bt. George
Hall, Lemke Eanborn
Edwin Arthur Lewis Schwabe, Mo.
Halleck McCulloch Schwabe, Okla,
Harness, Ind, McGregor Secrivner
Harvey Mack Shafer
Hill MacKinnon Short
Hoeven Martin, ITowa Simpson, I,
Hoffman Mason Smith, Eans.
Holmes Michener Smith, Va.
Hope Miller, Md. Smith, Wis.
Horan Miller, Nebr. Stefan
Hull Murray, Wis.  Stevenson
Jackson, Wash, Norblad Stockman
Jenison O’'Hara Talle
Jensen O'EKonskl Vursell

Johnson, Calif. Phillips, Calif. Weichel

Johnson, Il Phillips, Tenn. Wilson, Ind.
Johnson, Ind. Plumley Wolcott
Jonkman Reed, 111,
Kearns Reed, N. Y.

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—2

Coffin Taber
NOT VOTING—T72

Andrews, Ala. Hart Morgan
Andrews, N. Y. Hartley Mundt
Battle Hedrick Norton
Bell Heffernan Patterson
Bloom Hendricks Pleifer
Bolton Jackson, Calif. Powell
Boykin Jarman Price, Fla.
Buckley Jenkins, Ohlo Rains
Celler Jenkins, Pa. Rich
Chiperfield Johneson, Okla. Rizley
Clason Jones, N. C. Scoblick
Clippinger Kearney Sikes
Colmer Kefauver Simpson, Pa.
Dague Kilday Smith, Maine
Dawson, Utah Lusk 8mith, Ohio
Fenton McCormack Stratton
Gallagher McCowen Sundstrom
Gavin McDowell Taylor
Gillette Macy Thomas, N. J.
Gore Madden Trimble
Graham Manasco Wadsworth
Grant, Ala, Mansfield Walter
Harless, Arlz.  Meyer West
Harrison Miller, Calif. Woodruff

So the motion was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Wadsworth for, with Mr. Taber against.

Mr. Clason for, with Mr. Clague agalnst,

Mr. Madden for, with Mr. Mundt against.

Mr. Coffin for, with Mr, Woodruff against.

Mr. Sundstrom for, with Mr, Meyer against.

General pairs until further notice:

Mr. Gavin with Mr. Kilday.

Mrs. Bolton with Mr., Hedrick.,

Mr., Simpson of Pennsylvania with Mr.
. Walter.
Thomas of New Jersey with Mr. Mans-

B

fleld.

Mr, 8mith of Ohlo with Mr. Celler.
Jenkins of Ohio with Mr. Colmer.
Fenton with Mr. McCormack,

. Glllette with Mr., Bloom,

Graham with Mr. Kefauver,

Taylor with Mr. Pfeifer.

Scoblick with Mr. Ralns.

Rich with Mr. Price of Florida.
Patterson with Mr. Gore.

Dawson of Utah with Mr. Battle.
Gallagher with Mrs. Norton.

Macy with Mr, Jones of North Carolina.
Jackson of California with Mr. Boykin.

Mr. Kearney with Mr. Sikes.

Mrs. Smith of Maine with Mr. Buckley.

Mr. Rizley with Mr, Trimble.

Mr. Jenkins of Pennsylvania with Mr, Mil-
ler of California.

Mr, Chiperflield with Mr. Morgan,

Mr. McDowell with Mr, Harrison,

Mr. McCowen with Mr. Hart.
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Mr. McDonough with Mr. Andrews of Ala-
bama.

Mr. Hartley with Mr. Jarman,

Mr. Clippinger with Mrs, Lusk.

Mr. Stratton with Mr. Heflernan,

Mr. Andrews of New York with Mr. Grant
of Alabama.

Mr. COFFIN, Mr. Speaker, I have a
pair on this motion with the gentleman
from Michigan, Mr., WOODRUFF, who is
unavoidably absent. If he were here, he
would vote “no.” I therefore withdraw
my vote of “aye,” and vote “present.”

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I voted
“no” on this bill. I have a live pair with
the gentleman from New York, Mr.
WapsworRTH., If he were present, he
would vote “aye.” I therefore withdraw
my vote and vote “present.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

ANNOUNCEMENT

The SPEAKER. Without interfering
with the rights of the gentleman from
South Carolina to move to go into the
Committee of the Whole, the Chair will
entertain consent requests for extensions
of remarks only.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MASON asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REcorp on the subject of taxation of co-
ops and to include therewith an editorial
on the same subject.

Mr. BENDER asked and was given per-
mission to extend his own remarks in the
Appendix of the RECORD.

NO HELP TO UNFRIENDLY NATIONS

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own re-
marks at this point in the RECoORD.

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

There was no objection. /

Mr, WELCH. Mr. Speaker, before
passing the foreign-aid bill, amounting
to $6,098,000,000, Congress provided every
possible safeguard to prevent any part
of this money, or goods purchased with
it, from falling into the hands of un-
friendly nations. \

My Speaker, my attention has been
called to a recent sale by the War Assets
Administration, held in the city of San
Francisco, consisting of locomotives and
other heavy machinery, to agents repre-
senting foreign countries.

It is the bounden duty of Congress to
prevent commodities of any kind finally
falling into the hands of any unfriendly
nation, It is inconsistent to spend days
here safeguarding appropriations for for-
eign aid and at the same time leave the
door open for matériel of this kind to
fall into the hands of unfriendly coun-
tries.

Mr. Speaker, we had our lesson. We
should remember that we sold the Japa-
nese the material to build and the gaso-
line to run the airplanes used by them in
their cowardly attack on Pearl Harbor.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. BARRETT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a newspaper article:
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Mr. POULSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp and include an ar-
ticle entitled “Southern California’s Fu-
ture and the Colorado River.” I am in-
formed by the Public Printer that this
will exceed two pages of the REcorp and
will cost $195.25, but I ask that it be
printed notwithstanding that fact.

The SPEAEKER. Without objection,
notwithstanding the cost, the extension
may be made.

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER of Maryland asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix of the Rzcorp
and include a synopsis of the Maryland
veterans laws.

Mr. DEVITT asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap-
pendix of the Recorp and include a
newspaper article.

Mr. SHAFER asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in two instances, in one to in-
clude an editorial and in the other reso-
lutions.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include an edi-
torial written by Mr. L. F. Reid, a news-
paperman of Renville, Minn., relative
to the request by our various bureaus
of Government for free advertisement
in small country newspapers.

Mr. HAGEN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a statement of the
National Cooperative Milk Producers
Federation.

Mr, FARRINGTON asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include an article
about the cattle industry in Hawaii.

Mr. HULL asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include letters.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include ex-
traneous matter.

Mr. MERROW asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorp and include an
editorial.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR., asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include a-reso-
lution unanimously adopted by the
Combined Veterans Committee of Ger-
mantown, Philadelphia, Pa., in tribute
to Egbert Camp, United Spanish War
Veterans.

Mr. ANGELL asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp on two subjects and include
excerpts.

Mr. BRADLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an address he made
recently before the spring conference,
Middle Atlantic region, Propeller Club of
the United States.

Mr. MITCHELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a letter addressed by
him to Mr. F. W. Hoffman, president of
the Cudahy Packing Co.

Mr. HEBERT (at the request of Mr.
Boees of Louisiana) was given permis-
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sion to extend his remarks in the Ap-
pendix of the RECORD.

Mr. PHILBIN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a speech he recently
made.

Mr. BECKWORTH asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include two letters.

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include an
editorial from the Shreveport Times.

Mr., EVINS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

Mr. BUCHANAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in two instances and include two
editorials.

Mr. LYNCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include an
address by Mr. C. Tyler Wood, deputy to
the assistant secretary for Economic Af-
fairs.

Mr. EBERHARTER asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the Recorp on the
subject Reciprocal Trade Program Bene-
fits All The People and include two edi-
torials.

Mr. HAVENNER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include an
excerpt from a letter and an editorial.

Mr. MONRONEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an editorial.

Mr. STIGLER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a statement he made
before the House Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations for Civil Functions of the
War Department.

Mr. LUDLOW asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

Mr. STIGLER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp on the subject Assisting Amer-
ican Agriculture in Oklahoma.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend the remarks he will make in the
Committee of the Whole and include
certain pertinent extracts.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr., SIMPSON of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the Recorp and in-
clude an editorial.

Mr. KENNEDY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a newspaper article,

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on Wednesday,
after disposition of matters on the
Speaker’s desk and at the conclusion of
any special orders herefofore entered, I
may be permitted to address the House
for 10 minutes.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on Wednesday,
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after disposition of matters on the
Speaker’s desk and at the conclusion of
any special orders heretofore entered,
I may bé permitted to address the House
for 1 hour on the high cost of living.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
California?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF AESENCE

Mrs, DOUGLAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to be eXcused for 2
hours to go shopping for America's
housewives, as I feel it is quite as im-
portant for the Members of Congress to
know what is going on in the grocery
stores of America as in the munitions
plants of America.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
California?

There was no objection.

OLEOMARGARINE

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 2245) to repeal the tax
on oleomargarine; and pending that
motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that general debate be limited
to 3 hours, the time to be equally divided
and controlled by the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. Hopel and myself.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from South Carolina.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 2245, with
Mr. ARenDs in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. RIVERS., Mr. Chairman, I yield
8 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Portsl.

Mr. POTTS. Mr., Chairman, the
matter before us is whether we shall
eliminate the highly repressive taxes
on colored margarine and give to the
consumers of America the rights to
which they are entitled from a free,
competitive market.

Now what are those taxes?

First. 8Bix hundred dollars a year on
manufacturers of margarine.

Second. Four hundred and eighty dol-
lars a year on wholesalers of colored
margarine,

Third. Forty-eight dollars a year on
retailers of colored margarine.

Fourth. Ten cents a pound on the
purchaser of colored margarine.

Oh, yes; the housewife can have un-
colored margarine without most of
these taxes, and then she can color it
herself with all the difficulty and labor
coloring it entails, as housewives who
use margarine will very graphically at-
test to. And she will color it, too; of
that there is no doubt, because it then
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takes on a palatable appearance, and
she will buy it, especially in these times
of $1 butter, and of that there is no
doubt either. So that the net result is
a tax placed on the product, the sole
purpose of which is, and from its incep-
tion has been, to attempt to discourage
housewives from purchasing it.

Nobody denies that the remission of
these taxes will boost the sales of mar-
garine, although I believe to a lesser de-
gree than the opponents of the pending
legislation would have us believe, and
that since it is a substitute for butter,
there will be a consequent falling off in
the sale of the latter.
standable therefore that the dairy in-
terests should become apprehensive and
that they should redouble their efforts
to save a subsidy they have enjoyed for
many decades, paid for by the house-
wives of America.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
a correction?

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

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Does the
gentleman know that the oil in every
ounce of every pound of oleo made in
the United States is subsidized at be-
tween 1 and 10 cents a pound?

Mr. POTTS. I am only concerned
about the subsidy as it affects the man-
ufacture of butter, that you have a free,
competitive market except that this is
a limitation on that free competitive
market in America. There is no more
reason for that than for putting a tax
on salad spreads, because they are a
competitor of mayonnaise.

It is safe to say, this legislation would
not have come to the floor of this House
by petition to discharge if margarine
taxes were the prerogative of the reve-
nue-raising committee of the House,
namely, the Ways and Means Committee.
That the taxes on margarine are not
truly for revenue-raising purposes is evi-
dent from the fact that the Ways and
Means Committee does not have jurisdic-
tion over them but rather the Committee
on Agriculture. So long as the latter
committee has jurisdiction over marga-
rine taxes it can be reasonably expected
that margarine taxes will be forever im-
posed not for tax-raising purposes, be-
cause it is not a tax-raising committee,
but to give to the dairy interests of the
country an unfair advantage having no
place in a free-enterprise America.

There is no more sense in putting taxes
on margarine because people use it as a
substitute for butter than there is in
putting a tax on salad spreads because
they are competitive with mayonnaise,
nor as it might have been in days of yore
in putting a tax on leather shoes to keep
people wearing wooden sabots.

Progress, whether it be manifest in a
superior product or in cheaper cost,
should not be held up if we agree on the
premise, and I take it we do, that our liv-
ing standards are higher in this country
because we have a freer economy than
any other country. The present taxes on
margarine are a limitation on that free
economy.

I have great confidence in the ingenu-
ity of the dairy:farmer to devise other
and perhaps better uses and outlets for

It is quite under-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

his milk. Butter is not his only one.
Progress begets progress.

It is sometimes contended that butter
is entitled to use the color yellow to the
exclusion of margarine. That is sheer
nonsense and the proof cf that is that the
housewife may color it herself and the
wholesaler and retailer may sell it colored
and the housewife may buy it colored
upon the payment of a tax—not to the
dairy interests, as you would suppose it
would be if butter had such a preemptive
right, but rather to the Government.

It is said that the tax is imposed to
raise revenue to prevent fraud in the
marketing of margarine as butter. But
that theory is falacious. There is no
more basis for saddling the margarine
consumers of America with the operat-
ing cost of a Government agency charged
with the prevention of fraud than there
would be in parceling out the cost of
such agency in exposing fraud in the sale
of hybrid shoes as leather shoes, or in the
sale of “blue sky” securities.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. MTr. Chair-
man, a point of order. This is a very im-
portant issue, and I see very few Demo-
crats on the floor to hear this discussion.
I make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] One hundred
and two Members are present, a quorum.

Mr. POTTS. Mr. Chairman, if my
neighbor’s house is burglarized, the crime
has been committed against the entire
citizenry, and I, as one, must contribute
through my taxes to the cost of appre-
hension and punishment of the criminal,
even though my own house may never be
burglarized. That is sound policy and
cannot be disputed.

It follows, therefore, that the cost of
preventing fraud in any manner should
be borne by the people as a whole.

Put whatever penalties are necessary
on the fraudulent sale of margarine as
butter; make all reasonable requirements
as to wording on packages; but do not
saddle solely the consumers of margarine
with a cost that is properly that of the
whole populace. Do not give a subsidy
any longer to the dairy interests at the
expense of America’s housewives.

Mr. Chairman, this is a nonpartisan
measure. The Members on both sides
of the aisle from the dairy country have
represented their interests well. Their
constituents should long remember them
for their untiring efforts in preserving
the subsidy for so long a time. Now the
consumer should have his rightful day.

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

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

Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr, Chairman,
you ask me of the state of the Nation, Mr.
Hennessey. It is a sad state indeed.
The biggest political hoax in many a
moon has made strange bedfellows, the
likes of which this House has seldom
seen.

Oleo can be naturally colored yellow,
somebody told them, and with that they
fall into each other’s arms.

They have buttered their bread, Mr.-
Hennessey, and now let them lie in it.
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And who do we find sharing the same
pillow, Mr., Hennessey? The Cotton

South and the CIO; both hoping to re-
move the Federal taxes on oleomargarine
colored yellow in imitation of butter.

Oleo will be cheaper, the CIO murmurs
sleepily. But what does the Cotton
South dream, Mr. Hennessey? The Cot-
ton South dreams that yellow oleo will
bring better prices for cottonseed oil;
though how cottonseed oil can go up if
the oleo price goes down no man can tell.

Then there is Harry and Henry Wal-
lace cuddled up in another corner.
Harry wants the votes of the working-
man, and Hank wants whatever the Com-
munists want, so they both plump for
yellow oleo and never mind the farmer,
Mr. Hennessey.

The Consumers’ League is snuggled
close to the 26 big Wall Street corpora-
tions that make oleomargarine, and all
because the big corporations and Eleanor
say it is a shame for the ladies to have
to take 2 minutes from My Day to color
their own oleo.

Every left-wing cartoonist in the coun-
try has crawled under last year’s $6,000,-
000 advertising blanket cast over the
scene by four oleo manufacturers. And
whom do we find under the blanket, Mr.
Hennessey, but the conservative publish-
ers who have closed their columns to the
nonadvertising farmers. If it is yellow
oleo their city readers want, it is yellow
oleo they should have.

Life magazine has hold of a $200,000
corner of that advertising, Mr. Hennes-
sey, and if the same blanket covers the
unwashed Daily Worker, who is Mr. Luce
to complain?

But, Mr. Hennessey, wait until we hear
from the 5,000,000 farm families left out
in the cold.

And, remember this, if we raise big,
strapping babies in the United States of
America someone is going to produce
milk, If we kill off all the cows, I give
you one guess, Mr. Hennessey, filled milk
will not do it.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. HLLl.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, it seems to
me at all times there is a middle ground
upon which we can all meet. That goes
for the agricultural producer of farm
crops, as well as the labor organizations
in the great cities.

It is contended by those who desire
to remove the tax on oleomargarine
that the housewives should have the
right to buy yellow oleomargarine with-
out the 10-cents-per-pound tax.

It is likewise confended by the oppo-
nents that if oleomargarine is permitted
to be colored yellow and sold without a
payment of a 10-cents-per-pound tax
that yellow oleomargarine will be passed
off to the public and served as butter.

Let us be frank and admit that there
is merit in both those contentions. The
objective of both groups, if they are hon-
est and sincere in their contentions, is
to benefit and protect the consumer.
The oleomargarine forces would achieve
this objective by coloring oleomargarine
yellow. * The butter forces would ac-
complish their objective and protect
against fraud and deception by having
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oleomargarine any color other than yel-
low so that the product could readily be
recognized as oleomargarine.

I am not speaking for either group,
but I am speaking for the housewives.
The bill I have offered, or will offer, as
a substitute will give each group sub-
stantially what it seeks and at the same
time it will also let the housewife have
yellow oleomargarine without the 10-
cents-per-pound tax and without having
to spend hours in the kitchen coloring
the product herself. It will also drasti-
cally reduce the taxes on wholesalers and
retailers.

The gentleman from New Hampshire,
Congressman Norris Corron, has co-
operated with me in working out the
amendinent which I will place in the
Recorp at this point. We both feel that
here is a plan we can all support. Now
we can, under this amendment, always
distinguish oleomargarine from butter.

I am going to offer a bill as an substi-
tute for the bill proposed by the gentle-
man from South Carolina [Mr. Rivers],
whom I love and have known ever since
I have been in this House. I will give
you a chance fo learn something about
this amendment as I proceed. I am
going to propose in my amendment that
we take the tax off of oleomargarine.
That should please the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. Rivers].

Amendment in the nature of substitute
offered by Mr. HILL:

Strike out everything after the enacting
clause and substitute the following:

“That chapter 16, subchapter A, section
2301 (a) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code
(relating to the tax on oleomargarine) is
hereby amended to read as follows:

‘“‘(1) Upon oleomargarine which shall be
manufactured and sold, or removed for con-
sumption or use, there shall be assessed and
collected a tax at the rate of one-fourth of
1 cent per pound; except that such tax shall
be at the rate of 10 cents per pound in the
case of oleomargarine which is yellow in
color: Provided, That such tax on oleomar-
garine which is yellow in color shall be at
the rate of one-fourth of 1 cent per pound
if such oleomargarine is manufactured, pre-
pared, molded, shaped, packaged, sold, and
distributed so that— 1

*“‘a. The net weight of the contents of tbe
retail package shall not exceed 1 pound;

“‘b. The contents of each package is
divided into four equal parts; and

“‘c. Each part of the contents of such

package is manufactured, prepared, molded, -

and shaped in such manner so as to have
three sides (exclusive of the ends) so that
each part will be triangular in shape, or to
be in such other form or shape as the Secre-
tary of the Treasury may approve. The
Secretary of the Treasury shall not approve
any other method of preparing, molding, or
shaping of oleomargarine unless he is fully
satisfied that the article after all labels have
been removed and after it has been cut into
patties for use on the table can readily be
recognized by the general public as oleomar-
garine and clearly distinguished from butter.’

“Sec. 2. Chapter 16, subchapter A, section
2302 (a) of the Internal Revenue Code is
amended by inserting after the phrase ‘deter-
mined as provided in paragraph 2 of section
2301 (a),’ the following 'or who shall change
or attempt to change the mold or shape or
other identifying characterlstics of yellow
oleomargarine with the intent of defeating
the purposes of this act.’

“Sec. 3. Chapter 16, subchapter A, section
2308 (a) of the Internal Revenue Code is
hereby amended by inserting after the word
‘law’ where it last appears in that section the
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following: ‘, or who knowingly changes or
attempts to change the form or shape or
other identifying characteristics of yellow
oleomargarine on which a tax at the rate of
10 cents per pound has not been paid with
the intent of defeating the purposes of this
act.’

“Sec. 4. Chapter 27, subchapter A, part I,
section 3200 (a) of the Internal Revenue
Code is amended by inserting after the word
‘oleomargarine’ the following ‘, except hos-
pitals which merely color oleomargarine to be
served to patients or hospital employees.’

“Segc. 5. Chapter 27, subchapter A, part I,
section 8200 (b) (1) of the Internal Revenue
Code is amended by striking out the figures
‘$200" and insert in lieu thereof ‘$50.

“Sgc. 6. Chapter 27, subchapter A, part I,

section 3200 (c¢) of the Internal Revenue Code
is amended by striking out the figure '$6" and
insert in lieu thereof ‘1.’

“Skc. 7. This act shall take effect on July 1,
1948."

EXPLANATION OF THE HILL AMENDMENT

Section 1: This section will reduce the tax
on yellow oleomargarine from 10 cents a
pound to one-~fourth of 1 cent per pound
if the yellow oleomargarine is prepared so
that it will be cylindrical or triangular in
shape instead of in a square or rectangular
form. The effect of this will be to let the
housewife have yellow oleomargarine at the
same price as white oleomargarine but will
also give a person who desires to buy butter
an opportunity to get butter and not oleo-
margarine because the shape of the yellow
oleomargarine will clearly identify it as oleo~
margarine and distinguish it from butter.
This section provides flexibility so that it
may be in some other shape other than
round or trlangular if the Secretary of the
Treasury is fully satisfied that the article
after all labels have been removed and after
it has been cut into patties for use on the
table can be readily recognized by the gen-
eral public as oleomargarine,

Bection 2: This section merely inserts a
provision which will make any person who
attempts to change the mold or shape of
yellow oleomargarine and otherwise destroy
its identifying characteristics subject to the
full tax as a manufacturer,

Section 3: Section 8 of the bill makes a
similar change in the penal provisions of the
present Internal Revenue Code so that they
will be applicable if a person changes the
form or shape of the yellow oleomargarine
on which the tax of 10 cents per pound has
not been paid in order to defeat the purposes
of the act,

Section 4: This section exempts hospitals
from the definition of a manufacturer and
permits hospitals, which merely color oleo-
margarine, to serve to patients or hospital
employees without payment of a manufac-
turers tax.

Section 5: This section reduces the tax on
wholesalers who handle yellow oleomargarine
packaged in the manner provided in section
1 from $480 per year to $50 per year.

Section 6: This section reduces the tax on
retailers who handle only yellow oleomar-
garine prepared and packaged in the man-
ner authorized under section 1 of this act
from $48 a year to $2 per year.

Bection T7: Bection 9 makes the act effec-
tive on July 1, 1948, This is the date on
which new license fees will have to be paid.

I repeat:

The contents of each package is divided
into four equal parts. Each part of the
contents of such package is manufactured,
prepared, molded, shaped, in such manner
as to have—

Now, get this—

three sides exclusive of the ends so that
each part shall be triangular in shape or to
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be in such other form as the Secretary of
the Treasury shall order,

The Secretary of the Treasury shail

-have the power of approval.

Now let us see what we would have.
Here is a package of oleo.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman who loves me yield?

Mr. HILL. In just a moment. I do
not love the gentleman that much. Now,
here is what I was going to tell the gen-
tleman——

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

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman three additional minutes.

Mr. HILL. As you look at this pack-
age——

Mr. RIVERS. Now will my affection-
ate friend yield?

Mr. HILL. As you look at this pack-
age you will find that it is perfectly solid.
There is therefore no reason in the world
why some type of machine could not
easily be made to divide the package into
four equal parts and make them tri-
angular in shape. Then they could be
cut up into patfies and served and there
would be no way in the world to confuse
it with butter. Color it as yellow as you
want.

You can do the same with a pound
of butter. Here is a pound cut into four
equal parts. There is no use saying it
will not work. My desire is to protect

* the public and if my friend from South

Carolina does not want to sell oleo as a
substitute for butter he will vote for this
amendment,

I now yield to the gentleman from
South Carolina, whom I love with all my
heart.

Mr. RIVERS. The gentleman with
the heart that bleeds so profusely for the
people, did he offer that amendment in
the committee?

Mr. HILL. It would have been offered,
I may say to the gentleman, if this peti-
tion discharging the committee had not
been signed.

Mr. RIVERS. Did the gentleman ever
offer any such amendment in the com-
mittee?

Mr. HILL. I would have offered this
if it had not been that the matter was
taken away from the committee. I may

- say to the gentleman that I was made

chairman of a committee to report on
this matter.

Mr, RIVERS. When to report back?

Mr. HILL. I do nof quite understand
the gentleman. :

Mr. RIVERS. What did your com-
mittee propose to report?

Mr. HILL. Tomorrow morning if it
had not been for the petition. We were
all ready to go. We had this bill drawn
up.

Mr. RIVERS, I dislike to argue with
the gentleman but you know very well
you all passed a motion to defer any-
thing regarding oleo until the next ses-
sion of Congress.

Mr. HILL. Let me say to the gentle-
man that I was one of those who said we
should consider this further. My friends
on the committee will stand up and tell
you that I was one of the members who
stood up and said we should give fur-
ther consideration to this matter. There
is one sitting at the gentleman’s right
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hand now who will tell you if you ask
him.

Mr. RIVERS. It looks to me as
though the gentleman was outweighed.

Mr. HILL. I shall ask permission to
have this bill printed in the CoNGRES-
s1oNAL REcorDp of today.

There is no reason why it should not
be accepted. The pound of cleo can be
easily shaped in this triangular form,
four pieces to the pound and with this
peculiar shape the oleo people would not
be perpetrating a fraud upon anyone.

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

Mr., HILL. I yield.

Mr. WORLEY, I merely wish to say
that I am glad to support the statement
made by the gentleman that he tried to
get some floor action on all of these bills.

Mr, HILL. And I will say to the gen-
tleman from Texas that I believe that
statement and I believe we can do this.
I do not think it will be any trouble at
all. The oleo shaped in this form can
be as yellow as anyone wants it to be
or it can be any color, yellow, black,
green,.or red. Automobiles are not all
the same color and no one would want
them to be. Why, you know what your
wife would say if you went to buy a
new car and could get only one color?

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

Mr. HILL. As soon as I have made
this one statement: I have nothing to
cover up, nothing to shield on this mat-
ter. I yield.

Mr. ABERNETHY. The gentleman
has proposed a very interesting thing.
Right now the gentleman takes the posi-
tion that butter is much better than
oleo; does he not?

Mr. HILL. I take no
position,

Mr. ABERNETHY.
man does now?

Mr. HILL. If I can secure sufficient
time I will answer all the questions.

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

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr., McGARVEY].

Mr. McGARVEY. Mr. Chairman, as
you all know, on Tuesday, March 20, the
members of the House Committee on
Agriculture, shelved 19 bills which had
been introduced to either repeal or
drastically reduce the Federal taxes on
colored oleomargarine. The reasons for
the committee’s high-handed action in
this instance are best known only to
themselves. It is significant that the
members of the committee all represent
agricultural districts. Not one member,
representing an industrial or city dis-
trict, was permitted by vote to voice his
approval of the hills. Since the people
living in such districts comprise the main
body of consumers of oleomargarine, and
not the people in the farming districts,
it can hardly be said that the proposed
legislation received the impartial con-

' gideration to which it is entitled in a
. country which functions under a repre-
sentative form of government.

I am proud that I am one of the signers

- of the discharge petition to bring the
| oleomargarine repeal bill to the floor of
. the House in order that it might be voted

restrictive

But the gentle-
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on in the American way. This way is
directly opposed to the manner in which
the oleomargarine repeal bhills were
roughly pigeonholed with no explana-
tion or reasons given. I represent a
large thickly populated city district
where some of the leading industrial
plants of the country are located, and
where the housewives have written me
daily regarding the oufrageous measure
which the committee members have pro-
posed in lieu of H. R. 2245. Yes; I call
it outrageous and Sovietlike tactics, and
I will not stand idly by.

I should now be home in my district
campaigning, as tomorrow is primary
election day in the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, but to me the repeal of the
taxes on oleomargarine is so vitally im-
portant that I am here today to fight
for the repeal. I want every Member of
this House to know my feelings and to
know that I shall vote for H., R. 2245,
and vote against any attempt to forestall
or compromise the issue.

The members of the committee have
even gone so far as to stoop to giving
a ballyhoo circus performance by send-
ing down to Washington charts from the
dairy and creamery States of the Union
in an attempt to win the Members of the
House to their viewpoint. This is a
sickening and nauseating performance
to go through when the main issue is
to relieve the American housewife of the
burden of the unfair and unjust Federal
taxes on a product which she wants and
needs.

Mr, HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. CurTIs].

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, the
farmers are not the only people who
will feel the effects if the present Federal
tax on oleomargarine is removed. The
consumers are due for a drubbing they
do not expect.

In the first place, why do the oleomar-
garine manufacturers want to color their
so-called superior product yellow? What
is unappetizing about white? As a
farmer’s wife very accurately pointed
out, “What is distasteful or unappetizing
about the white color of an angel-food
cake?”

The questionable genealogy of oleo-
margarine was concisely covered here
recently when a great friend of the
American farmer, the gentleman from
Minnesota, Congressman AucusT H. AN-
DRESEN, said: .

We must remember that oleomargarine is
a contrived product of uncertaln ancestry.
It can be and has been made of fish oil,
animal fats, tallow, waste packing-house by-
products, and vegetable oils, both domestic
and imported. To say that oleo is the nutri-
tional equivalent of butter is to say that
horse meat is the nutritional equivalent of
prime roast beef. The statement may be
technieally true, but it is morally dubious.

In any case, the processing of oleo requires
the deodorizing of some olils, the removal of
unpleasant off-tastes from others, and
bleaching to give a uniform base for the
addition of color. Diacetyl must be added
to imitate butter’s taste. Vitamin A, which
is extracted from shark Ilivers, must be
added to imitate butter's nutrition, Milk
must be added to oleo to imitate butter's
texture. The use of yellow would be the
final step toward fraud and deceit by imitat=
ing butter's color.
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If the existing Federal legislation is
repealed, the price of oleomargarine will
go up. The consumers will suffer. At
the present time, most of the oleomar-
garine that is sold is uncolored. When
and if the law is changed so that this
oleomargarine appears entirely like but-
ter, the consumers will pay and pay
plenty. It has been shown by the de-
bate on this subject that colored oleo-
margarine is sold in Indiana for as much
as 29 cents per pound more than the
white oleomargarine. The Federal tax
is only 10 cents a pound. The consumer
is required to enrich the handful of
manufacturers who control the oleomar-
garine industry to the tune of 19 cents
a pound because their product is col-
ored. If there is to be no white -oleo-
margarine to compete in keeping the
price down, colored oleomargarine will
tend to follow butter prices even more
closely than at present.

Another interesting thing that has
been brought out since this controversy
has risen is that in one 15-year period
30,000 persons were picked up by the
Bureau of Internal Revenue for selling -
oleomargarine as butter at butter prices.
The present Federal tax of one-fourth of
a cent a pound on white oleomargarine
is money well spent by the consumers be-
cause it guarantees the policing of the
manufacturers and distributors of oleo-
margarine. A repeal of the existing
Federal law would be most unfair to both
farmers and consumers.

The farmer knows what repeal would
do to him. During the days of drouth
and crop failure in Nebraska and in sur-
rounding States, the regular cream check
was the thing that enabled hundreds of
thousands of farmers to keep going. It
was these checks that made it possible
for the retail merchant and business and
professional men in our cities and towns
to stay open for business.

The consumer would do well to inguire
more fully into the reason for the present
law, to study the probable effects of its
repeal, and to realize that oleo and butter
cannot and never should be put into com-
petition with each other.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr., KEeErE]l.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I do not
suppose that anything that may be said
in this argument will influence a single
vote, especially when the mental attitude
of many of the Members is that reflected
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
who just preceded me. He very properly
has indicated his great interest in this
matter to the extent of staying here in
Washington to fight for the repeal of
what he calls “iniquitous taxes” in be-
half of his constituents who are going to
vote tomorrow in the primaries in Penn-
sylvania. The assumption is that by the
repeal of this law he is going to get oodles
of oleomargarine at a very cheap price
for those who are crying and craving for
oleomargarine in his district. Now, that
sort of an argument to me is typical of
the type and character of arguments
that I have heard around here since this
matter has been before the Congress for
discussion. Why not discuss this thing
on the basis of some sane, simple facts?
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I had two constituents come to my office
this morning, fine, splendid people. They
were apparently very much exercised be-
cause of the propaganda that has gone
out in this oleomargarine fight. They
felt that there was just one thing to do,
give us this tax repeal, in order that the
housewife may be able to buy colored
oleomargarine and not have to coler it
herself and be able to buy it at a cheap
price,

Now, what are the facts? I explained
the situation to them carefully, and with-
out emotional appeal, and when they
left my office both of them, highly intel-
ligent people, said, “Why, we never un-
derstood that at all. We' are going to
leave this to your judgment.” h

What is the situation in Wisconsin,
along with 21 other States? They abso-
lutely prohibit the sale of colored oleo-
margarine. You can color it all you want
to out in these other States, but you can-
not sell colored oleomargarine at all in
Wisconsin or some 21 or 22 other States
in this Union. What difference does the
tax make then? What difference does
it make to the housewife in my State if
you repeal this tax that is on the Federal
statute books? What benefit is she going
to get out of this situation? How are
these housewives, that the gentleman
who just left the floor pleaded in behalf
of, going to get any benefit by the repeal
when the sale of colored oleomargarine
is absolutely prohibited? A lot of people
do not seem to know that. I said to one
of these good ladies in my office, “Do you
buy oleomargarine?” She said, “Yes.”

- I said, “You do not have to color it when

you use it in cooking, do you?” She said,
“No, I do not.” I said, “How much Fed-
eral tax do you pay on uncolored oleo-
margarine?” Why, she did not know.
I said, “You only pay one-fourth of a
cent a pound on uncolored oleomargar-
ine; that isall.” I said, “How much oleo-
margarine do you use in a year?” Why,
she was amazed to find out that she would
not spend 20 cents a year tax in the use
of uncolored oleomargarine. Now, I said,
“You cannot buy colored oleomargarine
in Wisconsin, and you cannot buy it in
these other 22 States.” What do they
do? They put a little pellet in the
package and you can color it yourself, if
you want to. She does not really have to.
She uses it without coloring, and she
only pays about 20 cents a year for the
entire family, the quarter of 1 cent a
pound.

Mr, MITCHELL. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
° Mr. KEEEFE. Just a moment, You
fellows have been talking around here
for the last 2 or 3 months on this thing
and have been talking “malarkey” to a lot
of people about this thing. Now, the fact
of the situation is just simply this: I
want the people in my district to be able
to buy oleomargarine, and they can buy
all the oleomargarine they want as long
as it is not colored, and pay just one-
quarter of a cent a pound tax. Why have
the oleomargarine people not gone out
into the States and made their appeal to
the State legislatures where it would
count? Why have they propagandized
oleomargarine all over this country and

made the American housewife believe
that if you repeal this law they are going
to get a cheap food spread?
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.
Mr. HOPE, Mr, Chairman, I yield the
gentleman three additional minutes.
Mr. KEEFE. It seems to me that you
have not given the American housewife
the facts about this situation. ¥You have
led her to believe by this expenditure of
millions of dollars for propaganda that
if you just repeal this Federal tax every-
thing is going to be lovely and she will
get all the oleomargarine that she needs.
Now, let us see. I looked into a Giant
Food Market store this morning. They
can sell colored oleomargarine in the Dis-
trict of Columbia by paying the Federal
tax of 10 cents per pound. What was
colored oleomargarine selling for on the
store shelves here in the District of Co-
Iumbia this morning? Fifty-five cents a
pound. What was uncolored oleomar-
garine selling for? Forty-one cents a
pound., That is a differential of 14 cents,
and the total tax is only 10 cents. The
oleo manufacturers have added 14 cents
to the base price of uncolored margarine

and have raised it to 55 cents a pound. .

What assurance has the housewife that
the price of oleo will be reduced? None
at all. Those were the prices cited in the
food stores here in Washington this
morning. Past experience indicates that
if we take this little tax off, the price of
oleomargarine will follow the price of
butter. You people who are committing
that fraud upon the American housewife
will wake up if and when this legislation
ever becomes law to see that if there is
any fraud committed it is a fraud that
has led the American housewife to be-
lieve that by the repeal of this legislation
you are going to get a cheap table spread
for the American housewife.

I will tell you what will happen. They
are using soybean oil and cottonseed oil
now, and the appeal is made that that
is American agriculture. You take this
tax off and you will see them using im-
ported copra oil that they can buy for a
fraction of what it costs to manufacture
their product out of soybean oil and cot-
tonseed oil. You will see that there will
be no reduction in price. The price of
oleomargarine will follow the historic
price of butter all along the line.

Let me tell you something. ¥You are
going to find that the housewife is going
to ask some question on this thing when
she understands it. She does not under-
stand the situation today. All she knows
is that she has to color her oleomar-
garine unless she pays 10 cents tax in
those States that permit colored- oleo-
margarine to be sold at all, She knows
that in my State the State law prohibits
the sale of colored oleomargarine. She
knows that anything that we do here
is not going to change the situation there.
Why do you not go out and spend your
millions of dollars in the 23 States of the
Union that do not permit the sale of
colored oleomargarine, and repeal those
laws and give some real benefit to the
American housewife, instead of kidding
them as you are kidding them with this
proposed legislation?

Mr. Chairman, in my remaining time
I shall try to present some basic facts

L]
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that should be understood by all before
this bill becomes law.

" HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The efforts of chemists to produce a
substance compounded of low-priced fats
and oils and having the color, flavor,
melting point, and other characteristics
of butter made from cow’s milk came to
partial fruition in France in 1870. A
French chemist invented a process “to
obtain butter. Note the objective “to
obtain butter.” The financial rewards
possible in the manufacture of a butter
imitation that could be produced cheaply
and sold without restriction in the butter
market soon brought the product to the
United States. By 1880 the fraud of
passing oleomargarine as butter was so
prevalent that the States of New York,
Pennsylvania, Delaware, and Maryland
enacted legislation to protect the con-
suming public from the racketeers who
were pawning yellow oleo as being butter.
In the same year the Congress passed
legislation to protect the consumers in
the District of Columbia. In 1886 the
Congress recognized that the fraud had
become so flagrant that control by States
was ineffective and enacted the first na-
tional oleomargarine act. In signing the
legislation, President Cleveland stated:

I am convinced that the taxes which (this
legislation) creates cannot possibly destroy
the open and legitimate manufacture and
sale of the thing upon which it is levied.
If this article has the merit which its friends
claim for it, and the people of the land,
with full knowledge of its real character,
desire to purchase and use it, the taxes ex-
acted by this bill will permit a fair profit
to both manufacturer and dealer. If the
existence of the commodity. taxed and the
profits of its manufacture and sale depend
upon disposing of it to the people for some-
thing else which it deceitfully imitates, the
entire enterprise is a fraud and not an in-
dustry; and if it cannot endure the exhibi-
tion of its real character which will be ef-
fected by the Inspection, supervision, and
stamping which this bill directs, the sooner
it is destroyed the better, in the interests
of fair dealing.

The act of 1886 neglected to say any-
thing about the color of oleo so that
the deception continued and the States
were obliged to pass corrective legisla-
tion. By 1902 a total of 32 States in-
cluding South Carolina—home State of
the gentleman who authored this dis-
charge petition—had passed anticolor
oleo laws. During the same year the
Congress passed the Grout bill which in-
troduced the principle of a tax gradua-
ated according to color. The uncolored
product was subject to a manufacturing
tax of one-fourth of a cent a pound, while
oleo artificially colored in semblance of
butter was taxed 10 cents a pound.

1931 LAW ASSIGNED YELLOW TO BUTTER

So anxious were the oleo people to cash
in on the historic trade-mark of yellow
butter that they soon discovered a loop-
hole by mixing palm oil in the oleo con-
coction, thereby imparting a naturally
yellow color while escaping the 10-cents-
per-pound Federal tax. They also ex-
perimented with a mixture of cottonseed
0il and sulfur to produce the yellow color
and evade the tax. This led to the en-
actment of H. R. 15934 in 1931 which
specifically assigned yellow to the right-
ful product—butter—and said that if
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oleo is colored to resemble butter it is
subject to the 10 cenis’ tax.

TAX GIVES INTERNAL REVENUE DEPARTMENT

SUFERVISION

With this legislation on the statute
books the Bureau of Internal Revenue
has been able to maintain effective en-
forcement., The consuming public has
been protected. The oleo industry has
not been destroyed and those who want
to eat oleo can have it for about half
the price of butter. Yet we are con-
fronted with this fight, sponsored by
those who would throw overboard all the
experience of nearly 70 years in dealing
with this problem. A fight backed by
those who want to again allow oleo to
take the color of butter without restric-
tion and reopen the door to the tempta-
tion of the fraudulent sales that made
this legislation necessary.

I am not suggesting that the big and
reputable oleomargarine manufacturers
are interested in deliberately misrepre-
senting their product to the public. In
fact I am certain they would suffer the
greatest damage if this effort to repeal
the oleomargarine law is successful.

The only thing that is holding the un-
scrupulous in check and preventing the
bootleg conditions that prevailed in the
industry in its early days is this oleo tax
law which in my judgment protects the
producer as well as the consumer.

It is the tax-collecting feature of this
law that places its enforcement within
the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Internal
Revenue. The Bureau, with its trained
staff, charged with the collection of taxes
on oleomargarine, would be relieved of
any further responsibility in connection
with this product, if you repeal this tax.

It has been suggested that oleo con-
trol can be left to the Pure Food and
Drug Act. This is not true as this act
covers only shipments in interstate com-
merce.

COURT CASES INVOLVING FRAUDULENT SALES

OF OLEO

With all of its skill in this field the
Bureau has found that there are always
sharks ready to take a chance in this
field because of the terrific possibilities
for big profits. I can cite you many
court cases taken from the Internal Rev-
enue Department records.

There was the case of Albert Haddad,
who sold himself to a reputable Illinois
oleo manufacturer as a New York-New
England distributor. He got the white
oleo and colored it on his pig farm at
Stoneham near Boston—as much as 5
tons a day. He reported fake oleo sales
to Boston bakeries hoping to outsmart
the Internal Revenue agents. With
labels describing the product as ‘“‘cream-
ery butter” he flooded Boston with 375,-
000 pounds at double white-oleo prices.
He was well on the way to a fortune when
a New England housewife reported her
suspicions to health authorities and the
product was found to be oleomargarine,

In another case Harry F. Griggs was a
respectable appearing dealer of oleo in
Baltimore. Revenue agents noticed that
the quantity of white oleo Griggs report-
‘ed he had sold did not always check with
the amounts the agents believed he had
sold. They investigated the warehouse
and store he operated in his basement
and found he was coloring the white oleo
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and selling it to small groceries, restau-
rants, and housewives as butter. Griggs
was convicted of failing to pay the manu-
facturers’ tax and paid a fine of $3,500.
Within 2 years of Griggs'conviction John
Seeger and two Washington, D. C,, men
were convicted of evading Federal taxes
on 162,951 pounds of oleo sold as butter
to hotels and cafes along the Baltimore-
Washington Pike and in the city of
Washington itself.

I have a book full of similar cases.
They prove that if crooks will defy the
Bureau of Internal Revenue for the lure
of profits in victimizing the public, what
would the situation be if there was no
agency of the Government continuously
on the job to restrain racketeers, to help
make sure that when the housewife pays
for butter she really gets butter. I am
convinced that our oleo laws are sound
and operate in the best interests of the
public.

OLEO TAX IS NOT BURDENSOME

Much has been said in this debate
about the oleo tgx being burdensome.
All taxes are burdensome unless the tax-
payer gets value for his tax dollar. In
the case of oleo the tax is one-quarter of
a cent a pound. The license fees paid by
the retailer and wholesaler and manufac-
turer are also small. Applying the total
of all these taxes to a family that con-
sumes 3 pounds of oleo a week (156
pounds a year), the total amount of

* taxes does not exceed 40 cents a year, less

than 1 cent a week. Isthat too much for
the protection of the health of the fam-
ily, to see that the oleo that is purchased
is sanitary and not something mixed in a
washing machine in some rackefeer's
basement?

OLEC RETAIL PRICES, WASHINGTON, D. C.

It is contended that killing the oleo
taxes will lower the price to the con-
sumer. I have just demonstrated that if
the housewife buys uncolored oleo the
cost of the tax is less than a penny a week
per family. But this is not the tax that
the supporters of this repeal bill want to
kill. They want to eliminate the 10-cent
tax that applies when the manufacturer
colors his product to imitate butter. If
this tax is killed virtually all oleo will be
placed on the market in the color of but-
ter. Theoretically, if the tax is elim-
inated the consumer will be able to buy
colored oleo for 10 cents a pounds less
than he does today. But let us look in at
a Giant store here in Washington and see
if this is the case. On March 29 these
stores advertised uncolored oleo at 35
and 37 cents per pound; colored oleo at
55 cents a pound. In Evansville, Ind., on
April 20, the Bazley Market sold Durkees’
white oleo for 41 cents a pound, Durkees’
yellow oleo at 53 cents a pound; in Terre
Haute, Ind., on the same day, white oleo
sold for 32 cents a pound, colored oleo at
59 cents.

If this tax law is repealed oleo manu-
facturers will be free to boost prices as
they please. They will add a fancy price,
no doubt, for coloring the oleo. The
thrifty housewife who today buys white
oleo at from 32 cents to 37 cents and
colors it herself will find only colored oleo
on the grocery shelves at considerably
higher prices. Will that help cut down
the family grocery bill?
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REMOVAL OF OLEO TAX WILL NOT REDUCE EUTTER
PRICES

It is claimed that the price of butter
is too high and that taking the tax off
oleo will bring down the price of butter.
The facts are that oleo has advanced in
price the same percentage as butter since
the end of the war. This has occurred in
spite of the fact that the oils which con-
stitute the body of oleomargarine have
not increased, but have decreased, in
price since the end of the war. In view
of this oleomargarine price picture, have
consumers any assurance that the oleo
interests will reduce consumer prices to
the extent that Federal excise taxes
might be eliminated or reduced?

OLEO CORPORATIONS MAKING SUBSTANTIAL

PROFITS

Could this situation be reflected in the
following table showing the net incomes
of a few of the major oleo corporations
in 1945 and in 1947:

Glidden Co. (California)
Armour & Co. (Chicago)...
Best Foods, Inc.‘(Cnlﬁomts

Swift & Co, (Chieago) . ... 12, 308, 807 334, 077
Wilson & Co. (Chicago).......| 5 086,602 | 15, 448 823
Standard Brands, Ine. (In- "

ot et Lt O R R T 576, 464 | ! 13, 047, 960
Capital City Products Co. "

| TR T R S 251,072 1,702, 378

*1 1046,

Butter is one of our basic foods and
through the ages has been identified by
its natural yellow color. It is the identi-
fying trade-mark that rightfully belongs
to butter. The claim that oleo has as
much right as butter to the color yellow
is false. Oleo in this country is produced
from the oils of cottonseed and soybeans.
The real reason why these oils must be
bleached is that when cottonseed oils are
turned into fat they become gray; and
when soybean oils are turnd into fat they
become green. To have a uniform color
the oleo manufacturers must bleach out
the gray and green colors. It is impos-
sible to produce a natural yellow oleo-
margarine from domestic oils.

Butter is always yellow, although at
some seasons of the year it is less yellow
than at others. When color is added to
butter it is for the sake of uniformity,
not for the purpose of making it look like
some other product.

YELLOW COLOR IS BUTTER ‘‘TRADE-MARK”

There have long been recognized ethi-
cal standards restricting imitations. For
example Brookshire cheese is too close to
Swift & Co.’s Brookfield trade-mark to
be permitted. An automobile manufac-
turer was prevented from using a certain
shape of radiator because it too closely
resembled the Packard design.

Why of all the colors in the spectrum
do the oleomargarine people select the
yellow color of butter? Why have the
manufacturers of oleo made every effort
to duplicate the body and texture and
melting point of butter. They have
added vitamins in an effort to approxi-
mate the vitamin content of butter. The
flavor of butter may also be added legally
to oleomargarine so as to make identifi-
cation almost impossible. With all this
imitation permitted, there remains the
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feeling that consumers should be pro-
tected by a color identification so that it
would not be necessary to call on tech-
nical laboratory tests to determine
whether it is butter or oleo. Some say
that if people cannot tell the difference
between butter and yellow margarine
what harm is done? The point is that
people are entitled to know what they
are paying for—beef, not horsemeat;
butter, not oleo. Labels on cartons are
not enough. Most consumers get part or
all of their butter—or oleo after it has
left the containers—in individual serv-
ings or in bulk from grocers. Ifisan easy
matter, also, to switch a pound of yellow
something or other into an empty butter
carton. Federal food and drug laws can-
not protect the public in intrastate ship-
ments and sales.

OLEO SHOULD HAVE DISTINCTIVE COLOR OF ITS

OWN

By means of a costly advertising cam-
paign the oleo people have convinced the
average housewife that oleomargarine is
as nutritious and healthful as butter. If
that is true why do the oleo interests in-
sist upon copying what they contend is
an inferior product. Why should they
not insist upon a distinctive color of their
own. Peanut butter sells under its own
characteristic brown color and its own
typical flavor. Even though peanut but-
ter uses the term “butter,” there is no
controversy because there is no consumer
deception.

Advocates of this oleo tax repealer have
gone so far in this debate as to make
the charge that butter and milk products
spread undulant fever. I do not know

. how many housewives they have con-

vinced of this libel. But as a result of
this false propaganda the oleo sup-
porters may have built up a large follow-
ing of people who do not want to eat
butter, who may fear that it is a carrier
of undulant fever. Why are not these
people then entitled to some protection
so that they will know that they are being
served oleo instead of butter when they
eat in a hotel or restaurant, If oleo had
its own distinctive color they could be
sure they are not eating butter.

To show you what I mean I have ar-
ranged a display of oleo colored in vari-
ous hues any one of which could be se-
lected as oleo’s trade-mark. I have also
arranged a display of ice cream in the
many fascinating colors in which this
tasty product is manufactured. You
have no aversion to eating pistachio ice
cream although it comes in a bright green
color., Why not produce oleo in some
similar color. The 10-cent Federal tax
would not then apply. There would be
no necessity for repealing the oleo-tax
laws which I have pointed out are really
a protection for the consuming public,

Aside from this angle of protection for
the consumer there is a still more serious
aspect to this matter in the impact the
repeal of these laws would have upon our
national economy.

During the war we heard much of the
slogan “Guns or butter.” Our New Deal
managers placed the production of war
weapons in opposition to the production
of butter and inevitably butter became a
war casualty. Creamery butter produc-
tion dropped from better than 1,800,000,-
000 pounds before the war to a low of
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1,168,000,000 pounds in 1946, When the
wartime food-rationing program was set
up butter was placed at a conspicuous
disadvantage in the order of preference
given milk and dairy products. At the
same time margarine was given a distinct
advantage with respect to other fats and
oils commodities. The margarine indus-
try was allowed to use fats and oils at a
rate which permitted an output higher
than in the prewar years. Exported
margarine was exempted from quota re-
strictions. As a result, margarine pro-
duction in the period 1943-45 averaged
600,000,000 pounds, 250,000,000 pounds
above prewar output. The impetus mar=
garine production received during the
war is still carrying it forward. It now
exceeds the monthly output of butter. In
comparison with margarine, butter is
relatively expensive to produce. The cost
of butter includes a large element of la-
bor, as well as raw materials in the form
of fodder and grain. Margarine, a ma-=
chine product, costs liftle to produce.
Butter production has not recovered
from casualties it sustained during the
war period, and it may take some time
for it to regain its normal per-capita
production even under the most en-
couraging circumstances. Repeal of the

— oleo legislation will not make that road

easy. In fact, repeal of the Federal laws
and repeal of the color restrictions might
result in the oleo manufacturers reach-
ing their first goal, namely, a billion
pounds of oleomargarine. It is quite easy
to foreglimpse what would result should
oleomargarine consumption reach that
gigantic figure while creamery butter is
trying to climb back from its low pro-
duction of a billion three hundred mil-
lion pounds to the almost 1,900,000
pounds which it had reached in prewar
days.

Oleo manufacturers claim that their
product does not hurt the dairy industry,
but the records show that when oleo-
margarine consumption goes up the con-
sumption of butter declines. This ad-
vance of oleo into the butter market is
being made without any appreciable ad-
vantage to the American farmer in spite
of widespread propaganda to the con-
trary.

FARMERS NOT BENEFITED BY OLEO INDUSTRY

During 1946 the American farmer re-
ceived $25,322,896,000 in cash income
from the products of his farm, of which
he could attribute $39,376,000 or less than
two-tenths of 1 percent to the portion of
his farm products utilized in the manu-
facture of oleomargarine, Of this latter
amount $16,759,000 went for cottonseed
oil and $18,603,000 went into soybean oil,
At the moment the American margarine
industry is using domestic cottonseed
and soybean oil but there is no assurance
that the industry will not again turn to
foreign oils which in normal times are
much cheaper than domestic oils. Be-
fore the war the principal ingredient of
margarine was coconut oil imported from
the Philippines and other far eastern
countries. That supply was shut off by
the conflict, but coconut oil is beginning
to show up again in the import statistics.
During 1948 approximately 20,000,000
pounds of coconut oil was used in the
making of margarine for the American
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market, Significantly this oil was used
almost exclusively in the manufacture of
factory colored oleo. Copra products are
coming back by leaps and bounds in the
East Indies and Philippines. What the
score will be for 1948 I will not venture
a guess, but I think the southern cotton
growers and those who dabble in soy-
beans should take careful note of the
trend. Disaster nearly struck the soy-
bean and cottonseed oil industry early
in 1947 when the coconut oil began ar-
riving in quantities from the Philippines.
Domestic vegetable oils were at a high
point but the arrival of the foreign oils
sent the entire price structure down to
prewar levels. Only vastly increased
Government buying for export saved the
industries involved from crippling losses.
OLEO WILL NOT HELP SOUTHERN COTTON

I have observed that many of my
southern colleagues have signed this dis-
charge petition apparently in the belief
that expansion of the oleo industry would
help the southern cotton industry. The
records reveal that dairying and other
competing interests are tremendously
more important as sources of cash in-
come to southern farmers than oleo-
margarine, For instance cash income to
farmers in the State of Carolina, repre-
sented by my good friend, the Honorable
Mr. Rivers, in 1940 amounted to $1,090,-
000 from oleomargarine and $19,294,000
from sources injured by oleomargarine,
In the 10 cotfon States cash income in
that year from oleo was $17,539,000 com~
pared with $478,803,000 from sources in-
jured by oleo. It is unfortunate that
some farmers in these States have been
led to believe that more oleo would im-
prove their economic status.

While less than two-tenths of 1 percent
of farm income is traceable to oleomar-
garine, dairy products gave him a cash
income of $4,116,930,000 in 1946. Nor-
mally in the United States 45 to 59 per-
cent of all milk which is processed is
made into butter. If buiter production
is drastically reduced, it would mean a
decrease in total milk production. Milk
is a seasonal product with substantial .
surpluses accumulating during the flush
season. It is at this period of surplus
milk that the bulk of the butter is made
and stored away for consumption during
the lean period. To assure consumers of
an adequate supply of fluid milk in the
lean season the dairyman must maintain
a herd of greater size than he would need
at the flush season. If he cannot con-
vert the surplus milk into butter during
the flush period he will have only one
recourse and that is to cut down the size
of his herd. The Department of Agri-
culture statistics show that he has been
compelled to reduce the number of milk
cows on his farms steadily since 1945 and
today has fewer animals than he had in
1934. If this trend continues the short-
ages of fluid milk in the dry periods will
grow progressively worse. Shortages in
fluid milk supply are usually reflected in
higher prices to the consumer.

There is another serious aspect to this
picture relating to the conservation of
our valuable soil, the soil that gives
America the highest standard of living
in the world. Check the older countries
and you will find that countries which
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place great stress on their dairy herds
such as Denmark, Switzerland, Holland,
Sweden are the only ones in Europe
whose people at present receive an ade-
quate diet. The others, such as Italy,
India, China, and many others which
have tried to get along without this basic
industry are suffering from inadequate
diet and are dependent on our generosity
to keep them alive. This condition is
due in large part to the fallacy of some
countries in thinking that they can crop
their lands, leave it open to wind and
water erosion year after year. This
policy has lost for them forever that
valuable top soil so necessary to the
growth of vegetation. The dairy indus-
try is the only type of farming that goes
with a sound soil-conservation program.
From that standpoint alone it is to the
interests of all America to see that this
great industry is not destroyed.

Mr. RIVERS. 'Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. Coxl.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman,I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed out of order and
to revise and extend my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, the Atlanta
Constitution carried a statement some-
time ago that the CIO Political Action
Committee had voted to establish political
headquarters in two congressional dis-
tricts in the State of Georgia to defeat
Representative James C. Dawvis, of
Clarkston, and myself, it being stated
that Judge Davis and I are looked
upon with great disfavor by the CIO Po-
litical Action Committee. In this con-
nection it might be noted that on the
last blacklist issued by CIO Political Ac-
tion Committee my rating was given at
zero minus.

Since this announcement was made
the CIO Political Action Committee has
been planting its agents in Georgia, par-
ticularly in the second and fifth congres-
sional districts preparatory to the initia-
tion of an aggressive campaign against
Judge Davis and myself. -

This is not the first time, Mr. Chair-
man, that the CIO Political Action Com-
mittee has opposed me for Congress. Mr.
Sidney Hillman testified before the House
Campaign Expenditures Committee that
in the 1944 primary the CIO contributed
$4,500 to my opponent in that election,
but I happen to know that this was but a
small part of what they spent to defeat
me., They had scurrilous literature
printed outside the State and shipped in
in bales and distributed by a host of
agents that were sent in from other
States,

Mr. Chairman, the Special House Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities inves-
tigated the CIO’s National Citizens Politi-
cal Action Committee and made some in-
teresting discoveries.

The NCPAC was organized so that the
CIO-PAC could carry on political activi-
ties which it was prevented by law from
financing.

Sidney Hillman was chairman of both
CIO-PAC and NCPAC. Both organiza-
tions had the same treasurer. Both or-
ganizations coperated out of the same
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headquarters at 205 East Forly-second
Street, New York.

The set-up of NCPAC was as follows:
NATIONAL CITIZENS POLITICAL ACTION
COMMITTEE OFFICERS

Sidney Hillman, chairman; James G.
Patton, vice chairman; Freda Kirchway,
vice chairman; R. J. Thomas, treasurer,
James H. McGill, comptroller; Clark
Foreman, secretary.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Verda White Barnes, Elmer A. Benson,
Van A. Bittner, Clark Foreman, Sidney
Hillman, Freda Kirchway, James Loeb,
Luey Randolph Mason, James H. McGill,
Philip Murray, James G. Patton, Gifford
Pinchot, R. J. Thomas, Dr. Robert C.
Weaver, A. F. Whitney. ®

MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE

Adamie, Louis, author, Milford, N. J.

Alexander, Dr. Will W., vice president,
Julius Rosenwald Fund, North Carolina.

Anderson, Mary, former director,
Women’s Bureau, Department of Labor,
Washington, D. C. :

Anderson, Mrs. Sherwood, New York
City.

Baldwin, C. B., assistant chairman,
Congress of Industrial Organizations
Political Action Committee, New York
City.

Balokovie, Zlatko, president, United
Committee of South Slavic Americans,
New York.

Barnes, Verda White, director, Wom-

“en’s Division, Congress of Industrial

Organzations’ Political Action Commit-
tee, New York.

Bauer, Catherine, author, California.

Benet, William Rose, poet, New York.

Benson, Elmer A., ex-Governor, Min-
nesota.

Bethune,
Beach, Fla.

Biggert, Mrs. Robert, Winnetka, Ill.

Bittner, Van A., United Steelworkers
of America, Washington, D. C.

Blaine, Mrs. Emmons, Chicago, Ill.

Bliven, Bruce, editor, New Republic,
New York.

Boas, Dr. Ernest P., New York City.

Bowie, Dr. W. Russell, professor,
Union Theological Seminary, New York.

Bremer, Otto, banker, St. Paul, Minn.

Bunzick, Zarko M., president, Serbian
Vidovdas Congress, Akron, Ohio.

Burke, J. Frank, Pasadena, Calif.

Butkovich, John D., president, Croa-
tian Fraternal Union, Pennsylvania.

Carey, James B., secretary-treasurer,
Congress of Industrial Organizations.

Clyde, Mrs. Ethel, Huntington, Long
Island.

Connelly, Marec, Los Angeles, Calif.

Cooke, Morris Llewellyn, consulting
engineer, Philadelphia, Pa.

Coolidge, Albert Sprague, professor,
Harvard University, Massachusetts.

Corrothers, Rev. 8. L., president, Na-
tional Nonpartisan Colored Ministers’
Association of the United States of Amer-
ica, Westbury, Long Island.

Curran, Joseph, president, National
Maritime Union of America, New York.

Dalrymple, Sherman H., president,
United Rubber Workers of America,
Ohio.

Davis, Dr. Michael M., editor, Medical
Care, New York.

Mary McLoed, Daytona
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Dombrowski, Dr. James A., executive
secretary, Southern Conference for Hu-
man Welfare, Tennessee.

Dunjee, Roscoe, editor and publisher
of the Black Dispatch, Oklahoma.

DuPoint, Ethel, writer, Kentucky.

DuPont, Zara, Cambridge, Mass.

Durr, Mrs. Clifford, vice chairman,
National Committee to Abolish the Poll
Tax, Virginia.

Eliot, Thomas H., attorney, Cambridge,
Mass.

Embree, Edwin R., president, Julius
Rosenwald Fund, Illinois.

Epstein, Henry, attorney, New York
City.

Fitzgerald, Albert J., president, United
Electrical, Radio & Machine Workers of
America, New York.

Foreman, Clark, president, Southern
Conference for Human Welfare,

Frazier, Dr. E. Franklin, professor of
sociology, Howard University, Washing-
ton, D. C.

Galbraith, John Eenneth, editorial de-
partment, Fortune magazine.

Gimbel, Elinor, committee for the care
ofi young children in wartime, New York
City.

Green, John, president, Marine & Ship-
building Workers of America, New Jersey.

Gutknecht, Judge John, municipal
court, Chicago. .

Harburg, E. Y., motion-picture direc-
tor, Hollywood.

Hastie, Judge William, dean, Howard
University Law School, Washington.

iI-Isv,srs, Mortimer, attorney, New York
City.

Haywood, Allan 8., administrator, Fed-
eral Workers of America, Washington.

Hecht, Ben, writer, California.

Hewes, L. 1., Jr., National Council on
Race Relations, Palo Alto, Calif.

Hillman, Sidney, president, Amalga-
mated Clothing Workers of America.

Hollander, Sidney, manufacturer,
Maryland.

Hughes, Langston, poet, New York.

Imbrie, James, banker, Trenton, N. J.

Eenyon, Judge Dorothy, New York
City.

Kingdon, Dr. Frank, author, New York.

Kirchwey, Freda, publisher, the Na-
tion, New York.

Krzychi, Leo, president, American Slay
Congress.

Kulikowski, Adam, publisher, Oppor-
tunity, Virginia.

Lange, Oscar, professor, University of
Chicago.

Lapp, John, independent labor concil-
iator, Chicago.

Lecron, James, assistant to Henry A.
Wallace, as Secretary of Agriculture,
Berkeley, Calif.

Lee, Canada, actor, New York City.

Lerner, Max, author, editor, PM, New
York City. :

Lewis, Alfred Baker, Greenwich, Conn.,
president, Trade Union Accident and
Health Association. ]

Lewis, John Frederick, president, Art
Alliance, Philadelphia, Pa.

Lewis, William Draper, Philadelphia,
Pa.

Lochard, Dr. Metz T., editor, Chicago
Defender, Chicago, Ill.

Loeb, James, secretary, Union for
Democratic Action, New York.
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Luyten, Dr. W. J., professor of astron-
omy, University of Minnesota, Minneap-
olis.

Mason, Lucy Randolph, Atlanta, Ga.

Maurer, Dr. Wesley, school of journal-
ism, University of Michigan.

McAllister, Mrs., Thomas F., former
director, women's division, National
Democratic Party, Grand Rapids, Mich.

McConnell, Bishop Francis J., New
York City.

. McCulloch, Frank, director, Mullen-
bach Institute, Chicago, Iil.

McDonald, David J., secretary-treas-
urer, United Steelworkers of America,
Pennsylvania.

McGill, James H., McGill Manufactur-
ing Co., Valparaiso, Ind.

McMahon, Franecis, professor, Univer-
sity of Chicago.

McWilliams, Carey, attorney and
writer, Los Angeles, Calif.

Motherwell, Hiram, author, New York.

Murray, Philip, president, Congress of
Industrial Organizations, Washington,
D. C.

Mulzac, Hugh, captain, United States
merchant marine, Jamaica, Long Island.

Neilson, William A., educator, Falls
Village, Conn.

Niebuhr, Dr. Reinhold, Union Theo-
logical Seminary, New York.

Norris, Hon. George W., Nebraska.

Osowski, Dr. W. T., president, Ameri-
can Slav Congress, Michigan.

Patton, James G., president, National
Farmers Union, Colorado.

Perry, Jennings, editor, Nashville Ten-
nesseean, Tennessee,

Pinchot, Cornelia Bryce, Washington,
D, C.

Pinchot, Gifford, Milford, Pa.

Platek, V. X., president, National Slo-
vak Society, Pennsylvania.

Pope, Dr. Liston, Yale Divinity School,
New Haven, Conn.

Popper, Martin, executive secretary,
National Lawyers Guild.

Porter, Katherine Ann, writer, New
York.

Poynter, Nelson, publisher, St. Peters-
burg Times, Florida.

Quilici, Judge George L., municipal
court, Chicago.

Ratica, Peter, president, United Rus-
sian Orthodox Brotherhood of America,
Pennsylvania.

Reid, Dr. Ira, associate director,
Southern Regional Council, Atlanta, Ga.

Reynolds, J. Louis, Reynolds Metal Co.,
Virginia.

Ricker, A. W., editor, Farm Union Her-
ald, St. Paul, Minn.

Rieve, Emil, president, Textile Work-~
ers Union of America, New York.

Robeson, Paul, actor, New York.

Robinson, Edward G., Hollywood,
Calif.

A aIﬁl:linsou, Mrs. Edward G., Hollywood,
Calif.

Robinson, Reid, president, United
Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers of
America, Colorado. :

Rosenblum, Frank, Amalgamated
Clothing Workers of America, New York,

Rosenthal, Morris S., Stein-Hall & Co.,
Inc., New York.

Ross, Mrs. J. D., Seattle, Wash.

Ryan, H. Frank, managing editor,
Courier-Post, Camden, N. J.

Sackett, Sheldon F., editor, Coos Bay
Times, Marshfield, Oreg.

Schlesinger, Arthur M., professor of
history, Harvard University.

Schuman, Frederick L., professor of
international relations, Williams College,
Massachusetts.

Schwartz, C. K., attorney, Chicago, Ill,

Seiferheld, David 8., president, N. Er-
langer Blumgart & Co., New York City.

Smathers, Hon., William H., New Jer-
sey.

Smith, Lillian, editor, South Today and
author Strange Fruit, Georgia.

Smith, S. Stephenson, Eugene, Oreg.

Soule, George, associate editor, New
Republic, New York City.

Speir, Mercedes Powell, president,
Richmond Consumers Cooperative, Rich-
mond, Va.

Steele, Julian D., president, Boston
branch, National Association for the Ad-
vancement of Colored People, Boston,
Mass.

Sweezey, Alan, professor of economics,
Williams College, Massachusetts.

Stone, Maurice L., business executive,
New York.

Thomas, R. J., president, United Auto-
mobile, Aircraft, Agricultural Implement
Workers of America, Detroit.

Tilly, Mrs. M. E,, jurisdictional secre-
tary of Christian social relations, of the
Southeastern Jurisdiction of the Wom=
en’s Society for Christian Service, Meth-
odist Church, Georgia.

Tobias, Dr. Channing H., member of
Joint Army and Navy Committee on
Welfare and Recreation and Mayor’s
Committee on Unity, New York City.

Townsend, Willard, president, United
Transport Service Employees of Ameri-
ca, Chicago, Ill.

Van Kleeck, Mary, Russell Sage
Foundation, New York City.

Walsh, J. Raymond, director of re-
search, Congress of Industrial Organiza-
tions, Political Action Committee, New
York.

Waring, P. Alston, farmer-author, New
Hope, Pa.

Weaver, Dr. Robert C., Mayor’s Com-
mittee on Racial Relations, Chicago.

Welles, Orson, Hollywood, Calif,

Wesley, Carter, publisher, Houston In-
former, Texas.

Wheelwright, Mrs. Ellen Du Pont,
Wilmington, Del.

Whitney, A. F., president, Brotherhood
of Railway Trainmen, Ohio.

Williams, Aubrey, National Farmers
Union, Washington, D. C.

Wilson, Mrs. Luke I, Bethesda, Md.

Wise, James Waterman, author, radio
commentator, New York.

Wright, R. R., Jr. (Bishop), executive
secretary, Negro Fraternal Council of
Churches in America, Ohio. }

Young, P. B, publisher, Norfolk Jour-
nal and Guide, Virginia.

Zeman, Stephen, Jr., president, Slovak
Evangelical Union, Pennsylvania.

Zmrhal, Prof. Jaroslav J., president,
Czechoslovak National Council, Illinois.

This list contains 141 names. Check-
ing the 141 on this list of the National
Citizens Political Action Committee
against the 25 organizations the Attorney
General has characterized as subversive
and Communist, we find 82 of the 141
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have been affiliated with one or more of
these 25 subversive organizations, which
organizations include the following:

American Council on Soviet Relations,

American League for Peace and De-
mocracy.

American League Against War and
Fascism.

American Peace Mobilization.

American Youth Congress,

Citizens Committee to Free Earl
Browder—from the Atlanta Federal
Penitentiary.

Communist Party.

Congress of American Revolutionary
Writers.

Daily Worker.

Emergency Peace Mobilization.

FPreiheit. '

International Labor Defense.

International Publishers.

International Workers Order.

League of American Writers.

Michigan Civil Rights Federation.

National Committee for the Defense of
Political Prisoners,

National Committee for Peoples
Rights.

National Federation for Constitutional
Liberties.

National Negro Congress,

New Masses,

United States Congress Against War.

Washington Bookshop.

Washington Committee for Demo-
cratic Action.

Workers Alliance.

The National Citizens Political Action
Committee, to all intents and purposes
was the right arm of the CIO Political
Action Committee, not only was loaded
with avowed Communists and fellow
travelers, but even contained the name
of the naturalized American citizen, Dr.
Oscar Lange, a professor at the Univer-

! sity of Chicago who, upon the formation

of the United Nations, renounced his
American citizenship to become Am-
bassador representing Poland at the
United Nations and is listed as such on
page 85 of the delegations to the United
Nations at Lake Success in the January-
Eebruary 1948 issue of the list of such
delegations.

There is not a Member of this body
who does not know that Oscar Lange
could not have been appointed as Am-
bassador representing Poland without
the consent of the Soviet Union and
without complete and unswerving ad-
herence to the Communist Party line.

Langston Hughes, the Negro poet, was
also a member of the National Citizens
Political Action Committee. His works
have been published and widely dis-
tributed by the Communist Party. A
fair sample of his subversive and un-
American poetry published for the
eighth convention of the Communist
Party, United States of America, entitled
“The Worker’s Song,” reads as follows:

ONE MORE 8 IN THE U. 8, A,

Put one more 8 in the U. 8. A.
To make it Soviet.
One more S in the U. 8. A.
Oh, we'll 1ive to see it yet.
When the land belongs to the farmers
And the factories belong to the working-
men,
The U. 8. A., when we take control,
Will be the U. 8. 8. A. then.
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Now, across the water in Russia
They have the big U. 8. 8. R,,
The Fatherland of the Soviets,
But that is mighty far ’
From New York, or Texas, or California,
too,
So listen, fellow workers, this 1s what we
have to do:
Put one mor. 8 in the U. 8. A.
(Repeat chorus.)
But we can’t win out by just talking,
So let us take things in our hand.
Then down and 'way with the bosses’ sway—
Hall, Communist land!
So stand up in battle and wave our flag
on high,
And shout out, fellow workers, our new
slogan to the sky.

{Repeat chorus.)

But we can’t join hands strong together
So long as whites are lynching black.
So black and white in one union fight
And get on the right track.
By Texas, or Georgia, or Alabama led,
Come together, fellow workers—black
and white can all be red!

(Repeat chorus.)

Another of Langston Hughes' poems

reads as follows:

Good bye, Christ Jesus,

Lord, God, Jehovah;

Beat it on the way from here;

Make way for a new guy with no religion
at all,

A real guy named “Marx Communist, Lenin
Peasant, Stalin Worker, me"—

I said “Me.” Go on ahead now. You are
getting

In the way of things, Lord—

And step on the gas, Christ.

Move, and don't be so slow about moving.

The world is mine from now on.

Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the at-
tention of the membership of the House
to some factual information which is a
matter of record concerning the organ-
ization of the CIO Political Action Com-
mittee. -

The CIO Political Action Commitiee
was organized by the CIO executive
board on July 7, 1943, and was composed
of the president of the CIO, the secre-
tary-treasurer of the CIO, 9 vice presi-
dents of the CIO, and 38 other leaders
of the CIO unions. Out of the 49 execu-
tive board members of the CIO, the
following had notorious Communist
records: Lewis Alan Berne, Donald Hen-
derson, Joseph P. Selly, Julius Emspak,
Grant W. Oakes, Eleanor Nelson, Joseph
F. Jurich, Ben Gold, Morris Muster,
Harry R. Bridges, Ferdinand C. Smith,
Lewis Merrill, Abram Flaxer, Michael J.
Quill, Joseph Curran, Reid Robinson,
E. F. Burke, Frank R. McGrath,

Among those who were notorious for
their Communist-front affiliations and
who obtained seats at the national CIO
convention in Philadelphia in 1943 as
representatives of CIO industrial coun-
cils, were the following avowed Com-
munists: Meyer Adelman, Harold Chris-
. toffel, Philip M. Connelly, Arthur Daro-
natsy, Len de Caux, James Drury, Fuller-
ton Fuller, Sander Genius, Bjorne Hall-
ing, Mel J. Heinritz, J. F. Jurich, Saul
Mills, Luverne Noon, Lee Pressman,
George Wilson.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that the
membership of this House is fully aware
that Harold Christoffel, who led the trai-
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torous Allis-Chalmers strike during the
critical war period, is now under sen-
tence of 6 years in the penitentiary for
perjury he committed before a committee
of the House, in denying under oath that
he was a Communist.

It is well known that the CIO-PAC
and its affiliated and cooperating organ-
izations have spent millions of dollars in
past elections in trying to defeat Mem-
bers of Congress who voted in the tra-
ditional American way, and that Mem-
bers of Congress have been subjected to
vicious attacks, smears, and libels by the
CIO in heated campaigns; and it is well
known that these enormous CIO funds
have been recklessly and illegally used,
and are being used today in an attempt
to defeat Members of Congress who have
insisted on voting in the best interest
of the whole American people.

In some cases in the past they have
sutceeded in purging honest and con-
scientious servants of the people, but by
far they have not succeeded in getting
their endorsed mouthpieces into either
the House or Senate.

Recently, Mr. Chairman, I obtained
information concerning the director of
the CIO Political Action Committee, who
succeeded the late Sidney Hillman as the
master mind of that organization. I am
speaking of Mr. Jack Kroll, of Oaks and
Burnett Streets, Cincinnati, Ohio.

I know that the Members of this House
and the American people will be inter-
ested to know that Mr. Kroll was born
in London, England, June 10, 1885; that
he came to the United States in 1898, and
that although he has been in this coun-
try for 50 years, he has never even ap-
plied for citizenship. Jack Kroll is ac-
tually registered with the Department
of Justice as an alien, being so registered
in 1946.

Mr. Kroll became associated with Sid-
ney Hillman in 1910 and was continu-

.ously associated with him until Mr. Hill-

man’s death in 1946. But, even though
Mr. Hillman continued to espouse an
alien ideology, he actually was a natu-
ralized citizen.

Think of it, my colleagues, here is an
alien, the head of a great political or-
ganization with millions of followers and
with millions of dollars in funds, out to
defeat Members of Congress and endeav-
oring by every means to try to influence
American citizens in their votes and to
persuadethem to accept candidates who
are completely subservient to the CIO
and who, in many cases, are followers
of the Communist Party line. i

Last year, soon after Congress passed
the Taft-Hartley Labor Act, Mr. Kroll's
CIO-PAC published a “voting guide"—a
“blacklist” of Congressmen—naming 340
Members of the House and 28 of the 32
Senators coming up for reelection this
year, charging that they “voted against
the people” and demanding their defeat.

The Communist-led CIO unions have
since added the names of 104 Representa-
tives and Senators who had been CIO
approved until they voted aid to Greece
and Turkey to save those countries from
communism. This means that out of 477
Members of Congress up for reelection,
only 5 meet with full CIO approval.

Such contemptible affrontery is to be
expected from an organization which
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places an alien in charge of its political
activities in American elections.

Although Mr. Kroll has never taken the
trouble to apply for American citizenship,
he certainly has taken advantage of loop-
holes in the American election system,
because I am advised that he has had the
audacity to vote many times in Chicago
and Cincinnati, where he now lives.

Mr. Kroll will probably try, unsuccess-
fully I am sure, to get some of his alien
ideas into the Democratic platform and
he will attempt to make his influence felt
in the selection of the nominees of the
Democratic Party in the coming elections.

I say this because, right now, Jack
Kroll is an unopposed candidate for del-
egate at large from Ohio to the Demo-
cratic National Convention to be held in
Philadelphia on July 12.

Any man who has made his living here;
has enjoyed the protection of our laws;
has availed himself of the privileges af-
forded under our system of government,
and has deliberately maintained an alien
status for 50 years, is most certainly not
an American.

I, for one, resent the intrusion of such
a person into the American political
scene. And every right- thinking Ameri-
can will also resent and reject the
gratuitous advices of this alien and his
CIO Political Action Committee.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. TwyMaN].

Mr. TWYMAN. Mr. Chairman, it is
unnecessary to devote much time or talk
to the discussion about this legislation
which will remove the punitive tax on
oleomargarine. It is my feeling that
most of the Members have already made
up their minds as to how they intend to
vote. This present punitive tax is out-
dated and whatever situation which may
have justified its having been levied in
the first place no longer exists. Marga-
rine is a proper food and has achieved
its place and should be permitted to have
the standing which it deserves. You
will hear a great deal about the violations
and the dire things which will result
from the elimination of the tax on oleo-
margarine., I think we can forget that.
If there are to be any violations, they
would result whether there is a tax or
not. There is still ample provision for
penalizing any violators. The criminal
element if they desire to substitute oleo-
margarine for butter can do that just as
well whether there is a tax or not. Asa
matter of fact, there is a greater incen-
tive for them to violate with a tax than
there is without. Recently you saw what
happened with reference to the price of
butter. When it looked as if the House
committee on Agriculture might act
favorably on one of the bills under con-
sideration having to do with the tax on
oleomargarine, butter prices fell. When
the committee shelved the legislation,
butter prices rose 6 cents or more a
pound immediately.

Removing the punitive tax from oleo-
margarine is not going to be detrimental
to butter or the producers of butter. If
there should ever need to be a tax on
oleomargarine, butter, or any other com-
modity, it seems to me that that should
be determined by the Ways and Means
Committee. That is the committee
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which usually determines what taxes are
proper and the amounts. However, as I
have already said, there are enough
votes in this body to pass this bill. We
have enough information to act and I
intend to vote to remove the Federal
taxes from oleomargarine.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from South Dakota [Mr. MunbpT],

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, this Con-
gress has bheen subjected to a high-
powered and highly financed lobby by
the oleomargarine interests. They have
resorted to everything from legitimate
arguments to highly fanciful and emo-
tional statements having no basis in
either logic or fact. In all events, it seems
clear that the oleomargarine trust feels
justified in spending vast sums of money
in an effort to eliminate the tax upon

" colored margarine so that innocent con-

sumers can be more readily deceived into
accepting and using oleo instead of the
more wholesome and nutritious product
of butter,

Mr. Chairman, it has always seemed
to me extremely strange that the oleo
trust should be so insistent upon trying
to secure the tax-free privilege of coloring
their synthetic compound a shade of yel-
low to most closely resemble butter if
their oleo product were the delectable
and wholesome product which they say
it is. It should be apparent to any objec-
tive observer that the only reason the
oleo trust wants to color its product yel-
low is to make it look like butter since
people generally prefer butter as a spread
upon their food. That being the case
there can be no valid objection to the
maintenance of a tax upon such a colora-
tion process since it seems only right and
fair that the oleo trust should not be per-
mitted to traffic and profit upon the vir-
tues of butter by imitating its color with-
out paying something in the nature of a
royalty, or a “patent fee"” or an-“imita-
tor’'s license” or a copyright privilege for
endeavoring to disguise its product so it
looks as much like butter as possible in
color, shape, and size. Certainly if the
oleo trust finds it necessary to pawn off
its product as butter by coloring it yel-
low, it should in simple justice pay the
small tax now imposed for being allowed
to continue to practice that deception.

Mr. Chairman, there is nothing dis-
tasteful or repugnant about nutritious
and wholesome food which happens to
be white in color. Vanilla ice cream is
the most popular of frozen foods and it
is white in color; angel food cake appeals
to the taste of kings and emperors as
well as men in every walk of life and it is
white in color; nobody ever heard of
coloring mashed potatoes yellow in order
to induce people to eat them and wheat
bread remains the staff of life without
resorting to any disguise against its pure
white color. Why is oleo colored yellow,
Mr. Chairman? Simply to make it look
like butter and simply because consumers
prefer butter to oleo. That being the
case, I think this legislation should be
defeated and the tax on colored oleo re-
tained since it helps protect the con-
sumer against deception and adultera-
tion and since it aids butter makers in
their long fight to raise and maintain the
standards of their product against un-
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fair competition and against fraudulent
imitation. .

Mr, HOPE, Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr, Gross].

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, the
action of the House today on this legis-
lation is not only uncalled for, but en-
tirely ridiculous. It is economically
wrong. It is wrong from every angle.
The producers of oleomargarine have
made tremendous profits during the war
and established the greatest lobby that
has ever come to Washington and out of
that was born this resistance to the
action of the committee, The commit-
tee did what all the other committees of
the House do. We studied this legisla-
tion and knew what was best for all con-
cerned. For years I was taught that if
you were not familiar with a piece of
legislation, you could always justify your
action by following the recommendations
of the committee. But here a few Mem-
bers side-stepped that and put a peti-
tion on the desk. Certain Members of
the House rushed down the aisle in their
greed to get votes in this election and
signed that petition to discharge the
committee. This action will have far-
reaching effects. I do not know what
oleomargarine is made out of, but I do
know that they say it is made out of pea-
nut oil, cottonseed oil, and soybean oil.
Maybe some other things are in it. But
I have here an Associated Press report
saying that an oleomargarine chemical
factory blew up and killed 28 persons
and damaged 18 buildings. Now there
may be some high-powered stuff in it—
God only knows., But I do know that
certain members of the committee re-
cently wanted to go into an oleomar-
garine plant to see just what was there
and how they were operating, and they
were denied that right. I do not know
whether it was because there were cer-
tain things going in, but here I have a
little bottle full of worms taken out of
cottonseed. If I took them in my hand
and squeezed them, juice would run out
oflmy hand. That goes into cottonseed
oil.

Last fall when the Committee on Agri-
culture went down through the South,
we rode 400 miles in a single day. It
was during the time when the cotton
was spoiling in the fields and the pea-
nuts were rotting in the shocks because
the weather was wet. We rode 400 miles,
but we did not see a farmer out trying
to save his crops, although it was a nice,
clear, windy day. At the same time
farmers were complaining about their
crops rotting in the field. I could not
understand; it was not Sunday, they
were not in church. The reason was
they did not care.

Those crops were subsidized. Those
crops had price supports and were in-
sured by the Government. Those are
the crops that go into the manufacture
of oleomargarine. The reason they were
not in the field was not because they
were in church, When I mentioned that
in Rocky Mount, N. C., that we did not
see a single farmer out saving his crops,
they said, “Of course not; it is Saturday.”
Saturday, hell. On that Saturday every
dairy farmer in America was cleaning
his cows, his barns, producing good dairy
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products, checking the milk from every
teat from every cow, getting it out on
time so that we would have wholesome
dairy products. That was every dairy
farmer in America, when those farmers
in the South would not work because it
was Saturday. The dairy farmers not
only did it on Saturday, but they did it
on Sunday, on Monday, Tuesday,
Wednesday, Thursday, Friday, when
those farmers down South, who had
their crops insured, who were the re-
cipients of all the New Deal hand-outs
during the years, did not care whether
they harvested their crops or not, be-
cause they were insured; they had price
supports, so that today the Commodity
Credit Corporation is loaded with pea-
nuts and cotton and tobacco, that they
had to force them into the ERP to get
them off their hands. That is why there
is a billion dollars’ worth of tobacco go-
ing into ERP.

Recently Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion sold $3,000,000 worth of peanuts to
a Philadelphia broker on agreement to
take them back if he could not make
money on them.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, GROSS. 1 do not yield. I donot
have time to yield.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I just wanted to
inform the gentleman——

Mr, GROSS. 8it down.
floor. I do not yield.

This thing is wrong from an economic
standpoint. This assault on the dairy
industry, which has been the greatest
mainstay to soil conservation and im-
proved farming in America, is today get-
ting a body blow. We have now 2.000,000
less cows than we had 2 years ago. That
has its reflection in our milk supplies.
That has its reflection in all of our dairy

Chairman,

I have the

supplies, in our meat supplies, and in our '

veal supplies. Yesterday, the St. Louis
manufacturers put shoes up 10 cents a
pair wholesale because of the rising cost
of cowhides; not steer hides or bull hides,
but cow hides. This bill reflects itself
in every budget in every home,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Gross] has expired.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. MITCHELL].

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I
have been very interested in the remarks
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Grossl, and about the uncleanness and
worms in the cottonseed oil, and so forth.
I know the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania is too honest to make any mis-
statement. I think he has been rather
misinformed or that he has overlooked
that the soya bean and cottonseed oil
that ultimately goes into the manufac-
ture of oleomargarine, together with the
skimmed milk, has been put through a
refining process, so that all the available .
decomposition is of course removed.
That is a fact.

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

Mr. MITCHELL. I am not going to
yield at this time. I do not intend to
yield until I get through.

I have here, as a matter of comparison,
which I will insert in the REccrp, a state=-




1948

ment from the Department of Agricul-
ture, the Pure Food and Drugs Section,
for the years from 1930 to 1947. There
were prosecutions pertaining to butter
for filth, decomposition, and/or produc-
tions under insanitary conditions
amounting to 705.

In those same years, 1930 to 1947, the
seizures in oleomargarine for filth or
decomposition amounted to just two. I
think it would be well for the Members
of the House to peruse this REcorp to-
morrow, where it gives everything in de-
tail.

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

Mr. MITCHELL. I will not yield at

this time.

Further, I will read from the Federal
Security Agency Bulletin, Food and Dru
Administration, simply to show wha
this adulteration under filth and de-
composition means—these 705 cases in
that period of time as against 2.

Nature of the charge: Adulteration,
section 402 A-3, the article consisted in
whole or in part of a filthy substance, by
reason of the presence of insects, insect
parts, insect fragments, setae, rodent
hair—that is rat hair—hair similar to
rat hair, hair similar to cat hair; moth
scales, nondescript dirt.

The article had been prepared, packed,
and held under insanitary conditions,
whereby it might have become contami-
nated with flth.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? T

Mr, MITCHELL. I yield.

Mr. RIVERS. Where do you find all
that stuff?

Mr, MITCHELL. This is in the rec-
ord of the Federal Security Agency.

Mr. RIVERS. But what kind of prod-
uct do you find that in?

Mr. MITCHELL. That is butter, my
friend. )

The gentleman from Pennsylvania was
asking about the farmers of the South
and of my great State, where we raise a
lot of soybeans; and, incidentally, for
your information, 9 of the 11 counties in
my district are dairy counties. When
he was speaking about the farmers who
neglected their fields and the farmers
that he is acquainted with who were so
busily, industriously cleaning up their
creameries, I wonder if he impressed the
House with the fact that he has visited
so many creameries that he can con-
scientiously testify to the fact in the face
of the documentary evidence I have pro-
duced here which is irrefutable because
there are legal cases, there are many of
them here, and I will refer you to pages
92, 93, 94, and 95 of the Federal Security
Agency notices of judgment under the
Federal Pure Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MITCHELL. I will not yield at
this time.

1 think rather than take salad oils that
are derivatives of our farm products,
soybeans, cottonseed, peanuts, and what
have you, I think perhaps the butter peo-
ple might think along in terms of refin-
ing the butter before they put it on the
market; in fact, from all of the evidence
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I have, it is time we recognized that if
what the gentleman said is true, that
every jar of mayonnaise and every jar
of salad oil on the grocery shelves of
America would be contaminated.

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

Mr, HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon=-
sin [Mr. STEVENSON],

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman—

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman from Wis-
consin yield?

Mr. STEVENSON. 1 yield.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I think
it should appear at this point in the Rec-
orp that our distinguished colleague from
Indiana is speaking of what happened
during the present administration. With
the present administration, no one would
expect any prosecution of the cottonseed
lobby, but would expect a great deal of
prosecution so far as the dairy industry
was concerned.

Mr, STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, to
those who would defraud the American
public by serving colored oleomargine
for good, pure, unadulterated butter, I
ask the question: “Would you favor the
sale and serving of horse meat in public
eating places without informing the peo-
ple what they were getting?” If it is a
fraud to sell horse meat to the public
without telling the customer what he is
getting, it is fraud to serve oleo to the
public disguised as pure butter.

Why do the manufacturers of oleo
want to color their product? They know
the people prefer butter because of its
sunshine color, because butter is made
from unadulterated cream. Butter
tastes good because it takes 4 pints of
cream to make a pound of butter. But-
ter by natuge is our symbol of good living.

There is no foreign oil in butter, no
cottonseed oil, no coconut oil, no soy-
bean oil. Butter is made from pure
cream churned to a golden nugget.
Butter does not have to be artificially
impregnated with vitamins; it does not
have to be adulterated to look like some-
thing it is not. Oleo manufacturers
know oleo would not be bought or served
on the table by the American housewife
if it was put on the market in its original
dirty-white color. You have heard the
expression “tattle-tale gray.” That is
the real color of margarine. “Oleo”
Members of Congress know their baby
could not be pawned off on the housewife
if they tried to dispose of it in its natural
color. Because they want oleo to dis-
place butter as a spread for bread, they
want to adulterate it and color it to
look like the golden globules of butterfat
that gather when pure cream is churned
into pure butter. They try to make oleo
taste like butter, so they adulterate it
with foreign oils to imitate the creamy
flavor of pure butter. Butter by nature
contains vitamin A, vitamin D, vitamin E,
and the other natural food elements that
combine to make butter one of nature’'s
masterpieces. Soybean and cottonseed
oil and foreign coconut oil from which
oleo is made do not contain vitamins nor
anything else that is tasty or palatable,
so the oleo boys have to adulterate their
oleo in an attempt to make it taste and

4853
look and smell like butter. My premise
is: If you want to pawn off an adulter-
ated imitation on the American publie,
why not let the people know they are °
getting an adulterated imitation. Why
make it possible for these imitators to
deceive and defraud the people by sell-
ing them an adulterated imitation of
golden delicious butter at a price far be-
yond its value, and thus make it possible
for the Oleo Trust to sacrifice a basic °
American industry on the altar of uncon-
scionable profits, fraud, and deceit?

More than 65,000,000 meals are served
to the public in public eating places in
the United States every day. What a
wonderful harvest for the Oleo Trust.
What a market for the oleo interests to
pawn off their adulterated imitation of
butter at butter prices—an imitation
that costs but a fraction of the cost of
butter. This would afford the Oleo Trust
the opportunity of disposing millions
of pounds of oleo to the public, who
would think they were getting butter.
Billions of dollars of unconscionable
profits for the Oleo Trust. No wonder
they are spending millions in their oleo
campaign.

The attempt of the oleo interests to de-
stroy the dairy industry is not new. It
started in Paris in 1872 and in the United
States 2 years later. Neither is the resu-
lation of the sale of oleo and taxation of
this imitation of butter new. In all parts
of the world the manufacture and sale
of oleo have been subject to regulation
and taxation of one form or another.
In our neighbor state of Canada the use
of oleo is completely prohibited. Wher-
ever oleo has been sold in all parts of the
world, it has been artificially made to
look like butter and to defraud the public
by passing it off for butter.

Oleo is usually made by mixing a
vegetable fat, such as cottonseed oil, soy-
bean oil, or coconut oil, with some skim
milk and certain chemicals, and fortify-
ing it with artificial vitamins by the addi-
tion of fish-liver-oil concentrates.

To the farmers of the Southern States
and to any other person who believes
that oleo manufacture is a good thing for
the farmers of this country, I want to
make it clear that less than two-tenths
of 1 percent of the total cash income
from the products of the farm is received
from farm products utilized in the manu-
facture of oleo. That does not bear out
the statement made by the oleo interests
that oleomargarine manufacture is a
boon to our farm populace.

Inasmuch as cottonseed oil is the basic
ingredient of oleo, the southern farmer is
told that oleo manufacture is an impor-
tant source of income for him. But the
facts show that all the cottonseed oil
used in oleo manufacture accounted for
only about one-half of 1 percent of the
cash income of the cotton farmer. An
increase of a mere five one-hundredths
of 1 percent per pound for cotton lint
alone would have meant more to cotton
farmers than all the cottonseed oil used
in the manufacture of oleo. The cotton
farmer receives approximately four
times as much cash income from cotton-
seed oil used in vegetable shortening and
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from cottonseed byproducts sold as dairy
feed as he receives from the entire oleo
business. If the dairy industry is de-
stroyed by the oleo interests, as is their
aim, the loss to southern farmers from
the sale of byproducts of cottonseed as
dairy feed would offset many times their
income from the sale of cottonseed oil
for oleo manufacture.

The representatives from the cotton
districts of the South should contemplate
these facts before they vote to sacrifice
the dairy industry on the altar of the
Oleo Trust.

In a report of the Federal Trade Com-
mission it was revealed that about 60 per-
cent of the average annual production of
crude cottonseed oil was handled by only
three corporations—Procter & Gamble,
Wesson Oil & Snowdrift, and Swift & Co.
The sphere of control of these large cor-
porations extends from the local cotton
gin to the final processor and manufac-
turer, where the refined cottonseed oil is
actually used. By the time the refiner,
the broker, wholesaler, the crusher, and
ginner have all taken their percentage of
profits, the amount left for the cotton-
seed farmer is very small; in fact, almost
imperceptible.

The total cash income to farmers in
the Cotton Belt in 1946 was a little more
than five billions. Of this huge sum only
about seventeen and one-half millions
was or could be credited to the sale of
farm produets used in the manufacture
of oleo. Thus it is a fact that only one-
third of 1 percent of the cotton farmers’
cash income can be traced to oleomar-
garine,

For every $100 the average cotton
farmer or farmer in the Cotton Belt re-
ceives from his farm, he can credit only
about $34 cents to oleomargarine, But
-he does receive $8 out of every $100, on
the average, from the sale of his dairy
products. In other words, the average
farmer in the Cotton Belt actually re-
ceives 24 times as much today from the
sale of his dairy products as he receives
from the sale of cottonseed oil and other
ingredients of oleomargarine. Let the
representatives of the cotton States give
these facts to their cotton farmers. Thus
the agruments of the oleo interests and
their representatives are completely de-
bunked.

In fact, in.the most specialized cotton
States, the dairy industry is much more
important as a source of cash income to
the farmers than is the manufacture of
oleo. That may be a revelation to some
of the Representatives from the Southern
States. In Mississippi where practically
every farmer raises cotton, the cash farm
income from dairy products in 1946 was
nine times as great as the cash farm in-
come credited to oleo manufacture.
Here are the figures from the United
States Department of Agriculture and
from the United States Department of
Commerce, that speak for themselves,
proving that the total farm income from
oleo manufacture is but a small fraction
of the income derived from the sale of
dairy products and other farm products,
the sale of which is hurt by the manu-
facture of oleo, in Alabama, Arkansas,
Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North
and South Carolina, Oklahoma, Tennes-
see, and Texas:
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Cash income to farmers
in 1040
Important cotton State From soarces
From oleo- | injured by
margarine oleomar-
garine 1
o g $1, 019, 000 $30, 956, 000
ATEavenil oo ol 2, 263, 000 36, 881, 000
(DL R e i 1, 815, 000 35, 49, 000
- Louisiana____ 765, 000 22, 277, 000
Mississippi 3, 033, 000, 30, 908, 000
North Caro 1, 244, 000 a7, 908, 000
Oklahoma___. 634, 000 63, 502, 000
Bouth Carolina. 1, 090, 000 19, 294, 000
Tennessee. ... it 888, 000 65, 766, 000
e i JANwRE N 3, 881,000 126, 051, 000
Total, 10 cotton
Biabbe o oot 17, 528, 000 478, 803, 000

1 Cash farm income from dairy produets, lard, vege-
table shortening, cottonseéed meal, and soybean meal
sold for dairy feed.

It is unfortunate that some farmers in
these States have been led to believe that
more oleomagarine would improve their
economic status, If oleomargarine were
eliminated from the market the increase
in cash income from these competing
products, notably dairy products, would
be substantially greater than the insig-
nificant income that can be attributed to
oleomargarine.

In the State of South Carolina, the
home of my distinguished friend and
colleague, the Honorable MENDEL RIVERS,
who is the protagonist of oleo in this
fight, the cash income to farmers in his
State in 1946 from the sale of oleo prod-
ucts totaled only $1,090,000 while the
sale of cottonseed meal as a dairy feed
brought his farmers $1,823,000; the sale
of lard brought his farmers $2,492,000;
vegetable shortening brought them $2,-
627,000; and the sale of other dairy prod-
ucts brought those farmers in South
Carolina $11,253,000. Amazjpg as it may
appear, the cotton farmers of South
Carolina received $12,325,000 from the
sale of butter and dairy products alone,
which is $11,235,000 more than the total
they received from the sale of all their
oleo products in South Carolina. In
fact, the amount received from the sale
of all oleo products from the farms of
South Carolina, the home of my dis-
tinguished colleague, is only about 5
percent of their total farm income.

The farmers of Alabama and Arkansas
receive more from the sale of butter alone
produeed on their farms than they re-
ceive from all the products that go into
the manufacture of oleomargarine.
These figures should be revealing to the
representatives of the cotton belt dis-
tricts of the South who appéar to be
the leaders in this oleo fight against the
dairy cow.

Now let me speak to the representa-
tives of the farmers who produce soy-
bean oil. In 1946 less than 14 percent,
less than one-seventh, of the total soy-
bean oil production was used in the man-
ufacture of oleo, Most soybeans are
grown in Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, and
Ohio.

-Like cottonseed oil, soybean oil is used
in vegetable shortening and is inter-
changeable with many other edible fats
and oils. Thus the price of soybean oil
is dependent on the supply and demand
of all fats and oils, and follows closely
the price of cottonseed oil, The farmers
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of the leading soybean States are also
heavy producers of dairy and hog prod-
ucts. Here are the figures from the
United States Department of Agricul-
ture and the Department of Commerce
showing that the farmers from Illinois,
Indiana, Iowa, and Ohio get less than
2 percent out of oleo products as com-
pared with their income from butter and
other dairy products, soybeans used as
dairy feed, lard, and vegetable shorten-
ing:

. Cash farm income

in 1946

S iy et M R TR T TR e $1886, 3565, 000
Other dairy products.meeeeeea 462, 733, 000
1 A el 217, 125, 000
Vegetable shortening________._ 62, 678, 000

* Boybeans sold as dairy feed___. 39, 209, 000
o B NN aRn i X D 968, 100, 000
Total from oleomargarine... 16, 571, 000

As indicated here farmers in these
States receive 58 times as much from
sources adversely affected by oleomarga-
rine as they do from all the farm prod-
ucts used in its manufacture. In fact,
a reduction of 3 percent in the cash in-
come from dairy products alone would
completely eliminate their entire income
from oleomargarine.

It will also be revealing to my dis-
tinguished colleague from the Hoosier
State, the Honorable Epwarp MITCHELL,
the gentleman who is the antagonist of
the dairy farmer, that the dairy farmers
of the good State of Indiana in 1946 re-
ceived from the sale of butter alone over
eighteen millions, whereas they received
less than three millions from the sale of
their oleo products and from other com-
peting interests to the dairy industry.
Does the gentleman from Indiana realize
that his farmers are receiving approxi-
mately 50 times as much money from the
dairy cow as they receive from the sale of
soybean oleo products and margarine?

Faced with these facts, does he still
want to destroy the dairy industry in his
State? Does he still insist on sacrificing
the dairy industry on the altar of oleo-
margarine?

During 1946 the cash income that
farmers throughout the United States
received from the sale of farm products
used in the manufacture of oleomar-
garine, as compared to the total farm
income from all other products, shows
that only 1.12 percent of the total income
from cotton and cottonseed was derived
from the sale of oleo products and only
5 percent from soybeans; and an in-
finitesimal percentage from other farm
produets as is shown from the following
figures received from the United States
Department of Agriculture and the De-
partment of Commerce:

Cash income to farmers
in 1946

Percent
Souirge of cash 2 L’l‘x‘
come _ | From por-
From prod tion used | mar-
ucts sold by in oleomar-| B8rine
farmers garine
Cotton and cotton-

[ P TR SR $1, 405, 814, 000| $16, 750, 000 1.12
Boybeans....._.... 371, 501, 000{ 18, 603, 000 801
Cattle and calves..| 8, 715, 226, 000 707, 000 019
Dairy produets....| 4, 116,930, 000 817, 000 020
Hogs. .. 2,971, 829, 000 y 000 012
Peanuts 152, 222,000) 1, 470, 000 JO07
Corn... 746, 473, 000 678, 000 L0001

Total........|13, 669, 995, 000 39, 376, 000 2.902
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Even a casual observation of these
data reveals that farmers are not de-

pending upon oleomargarine as an out--

let for their farm products.

The above facts and figures should be
carefully studied and contemplated by
the representatives in this Congress who
are putting on the fight for the oleo in-
terests.

Most of the oleo interests or oleomar-
garine producers are in Illinois, Califor-
nia, Ohio, and New Jersey. There were
47 plants licensed to produce oleo in 1947.
These plants were owned by 25 corpora-
tions, four of which were the Big Four
meat-packing companies. The bulk of
oleomargarine is produced in the United
States by five or six large corporations.

With oleomargarine selling at 28.3
cents a pound, the farmer received only
8.86 cents, which represents a differen-
tial of almost 20 cents a pound between
what the farmer gets for the ingredients
that go into a pound of oleo and the price
the Oleo Trust gets from the consumer.
Do you think for one moment that the
Oleo Trust will knock off 10 cents a pound
on colored oleo if the Federal tax of 10
cents a pound on colored oleo is repealed
by this Congress. You are very naive
if you believe the Oleo Trust is that char-
itable. If the Federal tax on colored
oleo is repealed the price of colored
oleo may go up considerably in every
State where the sale of colored oleo is
not prohibited.

A lot of propaganda has been flooding
the country to the effect that you are
paying 10 cents a pound more for oleo
now than you would pay if the Federal
taxes are repealed. This propaganda is
very misleading to the housewives.
There is a Federal tax of only a quarter
of a cent a pound on uncolored oleo,
which is absorbed by most dealers and
manufacturers. This should make no
difference in the cost of uncolored oleo
to the consumer. There are 22 States,
including the States of Wisconsin, Iowa,
Minnesota, and Illinois, that prohibit the
sale of colored oleo within their borders,
to protect the people from the fraud and
deceit of having colored oleo served to
the public as imitation, adulterated but-
ter. The Armour Research Foundation
of the Illinois Institute of Technology
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has revealed that through scientific ex-
periments and tests cottonseed oils turn
gray in color when made into oleo, and
soybean oils turn a greenish color when
made into oleo. Oleo must first be
bleached to remove those colors. The
oleo manufacturers desire to imitate
the golden color of butter, so they
deceive the consuming public by color-
ing their product to look like butter,
which they aim to displace as a spread
for bread. Whatever the Congress does
in this fight will not lower the price of
oleo in States where its sale is prohibited,
as is the case in Wisconsin, Minnesota,
Towa, and Illinois.

If oleo does displace butter as a spread
it will mean practically the destruction
of the dairy industry. Every dairy cow
and every dairy herd that is thereby de-
stroyed means less milk, less cream, less
butterfat, and less beef, less veal, and
less hides and leather for the American
public. There is no question but that
there will be a scarcity of milk, cream,
butter, a scarcity of meafs and meat
products,. and a scarcity of hides and
leather with the destruction of the dairy
industry. Every dairy cow and every
calf that is removed from the dairy pic-
ture means an increasing scarcity of
dairy products, a scarcity of meats and
meat products, and a scarcity of hides
and leather products. This will result
in higher prices for milk, cream, and
butter, higher prices for meats and meat
products, and higher prices for shoes and
leather products just as surely as night
follows the day. As you know, 40 per-
cent of our meat supply in this country
comes from our dairy herds.

Instead of getting oleo for less, the
consuming public will pay a higher price
for oleomargarine. With a continuous

decrease in the number of dairy cows and -

dairy herds in the country, it is abso-
lutely a foregone conclusion that butter
and dairy products will go higher in price
because of the ever-continuing scarcity
of dairy products. And so the consumer
is bound to meet with disappointment, if*
he thinks the repeal of the Federal tax
on uncolored or cojored oleo will bring
about lower prices, either in the cost of
oleo or milk or butter, or in the cost of
meats or meat products, or in shoes or
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leather products. All these products are
bound to increase in cost to the con-
sumer. And the Oleo Trust will fill their
pockets with huge profits. Is it any won-
der the Oleo Trust is spending so much
money in this fight for cleo against the
dairy cow?

The gentleman from Minnesota, the
Honorable Mr. Auveust H. ANDRESEN,
pointed out to us last week in an address
before the House that colored oleo has
sold in our National Capital for as much
as 12 to 18 cents a pound more than un-
colored oleo on the same day. He also
pointed out that in Terre Haute, Ind.,
colored oleo sold for as much as 29 cents
a pound more than uncolored oleo.
Surely this is proof sufficient to indicate
what will happen in every State where
colored oleo is not prohibited, if the tax
on colored oleo is repealed.

In every State where the sale of colored
oleo is not prohibited, the price of oleo
will follow the price of butter. With no
competition from uncolored oleo to keep
the price down, the consuming public will
pay more and more for oleo until there
will be practically no difference between
the cost price of colored adulterated
oleo and pure golden delicious butter.
The consuming public will thus pay huge
and unconscionable profits and tribute
to the Oleo Trust. Right now the profit
of the Oleo Trust on every pound of oleo
amounts to many times the amount of the
Federal tax, They could sell oleo to the
public for much less than the current
price, and still make huge profits.

The facts and figures I have given to
you thus prove that a repeal of the Fed-
eral tax on oleomargarine will not only
do a great injustice to the dairy farmers
of the entire United States, but it will do
great harm to the consuming public, to
the man and woman with a family, be-
cause of the increased prices that will
follow in the cost of oleo, butter, in milk
and dairy produects, and in the cost of
meats, meat products, leather, leather
products, and shoes.

To prove to every Member of Congress
how seriously harmful the production of
oleomargarine is to the farmers and the
consuming public of this country, I at-
tach the following tables for your exami-
nation and study:

Cash income received by farmers from oleomargarine and competing interests in 1946
CASH INCOME TO FARMERS FROM SOURCES ADVERSELY AFFECTED BY OLEOMARGARINE

Footnotes at end of table.

(;ash income

Cottonseed | Soybean feed Cash income | 1rom com-

Other dairy Vegetable Total com- peting in-

1 )
Btato 3 Butter products # Lard shorlening ¢ ﬁ:%_ﬁi‘é(ff ”]df:gdd,"w peting interests| $0MAFNEIS | gorests per
dollar from
oleo
Alabama $2, 117, 000 $18, 945, 000 $3, 226, 000 $4, 621, 000 $30, 956, 000 $1, 919, 000 $16
Arizona 199, 000 9, 088, 000 156, 000 44, 000 10, 405, GO0 263, 000 40
Arl 3, 340, 000 20, 686, 000 8, 275, 000 5, 666, 000 36, 881, 000 2, 263, 000 16
Oatifornla 20 o S e i 8, G35, 000 224, 910, 000 3, 953, 000 1, 938, 000 240, 466, 000 873, 000 215 |
Colorado 7, 843, 000 18, 368, 000 1, 834, 000 245, 000 28, 321, (00 29, 000 977
c tiont 41, 000 32, 668, 000 241, 000 10,000 | 32, 360, 000 1,000 32, 360
Delaware. 51, 000 7, 207, 000 132, 000 146, 000 7, 684, 000 38, 000 202
Florida. 189, 000 24, 449, 000 2, 221, 000 222,000 27, 108, 000 64, 000 424
Georgia. 2, 655, 000 22,712,000 | 4,335,000 | 4, 508, 000 049,000 | 1,815,000 20
Idaho 5 8, 830, 000 28, 467, 000 1, 544, 000 99, 000 88, 940, 000 10, 000 3,504
Ilinois... 30, 889, 000 144, 837, 000 52,912, 000 29, 481, 000 6, GO0 18, 353, 000 276, 478, 000 7, 958, 000 35
Indiana. 18, 118, 000 100, 588, 000 87, 858, 000 10, 953, 000 5, 714, 000 182, 241, 000 2, 881, 000 63
Towa. 111, 648, 000 46, 414, 000 99, 024, 000 14, 797, 000 9, 829, 000 281, 772, 000 3, 722, 000 76
Kansas --| 24,083, 000 46, 857, 000 10, 423, 000 1,445,000 |- 845, 000 £3, 653, 000 344, 000 R,
Eentucky 10, 327, 000 41, 742, 000 6, 070, 000 533, 000 “24, 000 153, 000 58, 849, 000 122, 000 482
isi 431, 000 16, 020, 000 2, 595, 000 1, 844, 000 1, 285, 000 102, 000 22, 277, 000 765, 000 29
RN =i e e e 2, 121, 000 21, 571, 000 270, 000 N e i e L e e 23, 978, 000 1, 000 23, 978
Maryland__ 1, 651, 000 47, 306, 000 1, 388, 000 177, 000 100, 000 60, 622, 000 85, 000 779
M T s A 364, 000 88, 255, 000 575, 000 12,000 |. e OB 39, 206, (100 1, 000 39, 205
N R o e e At pan 26, 262, 000 163, 419, 000 7, 684, 000 969,000 |. 330, 000 198, 603, 000 244, 000 814
L 2 J - » 039, 27, 000 702, 000 395
95, 768, 000 144, 123, 000 33, 340, 000 2, 962, 000 1, 038, 000 277, 232, 702,
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Cash income received by farmers from oleomargarine and competing interesis in 1946—Continued
Crash income
Cottonseed | Soybean feed Cash income | from com-
Other dai Vegetable Total com peting in-
1 Lard ? feed sold & d as da : o farm
State Butter product s i shortening + d:iu?c}md S | sol foed 3 Iy | neting interests Itromrolgﬁ égmlt_.s[ per
oleo
Mimissi?pi.-. $1, 734, 000 $25, 179, 000 $39, 908, 000 $3, 085, 000 $13
Missouri. . 30, 695, 000 90, 011, 000 156, 463, 000 1, 363, 000 115
Montana.. 4,921, 000 11, 062, 000 17, 694, 000 23, 000 69
Nebraska. 39, 285, 000 13, 640, 000 77, 446, 000 194, 000 390
Nevada i =" 345, 000 2, 829, 000 3,334, 000 4, 000 834
New Hampshire. ... 231, 000 13,971, 000 14, 299, 000 1, 000 14,299
...... 100, 000 51, 796, 000 52, 814, 000 108, 000 485
i 648, 000 7, 142, 000 9, 079, 000 235, 000 39
9, 089, 000 306, 772, 000 240, 417, 369, 000 15, 000 21,158
2, 812, 000 26, 762, 000 2, 968, 000 37, 909, 000 1, 244, 000 30
North Dakota__ 25, 612, DOO 14, 006, 000 4, 617, 000 44, 573, 000 27, 000 1, 651
hio 25, 700, 000 161, 884, 000 £7, 331, 000 227, 615, 000 2,010, 000 113
Oklah 18, 189, 000 37, 175, 000 5, 360, 000 63, 802, 000 639, 000 100
T, L A O M T T 9, 189, 000 , 914, 000 1, 860, 000 48, 083, 000 12, 000 4,007
PP o T e 7, 544, 000 200, 337, 000 4, 202, 000 221, 487, 000 47, 000 4,712
Rhode Island _. 4, 000 087, 000 56, 000 6, 148, 000 (7, 000) 42,993
South Carolina. 1, 072, 000 11, 253, 000 2, 627, 000 19, 204, 000 1, 080, 000 18
South Dakota.___ 18, 551, 000 13, 487, 000 14, 560, 000 47, 066, 000 81, 000 581
X 7,107, 000 49, 958, 000 5, 144, 000 65, T66, 000 887, 000 74
Texas 11, 772, 000 81, 610, 000 7. 350, 000 126, 051, 000 3, 881, 000 32
tah_._ 2, 150, 000 17, 947, GO0 656, 000 20, 813, 000 6, 000 3,
G e | L Sy S LR S e T S 1, 388, 000 58, 005, 000 134, 000 59, 546, 000 2, 000 2077
Virginia 5 5, 252, 000 44, 390, 000 3, 206, 000 54, 081, 000 278, 000 195
Washington. S 8, 908, 000 63, 220, 000 1, 575, 000 73, 784, 000 9, 000 8,199
. West Virginia 1, 832, 000 18, 441, 000 B85, 000 21, 225, 000 8, 000 2, 653
Wi i 5 46, 639, 000 461, 954, 000 16, 739, 000 526, 021, 000 86, 000 6, 117
‘Wyoming.. 1, 390, 000 6, 278, (00 473, 000 | 8, 253, 000 11, 000 750
Total, United States_ ..o oaoes 638,011,000 | 3,078, 363, 000 | 420, 647,000 | 124, 712, 0600 26, 127, 000 47,164,000 | 4, 344, 024, 000 39, 377, 000 110

1 Cash income from farm butter sold plus butterfat in creamery butter times price received by farmers per pound of butterfat for cream sold at wholesale.
2 Cash income from all dairy products less income from butter,

3 Estimated at 14,46 percent of cash income from hogs.

« Estimated emount of farm cash income which could be properly attributed to ingredients used in shortening,

# Estimated amount of cash income which conld balp

¢ Estimated amount of farm cash income which cou

roperly attributed to soybean and cottonseed products sold for dairy feed.
d be properly attributed to ingredients used in oleomargarine,

Nore.—The method nsed in making these detailed calculations was informally approved by various disinterested experts in the U. 8. Department of Agriculture. Some
of the figures shown here are based, in part, upon preliminary data and are therefore subject to slight revision,

The following fact knocks out the
argument that existing Federal laws
are restricting the production of oleo-
margarine. During the last half of 1947
production of oleo had increased to the
rate of 800,000,000 pounds per year. In
February the production of oleo had
reached the rate of 1,000,000,000 pounds
per year.

How many people pay the 10-cent tax
on oleomargarine? Not very many.
During the last half of 1947, for example,
only 4 percent of the tax-paid oleomar-
garine was colored. Only 4 percent was
therefore subject to the 10-cents-per-
pound tax.

FacTorRs AFFECTING THE CURRENT DAIRY

SrTuaTioN -

1. More customers for dairy products in
our rapidly increasing population.

2. Consumption per capita at much higher
rates.

3. Fewer cows to meet this increased
demand.

The Secretary of Agriculture has set a goal
of 120,000,000,000 pounds of milk for 1948,
Already production has fallen so far below
our needs that it is unlikely that we will
meet that goal this year. In February per
capita milk production per day was only
1.80 pounds, the lowest point reached in 10
years.

FEWER DAIRY COWS

Here are the facts on the reduced number
of dairy cows being milked this year:
Cows and heifers 2 years old and over kept
for milk in the United States:
1937-46 average 25, 973, 000
e laga by QISR £ 26, 098, 000
e A T R 25, 165, 000
This means & loss of 3.6 percent or 933,000
cows in our herds in the last year.

Heifers 1 and 2 years old kept for milk cows:

1937-46 average..--cccecen= 5, 645, 000
Jan. 1, 1947___ 5, 602, 000
JEX 1, 01848 e 5, 685, 000

Heifer calves under 1 year kept for milk cows:

193746 average - ____—__- 6, 317, 000
JaR L 10 i 6, 768, 000
vl e R S s T 6, 485, 000

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. YoUNGELOODI.

Mr. YOUNGBLOOD. Mr. Chairman,
we are confronted at this time with an
all important issue in which both those
pro and con may be overconcerned.
Fear, apprehension, and perhaps just a
bit of prejudice has entered into this
dispute. I have resentment or malice
toward none. After having been here
almost two full sessions, I have many
friends on both sides of the aisle, of
that I am sure.

I come before you to make a plea in
behalf of the men and women who toil
in the factories and the shops. I ask
you to help them so that they can eke
an existence from their earnings. This
bill to repeal taxes on oleo will not only
help them to help themselves but will
benefit the Nation as a whole as well.

With the advancements made in the
science of chemistry new flelds are open-
ing each day for more and varied uses
for farm products. Let us dwell awhile
upon the fact that the United States
Government has paid out countless mil-
lions of dollars to the American farmers
in the last decade or so in the form of
subsidies to- continue the present un-
balanced program. If we are not to
stop this practice, we may be driven to
subsidize the urban population by such
methods as granting them more pay and
thereby further contributing to the de-
valuation of the American dollar. In
my opinion, all such subsidies are just
another form of governmental control
and bring more clearly before our eyes

the specter of the Hammer and Sickle.
Let us all work together in an effort to
protect all of our people from the reper-
cussions of such a program.

I have talked to many Members of the
House who agree that these taxes on
oleomargarine are discriminatory and
unjust. However, these same men do
not feel that they can vote for the re-
moval of these taxes in view of their
constituents’ strong objections to such
an action. I say to these Representa-
tives that you will regret it if you con-
tinue to express opposition to this bill
because when you hurt some of the citi-
zens of the United States you must of
necessity hurt the entire public. For
example, in the farm districts of my own
State of Michigan, which is a good model
for other parts of the dairy country,
small grocers in those very same districts
stock oleo on their shelves: I ask at this
time, who are the consumers of this
product, if it is not the farmer?

With this information in mind, I do
not come before the House to debate the
benefits of this legislation but to plead
in behalf of those poor unfortunates who
are helpless to help themselves and in
behalf of the farmers who will be helped
by the passing of this bill. Again, I
feel that we should do everything pos-
sible to help these people.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr, Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute for the purpose of an-
swering certain questions to be asked by
the majority leader.

Mr. HALLECK. I would like to ask
the gentleman, in view of the fact that
numerous inquiries have been coming to
me, what he proposes to do about the
further consideration of this measure,
and when it will be concluded? I under-
stand there has been an arrangement
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entered into between the minority
leader and the majority leader to have
the Committee rise this afternoon at 4
or 4: 30 in order to take up some very
important District matters.

Mr. RIVERS. That is right.

Mr. HALLECK. Now then, beyond
that, is it the intention of the gentleman
to call this measure up tomorrow, or call
it up on Wednesday?

Mr. RIVERS. It is not our intention
to call this matter up again until
Wednesday as the result of an agreement
entered into between all parties affected.
I want to make it plain at this time, be-
cause some of the Members have to catch
trains and fill other commitments, and
we want to give them an opportunity to
do that.

Mr. HALLECK. I would like to make
this further suggestion, if the gentleman
will yield further, that it was anticipated
to call up for consideration tomorrow
the bill dealing with the authorization
for the construction of a courthouse here
in the District of Columbia, Later in
the week it had been expected that we
would call up the so-called tidelands
bill. I would like to announce to the
membership that if the courthouse mat-
ter is disposed of early tomorrow, I would
like very much to finish with, at least,
general debate -on the tidelands bill in
order that later on in the week, if we
could not conclude it tomorrow, we
would be able to reach it and dispose
of it.

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

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. MICHENER. ‘On this tidelands
bill, the understanding was that it was
not coming up until Thursday because
some of the Members who are very much
interested in it could not be here. The
author of the bill has a primary tomor-
row. It was programed for Thursday.
I also want to ask this question: A bill
being considered by virtue of a discharge
petition is the order of business until
finished?

Mr. RIVERS. That is right.

Mr. MICHENER. And if other busi-
ness intervenes, then I ask, Does not the
bill lose its special privilege so that it
could be objected to if called up at some
future time? No agreement between the
leaders can keep alive a special privi-
lege unless it be by unanimous consent?

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

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. RAYBURN. It is not a question
of agreement. The so-called oleomar-
garine hill is the pending business until
disposed of. The gentleman in charge
of the bill is not under compulsion to
move on any specific date after it comes
up for consideration to go into the Com-
mittee of the Whole, and the gentleman
from South Carolina has just announced
that he does not intend to make that
motion again until Wednesday.

Mr. MICHENER. Does the gentleman
feel that the person who controls a
discharge petition can control the
business for the rest of the session and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

bring up the bill as unfinished business
if, when, where, and how he may see fit?

Mr. RAYBURN. Not at all.

Mr. MICHENER. I say that that is
not the rule. It is not logical and it
cannot be done.

Mr. RAYBURN. All1I say to the gen-
tleman is that anyone could move tfo-
morrow that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the oleomargarine bill,
but as far as we who are vitally inter-
ested in it are concerned, we are going
to try to vote that motion down if it is
made.

Mr, RIVERS. May I say to the gen-
tleman from Michigan that this has not
been arbitrary, this has béen done be-
cause Members have askeC me to do it
and I have tried to cooperate. I am paid
to stay here 365 days a year, and I can
be here tomorrow or any other day. I
am just trying to help the Members from
the gentleman’s side and my side who
cannot be here tomorrow. I am willing
to vote now, as far as I am concerned.

Mr. HALLECEK. If the gentleman will
yield further, as has been pointed out,
the matter that is now pending is the
unfinished business, and its continuing
consideration will depend wupon the
action of the House. As the gentleman
has pointed out, this suggestion has been
made and, as far as I know, will be fol-
lowed. May Isay to the gentleman from
Michigan that my suggestion regarding
the beginning of the consideration of the
tidelands bill tomorrow was made at this
time in order that we might learn
whether or not there are any reasons
why that should not be done. As the
gentleman has pointed out, it was pro-
gramed for Thursday. This situation
that has developed will necessarily inter-
fere in some degree with the continuing
prosecution of the program for the week.
I made the suggestion only with the idea
that we might make some progress, and
I will be glad to confer with the gentle-
man about it.

Mr. MICHENER. The author of the
bill has a primary tomorrow and will not
be here. !

Mr. HALLECK. Then, of course, the
bill cannot go on tomorrow.

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

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. DONDERO. Is there any differ-
ence in the program as outlined in the
notice as far as the courthouse bill is
concerned, which comes under our com-
mittee?

Mr, HALLECK., No; that bill will be
on for consideration tomorrow.

3 . Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire fo the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. GarMaTz].

Mr. GARMATZ, Mr. Chairman, one
of the basic issues involved in this legis-
lation is the propriety and desirability
of using the tax laws to affect the rela-
tive position of competing industries,
In the case of oleomargarine, the taxing
power is used as a punitive measure
against one industry, to advance the
interest of another. In the process, the
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public Is deterred from the free exercise
of its consumer preferences. Competing
industries are deprived of the full bene-
fit of the free-enterprise system, which
conflicts with the public interest and
should be avoided. These taxes unneces-
sarily burden consumers far in excess
of the amount paid in taxes.

Every group has a right to enjoy a
free market for its products. The con-
suming public should be given the right
to buy the products it wants. Margarine
should be placed in the same legal status
as butter or any other wholesome food
product. It would still be subject to all
pure food laws and subject to the same
laws against misrepresentation of its
character or content that apply to butter
or any other food.

Health authorities have pointed out
that the food value of oleomargarine is
equal to that of butter. While the
vitamin A content is about the same,
oleomargarine contains larger quantities
of vitamin E than does butter. Oleo-
margarine is just as easily digested as
is butter. The National Research Coun-
cil states, and I quote:

The present available sclentific evidence
indicates that when fortified margarine is
used in place of butter as a source of fat
in a mixed diet, no nutritional differences
can be observed.

If lower-priced fats are more generally
available for human consumption, there
undoubtedly will be a tendency to use
them more freely than when an ex-
tremely expensive fat, such as butter,
must be purchased. Therefore, the re-
moval of the restrictions on margarine
would encourage a greater use of mar-
garine in cooking and on the table, which,
in turn, would probably result in a
further improvement in nutritional status
of the average individual.

Those families that can afford to use
butter will continue to do so. But those
families who have had to reduce their
consumption of fats because of the cost
of butter and margarine would be
enabled to increase their use of fat
through the purchase of margarine, when
the price is lowered by removal of taxes.

Because of my interest in doing every-
thing possible to reduce the cost of living,
I signed the discharge petition several
months ago to bring this legislation be-
fore the House, having been the four-
teenth Member to sign the petition. The
cost of food is the largest single item
in the budget of the working people
and I urge the Members to vote for
H. R. 2245, to reduce the cost of this
valuable food product by the removal
of the unjust and discriminatory tax.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. KENvuTson].

Mr. ENUTSON. Mr. Chairman, the
general purpose of this legislation is to
lower the cost of living, if possible, and
of course we are all for that, but there
are other things than butter prices that
need correction. May I remind my good
friend from South Carolina that we now
have an import limitation of 29,000 bales
on short-staple cotton, and 91,000 bales
on longer cotton fiber, a year. That is
not very much on a production basis of
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11,000,000 bales, which is the estimate
for this year. I can think of no other
agricultural product that is protected by
an embargo. I find that textiles have
gone up just the same as has butter and
to the same degree. The price of cotton
textiles has increased about 300 percent
since 1939. I want you cotton Members
to listen to this because we are going to
do something about it if the oleo tax is
repealed. In that event we are going to
do away with the quota, and it is my
good fortune to be the chairman of the
committee that can do it. The com-
modity index shows that the price of cot-
ton textiles was 57 in 1939. In 1948 it is
168.9, an increase of about 300 percent.
I find that on the New York Cotton Ex-
change, short-staple cotton is being
quoted at 38.14 cents a pound. Sheeting
and shirting and all the other things in
the manufacture of which cotton is used
have also increased 300 percent. Itis not
fair to differentiate between the cotton
grower and the butter producer. But if
you folks are prepared to go ahead and
carry out your program, we are going to
do something about cotton a little later
on.

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

Mr. ENUTSON. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. RIVERS. I remember that you
did not make any threats when we voted
with you to override the President’s veto
so that we could reduce taxes.

Mr. ENUTSON. Oh, but you did not
vote that way out of love for me or my
party. You voted that way because your
constituents demanded it of you. Deny
it if you can.

Mr. RIVERS, I am voting for the
American people now, too, and no threat
that you can make can deter me in my
action.

Mr. ENUTSON. The gentleman can-
not kid me.

Mr. RIVERS. I would not try to kid
you, and neither can you kid me.

Mr. KENUTSON. No, the gentleman
knows better than to try to kid me. He
did not vote to reduce taxes because he
wanted to vote with Republicans.

Mr. RIVERS. You do not remember
the days when you came around asking
us to help you. You remember that, do
you not?

Mr. KENUTSON. I recall the gentle-
man coming to me of his own volition
and telling me he was for tax reduction.
His intelligence on that occasion did
him credit.

Mr. RIVERS. You cannot remember
those days, can you?

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr, Chairman, I do
not yield any further.

I appreciate the gentleman’s help, and
I hope that the gentleman will not take
a position that will prevent our coopera-
tion in the future.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot yield further;
I only have 5 minutes.

Mr. RIVERS. I yield the gentleman
two more minutes in order to ask him a
question.

Mr. KNUTSON. That is not enough
time, because the gentleman would use
it all himself.

Mr. RIVERS. Then I do not yield the
gentleman any time.

0 e e

Mr, ENUTSON. The duty on cotton

135 inch or longer is 32 cents a pound,
and the current price is 42 cents. Can
the gentleman justify that high price?
Can anyone justify it? I am not saying
that butter is not too high, but so is
nearly everything else.

As for you poor misguided creatures
who pulled the chestnuts out of the fire
for the southern minority, I cannot un-
derstand you at all. You did what the
New Dealers shied away from for 16 long
years, and a few of you actually seem to
be proud of your blindness.

Mr. RIVERS, Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman two more minutes to make
a further statement along that line.

Mr. ENUTSON. I wish I had time to
pay my compliments to the Republicans
who signed the discharge rule in the way
I really should like.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman another minute.

Mr. KNUTEON. New Deal Congresses
had 16 years in which tc take up oleo tax
repeal, but it was too hot for them, so a
group of Republicans obligingly does it
for them.

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

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman three additional minutes.

Mr. KNUTSON. And the gentleman
from South Carolina gave me two, which
makes five.

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

Mr. ENUTSON. No; I cannot yield
further.

I want you Members from the cotton-
raising sections to just look ahead = little
bit. Just as sure as you pass this tax
repeal, we are going to bring down the
price of wearing apparel into the manu-
facture of which cotton enters and just
as surely are we going to remove all
quotas on cotton imports. When we
have to compete with the oleomargarine
manufacturer who wants to put the
dairyman out of business, I will say, as
was said by some of the dictators over
in Europe some years ago, “If you pull us
down, by the eternal, we will pull you
down with us.” Think it over.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr. FAaLLON].

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the bill which would relieve
millions of American people, particularly
the housewives, of this unjust and un-
American tax on margarine,

It seems to me that this provision in
the law which allows those of us who can
afford butter which has been colored
artificially by the producers without any
penalty, and which, on the other hand,
requires those who use margarine to pay
a penalty if they desire to purchase it
colored by the producer, certainly is dis-
criminatory and violates the basic prin-
ciples of democracy.

Nowhere in American economic life is
there a more unfair violation of the
economic spirit of the Nation than is
presented by the cynical set of taxes
which besets oleomargarine, and I feel
strongly that this represents a national
principle not in keeping with our demo-
cratic way of life.
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Butter itself is artificially colored 8
months a year. That fact need not even
be printed on the butter package. To
color margarine requires a $600 Federal
license plus a tax of 10 cents a pound.
For millions of low-income families, but-
ter today is too costly and they do with-
out it. Anything that can be done to
lower the cost of living and help these
families, and to save taxes, should be
done rather than the creation of new
taxes and new controls, Even our Gov-
ernment during the war urged the eating
of margarine and there is no reason why
this cheaper food should not be available
to our people, without tax.

During the past few weeks I have re-
ceived a great many communications
from my constituents, stressing the need
for the repeal of this tax. It is my duty,
as their representative in Congress, to
protect them against legislation which
will tax them unjustly, In behalf of
them, I am proud to be among those who
signed the discharge .petition in order
that this legislation be brought to the
floor of the House today for action and
shall vote to abolish this unfair tax on
oleomargarine for the welfare of our
country.

We are constantly seeking every pos-
sible means to ease the burden of the
high cost of living, and yet these unjusti-
fied taxes and fees continue to swell the
price of a basic commodity. I firmly be-
lieve anyone who is interested in benefit-
ing the American public will vote for
prompt passage of this bill.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Buckl.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, in the few
short years of my service in this House,
I can think of no subject which has
caused oratory to flow so freely as this
subject of margarine taxes. As the ora-
tory has flowed and sounded good in the
ears of its enumerators, it has fed on
itself, carried on of its own momentum to
erroneous conclusions which are as fan-
tastic as they are unrealistic.

The remarks of the very able gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. Avcust H.
ANDRESEN] delivered in this House last
Thursday afternoon well illustrate my
point. I have always regarded, and I
presently regard, the gentleman from
Minnesota as one of the ablest Members
of this House. But just listen to what he
told us on Thursday. The removal of
the tax on margarine will eliminate the
production of butter. Elimination of
butter production will cause the disap-
pearance of the dairy cow. Disappear-
ance of the dairy cow means that our
children and our children’s children will
go without milk. Worse yef, the exit of
the dairy cow will mean neither direct
fertilizer for our fields nor nitrogen-
fixing crops erstwhile used to feed those
cows. Our soil will lose its fertility; the
lush fields of America will be ruined.

Ladies and gentlemen, it just is not so.
Let us get down to cold facts and weigh
the pros and cons of this margarine tax
without flights of fancy. Let us canvass
who is harmed by the tax; who, if anyone,
is benefited by the tax.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BUCK. I decline to yield.
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Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESEN]
is not on the floor.

Mr. BUCK. I regret that he is not
here. I saw him here just a few minutes
ago.

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

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I decline
to yield until I have finished my state-
ment.

Let us get down to cold facts and weigh
the pros and cons of this margarine tax,
without flights of fancy.

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

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I decline
to yield.

The CHAIRMAN. The
declines to yield.

Mr. BUCK. Does the tax benefit the
public revenue? No. The yield is pica-
vunish. The Treasury Department itself
testified before the recent hearing of the
Committee on Agriculture and advocated
the tax’s elimination.

Does the tax benefit the dairy farmer?
No. Despited the tax, margarine sales
have increased more than eightfold in
the 61 years of the tax's eXistence.
Meanwhile, butter prices have recently
reached the highest points in history and
butter is still selling in my community
in excess of $1 per pound.

Does the tax benefit the cotton planter?
Obvously no.

Does the tax benefit the soy farmer?
Obviously no.

Does the tax benefit the housewife
margarine user? Obviously no.

Whom then does the tax benefit? It
benefits no one. Therefore it is a bad
tax. Therefore the tax should be elimi-
nated. Therefore the House of Repre-
sentatives should vote to discharge the
Committee on Agriculture from further
consideration of this measure.

Let us now proceed further, Mr. Chair-
man, and explore whom the tax harms,
if anyone. Mr. Speaker, it does not
harm the rich. Dollar-a-pound butter
is too small an item in the rich man's
budget.

It does not harm the well-to-do who
employ a servant. The latter is assigned
the messy, time-consuming job of color-
ing the margarine,

‘Whom then does the tax harm? Mr.
Chairman, it harms the great pre-
ponderance of American housewives who
do their own work—who must take time
they can ill-afford from their 14- to 16-
hour day to add the color which they and
their families want but which has been
denied them by the dairy lobby. Think
of next fall, gentlemen of Congress.
Think of housewives in every congres-
sional district in the Nation. Will they
be thanking their Congressman for the
boon of added leisure? Or will they be
damning their Congressman with every
stroke of their margarine spoon? Think
hard, gentlemen, think hard.

Mr, RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr., Chairman, as you have noted, we
have refrained from making any charges
here reflecting on any section of this
country. Sectionalism in my part of the
world is dead. I can only speak for that
part.

gentleman
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This oleo tax is certainly not sectional.
The biggest city in the whole world is
New York City and they are vitally in-
terested in this tax. The high cost of
living knows no section or no city and
this tax affects everybody in this country.

I do not regard this as a tax, I refer
to this as a ransom. I have consistently
referred to this so-called oleo tax as a
ransom and as a tribute to certain in-
terests in this country.

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

Mr. RIVERS. 1 do not yield.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to a farmer?

Mr. RIVERS. I do not yield.

Now I want to say this to the gentle-
man. Modern margarine is composed of
of soy oil, of cotton oil, peanut oil, and
of corn ojl—remember that, they grow
corn in every State of the Union—and
a sizable quantity of milk goes into oleo,
too. Let me tell you how much milk
was used in oleo last year: 116,242,000
gallons or pounds, whichever unit they
use.

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

Mr. RIVERS. I do not yield.

Mr. JENSEN. Will the gentleman
vield for a question?

Mr. RIVERS. No, I do not yield; I
just do not yield, that is all.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, not for a correction?

Mr. RIVERS. The Members appar-
ently do not understand me; I just do
not yield.

It was unfortunate.

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

Mr. RIVERS. I decline to yield.

Mr. JENSEN. Will the gentleman
yield to me?

Mr. RIVERS. For how long?

Mr. Chairman, I yield a half a minute
to the gentleman from Iowa. I love old
BEeN; I guess I have got to yield to him.

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman knows,
of course, that I have gone along with
the folks from the South on a lot of
things they have wanted. The gentle-
man knows that, does he not?

Mr. RIVERS. If the gentlem n says
so, I agree with him.

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman knows
that, does he not?

Mr. RIVERS. All right, certainly; and
I have gone along with the gentleman,
too.

Mr. JENSEN. All right; now, this
strikes directly, this bill strikes directly
at the heart of the economy of the Dairy

and Farm Belt of America. That is what
it does.
Mr. RIVERS. Idisagree with the gen-

tleman. This is a consumers’ bill.

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman has a
perfect right to disagree with me, but
he knows as well as I do that our econ-
omy to a great degree is built around the
old milk cow; and e knows also that
this bill if made law is going to be a
direct detriment to the old milk cow and
what she means to America.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I do not
yield further. I just do not agree with
the gentleman.
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Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? -

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I do not
yield to anybody. How can I make a
speech when my friends take all my
time? 3

Mr. MITCHELL. Will not the gentle-
man yield that I may correct the state-
ment made by the gentleman from Iowa?

Mr. JENSEN, If the gentleman yields
to him to correct me then I must ask
him to yield to me to correct the gentle-
man from Indiana. :

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I just do
not yield to anybody else.

Mr. Chairman, it is unfortunate when
the chairman of a great committee makes
threats. I am not here to vilify any-
body. I have the utmost confidence and
faith in the fairness of the membership
of the House of Representatives. The
House of Representatives is the finest
jury in the world, made up of the most
intelligent men and women of either
branch of our Congress or of any parlia-
mentary body in the world, and I say
that without reservation. The gentle-
man from Minnesota is not the only one
who has made threats; another distin-
guished gentleman has made threats
against the South, This is not a southern
bill, Mr. Chairman; this is an all-Ameri-
can bill. When these gentlemen make
threats of what they are going to do,
I will leave our cause in the hands of
the rest of the membership of the com-
mittee, I just do not believe they will
support him. I regret that a man in a
responsible position would make a'state-
ment like that.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from South Carolina has ex-
pired.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself five additional minutes.

Mr. Chairman, as far as I am con-
cerned, I am willing to let the House vote
on this issue, I am willing to abide by
the vote and I will cast no aspersions
upon any Member regardless of his color,
his class, his party label, or the section
from which he comes, I will be perfectly
satisfied with your verdict.

Mr. Chairman, there is a great section
of our country where the glaciers depos-
ited top soil of which there is no better
in the world, out in the great sections of

. Illinois, Indiana, and that part of the

world. That is where soybeans are
grown. The soybean oil which is placed
in oleomargarine approximates the
amount of cotton oil placed therein, of
which there is no better in the world,
Those two components make up a great
proportion of the composition of mar-
garine.

Now, let me say something about mar-
garine. We have had abundant testi-
mony before all of the committees of the
House, in 1-minute extensions of re-
marks and in every conceivable way by
which people could have exposed and de-
bated this proposition. But margarine
is a healthful food. Dr. Anton Carlson
testified before the Committee on Armed
Services to that effect on proposed legis-
lation introduced by myself and the gen-
tleman frcm Indiana. We have shown
beyond peradventure of doubt or beyond
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the pale of skepticism the healthful in-
gredients of this product. It is loaded
with vitamins and it is good for children
and growing people.

Mr. Chairman, we are not alleging that
butter is not good, or the number of cases
in which there have been prosecutions in
reference to butter. This is not pre-
sented on the demerits of butter or any-
thing found therein. This is presented
on the basis of American fairness, on the
basis of taxing one edible product grown
on the farms of this Nation on behalf of
another. That is not fair. In effect,
that is taking property without due proc-
ess of law, and in direct contravention
of the amendments of the Constitution,
and you know it.

When I was with the Department of
Justice and I first argued these cases
about the police power of the Federal
Government and the States, I saw that
terrific discrepancy and unfair venture
on the part of the Congress. I then re-
solved I would use what ability I pos-
sessed to some day make these two prod-
ucts competitive with one another in
accordance with the basic American the-
ory of supply and demand and compe-
tition.

I am glad to say that by a 2 to 1 vote
the House is going into this matter to-
day. The AMVETS testified before the
Committee on Agriculture—that great
organization composed of veterans of
World War II—that the American
housewives in 1947 spent twelve or thir-
teen thousand years mixXing margarine.
I want to relieve them of that 12,000
years' labor.

Something else was shown beyond per-
adventure of doubt which nobody can
question. Because of the tax on oleo-
margarine, and regardless of how infin-
itesimal the tax may be that is imposed
as a tribute on oleomargarine, it is not
sold in the small grocery stores. Con-
sequently the people who cannot afford
the luxury of butter cannot buy it. It
can only be bought in the big cities where
they pay for it through their nose, and
you know it.

I have no complaint, Mr, Chairman,
about States like Wisconsin that prohibit
the sale of colored margarine. That
comes under the heading of States rights
and I will defend you with my all as
long as I live on that proposition. If the
States do not want it, that comes under
the heading of their business. I will not
complain about that. But when the Fed-
eral Government through its strong arm
of taxation tells your people and mine
what they can have, when they can have
it, and what price they shall pay, I say
that somebody has got to raise his voice
and I will raise my feeble voice.

It does not sound good, but believe you
me that it is honest and it is sincere. I
say to you that this tax is un-American.
Isay to you that it is unfair. Isay toyou
that as far as the House of Representa-
tives is concerned, regardless of the wail-
ing of those who say this thing is unkind,
I am sure, based on your characteristic
and historic fairness, that you will re-
move this tax so far as we are concerned
and let the other body assume its own
responsibility. The people of this coun-
try have their eyes glued on us today.
Do not let us fail them.

"
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Mr. HOPE. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr., HoeveN].

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEVEN. I yield to the gentle~
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I think
the Recorp should show that the distin-
guished new agricultural leader of the
Nation, my good friend, the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. Riversl, made
a misstatement when he told of how
many million pounds of milk were used
in oleomargarine, That is not a factual
statement and I want it to appear in the
REecorp at this point.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr, Chairman, one of
the greatest hoaxes ever perpetrated
before the American public, the Amer-
ican press, and the Congress of the
United States was executed to build up
the present case for repeal of the oleo-
margarine laws.

The hoax had its origin back in 1943
when Mr. Arthur G. Hopkins, an oleo-
margarine manufacturer from Sher-
man, Tex. representing the National
Association of Margarine Manufacturers,
an organization made up of 20 large oleo
corporations, appeared before the House
Committee on Agriculture.

He stated:

Margarine can be made yellow without the
addition of any artificial color,

And later upon questioning from mem-
bers of the committee he stated clearly
and without equivocation that marga-
rine could and would be made a natural
yellow color from cottonseed and soy-
bean oils if it were not for the fact that
these oils had to be bleached because of
present Federal regulations.

The next year, in 1944, Mr. Hopkins
appeared before the committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry of the United States
Senate. At this hearing, Mr. Hopkins
presented an elaborate array of samples
and charts purported to prove beyond a
shadow of doubt that margarine made
from cottonseed and soybean oils which
have not been bleached produces a natu-
ral golden color,

After these statements were made they
were picked up by the journalists of our
country and repeated during the ensuing
years all across our land without ever
being modified or revoked by any mem-
ber of the oleomargarine industry.

Fortune magazine, in November 1944,
ran an article which purported to be
a studious and unbiased analysis of
the butter-oleomargarine problem. That
magazine stated in an article entitled
“Will Butter Win the Peace” that some
cottonseed and soybean oils can produce
a yellow margarine,

In the Reader’'s Digest of May 1947,
page 29, there appeared the following
statement:

On the other hand, all margarine made
from soybean oil naturally would have a yel-
lowish color. Under the punitive tax law,
however, this natural color of the oil must be
bleached out and the resultant fat left an
artificial white.

The Chicago Tribune, in an editorial
dated January 20, 1948, stated:

The strange thing about this is that oleo
made from cottonseed or soybean oil is natu-
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rally yellow and must be bleached to avoid
the tax,

Similar statements even found their
way into our farm journals. For ex-
ample, in Pathfinder for February ap-
peared the following:

Boybean oil gives margarine a naturally
yellow color without using chemical dyes, but

to avolid the 10-cent color tax, this oleo must
be bleached.

In the Farm Journal for March 1948,
appeared this statement:

Margarine makers say butter has no mo-
nopoly on the yellow color; that margarine
olls must be bleached to eliminate a natu-
rally yellow color.

What is the truth, and wherein lies
the hoax and deceit that have been prac-
ticed in connection with this butter and
oleomargarine controversy? The hoax
and the deceit lie in the fact that these
statements are plain, unadulterated mis-
representation.

At the hearings held by your Agricul-
tural Committee last month, the truth
finally came to the surface. It was dem-
onstrated before the committee that,
when cottonseed oil is manufactured into
margarine without bleaching, the re-
sultant color is a dirty white and not a
light golden color. When soybean oil is
manufactured into margarine without
bleaching the resultant color is green
and not a light golden color.

These facts have been recently pub-
licly corroborated by one of the outstand-
ing independent research laboratories in
the country, the Armour Foundation of
the Illinois Institute of Technology.

Carrying the hoax still further, the
Margarine Manufacturers Association,
through their official representative,
stated before congressional committees
that the only reason the oleomargarine
industry bleaches their oils is because of
the presence of Federal laws. This is a
second deliberate falsification of the
truth and an enlargement of the original
deceit.

The plain, unadulterated truth in this
respect is that the oleomargarine indus-
try would have to bleach their oils even
if there were no oleo tax laws on the
books. The oleo manufacturers are
forced to bleach these oils to remove un-
desirable odors, flavors, and colors, like
dirty white and green.

Regardless of the other merits of this
controversy, we should be fully cogni-
zant and the American people should be
made fully aware and the American press
should be completely informed of the
false colors under which the oleomarga-
rine industry has presented its case,

Mr. HOPE. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr, VUurseLL].

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, 26
oleomargarine corporations who produce
nearly all of that product sold in the
United States, who want the law changed
so that they can sell yellow oleo to imi-
tate butter, have taken advantage of the
present high cost of butter and all other
products under the guise of reducing the
cost of living in an attempt to repeal the
present tax on oleomargarine,

In building up their campaign for re-
peal, the oleo and cottonseed-oil lobby
employed one of the outstanding adver-
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tising agencies in New “York City to di-
rect a Nation-wide advertising campaign.
During the year closing November last,
they spent in this advertising campaign
$6,000,000, according to a report of Time
magazine, The gist of their advertising
campaign was that oleo is as good as
butter and is entitled to be sold yellow
in color in imitation of butter. Natu-
rally, this amount of money spent in
the advertising columns of newspapers
brought about a lot of favorable editorial
support, as many newspapers often ex-
press their appreciation of paid adver-
tising with favorable news and editorial
comment in return.

The 1,250,000 dairy farmers who were
working long hours to produce milk and
butter spent no money to counteract the
efforts of these 26 corporations. Much
of their propaganda as a result of the
millions spent has not given or disclosed
the true facts to the people as to this
situation.

This is a fight for greater profits led by
the comparative few oleo manufacturers
in the country, and by the cotton lobby
of the South, It is a fight for more
money and bigger profits on the part of
both of them. It is not a sincere effort
to reduce the cost of living, and certainly
is not in the interest of the health of the
millions of our children, the people gen-
erally, and is not in the interest of the
general welfare of the Nation.

For this reason I feel it my duty and
solemn obligation in the interest of the
people I represent and in the interest of
the economy of the Nation to oppose this
legislation. . 2

Mr. Chairman, for many years the law
of the State of Illinois and 22 other
States has prohibited the sale of yellow
oleomargarine. If we were to pass this

- law, yellow oleomargarine, as an imita-

tion for butter, could not be sold in the
State of Illinois. There must be consid-
erable merit in maintaining the law as it
is, otherwise those representatives of the
people in Illinois, who serve closest to
them, would not continue the law in
force to prohibit the sale of yellow oleo.

Anyone can now buy oleo in its natural
white color throughout Illinocis and the
Nation without paying the 10 cents per
pound tax. The tax is only one-fourth
cent per pound and is paid by the manu-
facturer.

This oleo fight, led largely by the cot-
ton lobby of the South and the oleo
manufacturers who want to sell the
growing children and the people of Illi-
nois and the Nation, renovated oil in-
stead of nature's pure wholesome butter,
I repeat, is a fight for greater profits and
more money. It all hinges on color.
Here is one reason they want the right
to color their white oleo and sell it in
the yellow color imitating butter. There
are 65 million meals each day served to
people in restaurants and public eating
places, None of these millions of people
would have any protection and neither
would the Federal Government, as to
whether or not they were serving oleo
and charging the higher butter prices
for it. If this law permits them to color
oleo in imitation of butter, they can go
freely into the manufacture of ice cream,
cheese, and other butter products. I do
not believe the American people want to
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repeal this law and throw the butter, ice
cream, and cheese business of this coun-
try wide open to many unscrupulous peo=
ple who would sell these synthetic prod-
ucts at any price they can get.

Mr. Chairman, last week you could
buy in Terre Haute, Ind., yellow oleo cut
in quarters to imitate butter in a carton
which said country fresh, flavored with
butter, with the picture of a dairy farm
on the carton. While oleo costs 32 cents
there, this package was selling at 59
cents, After adding the 10-cent tax for
the yellow color there was still an over-
charge to the consumer of 17 cents.

There is little question, if oleo is al-

lowed to compete with butter in color as
the repeal of this law would permit, that
the price of oleo will be raised by the
manufacturers, guaranteeing them mil-
lions of dollars that otherwise would be
saved to the consumers who are now buy-
ing oleo, if the Federal law is kept on our
statute books unchanged.

Mr. Chairman, I repeat, under the
present law, the tax in Illinois to the
consumer is nothing, It takes only a few
minutes’ time to color their oleo, if they
desire to do so. I know this is quite a
little chore, but let me point out that
thousands of housewives on the farms
also find it quite a chore to wash and
clean the hand separators after the night
milking is done, so they will be fresh and
sanitary to receive the morning milk,
many times before daylight the next
morning.

In considering this bill we must take
into account what is best for the farmer,
the purchasing power of his family, and
the fertility of the soil. Then we must
take into consideration the product the
consumer gets, its nutrition value,
whether you want your small and grow-
ing children to have a sufficient supply
of wholesome milk, ice cream, and cheese
products, or whether you want to substi-
tute for milk and milk products a mix-
ture of cottonseed oil with a small
amount of soybean oil and other oils,
with a small amount of skim milk
added, together with coloring matter,
producing an imitation butter.

Mr., Chairman, if these oleomargarine
corporations and the cottonseed inter-
ests of the South are able to put over this
legislation, I predict that it will strike
such a blow against the dairy interests
that the dairy herds, already too low,
will be reduced by 2,500,000 head within
the next 3 years. The loss of the butter
market will be felt first by 1,250,000 small
farmers who sell farm separated cream,
most of them only milking three to six
COWS,

This proposal to repeal the tax if
adopted, will change very largely the
whole course of agriculture in the North-
ern States. It will finally bring disaster
to the dairy business, which employs
more people and produces more farm
income than any other segment of agri-
culture.

The Government, recognizing the food
value of milk and dairy products through
the years past, has spent millions of dol-
lars through State College Agriculture
Extension Service for the expansion and
improvement of dairying. During the
past year there was spent on dairy ex-
tension work alone $900,000. The pas-
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sage of this legislation reverses our
course. The effect of this legislation is
to begin to undermine and destroy the
fine results of the Government’s past
efforts.

When you vote for this bill, you vote to
restrict the future opportunity of 1,750,-
000 boys and girls doing 4-H Club farm
work. You vote to restrict the opportu-
nity of these future farmers of Amer-
jea. There are 101,606 farm girls alone
enrolled in dairy cattle activities. We
need to encourage the boys and girls to
stay on the'farms. This bill, if enacted,
will discourage them.

These farmers and their families for a
market depend upon 5,000 creameries.
This cream is a considerable part of their
weekly cash income. They are not a part
of any oleo corporation or lobby. They
are just plain, hard-working, small farm-
ers who work long hours, month after
month to produce a little milk and cream,
and many other farm products that the
people in the villages and cities must
have.

If this bill is passed, it will strike such
a blow in reducing the dairy herds and
the supply of milk that the demand for
the scarce amount of milk will be so great
the price of milk will go up to where the
very consumers who are signing petitions
to Congressmen urging us to make this
mistake, will be paying far more for milk
than they will save on a few pounds of
oleo. If this thing happens it can well
affect the health and growth of millions
of children here in America. It is a
terrible price to consider paying to allow
the oleo people and the cottonseed-oil
people to imitate the yellow color of but-
ter in order that they can make more mil-
lions for the comparatively few of them
who are interested in this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, this administration and
the Congress has insisted on giving away
billions of dollars in food to European
countries through the Marshall plan. If
this legislation passes there will be less
food for the American people and less
food to ship abroad.

Mr. Chairman, we depend upon our
farmers for all of the food we consume.
We must have a sound and prosperous
agriculture because it is the cornerstone
of our economic prosperity. Agriculture
employs more people and is the biggest
single business in the Nation. How can
we expect sufficient agricultural products
to keep prices reasonable if you endan-
ger 20 percent of the farmers' produc-
tion income. Twenty percent of the
total income of agriculture in the Nation
is derived from dairy products.

THIS LEGISLATION MEANS LESS MEAT

The Department of Agriculture gave
out a statement a few weeks ago that it
would take 10 years before dairy herds
were built back up to the number neces-
sary. There are 2,600,000 less dairy cows
in the Nation today than there were in
1945. There are 21,000,000 less sheep
and lambs in this Nation today than in
1942, There are 38,000,000 less hogs to-
day than there were in 1944. That is the
reason meat is so high at this time. Now
by this legislation you will start the re-
duction of dairy cattle which means the
reduction of milk, butter, and cheese.
Through the sale of veal calves, heifers,
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and older dairy cattle comes approxi-
mately 35 percent of the present beef
supply of the Nation, hence this legisla-
tion will add to the shortage of meat. It
is well to read this paragraph again so
that you may better understand the ter-
rible price the people and the economy
of this Nation will have to pay if this
legislation is enacted.

With less cattle to slaughter each year
it will not only mean less beef which
will cause prices to go higher, but it will
mean less hides, fats, oils, and tallow.
Less hides will mean an increase in the
cost of shoes, leather goods of all kinds
including luggage, The women of this
Nation who have been deceived by this
$6,000,000 advertising campaign into
‘writing the Congressmen in the hope of
saving a few minutes’ time in coloring
oleo, or in the hope of saving a couple of
dollars a year in the price of oleo, will
find that they will be caused to spend
five times as much as they save, when
they buy purses, luggage, shoes, milk
and, yes, oleo at higher prices.

The oleo manufacturers, as soon as
they are given the use of the yellow color
to imitate butter, will doubtless raise
their prices and get all the traffic will
bear.

Mr. Chairman, turning our thoughts to
Illinois, may I point out that the hun-
dreds of thousands of dairy farmers,
most of them marketing cream from
only a few cows each week, received, last
year in Illinois, a cash income of $175,-
726,000, The oleo manufacturers only
bought soybean oil in the amount of
$7,958,000. On the other hand these
dairy farmers purchased Illinois soybean
feeds from the soybean industries alone
in the amount of $18,353,000—more than
twice the amount sold to the oleo manu-
facturers.

These figures show that the market
the soybean farmers should want to pro-
tect is the dairy farmers, their best
customers.

Mr. Chairman, may I sum up this
argument by saying to those who have
been deceived by the advertising propa-
ganda campaign put out in favor of oleo,
that they give consideration to the fol-
lowing:

The present Federal law protects you
and the public so that you know what
you are buying. The present tax helps
to hold down the price of white natural
oleo which will go up if it is taken off.
The present Federal law costs you prac-
tically nothing in taxes. If it is taken
off no one will know what they are buy-
ing, and the general public will be
cheated out of millions of dollars an-
nually by unscrupulous persons who will
sell oleo at regular butter prices. By re-

ducing the dairy herds, butter will go

higher and oleo prices will likewise be
raised. Milk, by reduction of dairy
herds, will go higher which prices will
be reflected in bottled milk, ice cream,
and dairy products. Leather of all kinds
will go higher because of the reduction of
the number of hides. Beef will go higher
because about 35 percent of the beef of
the Nation now comes from the dairy
herds.

Mr. Chairman, the consideration of
this bill leads me to refer to the Navajo
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Indians. The New Deal, several years
ago, when the policy was to kill off live-
stock, reduced the goat herds of the
Navajo Indians and restricted their pas-
ture lands to the point where starvation
overtook them and the Congress recently
voted to give them several million dollars
for immediate aid in food products. Now
the Government is buying a million
goats for the Navajo Indians in order
that they may have goat milk and goat
meat.

This legislation will start the dairy
cow down the same trail. More car-
casses of dairy cows will go into the
coolers of the meat processors of the
Nation during the next few years if this
legislation passes, than ever before.
That will mean less heifers and steer
calves annually to help out in the meat
supply of the Nation. It will mean less
milk as well.

I will not be a party to striking such a
blow against the biggest segment of agri-
culture in the Nation. I will not vote for
what I sincerely believe, to be against the
interest of every man, woman, and child
in America and against the entire econ-
omy of this Nation. As a member of the
Farm Bureau for 25 years and from my
experience in farming and agriculture I
think I know the danger of this legisla-
tion to all the people.

Mr. Chairman, the Congress votes
millions of dollars each year out of the
Federal Treasury for soil conservation.
The Congress realizes, with the great in-
crease of population and our commit-
ments to the world that during the war
our soil has been depleted. Iam sure you
Members of Congress who have driven
through any dairy section know from
first hand that no farm crop puts back
through the byproducts of dairying as
much fertilizer on the soil as do the dairy
farmers. No group of farmers grow as
much legumes and alfalfa and rotate
crops preserving the soil equal to the
dairy farmers. When you reduce dairy-
ing in this Nation you take away the
necessity of growing legume crops,
greatly depleting the soil.

Nothing is of greater importance than
preserving the fertility of the soil to feed
the expanding population throughout the
years to come here in America. Dairying
is the backbone of diversified modern
agriculture. During flush milk produc-
tion the manufacture of butter is a neces-
sary outlet for surplus milk which can-
not be sold in bottles. Butter continues
to be the product upon which the dairy
farmer largely relies.

It is a product which both farmers and
consumers must be able to count upon in
the future. This bill should be defeated
in the interest, not only of agriculture,
but in the interest of the consumers and
the entire economy of the Nation.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to pay trib-
ute to those men who have fought so
nobly, I should say, to get this bill out of
committee,

I would like to compliment all of you;
particularly the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. MircHELL] and the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. Riversl., It was my
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pleasure to be in Mr. R1vERs' district last
week, and the people down there are be-
hind him in this fight, I might say that
the people all over South Carolina and all
over this country are against this iniqui-
tous, abominable ransom, as the gentle-
man from South Caroling calls it. They
are behind him in this fight. We in South
Carolina hope that this tax will be re-
pealed.

I was very much interested in the
rantings and ravings of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Gross] whom I
like, and also the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr, ExvursoN], whom I also like.
I would like to say that this is a forward
step today, I believe, toward the ultimate
achievement of the true opportunity sys-
tem. The gentleman from Pennsylvania
mentioned South Carolina, Georgia, and
North Carolina, and spoke of the farmers
down there. I would like tosay that their
income is much lower than that of the
farmers of Pennsylvania, They are
struggling to raise cotton. They have a
right to expect a fair opportunity under
the American system. I do not believe
that this tax is fair, It is undemocratic.
It is un-American, and discriminatory
on the farmers of the South and through-
out the country.

I would like to say also that I am
against sectionalism. I am against the
injection of sectionalism into this debate.

Mr., GROSS. If you fellows down
there would not label dairy products as
filthy, your people might be eating it and
be better off.

Mr. DORN. I would like to say we
are not labeling dairy products as filthy
products.

Mr,. GROSS. Oh, your Mr. RivErs and
your Mr. Poace, and the whole gang of
them, have labeled these things as unfit
for human consumption. We could not
even find people using milk and butter
down there.

Mr. DORN. I do not yield further,
Mr. Chairman,

The gentleman’s observations about
our use of milk and butter disqualifies
him further as a witness about condi-
tions in the South. My people use dairy
products and the dairy industry is grow-
ing, The gentleman has injected sec-
tionalism into this debate. I stand on
the merits of this bill. The gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr, Rivers] and
the gentleman - from Texas [Mr.
PoaceE] made no such statements. They
are both gentlemen and believe in con-
ducting debate on a high plane. The
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr,
Rivers] has handled this side admirably,

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairmau, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DORN. I yield.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Would
the gentleman be in favor of removing
the quarter-of-a-cent tax on reprocessed
butter?

Mr. DORN, I am not committing
myself on that. We are arguing tke tax
on olcomargarine. If the gentleman is
in favor of something like that, he is
privileged to bring it up. They will not
hold it up in the Committee on Agricul-
ture like some of your members at-
tempted to hold up this oleomargarine
bill, and thus keep the bill from coming
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before this democratic body and letting
it be acted upon.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. But
there was one member of your own
party. The gentleman should not blame
us for all of it.

Mr. DORN. The gentleman is cor-
rect. Such important legislation should
always be nonpartisan. The members
of both parties, who would seek to hold
this bill in committee, I criticize. There
is nothing wrong with letting the mem-
bership of this House vote on any bill,
any legislation, pro or con. Icompliment
my colleague the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. Rivers] on the wonderful
job he has done in bringing this bill, in
the democratic, American way, before
this Committee to be considered.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. DORN. .« I yield.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Did you
ever question why he did not do it when
the Democrats were'in power, all these
years?

Mr. DORN. Well, they raised the
question a while ago about the New Deal
spending money in the South. Your
State, a two-party State, received more
New Deal money than South Carolina.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Oh, no.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
DorN] has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. ROBERTSON].

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, I
am disturbed by the trend of the argu-
ment today on the vital matter of tax-
ation of oleomargarine. There can be
only one approach to this problem. All
other argument is superfluous. Let us
answer this question today: Is our dairy
industry worth protecting?

There can be only one answer to this
question—an emphatic “Yes.” Our ac-
tion today must result in beating down
this attempt to repeal all Federal taxes
on oleomargarine, or else we will be legis-
lating the destruction of one of the Na-
tion’s most important industries, the
dairy industry.

This has been labeled a butter-oleo
ficht. Herein lies the basic error in
thinking which has resulted in bringing
this matter up for consideration today.
It is not a contest between butter and
oleo; it is not a contest between the soy-
bean or® cotton farmer and the dairy
farmer. Itisa fight vital to every citizen
of the Nation; and it is a fight between
the entire public and the margarine
interests.

By a clever, well-financed propaganda
campaign, the oleo industry has been
successful in injecting false issues into
its campaign to repeal existing taxes,
and has enlisted a wide popular support.
I urge you to put aside all preconceived
notions, for I assure you many of them
are false. Let us examine the question

_ rationally, without emotion or prejudice,
then vote accordingly, in the best in-
terests of the Nation.

. Because I come from a butter-pro-
ducing State — North Dakota ranks
seventh in the Nation—you will say that
I cannot objectively outline the issues to-
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day. Because I come from a butter-
producing State, I am acquainted with
this problem, and have attempted to un-
derstand it, and my conviction is not one
recently acquired, but represents a long
intimacy with the problem. I assure you
I have at all times attempted to think
objectively on this matter.
MARGARINE'S ARGUMENTS

First, let us examine the arguments,
and evaluate them, of the proponents of
tax repeal.

They contend that oleo can compare
with butter in every respect. While I
shall never believe this, I answer them
by saying, “So what?” Even if it is the
equal of butter, it should not be per-
mitted to imitate butter. Horse meat
may be the equal of beef, but our people
are entitled to know when they are being
sold horse meat. . The argument is not
whether butter and oleo are on or near
a par in nutritive and food value; the
question is, Should we protect our dairy
industry?

The proponents of tax repeal cry “spe-
cial-privilege tax,” “subsidy,” and “re-
straint of trade.” Even if their cry is
right, it is evading the basic questicn.
Should we protect our dairy industry?
We have tariff to protect industry; they
are special-privilege taxes. We subsi-
dize many farm products, including cot-
ton and soybeans, I am told, We regu-
late many industries for the good of the
Nation; regulation constitutes restraint
of trade. But if these things are justi-
fied, then the cry is a cry of “wolf,” and is
merely designed to arouse emotion.

Now the oleo people tell us that if we
take this tax off their product it will
reduce the cost of butter and the cost
of margarine. This is pure, unadulter-
ated propaganda. How can removal of
a tax on margarine reduce the cost of
butter? They are not competing today
because of the wide variance in price be-
tween butter and oleo. Further, the cost
of butter is not high compared to other
prices of products made from milk and
butterfat. The price the farmer receives
for butterfat sold the creameries to make
butter is much lower than the price the
same farmer would receive if he should
sell this same butterfat to evaporators,
cheese factories, or as fluid milk. When
you consider that it takes an hour of
labor to produce a pound of butter, in-
cluding all the steps involved, from car-
ing for livestock, through transportation
to the creamery, and transportation to
the market, we wonder how butter can
sell for less than a dollar a pound. Com-
pared to the butterfat content of fluid
milk at 20 cents a quart, it is an excellent
buy. No; taking the tax off oleo will
not reduce the cost of producing butter
nor the price the consumer will have to
pay.

The tax on uncolored oleo is a quarter
of a cent per pound, a reasonable license
fee. Remove this tax and how much
will it reduce the cost of oleo to the con-
sumer? Not more than a quarter of a
cent a pound.

The housewife has been hoodwinked
into believing that the 10-cent tax on

. colored margarine is being paid by her,
.Nobody is paying for it unless the oleo

is colored when she buys it. The most

4863
taking this color tax off could do would
be to give the housewife colored oleo at
the same-price she pays for uncolored
oleo today. But I am not too confident
that the greedy margarine interests will
be so kind as to hold the price down, if
they can get the privilege of making
their product appear like butter.

But, they argue, take off the 10 cents
tax on colored margarine, then we can
save the housewife hours of work. Let
us examine this follow-up and alternate
argument used when it is obvious that
the propaganda is not falling for the
reduce-the-cost-of-living fallacy which
has been sold to the public, including
many Congressmen. In the first place,
the majority of housewives of the Nation
use more uncolored margarine for cook-
ing than they do for table spread, and
I am confident they will admit that they
do not care whether the margarine is
white or yeollow for cooking purposes.
This explodes the time-saving theory in
half. Now to dispose of this argument
as it applies to table spread. If the
housewife insists upon oleo’s being yel-
low—why not green or sky-blue, or palat-
able pink—there is no law against mar-
garine manufacturers coloring oleo any
color except yellow—true she has to color
it. But the very fact that this law exists
is the only protection that the housewife
has in knowing whether she is buying
butter or buying oleo. The Pure Food
and Drug people have no authority, ex-
cept over interstate traffic, to regulate
and prevent the sale of margarine as
butter. The housewife may have to
color some of her margarine for the
table, but at least she knows that when
she buys butter, it is butter and is not
a colored substitute sold to her fraudu-
lently.

The housewife has been sold on this
proposition thinking that the elimina-
tion of this 10-cent tax on oleo will re-
duce the cost of margarine 10 cents and
also give her the product in yellow form.
She has not been informed—she has
been misinformed. The cost will not be
lowered more than one-quarter of a cent
per pound, for that is all the tax she is
paying today on uncolored margarine.

If this margarine is such a great prod-
uct, why do not the oleo manufacturers
pay the 10-cent tax? It would still sell
for half the price of butter. This cost-
of-living and color argument is so shal-
low that it is hard to understand how so
many well-informed people could enter-
tain it for a moment. We might fool a
few housewives today who have read the
oleo ads and propaganda, but we will en-
counter their wrath on the morrow when
they find out just what we did accomplish
if we are so foolhardy as to remove this
necessary protective tax.

The color argument is simply a camou-
flage, a colored and false argument which
has led us today to the precarious posi-
tion of threatening one of our greatest
industries, and the welfare of the Na-
tion. The basic question is this: Is the
dairy industry worth our continued sup-
port, or should we render it a knock-out
blow?

EFFECT OF TAX REPEAL

Is our dairy industry worthy of pro-

tection? This is the question to be
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answered and you cannot answer it un-
less you understand the following facts.

The dairy industry, not alone butter,
but cheese, milk, and all other phases
of it, will suffer if we take this protec-
tive tax off oleo. People think milk is
good for them. And they are right.
But knock butter off the market and
what will happen to the milk industry?

A cow gives milk in different quantities
at different times of the year. Humans
want a set amount of milk throughout
the year. How can we satisfy the de-
mands of humans, with the erratic milk
production of cows? Only if we have a
surplus of cows in seasons of high pro-
duction can we have enough milk in sea-
sons of low production. Say one cow
provides enough milk for your family
part of the year, but two cows are re-
quired during the low-milk season.
You have to keep two cows or go without
enough milk during the latter season.
What will you do with the extra milk
from the extra cow during the high milk-
production seasons? That will be the
problem facing the fluid-milk industry
if you push butter off the market. But-
ter is the perfect outlet for extra milk in
seasons of high production, for it pro-
vides a concentratecd form of butterfat
which can be safely stored in seasons of
high production for consumption during
seasons of low milk production. It is a
part of the dairy cycle. Will you main-
tain, at present feed prices, an extra
dairy cow half of the year when you have
no outlet for that extra butterfat? You
will not, and you do not expect the indus-
try to. Dairy herds will naturally de-
crease to the point to meet set human
consumption during the high productive
period of the herd. The price of milk
will skyrocket in times of low produc-
tion. Who, then, will complain loudest?
The housewife, the mother of children,
your consuming public, they will demand
a subsidy for dairy herds. The Govern-
ment will be buying butterfat, because
the butter market will be gone. The
housewife will not thank you for voting
to destroy the dairy industry today.

Consider the dairy industry from an-
other important standpoint to the entire
Nation. Diversified farming is impor-
tant to the welfare of the people of North
Dakota, as it is important to any agricul-
tural community. The dairy industry
provides this opportunity for diversified
farming. In bad crop years the farm
population, one-fifth of the Nation’s
population, the majority of whom have
at least a few dairy cows, will need to
depend largely upon dairy herds to man-
age to eke out an existence.

Not only is it important from this
standpoint, but the fertilizer problem is
sqlved to a large extent through the use
of dairy herds in North Dakota. The
maintenance of livestock on our farms
is essential to restore organic matter to
the soil. Without a market for butter
the dairy industry in North Dakota
would cease to exist, and this soil-con-
servation practice would soon be discon-
tinued. This is true throughout the
Nation and is not limited to my State.

The dairy industry is more important
as a means of revenue to the farmers of
every State than will be the sale of vege-
table oils to margarine manufacturers
even if they triple or quadruple their
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sales, completely pushing the use of but-
ter from the market. Every Congress-
man should seriously consider this fact.
In fact, the dairy farmer is a better
source of outlet for soybean and cotton
byproducts than the oleo industry will
ever be, a better source of revenue. Ac-
tion destroying the dairy industry will
prove short-sighted, indeed.

I urge that every Congressman read
and study the letter I received from the
Cudahy Packing Co., which is one of the
Nation's largest producers of margarine.
This letter appears on page A2415 of the
Appendix of the Recorp. Here is one
margarine producer who has stuck to
facts, who recognizes the threat to the
dairy industry and sees the folly of the
action contemplated today. As a mar-
garine producer Cudahy has every reason
to join the propaganda campaign of the
other producers who have precipitated
this crisis today. Do not take my word
for this, read the story as written by Mr.
F. W. Hoffman, president of the Cudahy
Packing Co., of Chicago, Ill. It is truly
revealing, and certainly without preju-
dice.

Remember the issue before you today
is: Should we protect our dairy indus-
try? If you give this your honest evalu-
ation today, I am certain you will agree,
our dairy industry is worth protecting.
It will be a tremendous mistake to repeal
present taxes, and I urge with all the
strength at my command that Congress
defeat the bill now being considered and
avoid the calamity of seriously crippling
our important dairy industry.

Mr. HOPE. Mr., Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr, GWYNNE].

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. Mr. Chair-
man I am opposed to the Rivers bill. So
far as I can see, it will accomplish very
little good for anyone and will do very
positive harm to certain groups and to
the country as a whole. In spite of the
great propaganda to the contrary, the
repeal of the law providing a 10-cent tax
on colored oleomargarine will accomplish
very little for the consumer. In the first
place, it is the general opinion that the
repeal of the tax will be followed by an
increase in the price of oleomargarine
substantially equivalent to the tax.

In the second place, some 23 States
now have laws either prohibiting the sale
or manufacture of colored oleomargarine
or putting very drastic restrictions on the
sale or manufacture. Those State laws
will, of course, not be affected by any
action taken in this Congress.

Any benefit that the repeal of the tax
would bring to the cotton States would
be lost when competition begins in ear-
nest with certain foreign oils. The cot-
tonseed people cannot compete with
these imported oils on any basis favor-
able to cottonseed.

Of course, the Rivers bill would be Very
injurious to the dairy sections of the
country for reasons which have been so
well outlined thus far in this debate.
The principal objection to the Rivers bill,
however, it seems to me, is its effect on
our soil-conservation program. We all
agree that the conservation of our soil
is a necessary program in this country,
Every year we appropriate substantial
sums to carry out that objective. The
dairy industry contributes largely to the
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conservation of the soil. If for no other
reason, that is sufficient justification for
the legislation now on the statute books
designed to protect the dairy industry.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER].

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, when I
first approached the butter-versus-oleo-
margarine issue several months ago, my
first inclination was to vote for the re-
peal of the oleomargarine tax and get
this long-standing sore out of the way.

But, as time has passed and as I have
studied this issue most carefully, reading
literally everything that I could get my
hands on concerning the fight, I have
learned many startling facts that give me
an entirely different attitude about which
side I shall take. On the surface, this
seems like a very simple issue, but the
more you learn of it, the more you see
that what seems to be true in regard to
trée oleo situation really is not the truth
at all.

For example, I had been led to believe
that the tax on a pound of oleomargarine,
purchased at the store by a housewife,
was 10 cents—that it really was an im-
portant item in the cost of living. The
fact is, this tax is only one-fourth of a
cent a pound. Even more important than
this is the fact that no oleomargarine
manufacturer has come forward to state
unequivocally, so far as I know, that he
will not raise the price of oleo if the tax
is repealed. In other words, we might be
voting the oleo manufacturer more profits
without helping a single housewife who
purchases oleo.

The more I studied this issue, the more
I learned about our dairy industry. And,
the more I learn about the importance of
our dairy industry in the scheme of our
agricultural and industrial life, partic-
ularly in the North and in the great Mid-
dle West, the more I see that any tink-
ering with the present Federal laws re-
garding oleo could prove disastrous to
the dairy farmer and the whole dairy in-
dustry. If the results of such action were
sure to stop there, and the measure
seemed to be in the public interest, I
still might be persuaded to vote for oleo
repeal. But the truth is, Mr. Chairman,
we have no assurance that the results of
our action here might not have even more
far-reaching consequences in our closely
knit economy.

As you know, the business interests in
the typical little city and town, through-
out the North and the Mid West in
particular, are dependent upon the cash
income of the farmers who live in the
rural areas. If the income of these farm-
ers—and most of them are dairy farm-
ers, in one way or another—is cut, then
business in town suffers proportionately.
We cannot divide the interests of the
city man from those of his rural neigh-
bor. So, if the dairy farmer is injured,
the city folks will be injured.

Personally, Mr. Chairman, I do not
believe this issue is nearly as important
to the average consumer or even to the
cotton farmer as certain pressure groups,
through a whipped-up and exXpensive
propaganda campaign, have tried to
make it seem. Actually, the average
housewife would not save 25 cents a year
if this tax were removed from oleo by
the Federal Government, but to hear
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some of them talk, you would think the
average family would save hundreds of
dollars annually. Twenty-five cents a
year. That is what this thing could mean
to an average family, if the mother were
to buy no other kind of spread except
oleo. That is a very little bit of savings
to kick up such a storm about, even if
the savings were to come about. ButasI
have stated before, not a single consumer
can guarantee me, or anyone else, that
the oleo manufacturers will not raise the
price of their product so that they can
get that additional two bits every year.
And when you put it on that basis, you
begin to see why these oleo manufac-
turers have put up so many millions of
dollars to take this tax off.

Let me make it clear, Mr, Chairman,
that not all oleomargarine manufac-
turers support this bill to repeal the so-
called burdensome tax of one-fourth of
1 penny a pound.

I have here a letter from Mr. F. W.
Hoffman, president of the Cudahy Pack-
ing Co., which manufactures and sells
both oleo and butter in great quantities.
He states the case against repeal of the
oleo tax clearly and concisely. I quote
his letter:

Tae Cupary PackiNg Co.,
Chicago, April 20, 1948,
Hon. PauL W. SHAFER,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

.My DEear CONGRESSMAN: Our company is
engaged not only in the business of slaugh-
tering, processing, and selling meat and
meat products but also in the production
and sale of butter and oleomargarine. We
are, in fact, one of the largest manufacturers
of margarine in the United States today.
Our interest in the controversy over the pres=
ent oleomargarine laws is therefore not one
sided. We stated in a communication to
Congressman ANTON J. Jomnson of Illinois,
several weeks ago that we are not asking for
repeal of any of the present laws relating to
the manufacture and sale of oleomargarine,
In our opinion, looking at the laws from the
standpoint of the welfare of all segments of
our economy, no change need be made. In
order that you may know the reasons for our
position we shall set them forth. They are
as follows:

1. The present laws are not unfair or un-

ust.

: (a) The dairy farmer Is entitled to the
protection of these laws. They protect his
market for butterfat against unfair compe-
tition from an imitation produet. Any busi-
nessman is entitled to protection agalinst
imitation of his manufactured merchandise,

(b) The consumer is not hurt by these laws,

The tax of one-fourth cent per pound on
cleomargarine not colored yellow is small.
The license fees which must be paid by the
retailer, wholesaler, and the manufacturer
are also small when passed on to the con-
sumer, as they undoubtedly are. Applying
the total of all these taxes to a family that
consumes 3 pounds of oleomargarine per
week, every week of the year (156 pounds per
year), the total amount of taxes does not
exceed 40 cents per year—Iless than 1 cent
per week.

By comparison, the cost of adding vitamin
A to oleomargarine is more than three times
the amount of the tax, and the cost of adver-
tising the leading brands of oleomargarine
normally runs from four to seven times the
amount of the tax.

There is no reason why oleomargarine can-
not be served white, which is its natural
manufactured color, but if the consumer
desires to color it, modern packaging enables
her to do so without waste of time or product.
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Nor have the present laws had any detri-
mental effect on our national diet or nutri-
tion, Our per capita consumption of fats
has increased steadily during the past sev-
eral decades, rising from 39 pounds in 1912
to 51 pounds in 1941, It declined slightly
during the war, but since then has been ris-
ing again.

‘When all elements are carefully considered
it can be stated with fairmess that these
margarine laws have helped the consumer
rather than hurt him. Among other things,
we can thank these laws for placing the oleo-
margarine industry on its good behavior,
and prompting it to use American-produced
olls and to improve its product to a point
where it approximates the palatability and
nutritional equivalency of butter.

(c) The oleomargarine industry has not

been hurt by these laws, Over the past sev-.

eral decades sales have been on a gradually
ascending curve. If any hurt has come to
the oleomargarine industry it has been self-
inflicted. During the past several decades
the industry has encouraged rather than
discouraged the consumer to take the time
and trouble to color her oleomargarine yel-
low, All of the industry's advertisements
have encouraged this practice. Had the in-
dustry, on the other hand, spent its mil-
lions of advertising dollars encouraging the
consumer to serve oleomargarine white, she
would probably have become accustomed to
using it that way today.

Other Industries in food, drugs, clothing,
and shelter have gotten us to change our
living habits without resorting to a complete
imitation of competing articles and the oleo-
margarine industry could and should do the
same without imitating the color of butter,

(d) Our general economy would be se-
riously affected by a change in these laws.

- The uncertain benefits that might accrue
to cotton and soybean farmers are so insig-
nificant compared with the certain disastrous
effects that would be produced for dairymen
by reducing the tax on yellow oleomargarine
that we should all pause and examine care-
fully the implications of these laws before
tampering with them. In 1946, only two-
tenths of 1 percent of farm income was at-
tributable to oleomargarine. On the other
hand, farm income from dairy products was
over & hundred times farm income from items
attributable to oleomargarine, Even if farm
income attributable to ocleomargarine were
doubled or trebled, it would be small—less
than 1 percent. Even for farmers who raised
only cotton, but 145 percent of their cash
farm income in 1946 came from cottonseed
oil used in oleomargarine. In the 10 leading
cotton States, income to farmers from dairy
products was 27 times as great as income
from oleomargarine in the same year.

Farmers in certain States now raise soy-
beans. Taking this segment of the farming
industry alone, but 5 percent of the income
they enjoyed from soybeans came from oleo-
margarine in 1946,

To sum up, actually oleomargarine is not
an important outlet for any farm product.

The following is an interesting extract
from the booklet entitled “Oleomargarine and
the Farmer,” recently published by the Na-
tional Cooperative Milk Producers Feder-
ation:

“During 1946, American consumers spent
over $£2,000,000,000 for the primary edible
fats—butter, lard, vegetable shortening, and
oleomargarine. Out of this $2,000,000,000 of
consumers' money, the American farmer re-
ceived over 60 percent, or $1,231,747,000, which
was divided as follows:

Cash farm
fncome in 1946
Butter. $638, 011, 000
Lard 429, 647, 000
Vegetable shortening........ 124,712,000
OleOMArgarine — e ececccecen- 39,3877, 000
e B ISR S A S T 1, 231, 741, 000
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*Historlcal facts prove beyond a doubt that
the quantity or poundage of fats used by the
average American consumer stays about the
same from year to year. Fluctuation occurs
in the per capita consumption of the indi-
vidual fats but an increase in the consump-
tion of one fat generally results in an off-
setting decline in another.”

Twenty-five percent of our dairy farmers
depend largely upon the sale of cream for
butter manufacture to mmaintain their dairy
cows, If the oleomargarine laws were re-
pealed, over a million of this type of farmer
would, in our opinion, be forced to sell most
of his cows. The permanent reduction in
this segment of our ecattle population would
affect not only our supply of milk and cream
but also our supply of meat.

Inasmuch as butter traditionally has
served as the outlet for all surplus supplies
of milk after all other milk products (in-
cluding bottled milk, ice cream, evaporated
milk, dried milk, and cheese) have been sup-
plied with their requirements, it is quite

apparent that any action adversely affect-

ing butter could create chaotic conditions in
the supply and cost to the consumer of all
other dairy products. It might well be that
in the event that the price of butter were
unduly depressed, bringing about substan=
tially reduced production of milk in the
over-all in this country, the price of bottled
milk and all manufactured dairy products
would at times be increased substantially to
the consumer,

2, Butter alone is entitled to the yellow
color because it alone is always naturally
yellow, in varying shades thereof. It is
morally entitled to make the claim: *“Yel-
low is the ‘trade-mark’ of butter,” Oleo-
margarine, on the other hand, if processed
from vegetable oils from American farms (as
it is largely today) cannot be made a natu-
ral yellow. These olls are bleached, not be-
cause of the Federal laws, but because it is
necessary to remove undesirable colors.
There has been a great deal of misinforma-
tion and misleading propaganda put out on
this subfect, and the record should be set
straight,

8. The present 10-cent tax on the sale of
yellow oleomargarine reduces the incentive
for fraud and assists the Federal authorities
in detecting the presence of any consider-
able quantities that might be palmed off as
butter. The monetary incentive to sell yel-
low oleomargarine at the price of and in the
guise of butter is unique in our economy.
No other kind of product affords a parallel
for comparison. With the quantities of
butter sold being so huge and the price
spread between butter and oleomargarine so
wide, the incentive for fraud is unparalleled.
Fraud would undoubtedly be practiced if the
present laws were repealed. The frauds
which existed when the sale of oleomargarine
in this country was unregulated demonstrate
this. Oleomargarine being more palatable
and nutritious today, deception would be
easler.

We should like to make clear at this point
that in our opinion the regulatory tax on
the retaller 1z scarcely necessary to effect
proper regulation. It could well be removed.

4. Wherever large and healthy farm econo-
mies are in existence throughout the world,
oleomargarine is under some form of govern-
ment restriction and regulation. This is
true of practically all of the countries of
western Europe. In Canada its threat to a
healthy economy is considered so serlous
that the sale of oleomargarine is completely
prohibited. It is only during periods of high
prices like the present that Canada ever
seriously considers modification of its ex-
treme position on oleomargarine.

6. It haus been claimed that present oleo-
margarine laws are a misuse of the Federal
taxing power. Actually only by levying Fed-
eral taxes can the Federal Government effec-
tively watch the sale of oleomargarine, The
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pure food and drug laws are helpless in this
regard because they have no jurisdiction over
intrastate traffic. However, the Revenue De-
partment can and does enforce the present
laws.

We hope that you will study the considera-
tions involved in this butter-oleomargarine
controversy and that your decision will not
be based upon the exigencies or pressures of
the moment, which are transitory.

Sincerely,
F. W. HoFrMaN,
Fresident, the Cudahy Packing Co.

Also, Mr. Chairman, as we know, the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Mug-
RAY] hit the nail on the head the other
day when he declared:

This is not a butter-oleomargarine contro-
versy. This is a controversy as to the system
of agriculture we are going to have in
America. Are we going to have a system of
landed aristocracy, where the people work
at slave wages, carrying on generation after
generation, or do you believe in the American
farm, where the people of this country can
have family-sized farms and own a little piece
of America themselves? I am not going to
engage in the business of dividing anybody’s
land up, but, in my opinion, the time has
come for the people of this country to recog-
nize the fact that the great bulk of the peo-
ple who want to live on our land have a right
to own some land and farm it the American
way—Ilike real Americans.

We all know of the system of agricul-
ture which prevails in the section from
whence this proposal comes—the cotton
country. , A lot of the agriculture peo-
ple even in those States do not want to
see dairying destroyed and Coca-Cola
take the place of milk and oleomargarine
take the place of butter.

I cannot make my stand against this
legislation too strong, Mr, Chairman,
after reading and hearing the facts
which I have read and heard in the past
several weeks. To me the case is crystal
clear, and there is only one way for me
to vote—that is, against repeal of this
tax. To do otherwise would be to injure
in a very real way every farmer in my
district and, indirectly, every business-
man and consumer in my district. The
farmers, busy with their work, particu-
larly in this spring season, have a right
to know that I and my colleagues are
here to rcpresent them and to stand firm
against the oleomargarine manufac-
turers, with millions to spend to put on
a high-pressure campaign. That is why
this proposal has advanced as far as it
has—because a few oleo manufacturers
had millions to spend to convince con-
sumer groups through a sustained adver-
tising campaign that this tax ought to
be repealed. The dairy farmers, who,
altogether, represent much more wealth
and much greater value to this country,
are not as well organized as these few
oleo manufacturers; but we who know
of the value of the dairy industry should
stand firm. The righteousness of our
stand will become apparent as time
passes, and our farmers will know with-
out a doubt the Congressmen who really
have the interests of all the people at

- heart.

I call on my colleagues who have gone
astray and those who have indicated a
weakness in favor of this oleo-tax re-
peal to think again and to ponder the
long-time results of their action. If
they will think this thing through, I am

sure they will come to the same stout re-
jection of the idea as I have.

We cannot be for our American farmer
and against him at the same time. We
have to take a stand. This is the issue
which is vital to the farmers and I am
proud to be counted among those who
are on his side.

Mr. Chairman, there are many, many
reasons why this Congress should vote
down this oleo-fax repeal, in addition
to those cited by Mr. Hoffman, the pres-
ident of the Cudahy Packing Co.
Many of these reasons are contained in
a letter from Mr. W. A. McDonald, pres-
ident of the McDonald Cooperative Dairy
Co., of Flint, Mich., which many of you
have received. I challenge supporters
of this bill to answer Mr. McDonald’s 11
pertinent questions, which I quote:

1. If oleo is good to substitute vegetable
fats for butterfat in the spread for bread,
should it also be substituted in ice cream,
cheese, and evaporated milk?

2, If you destroy the market for the but-
terfat portion of the milk, how do you get
the solids-not-fat, since the cow produces
fat and solids together?

3. If we allow oleo to drive butter out,
what will happen to soil fertility?

4. Where will you get the 40 percent of
beef now coming from dairy cattle?

5. Bince there is little relationship between
the cost of ingredients and the selling price
of oleo, what will prevent the sale of colored
oleo for very little less than the cost of
butter? (Witness the history of vegetable
fats and lard, and the consequent higher
price on the meat portion of pork,)

6. How to prevent fraud in the sale of
colgred oleo as butter?

7. How to maintain American stamina on
a Hindu ‘diet resulting from legislating the
dairy business and 40 percent of the beef
business out of existence?

8. If imitation butter is desirable, why not
encourage all other imitation and decep-
tion—for instance, horse meat for beef?

9. Were the legislation proposed by the
oleo lobby adopted and the enormous popu-
lation depending on milk production pauper-
ized, what would you then do for or with
these millions of people?

10. When you have abolished the dairy in-
dustry what becomes of the market for soy-
beans, oil meal, and cottonseed meal used for
feeding milk cows? In 1846 cotton farmers
received $21,000,000 from oleomargarine
manufacturers for cottonseed oil, but re-
ceived $31,000,000 from dairy farmers who fed
cottonseed meal. In the same year soybean
growers recelved $23,000,000 from oleo manu-
facturers, and $55,000,000 for soybean prod-
ucts fed to dairy cattle. To turn these feed
producers into oleo boosters is certainly
clever fifth-column work.

11, Why have oleo prices advanced much
more above prewar levels than butter prices?
Why does the price of oleo follow the price
of butter instead of the cost of oleo in-
gredients?

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I sincerely
believe repeal of the oleomargarine tax
which will permit colored oleo to be
marketed as butter will destroy the dairy
industry and the economic security of
millions of farmers and workers de-
pendent on it. It is certain to create
shortages with the result that we will see
increasingly higher prices at grocery
stores and meat markets in the coming
months.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr., O’Haral,
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Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I am un-
alterably opposed to the Rivers bill. If
it passes—as it is indicated it will—this
will be a black day for the people of the
dairy industry, who must work 365 days
out of the year in the great dairy
industry.

I am against the bill because in my
opinion it will accomplish little good and
will do certain and substantial harm to
the great dairy industry.

I prophesy that the repeal of the law
which provides a 10-cent tax on colored
margarine will do little for the consumer.
It is the general consensus of opinion that
r2peal of the tax will be followed by in-
crease of the price of oleomargarine; thus
;:Jhe consuming public will be paying the

ill,

I have always endeavored to not be
provincial in my thinking. The dairy
industry is a great industry. It is not
necessarily confined to any one particular
section of the country. Any votes in
favor of this legislation will be either
upon a sectional basis or upon a basis
that it will be of aid to the consumers.
Both of these reasons are short-sighted
and in some respects entirely erroneous.

Any presumed benefit that the repeal
of this tax might bring to the States pro-
ducing cottonseed will be affected by the
importation of cheap oils.

It is further to be recognized that in
certainly most of the States—more than
20 in number—which now have laws pro-
hibiting the sale or manufacture of
colored margarine or imposing restric-
tions on the sale or manufacture, such
State laws will of course not be changed”
or affected by the action taken by this
Congress.

The consuming public are entitled to
protection. Let those who want to eat
oleo eat it in the natural state or color it
after it is purchased. For the purpose of
protection of the public from deception,
the present tax should be continued.

To repeal the law would be not only a
severe blow to the dairy industry but it
would be a removal of the protection
which should be maintained for the con-
suming public. -

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN].

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr.
Chairman, it is my purpose, during the
few minutes which I have at my disposal,
to try to show the House just what the
passage of this legislation would mean to
the average dairy farmer who produces
butter in southwestern Minnesota. The
Seventh Congressional District of Min-
nesota is the largest butter producer of
the nine districts in our State. Because
of the fact that we are approximately
200 miles from any large city, we farm-
ers in that district cannot sell our milk
as whole milk. We put it through a
cream separator and skim it and then
take the cream to our local village, where
our cooperative creamery manufactures
butter out of it and ships this butter by
the carload to the eastern markets of
the United States. On the farms, we
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utilize the rest of the milk—the skim
milk—as feed for hogs and calves.

Our dairy economy is different from
that of the farmers in the dairy business
within operating radius of the large milk
sheds such as those in the Twin Cities,
Chicago, and New York. In those milk-
sheds the entire production of milk is
shipped to the cities, and nothing is left
to use on the farms. The price paid
these people for their whole milk de-
pends, of course, upon the butterfat
content of that milk, and the money oh-
tained for this whole milk is considerably
higher than we receive in southwestern
Minnesota for our butter and its by-
product, skim milk.

The dairies near the large cities can-
not afford to feed dairy calves and grow
and develop them for future service as
producing cows. In our territory, we
can do so and we do furnish the areas
near the cities with replacement stock
for the cows that are disposed of.

I am trying to show you how the pas-
sage of this legislation will dislocate the
dairy economy. First of all, it will tend
to lower the price on butter, and if that
is done it will mean that those farmers
on the dairy farms who produce butter
in my district will just simply sell their
herds on the block—perhaps keeping
one or two cows for their home use. My
farmers cannot afford—when labor is
costing $150 per month plus board and
room—and when feed prices are as high
as they are—to produce butter at a price
under what they are receiving today.

Members of the House, there is no
worse drudgery on a farm than in milk-
ing dairy cows 14 times a week—we have
to have some reasonable profit therefrom
if farmers are to continue milking cows.
Through the war years, I have watched
four of my nearest neighbors become
disgusted and sell out their dairy herds
simply because the OPA decided that 71
cents a pound for butterfat was a fair
payment for their production. I urged
the foreman on my farm to keep our
dairy herd although we did cut it in
half in size because of the fact that we
were actually losing money during the
war years on our butter production.
When OPA was discontinued, the price
of butterfat shot up immediately to ap-
proximately $1 a pound where it should
have been all through the war if produc-
tion meant anything whatsoever and was
desirable. The butterfat sold from my
farm during January brought $1 a
pound—while that sold in February
brought 94 cents a pound. These prices
are not at all out of line when you con-
sider the fact that good alfalfa hay is
worth at least $15 a ton—oats sell for
over $1 a bushel and the care which
these cows must have is paid for at the
rate of approximately $200 a month when
board and room is taken into considera-
tion. Nor when you consider that the
average workingman today spends a
smaller proportion of his wages on food
than he did in 1939.

If Congress today discourages fur-
ther—through the passage of this legis-
lation—the production of dairy products
throughout the United States—it will
have an immediate and inevitable re-
sult. Farmers—Ilike myself—in south-
western Minnesota—will immediately
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begin to ask ourselves—why should we

continue the drudgery of milking cows
if we are faced—in the near future—
with uncontrolled and ruthless compe=
tion from a low-cost product sold in al-
most complete imitation of butter. It
will be easy for my farmers to reach a
decision—when they consider the present
high prices of meat—and they will de-
cide to go out of the dairy business en-
tirely. The 16 dairy heifers which are
on my farm and which my foreman is
developing for the future expansion of
the herd, will bring a very good price for
beef on the markets in South St. Paul.
We can sell the milk cows as they be-
come dry later in the season and by fall
there will be no dairy herd on that farm
and the production of butter and other
dairy products will' go down just that
much. Multiply this occurrence by
200,000 or 300,000 and you can readily
see what the effect of the passage of this
legislation will mean to the dairy indus-
try of the United States. The children
of America will either drink higher-
priced milk in the future or do without
it entirely.

May I call to your attention the fact
that it is not necessary for us in south-
western Minnesota to maintain dairy
herds to produce butter and also to pro-
duce the heifer calves which will be
needed for replacements in the larger
dairies near the cities where children get
the whole milk to drink that they must
have to thrive on. We can go into other
lines of endeavor on our farms and this
coming fall and winter I would be able to
dispense with the services of one of the
two men we always keep on the farm to
maintain a good dairy herd, if this legis-
lation passes and the price of butter is
drastically reduced.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion let me re-
iterate that the passage of this legisla=
tion would not be in the best interests
of the United States. Passage of this
legislation would reduce the supply of
meat in our Nation. It would reduce the
supply of whole milk and all dairy prod-
ucts.

I will close with a reference to a state-
ment made by Dr. Charles Mayo, of
the renowned Mayo Clinic. For years
Dr. Mayo stressed the vital need our
Nation has for sufficient whole milk to
insure the proper development of the
children of America—our country’s
greatest asset.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has ex-
pired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman two additional minutes.

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

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GROSS. Is it not true as these
herds go away and pastures are plowed
up and soybeans are grown that the soy-
bean is the greatest drainer of soil we
have? I have never seen a good crop
of soybeans. Has the gentleman?

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. 1 have
seen many good crops of soybeans buf
have never produced any myself, so I can-
not speak as to the effects of growing
soybeans upon the fertility of our soil.
I do know, however, that Minnesota
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needs the dairy cow and that the South
needs millions of good cattle. Yet, here
we find Representatives from the great
South, who should be here fighting to
bring more dairy cattle into their South,
so that their children down there, who
today lack sufficient vitamins, could have
all the milk they want to drink. I re-
peat, we see these same Representatives
attempting to pass this legislation. Yes,
they will pass it. I know they will pass
it, but I do not think the other body,
upon reflection, is going to be foolish
enough to pass any such legislation as
this when they hear from the people of
America; when they hear, for instance,
evidence to the effect that the dairy cow
eventually is going to go out of business,
and that eventually the people in the
great milk sheds, such as Washington,
D. C., will go without sufficient milk.
Unfair competition from oleo will even-
tually take away so many of our dairy
herds that scarcities of milk and butter
will inevitably ensue,

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Is it not
true that the State of Minnesota last
year produced milk for $3.43 a hundred,
the cheapest of any milk that was pro-
duced in the United States, and that
these people who are chasing up here
signing that petition come from States
that are getting from one to two dollars
more for their milk than the farmers in
Wisconsin or Minnesota?

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. It is a fact
that the workingman today is paying a
lesser percentage of what he earns for
his food, including butter, than he did
in 1939, and those are the statistics
brought out by the Bureau of Agricul-
tural Economics before the Subcommit-
tee on Appropriations for Agriculture.

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

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
pending bill to repeal taxes on oleo-
margarine. This bill is brought to the
floor by a discharge petition placed upon
the Speaker’s desk by the gentleman
from South Carolina, that champion of
the New Deal and of cottonseed oil [Mr.
Rivers] from the historic cotton district,
once represented by John C. Calhoun.
Two hundred and eighteen Members of
the House, a majority, have signed this
petition. The signers for the most part
are from the cotton-growing areas of the
South or from big cities. The House
Committee on Agriculture, after exhaus-
tive hearings on the subject, refused to
report this bill. It thus comes before the
House without the benefit of a commit-
tee report. Of course, this subject is
not entirely unknown to the member-
ship. But, by way of background, it may
be appropriate, however, to state just
what these taxes are. I will also sum-
marize, as I have heard them here, the
arguments for and against the bill and
would like to make special reference to
the harmful effect it will have on the
Sixth Missouri Congressional District
which I represent.

Present Federal oleomargarine laws
provide for a quarter cent per pound tax
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on the uncolored product and a 10-cent-
per-pound tax on the colored. They also
provide for occupational taxes of $600 a
year on manufacturers; $480 on whole-
salers and $48 on retailers of colored and
uncolored oleo. On wholesalers of only
uncolored oleo the taxes are $200 per
year. The retailer of uncolored oleo
pays a tax of $6 per year. People who
must pay these taxes demand that they
be repealed. They are joined by a vast
horde of housewives who object to the
bother of coloring their oleo. The claim
is not made that repeal of the taxes
would lower the cost of oleo. The oleo
industry has been careful not to go on
record about that.

In the last half of the nineteenth cen-
tury, Napoleon III of France, offered a
prize to anyone who could develop a sub-
stitute for butter that would be practi-
cal commercially. As a result of this
offer, a French chemist developed a prod-
uct he called margarine. It made its
debut in Paris in 1872. Two years later
it was introduced in the United States.

The use of oleomargarine has spread
into various parts of the world, but
everywhere its manufacture and sale
have been subject to regulation of one
type or another. In Canada, its use is
completely prohibited. In those coun-
tries permitting its use, the people and
their public officials have found it neces-
sary to exercise some degree of control
over this product. The need for such
regulation was occasioned by the fact
that oleo was artificially made to look
like butter and it became a common prac-
tice to pass off oleo for butter. Public
sentiment against misuse of this artificial
food reached such proportions that by
1886 Congress had enacted its first Fed-
eral oleo legislation and 24 States and
the District of Columbia had established
laws governing the sale of this butter sub-
stitute. Today, 44 States have such laws.

For T4 years the oleo and butter in-
terests have battled bitterly for the vast,
rich market in bread spreads. As fast as
the oleo makers improved their product
or made any encroaching move toward
the butter stronghold, the dairymen
counterattacked. Their powerful State,
regional, and national associations en-
listed the support of legislators, who, in
turn, threw up legalistic road blocks to
thwart oleo. Caught in the middle of this
struggle is the frustrated housewife,
thwarted from buying ready-colored oleo.
And, in 17 States, public institutions can-
not even serve the stuff, colored or not.
Eying her family budget, the housewife
must choose between paying up to a dol-
lar a pound for butter or half as much
for oleo. With the cost of living going
up, oleo interests, backed by a $6,000,000
advertising campaign in 1947, managed
by the Nation's top public relations and
‘advertising firms, have the butter crowd
“on the ropes.” "The House will probably
repeal the oleo taxes. The Senhte's ac-
tion in the matter is hard to forecast.

One of the arguments made by the oleo
people is that oleo is made from farm
products, soybeans and cottonseed, and
therefore anything that helps oleo should
help the farmers.

The butter or dairy interests reply that
only two-tenths of 1 percent of farm
income is traceable to oleomargarine and
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cite Census and Department of Agricul-
ture reports to prove it.

The dairy interests also advance a host
of other arguments. Some of these are:

First. Trivial benefits that might be
derived from repeal of oleo taxes would
be far outweighed by the damage to our
agricultural economy and consumers’
interests. Proof that the laws are not
restrictive to the oleomargarine indus-
try is the fact, they claim, that since
1941 oleo sales have more than doubled;
retail outlets have increased 64 percent.
These are figures of the Bureau of In-
ternal Revenue. As for consumers’ in-
terests, no one pays the 10-cent tax
unless oleo is purchased yellow. The old
contention that the home coloring of oleo
is tedious and wasteful no longer holds
water for modern packaging in plastic
bags enables a housewife who wants
yellow oleo to color it easily, quickly, and
without waste.

Second. Repeal of the laws would open
the doors to fraud on the consuming
public.

Third. Oleomargarine is not entitled

to the color yellow, which is butter’s his-

toric trade-mark.

Fourth. Repeal of the oleo laws would
set the precedent for other imitation
foods.

Of all these arguments, and others
which could be mentioned, I imagine that
the one of greatest importance to the
Sixth Missouri Congressional District
pertains to what effect repeal of oleo
taxes would have on the dairy industry.

The Missouri Resources and Develop-
ment Commission, an agency of our State
government, has published a booklet
entitled “Milk.” This booklet says that
there are 154,000 dairy cows in the 11
counties of the Sixth District.

They are divided by counties as follows:

Dairy éows
BAFEON  COUNIY e e s s 10, 000
Bates CoUNtY e e 14, 000
Cass County_ .. _ . . __ ______ 18, 000
Cedar County o oo 8, 000
Greene Cotmby. Lo oL L il .0 30, 000
Henry County o e ee o 10, 000
Johnson County_ oo 12,000
Polk County ~— 16,000
Pettls County. oo . 12, 000
BECERALE Couhty - s liC Lo il 10, 000

Vernon County .. . . ___o 14, 000

Total dairy cows in Sixth
Missouri District oo 154, 000
This official publication of the Missouri
State government says further, on page
16, and I quote:
Within a radius of 75 miles of Spring-

field there is a dally milk production of

3,600,000 to 5,000,000 pounds, making this
area the greatest milk-producing area of
comparable size in the United States. Milk
production and manufacture of millions of
pounds of milk products annually has made
the dairy industry the most important agri-
cultural industry in southwest Missouri.
Greene County, of which Springfield is the
county seat, registers more Jersey cattle with
the national purebred office than any other
county in the United States. Thousands of
purebred and high-grade Holstein and Guern=-
sey cows also help to make up a large dairy-
cow population. The area has 52 modern
milk-products plants. There are 3 evapo-
rated-milk plants, 2 dry-milk plants, 11
creameries, 22 cheese factories, 5 milk plants,
@ ice-cream plants, 2 whey-drying plants,
and 2 process-cheese factories. Omne dairy
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plant at Springfield has processed over a
million pounds of milk daily. It is the
largest of its kind.

During the war the dairy industry of
southwest Missouri contributed mightily
to victory. Missouri is the eighth State
in the Nation as a dairy State, with
1,148,000 dairy cows. Southwest Missouri
alone had a cash income of $37,422,000
from dairy products last year, according
to A. G. Anderson, assistant director of
agricultural development for the Frisco.
Milk production of the southwest Mis-
souri area would fill an 80-car train of
oil tank cars every day. Southwest Mis-
souri's 14 creameries produce 15,000,000
pounds of butter, or 25 percent of the
State total.

Now,.as to the importance of dairying
in the 11 counties of the Sixth District,
which runs from southwest Missouri,
north to Kansas City and central Mis-
souri, official Government reports, from
the Census and Department of Agricul-
ture, state that dairying provides the
cash income on nearly 18,000 farms of
the Sixth District. In addition, there are
26 milk manufacturing plants in the dis-
trict producing butter, cheese, and other
manufactured dairy products, whose op-
erations create income for residents of
the district. More than half of the dairy
farms sell farm-separated cream, which
is used almost exclusively for butter mak-
ing. The 17,936 farms that sold dairy
products in 1944, in my district, realized
a cash income of nearly $12,000,000. The
economic significance of dairying here is
reflected noft merely in the incomes of
the dairy farmers, but also of milk
haulers, plant employees, office and sales
forces, and feed and equipment dealers.
Where would the merchants and grocers
be without the many millions of dollars
spent from dairies’ profits in the district?
There is no oleo at all produced in the
district. Farmer interest in oleo is rep-
resented by soybean growers in the dis-
trict. Soybeans were grown on 1,233
farms in 1944, the last year on which
figures are available. The value of the
harvested crop, which included a sub-
stantial proportion fed to dairy cows,
was $629,513. This was only 5.3 percent
as large as the value of sales of dairy
products. Studies show that the value
of soybean oil used in oleomargarine
represents only about 5 percent of the
total farm value of soybeans, Nation-
wide.

The effect which elimination of taxes
on colored oleo would have on various
groups in the sixth district, can be esti-
mated roughly. Assuming per capita
consumption of butter and oleo equal
to the United States average for 1947,
and using 1947 prices, the cost of these
table fats would have been $3,210,000 in
this district. If oleo were freely colored,
it would have been no cheaper than the
uncolored oleo which consumers actu-
ally bought. Not even oleo makers claim
otherwise. Butter, on the other hand,
would have had to be sold at a lower
price. A bH-percent reduction in dairy
prices is conservative. Ignoring the fact
that a 5-percent drop to consumers would
result in a somewhat larger percentage
drop to farmers. the change would cost
the sixth district dairy farmers about
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$600,000 or $470,000 more than the
amount by which the cost to the sixth
distriet consumers would have been low-
ered.

In the position which I occupy, I have
learned to appreciate and respect the
importance of agriculture to the econo-
mie well-being of my district. The farm
population, according to the last census,
is almost half the population of the dis-
trict. All of the towns in the district
are dependent in whole or part on farm
prosperity for their very existence.
Dairy farming is the principal type of
farming in the district. Of the 29,667
farms in the district, 25,866 produce
dairy products, with 17,936 devoted to
dairying, and selling such products.
The total value of these products sold
in the district is, I repeat, $11,826,268 an-
nually. That is the bigest farm indus-
try in the district, and its profits are
plowed back into the district.

In contrast, I repeat, only 1,233 dis-
trict farms grow soybeans. Their sales
value is $629,513 annually, or 5.3 percent
as large as the value of sales of dairy
products.

Yes; butter is high. What the farmer
has to buy is high, too. Feed is high.
The drouth and foreign exports have
seen to that. But, I am one representa-
tive who knows that the economic
“bread” of his district is spread with but-
ter and not oleo, which is to say that
the well-being and prosperity of my dis-
trict is dependent on the welfare of the
dairy farmer, and I am on his side. To
be otherwise would be to betray not only
the majority interests but the best in-
terests of my district. No vote of mine
will destroy or impair the biggest sup-
ports in the foundation on which that
district and the happiness of its people
is built. That is a frank and honest
statement on a controversial subject.
With all due respect to the friends of
oleo, which is a good product, I must
say, look elsewhere for your champion.
The welfare of the sixth district is not
for trade for a few pennies tax per pound
and a few minutes of oleo mixing time.
Not if it is up to me to trade it. I will
not sell out a $12,000,000 farmer-built
industry in my district for 600,000 pieces
of silver.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. GATHINGS].

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, it is
my purpose at this time to discuss some
of the testimony that was adduced be-
fore the Committee on Agriculture.

A member of the United States Whole~
sale Grocers Association testified that in
a poll of distributors many said they did
not handle margarine—even though it
enjoyed a position of preference to but-
ter, in many cases—because of first, the
taxes; second, the high license fees; and
third—I will quote from his testimony
here—"‘the bother, worry, and expense of
making out monthly reports.”

One member of the association re-
ported that it cost him $100 a month
just to fill out the required Government
forms.

It was brought out that another whole-
saler discontinued selling margarine be-
cause of the fact that small retailers
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back away from handling it for the rea-
son that the Federal Government puts
into them the mortal fear of not abiding
by the regulations and of fines for pos-
sible infractions.

Let us see what the Government re-
quires of wholesale distributors who
have the courage to handle margarine.
The regulations on wholesalers set forth
7 specifications of record Kkeeping,
11 specifications for handling monthly
reports and more than 9 penalties of
fines and imprisonment for various vio-
lations. The regulations occupy six
printed pages of an Internal Revenue
Bureau pamphlet.

As one harassed wholesaler put it, you
might think the wholesaler was handling
a poisonous drug or lethal concoetion or
was trying to dispose of dynamite, TNT
or atomic bombs or was on the point of
being lured into some form of supplying
a black market or smuggling. Was any-
thing ever more ridiculous and out-
landish?

Now, let us take a look at the retailer
who cffers his customers oleomargarine,

The independent retail grocers of the
country favor the repeal of these taxes
on oleomargarine. In their opinion, it
is tax persecution.

In 1947, 270,000 grocers paid a license
to sell margarine in their stores. To
many thousands of these dealers, a sav-
ing of $6—of the amount of the Federal
tax on sales of uncolored margarine—
represents the net profit on about $200
in sales. In other words, in order to pay
the tax alone, a retail merchant must
first sell $200 worth of margarine.

In addition—and this is the most im-
portant aspect that we have to consider
here—the tax operates in such a manner
as to prevent thousands of retailers from
selling margarine at all. This situation,
therefore, denies millions of consumers
who cannot afford to pay the high prices
for butter an opportunity of purchasing
the more reasonably rriced margarine.

I cannot emphasize too strongly that
the grocers who cannot afford the tax
and cannot afford the office assistance
which is required to fill out the forms
are not located in the neighborhoods of
the well-to-do consumer. The majority
of these grocery stores are located in the
poorer neighborhoods, the neighborhoods
of the laboring man and.woman, the
neighborhoods where the saving of 1
cent on a food item is a matter of grave
importance.

The license fees for the retail grocers
impose still another inequity. The
small, independent merchant pays the
same tax and license fee as the large
chain store. While to a chain grocer
doing a large volume of business, the fee
of $6 or $48 may be a mere trifle, to the
corner grocery store, it means much as
he struggles against overwhelming
competition.

As I have said, the burden of paying
the license fee is not the only expense and
hardship for the retailer. There is also
the mystic and maddening maze of
highly technical regulations and require-
ments which he must follow.

First of all, the retailers must file a
special tax return on his magarine trans-
actions; then he must be sure to dis-
play conspicuously his tax stamp or pay
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a fine of $10. If one of his partners die
or withdraws or additional partners are
taken into the firm or if he changes his
name or relocates his place of business—
(whew, gentlemen, is there ever any
end?) he must remember to file another
form with the collector or pay a penalty.

Not only does he have to do all of that,
but this unique law, this daisy of a duty,
requires still more: listen to this: If a
customer enters his store and buys over
10 pounds of margarine and the grocer
fails to have the customer make payment
in at least two separate transactions the
grocer will, under the regulations, be
classified as a wholesaler and required to
pay $200 or a license, plus a penalty for
failure to file a return.

Why, an innocent mistake like this, it
has been testified, would cost the small
grocer his profits for many months.

Let me give you just one more aspect
of this ridiculous tax. He must be sure
at all times that all sales of margarine
are conducted and completed in his place
of business. Thus, we have been told by
one retailer, that his delivery boy can-
not deliver a pound of margarine at the
home of Mrs. Jones unless she included
this item in her grocery order. The
grocery boy may have the margarine in
his truck, but he cannot sell it to Mrs.
Jones—because the transaction must be
under the roof of the grocery store.

I hold that under no conceivable eir-
cumstances of justice and equity can we
any longer countenance these outrageous
margarine taxes, taxes which penalize
the storekeeper and the consuming pub-
lic.

It almost defles the imagination to
realize how many years we have been
forced to tolerate these taxes on a major
food product. Has there ever been such
an example of gross inattention on the
part of our democratic Government to
the fundamental needs of so many of its
citizens as this penalty which is imposed
on a nutritious and wholesome food?
Has there ever been such a glaring in-
stance of the power and influence of
one industry to strangle a competing
industry?

I ask you today to consider these Fed-
eral taxes on margarine, particularly
colored margarine, from two points of
view: First, I want you to look at these
taxes from the angle of business dis-
crimination which the law is permitting
within the framework of our highly
cherished system of free enterprise.
Then I hope you will consider these tax
laws from the standpoint of their utter
ridiculousness and stupidity.

Your attention at all time, I trust, will
be directed toward the injustices these
taxes play upon the consuming public,
particularly that segment where every
penny counts when it comes to setting a
health-giving table.

Now let me touch briefly on the un-
healthy discrimination in business com-
petition which these tax laws permit.
In the hearing on the pending measure
before the House Committee on Agricul-
ture, Mr. Archibald L. M. Wiggins, the
distinguished Under Secretary of the
Treasury, revealed some startling con-
clusions which the Treasury Depart-
ment holds regarding the margarine
taxes.
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Said Mr. Wiggins—and I quote:
The legislative history of these taxes and
the considerations advanced in their defense
during their long history indicate that their
purpose is to buttress the competitive posi-

tion of the dairy industry by discouraging
the consumption of a substitute commodity.

It could not be conveyed in better
words. Is that the sort of statement that
upholders of the system of free enter-
prise can take with equinamity?

But let me further quote from the tes-
timony of the Under Secretary. Mr.
Wiggins declared before the committee—
I am quoting his testimony:

The basic issue raised by the oleomargarine
taxes—

He said—
is the propriety and desirability of using the
tax laws to affect the relative position of
competing industries, both of which use do-
mestic agriculture raw materials. In the
case of oleomargarine—

And I am still quoting Mr. Wiggins—
the taxing power is used as a punitive meas-
ure against one Industry to advance the in-
terests of another., In the process, the public
is deterred from the free exercise of its con-
sumer preferences. It Is -the view of the
Treasury Department—

Mr. Wiggins continued—
that the use of the taxing power to distort the
normal development of competing industries
and to deprive them of the full benefit of the
free enterprise system conflicts with the pub-
lic interest, and in the absence of compelling
consideration, should be avoided.

While I am dealing with the testimony
from the Treasury Department, I should
also like to add an additional thought:
It is the view of the Treasury Depart-
ment, that the tax burden alone reflects
only part of the cost of these taXes to the
consumers. In other words, aside from
running up the price of oleomargarine, a
fundamental burden, the tax, by pre-
venting most merchants from carrying
the product, therefore forces a consumer
to pay, say, 90 cents a pound for butter
when the housewife may prefer to buy
41-cents-a-pound margarine.

The present situation has resulted in
all but one out of every hundred grocers
from stocking colored margarine. And
under the prevailing conditions only one
merchant out of fifty has the courage
and the resources to stock uncolored
margarine.

There are, to be sure, numerous other
logical and water-tight arguments which
could be brought out to show the dis-
criminatory and unjust nature of these
taxes, but, for the moment, I believe
views of the Treasury Department—the
agency which has the duty of collecting
the taxes—will suffice. Before passing
on, I want to remind you that these oleo-
margarine taxes, which the dairy inter-
ests would have you retain have, in the
words of the Treasury Department, little
revenue significance.

The taxation on margarine dates orig-
inally from 1886 and the present sched-
ule of rates, from 1902. Speaking of
modernizing tax laws, perhaps we had
better start with these taxes which have
remained unchanged for nearly half a
century.

I trust that this legislation will be en-
acted.
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Mr. HOPE, Mr, Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. JENSER].

Mr, JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, if we
will hark back just a few years we will
remember, as I was reminded by a
farmer from my district today, Mr,
Wayne Anderson, of Stanton, Iowa, who
is here in the interest of good farming
and good government, that the substi-
tutes for lard were first put on the mar-
ket at a lower price than real lard. But
the price of those substitutes are now
higher than lard. That is what is going
to happen if this bill goes through. The
price of this substitute for butter is lower
than lard now, but when the fellows who
are concocting and processing and mar-
keting this artificial butter get through,
in a few years it will be higher than
butter, because they will propagandize

it to the end that they will finally get a

lot of American people believing that
real butter is unhealthy and bad stuff.
To listen to some of the propaganda
going out over the air today, that is about
what we can expect.

Sooner or later this thing will be
taken care of in this way: We in Iowa
and the farm States, especially the hog
States, and dairy States have the real
McCoy. We produce butter and we have
the real pure lard, and we have the other
things that are the real McCoy. We do
not have to mix a lot of junk together
and squirt it full of a lot of stuff to make
it marketable. So this is what we will
do if this bill goes through, and it may
be well if this bill does go through be-
cause this is what we will do without a
question of a doubt., We will take about
30 percent good butter, good, pure cow’s
butter, we will take about 70 percent
good, pure hog's lard, and we will put
some good, rich juicy bacon juice in it
to give it just a little extra flavor, and
rich, creamy, appetizing color, and we
will outsell oleomargarine by about 10
cents a pound.

How can we do that? Well, here it is,
30 percent of 85 cents, the average butter
price, is 251 cents, and 70 percent of
30 cents, the price of lard, is 21 cents.
Add those together and you have 461%
cents. It will be better and in far great-
er demand than any of this concocted
stuff you folks are trying to wish off on
the American housewife. It will be real
food, not a substitute. So you are not
going to outfox the hog farmer and the
dairy farmer and the corn farmer for
one minute. If you think you are, you
have another guess coming. If you will

remember back in 1932, a candidate for-

the Presidency of the United States—
and he was elected—said that our old
tried-and-true system of government
was wrong—too expensive. He said it
was costing 25 percent too much. So he
concocted a substitute for the American
people. You know what happened. The
minute the New Deal spending outfit got
in with their artificial program and their
substitutes for our time-tested American
way of doing things, the price of govern-
ment went up, up, up. That is what
happens when you substitute and when
you try something artificial. Certainly
this Government today is just a substi-
tute for the real thing, just as oleo is
for butter.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr, MITCHELL]. .

Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. Chairman, I
have listened with a great deal of inter-
est to the impassioned pleas for the dairy
farmers of this great country. I have
heard Members of the House say that
the dairy farmers will no longer be in
existence if this tax or these restrictions
are removed from the manufacture, sale,
or consumption of margarine, I will go
back to 1886 when the first restrictions
were placed on the sale of margarine,
and then I will bring you back to 1902
and 1903 when the dairy lobby success-
fully imposed upon the housewives of
America the extra 10-cent tax on colored
margarine and additional restrictions on
wholesalers, retailers, and so forth. In
1902 and 1903, the dairy lobby told the
commitiees of the House in charge at
that time that unless these taxes were
imposed upon this margarine product,
it would be a very short time before the
dairy farmers of this country would be
out of business and bankrupt. At that
time the people of this great country con-
sumed almost 70,000,000 pounds of oleo-
margarine., That was in 1902 and 1903.
Butter was selling at that time for 23
cents a pound. Forty-five years have
gone by since the butter lobby was suc-
cessful in selling that bill of goods. What
do we have now? The consumers of
oleomargarine have consumed as of last
year 750,000,000 pounds of margarine or
10 times that amount which was con-
sumed in 1902 and 1903. The price of
butter has gone from 23 cents a pound
to a dollar a pound. The dairy farmers
of the United States of America have en-
joyed the greatest income that they have
ever enjoyed in the history of this great
country of ours. I maintain that that
proves conclusively that in spite of these
taxes the margarine industry has gone
ahead, multiplied by 10 times. The but-
ter industry has not suffered, the price
of butter going up three times. The in-
come of the dairy farmer has not suf-
fered, in spife of these taxes. The only
person who has suffered because of the
imposition of these taxes is the American
housewife. The tax has not hurt the
margarine business; it has not helped
the dairy farmer; it will not hurt the
dairy farmer by its removal. It will not
aid the margarine business any more if
it is removed. It will aid the housewife
in getting rid of one more pain in the
neck. It is about time we took it off.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. MITCHELL]
has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr,
TALLE].

ERSATZ BUTTER

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, during
the war years the people of the State of
JTowa produced 10 percent of our Nation's
food supply. That is a lot of production.

‘One of the reasons why the people of my
‘Btate were able to achieve this remarka-

ble record is the fact that for more than
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100 years they had developed a fine bal-
ance between dairying on the one hand
and corn-hog production, stock feeding;
and poultry raising on the other. The
proposal before us is designed to throw a
monkey wrench into our farm-produc-
tion set-up and destroy this fine balance.

The Federal margarine taxes have
helped us to protect our dairy farmers
against unethical competition and the
consuming public against fraud and de-
ception. It is a matter of genuine re-
gret to me that today it is proposed that
this protection be repealed. The princi-
pal argument that has been advanced for
this proposed action is based on the fal-
lacious assumption that it would ma-
terially reduce the cost of living. As a
matter of fact, the present tax of one-
fourth cent per pound on uncolored mar-
garine plus the license fees would not
cost the average family as much as a
penny a week if margarine were substi-
tuted exclusively for butter on the Ameri-
can table. And color may be added to
this product by the purchaser easily,
quickly, and at no cost, if desired.

Mr. Chairman, I do not object espe-
cially to the removal of the tax on un=-
colored margarine. I do, however, stren-
uously oppose the removal of the tax on
butter-colored margarine. Margarine is
now retailed in the image of butter. The
package simulates butter as to shape,
weight, and size. The wrapping is simi-
lar. It is alleged that the vitamins
known to be present in butter have been
added in approximately the same amount
to margarine by artificial methods, and
the flavor of butter has been imitated.
All that remains to make the deception
complete is the adoption of the butter
color. It is pertinent to note that the
natural color of butter is yellow and that
the natural color of margarine made
from cottonseed oil or soybean oil is not
yellow. Surely it is not unreasonable for
the dairy industry to protest the sale of
butter substitutes that march under false
colors.

Approximately one-quarter of the milk
which is processed in this country is
normally made into butter. Conse-
quently, any action that affects the de-
mand for butter affects the entire dairy
industry. Should the demand for butter
be curtailed, the production of milk un-
questionably would be reduced. In this
connection, I should like to point out that
Towa is the leading butter-producing
State. Much of the butter is produced
from cream separated on thousands of
farms throughout the State. The
skimmed milk which remains after the
cream is separated makes a nourishing
feed for hogs, calves, and chickens—the
quantity of the skimmed milk on the
average farm being too small to make it
practical to collect for human consump-
tion. Thus the production of-butter is
closely related to the production of hogs,
cattle, and poultry; and a decrease in
butter production will result in a decrease
in meat and poultry production, with
corresponding price increases all along
the line. Furthermore, our agriculture
would undergo a transformation. The
trend would be to reduce dairy and live-
stock farming and to increase crop farms=
ing. And it is all too obvious what effect
the resulting loss of natural fertilizer
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would have on soil fertility and soil con-
servation.

Mr. Chairman, on April 1 the Fairmont
Foods Co., of Omaha, Nebr., issued the
following memorandum to its stock-
holders:

FammonTt Foons Co.,
Omaha, Nebr., April 1, 1948.
To All Fairmont Stockholders:

A great deal has found its way into print
recently regarding Federal taxes on oleo=-
margarine and the relative merits of that
product and butter. As we have had sev-
eral requests for information concerning
these matters, we have concluded to furnish
to all stockholders such facts as will give a
basic understanding of the issues involved
in the attempts being made by the manu-
facturers of oleomargarine to have the taxes
removed.

Most of the claims of the oleomargarine
manufacturers are along the lines of yellow
color, taxes, and nutrition. As the famous
Al Smith used to say, “Let’s look at the
record.”

Yellow is the natural color of butter. In
the spring and summer all butter has a pro-
nounced yellow color. There is no color
added and it is impossible to reduce that
color. The color gradually becomes a lighter
yellow toward the fall and winter seasons,
so for the sake of uniformity the creameries
add just a slight amount of color during
those seasons. This has Government ap-
proval and is legalized by an act of Congress.

Oleomargarine manufacturers say that
they want the yellow color because it is an
appetizing color. But, there are other ap-
petizing colors, such as chocolate brown,
strawberry red, mint green, and so forth.
The manufacturers could use any other color
except yellow without having to pay the 10-
cent tax. Why do you suppose they want
yellow? Would they want to color oleomar-
garine yellow if the natural color of butter
were pink?

Many spreads are used on bread in their
natural color. Cream cheese is white, peanut
butter is a nut brown, and jams and jellies
vary in color.

The agitation for yellow oleomargarine
springs from the .manufacturers and not
from the customers or the Government.
The consumer who buys it and uses it knows
that it is oleomargarine regardless of whether
it is white or some other color. Color does
not make it taste different. :

Food and drug regulations are designed to
prevent the manufacture and substitution of
one food product to resemble another. Oleo-
margarine is sold in packages of the same
weight, size, shape, Inner-wrapper, and
parafiined carton as butter, The manufac-
turers have added flavoring to the margarine.
With the entire field of flavors to choose
from, they have picked butter flavor., They
have added artificial vitamins; not all vita-
mins but just the ones found in butter and
in approximately the same amount, If they
wanted to make a more healthful product,
why not add all the vitamins? Next, if they
add butter color, the deception would be
complete,

There have been many frauds due to yel-
low colored oleomargarine. At various times,
FBI, Internal Revenue, Food and Drug, State
and city officials have had to cope with big-
time racketeers, as well as small fry, in oleo-
margarine frauds in various parts of the
country. Convictions and imprisonments
are a matter of court records. In 1916 the
Treasury officially reported, “Since 1902,
more than 200,000,000 pounds of colored
oleomargarine have been manufactured and
fraudulently sold. * * * It is believed
that a great portion of this product reached
the consumers as butter.”

Just a few weeks ago a man went into a
restaurant in Tulsa, Okla., to get a meal. On
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the menu were listed the following: Cakes
and butter, toast and butter, buttered peas.

When they were served, the spread looked
like oleomargarine, so he asked the head
waliter whether they had any butter and the
walter said, “No, we do not have any butter
in the place.”

The 10-cent tax is only on yellow oleo-
margarine, No other color would be taxed
10 cents. The tax goes to the Government
and helps pay for policing and discouraging
of such fraud. Tax repeal would let down
the bars.

Oleomargarine has a proper place in our
economy. People who want it should have it.
But like any other mérchandise, from beans
to Ford automobiles, it should be sold on its
own merit.

Uncolored oleomargarine or margarine
colored any color except yellow is taxed only
one-fourth cent per pound. Certainly that
is not discriminatory. Many things people
use every day are taxed much higher and
there is no complaint.

Oleomargarine is advertised as the poor
man's spread. If so, its price should be in
proportion to the cost of its ingredients and
not in proportion to the price of butter.
Professor Thomsen, of the University of Wis-
consin has kept a record of the wholesale
trices in Chicago for butter and margarine,
and also the approximate cost of the raw
materials used in margarine. The figures
show that the price of margarine tends to
follow the price of butter. In 1942, Professor
Thomsen's figures showed that since 1929
the price of margarine has been from 32 to
70 percent the price of butter, but the whole-
sale price of margarine had been from 40 to
350 percent over the cost of the ingredients.
During the same perlod the selling price of
butter, even when selling at depression prices,
was never 20 percent over the ingredient cost
and was usually less than 10 percent over the
ingredient cost.

The manufacturers claim that oleomar-
garine is nutritionally equal to butter. Vita-
min A is now added to oleomargarine in about
the same quantities as found in butter.

Recently, another valuable element in but-
ter has been discovered which promotes
growth. This is contained in butterfat and
is not found in oleomargarine or vegetable
olls, It makes butter much better for chil-
dren than oleomargarine would be.

Butter comes from milk, the food which
nature provides to nourish the young and
give them a start In life. It is a question if
scientists will ever learn all there is to know
about it. It cannot be proved that oleomar-
garine is mnutritionally equal to butter.
Therefore, such claims should not be made
for it.

Aside from the relative merits of butter and
oleomargarine, it should be borne in mind
that butter has a pronounced influence on
employment in this country. The raising of
feed and the caring for cows, the transporta-
tion of the cream to the creameries, the
manufacture of the butter, the making of the
containers in which it is packed, the shipping
to market, and the hauling to the stores—all
furnish jobs for a lot of people. Butter is
made in thousands of creameries scattered
throughout the land, whereas oleomargarine
is made in a relatively few factories.

Oleomargarine is not as good as butter, and
the manufacturers should not be allowed to
color it in imitation of butter without paying
the 10-cent tax, That does not compel the
consumer to pay 10 cents more, for he can
get the uncolored product on which there is
no 10-cent tax.

D. E. Howe,
Vice President,

A copy of this memoiandum was
brought to the attention of one of Iowa's
outstanding educators, Dr. Samuel N.
Stevens, president, Grinnell College,
Grinnell, Iowa. Dr. Stevens was so im-
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pressed with it that he dispatched the
following letter to the Fairmont Foods
Co.: '
GRINNELL COLLEGE,
Grinnell, Iowa, April 13, 1948,

Mr. D. K. Hows,

Vice President, Fairmont Foods Co.,

Omaha, Nebr,

DEeAr MR. HowE: I have just read with great
interest your memorandum to the Fairmont
stockholders concerning oleomargarine. I
think it is the most intelligent discussion of
this matter which I have read. I would like
for each member of my faculty and some of
my friends to have copies of this. I wonder
if you would be willing to send me a hundred
copies for distribution. ;

I want you to know that I have communi-
cated with our Senators and Congressmen
from Iowa telling them that I hope they will
not ylield to the pressure of this oleomarga-
rine group and thereby expose the people in
this country to another period of fraud in re-
gard to the sale of this commodity. Most
people have never thought critieally about
this matter. Your memorandum gives them
a basis for thinking about it.

Warm personal regards.

Bincerely yours,
SAMUEL N. STEVENS,
President.

Incidentally, Grinnell College boasts
one of the oldest and foremost depart-
ments of home economics in the Nation,
and it follows that the president of that
great institution speaks on subjects relat-
ing to food with considerable knowledge
and authority.

1t is significant, Mr. Chairman, that in
about half of the States our dairy farm-
ers and the consuming public are pro-
tected against the sale of colored imita-
tions of butter. In my State, Towa, the
applicable statutes are as follows:

CODE OF IOWA (1946) BECTION 1-194.13

Sec. 190.6. Coloring not permitted. No imi-
tation butter or imitation cheese shall be
colored with any substance and no such imi-
tation product shall be made by mixing ani-
mal fats, vegetable oils, or other substances
for the purpose or with the effect of impart-
ing to the mixture the color of yellow butter
or cheese. (Ch. 97, sec. 2518; chs. 24, 27, 31,
85, 39, sec. 3063.)

Sec. 191.3. Placard where imitation sold:
Every person owning or in charge of any place
where food or drink is sold who uses or serves
therein imitation butter or cheese, as in this
title defined, shall display at all times oppo-
site each table or place of service a placard
for each such imitation with the words “Imi-
tation served here,” without other
matter, printed in black roman letters not
less than 8 inches in height and 2 inches in
width, on a white card 12 by 22 inches in
dimension. The blank after the word “Imi-
tation” in the above form shall be filled with
the name of the product imitated. (Ch. 97,
sec. 2517; chs, 24, 27, 31, 35, 39, sec. 3069.)

S8Ec. 102.32. Oleomargarine not used in
State institutions: Oleomargarine, butterine,
or other products made in the imitation or
semblance of natural butter produced from
milk or eream or both, shall not be used as a
food in the college for the blind, the school
for the deaf, or any State institution under
the management of the board of control.
(Chs. 27, 31, 35, sec. 3043-al; ch, 389, sec.
8043.1.)
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Bec. 194.1. Amount of tax Imposed: There
is hereby imposed, levied, and assessed, an
inspection fee and excise tax of 5 cents upon
each pound of oleomargarine sold, offered,
or exposed for sale, or given or delivered to a
consumer, said fee and tax to be paid to the
Secretary of Agriculture prior to any, such
sale, gift; or delivery. (Chs. 31, 35, sec.
8100-d1; ch. 39, sec. 3100-07.)

Bec. 194.3. Stamps affixed before disposal:
Before any such package or carton is broken
or is offered or exposed for safe, gift or dis-
tribution to a consumer, there shall be
securely affixed thereto, a suitable stamp or
stamps denoting the fee thereon.

Sec. 149.9. Stamping by manufacturer:
The payment of the inspection fee and tax
and the stamping and cancellation of any
carton or package of oleomargarine by the
manufacturer or importer of any oleomar-
garine, shall exempt all other persons from
the requirements of this chapter, relative to
the stamping of, and cancellation of stamps
on cartons and packages of oleomargarine.

Mr. Chairman, the laws of Iowa and of
other progressive States will continue to
prohibit the sale of butter-colored substi-
tutes regardless of any action the Con-
gress may take. But, in all fairness, the
Federal Government should continue to
tax these products. This is little enough
protection for the dairy farmer and the
housewife.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield

'3 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-

sissippi [Mr. ABERNETHY].

Mr, ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, as
one who comes from a deep Southern
State, I am compelled to reply to the
remarks made a short while ago. It is
most regrettable that some of my col-
leagues have seen fit to threaten the
farmers of that section of the country,
who already have the lowest income of
any people in the United States, with
further poverty.

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

Mr. ABERNETHY. No; Ido not yield.
The gentleman cannot contribute any-
thing, so I do not yield to him.

Mr. GROSS. I might say——

Mr. ABERNETHY. I do not yield to
the gentleman, Mr. Chairman. I hope
I have made myself clear. I regret very
much that I cannot yield to hir-,

I repeat, it is regrettable that some of
my colleagues have seen fit to threaten
a certain group of people—one of the
lowest income groups in the country—
with further poverty. Think of it; with
further poverty only because they plead
for a fair market; not an advantage;
but a fair market for their products. If
75 or 80 years ago there had been a
little UNRRA, ERP, or something similar
passed in our direction, maybe we would
not have been left so impoverished;
nevertheless, none was forthcoming,
although this Congress now sends bil-
lions to its former enemies in Europe
while a South, bled white, got nothing
but carpetbaggers, and now is threatened
with impoverishment. But I am not too
concerned. I have the greatest confi-
dence in Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives as a whole for fair play.
May the day never come when we will
have to go home to our people and tell
them that sitting in Washington, repre-
senting 143,000,000 people, is a jury
which will not give them a fair trial. I
Just do not believe that situation exists
in the House of Representatives, or that
it will ever exist, but should I ever come
to the conclusion that it does, then I do
not want to sit longer in this body. I
will be ready to take up and go home; not
only ready to leave the House of Repre-
sentatives but ready to leave the coun-
try—and so will you.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired.
* Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman three additional minutes.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Much has been
said about who favors and who opposes
repeal of the margarine taxes.

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

Mr. ABERNETHY. No.

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman is not
resigning, is he?

Mr. ABERNETHY. No; I am not re-
signing, neither am I declaring war on
any section of the country as has been
done several times here today.

Who favors removal of the taxes?
Let us call the roll and see.

The consumers, generally, throughout
America favor removal of the taxes. Do
you represent any of them?

The Retail Grocers' Association of the
United States favors removal of the
taxes.

The Wholesale Grocers’ Association of
the United States favors removal of the
taxes. I would like for some of you to
keep score as I go along,

The housewives of the United States
favor removal of the taxes; and the hus-
bands, who by some of the wives are
forced to mix the margarine, also favor
removal of the taxes. If you check your
mail you will find that that is true.

The hospitals of the United States,
which are forced to pay a $600 manufac-
turers’ tax if they use colored margarine,
favor removal of the taxes.

The restaurants and dining rooms of
the United States favor removal of the
taxes.

The labor organizations of the United
States, all of them, favor removal of the
taxes,

The women's organizations of the
United States favor removal of the taxes.
I do not remember a single one appear-
ing before our committee in favor of
their retention,

One of the veterans’ organizations ap-
peared before our committee and favored
removal of the taxes. None appeared in
opposition.

The American Association of Small
Business appeared hefore the Agriculture
Committee and favored removal of the
taxes.

The people who use butter only were
polled by the Atlantic Monthly. and they
favored removal of the margarine tax.
The people who use margarine only were
polled by the Atlantic Monthly and they
favored removal of the taxes. The
farmers of the country were polled by the
Atlantic Monthly and the Gallup poll
and a majority of them favored removal
of the taxes.

The press of the country favors re-
moval of the taxes.

The radio and radio commentators fa-
vor removal of the taxes.

Well, who does that leave favoring re-
tention of the taxes? Only the Cudahy
Packing Co. Why do they favor the
retention?

The answer is that until a few months
ago Cudahy had a monopoly on a new
mixing package invented by a man
named Peters. Through this moénopoly
Cudahy leaped from one of the lowest
of 26 margarine manufacturers to either
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third of fourth position. In the letter
which Cudahy recently distributed
among you, they said not one word about
their monopoly or their contract with
Peters. Oh, no; they said nothing about
that but they sent a witness before our
committee from whom the facts were
evoked. I charge that Cudahy’s posi-
tion is entirely a selfish one and they are
in a class by themselves as no other mar-
garine manufacturer to my knowledge
opposes this legislation.

Oh, yes; I was about to forget Mr,
Peters. He, too, appeared before our
committee and favored retention. Of
course this only means a matter of near
on to a million dollars each year for him,
for once the taxes are repealed and man-
ufacturers are permitted to manufacture
colored margarine, then his little capsule
will not be worth 15 cents. I do not
blame him, Certainly not. But the
facts are that a majority of the people
of this land in each and every group
favor removal of the taxes. Everyone is

out of step but the Cudahy Packing Co. *

and Mr. Peters.

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

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. LEMKE],

Mr. LEMKE. Mr. Chairman, let us
keep the record straight. Let us find
out just what all this oleomargarine fuss
is about. The truth is that a few large
manufacturers of oleo wish to deceive
the public. They wish to steal the trade-
mark of butter. They wish to color their
oleomargarine the same color as butter
so that the unsuspecting public may be
fooled, and fed oleo in place of butteg,

Of course, these manufacturers have
succeeded in fooling people and arousing
a false emotional sentiment, They
spent thousands in advertising. How=-
ever, the time has arrived that Members
of Congress help shape a legitimate and
honest public opinion, rather than
blindly accept and follow false propa-
ganda.

I am sure that a majority on this floor
will not permit themselves to be stam-
peded into becoming an accomplice in the
perpetration of a fraud. There is only
one reason why some of the manufac-
turers of oleo want to steal the trade-
mark of butter, and that is to perpetrate
a fraud upon the public. They want to
color their product yellow so that the
consuming public will not know the dif-
ference between it and butter.

The natural color of oleo, if made from
soya beans, is brown—if made from cot-
ton seed it is green, unless infested with
sufficient pink boll weevil worms, and
then it may become pinkish. I have no
objection to oleo provided it is offered
in its natural color, or any other color
except the trade-mark of butter—yellow,
If anyone wishes to deceive themselves,
and do not like the color white, let them
have brown, green or pink oleo, or any
other color, but let this Congress not
become an accomplice to a fraud—to de-
ception.

I am confident that if a majority of
the members of this House permit them-
selves to be stampeded into assisting a
few manufacturers to perpetrate decep-
tion upon an unsuspecting public, that
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the Senate will not follow in their steps.
You will then find yourselves in the
embarrassing position of explaining your
vote when the truth becomes known, and
remember that the truth will out.

May I also call the attention of the
Members of this House, and the public to
the fact that we must not be foolish
enough to cut off our noses to spite our
faces. It has been incorrectly stated
that the farmer gets 76 cents out of
every dollar you pay for butter. That is
not true.

The farmer pays for the raising of
the calf until it becomes a cow. He pays
for the parent stock producing the calf.
He feeds and houses the calf until it
becomes a cow. Then, he pays for the
labor and the feed to produce the milk
that produces the butter. The same cow
also produces the calf that produces the
veal cutlets and veal roasts you so much
desire. The same cow also produces the
milk that you drink, as well as the butter
you eat.

It is a balanced economy, and the
farmer and his family get less for pro-
viding you with this balanced economy
than you who work in the cities and
towns. Why should you now, because
of a false hysteria created by paid ad-
vertisements, permit yourselves to be
fooled and to destroy this economy upon
which you and your families depend?

No, we must not become the victims
of false hysteria. Some leading manu-
facturers of oleomargarine have sense
enough to know that this kind of legis-
lation is dangerous, and may even spell
disaster for oleomargarine.

Here is the position of the Cudahy
Packing Co., one of the largest manu-
facturers of oleomargarine. This com-
pany feels that from the standpoint
of the welfare of all segments of our
economy, no change need be made. It
feels that the present laws are not un-
fair or unjust, and that the dairy farmer
is entitled to the protection of these laws
against unfair competition, and imita-
tion products. This, the same as any
businessman is entitled to protection
against imitations of his manufactured
products.

The Cudahy Co. feels that the one-
fourth cent per pound on oleo not colored
yellow is too small to make a fuss about,
and is necessary for protection. It also
feels that the license fees, paid by the
retailer, wholesaler, and manufacturer,
are small because they are passed on to
the consumer, and amount to less than
40 cents per year to the consumer—less
than 1 cent a week.

This company feels that other indus-
tries in food, drugs, clothing and shelter
have gotten us to change our living
habits without resorting to imitations
of competing articles, and that the oleo-
margarine industry could and should do
the same without imitating the color, or
stealing the trade-mark of butter.

This company shows that the benefits
that might acecrue to cotton and soya-
beans farmers are so insignificant, com-
pared with the certain disastrous effects
that would be produced for dairymen by
reducing the tax on yellow oleomar-
garine, that we should pause and exam-
ine carefully the implications of these
laws before tampering with them,
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It shows that these margarine laws
have helped the consumer rather than
hurt him, and that it has placed the
oleomargarine industry on its good be-
havior, and that, because of these laws,
the margarine industry has been com-
pelled to improve and produce a palata-
ble and nutritious product dressed up
in snow white.

It is the contention of the Cudahy Co.
that the oleomargarine industry has not
been hurt by these laws. Over the past
several decades sales have been on a
gradually ascending curve. If any hurt

has come to the oleomargarine industry °

it has been self-inflicted. During the
past several decades the industry has en-
couraged rather than discouraged the
consumer to take the time and trouble
to color her oleomargarine yellow. All
of the industry’s advertisements have
encouraged this practice. Had the in-
dustry, on the other hand, spent its mil-
lions of advertising dollars encouraging
the consumer to serve oleomargarine
white, she would probably have become
accustomed to using it that way today.

ArPRrIL 22, 1948.
Hon. W, LEMKE,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEear CONGRESSMAN: Why are oleomargarine
manufacturers so insistent upon demanding
that they be given the unrestricted right to
color their product yellow?

They say it's because custom has made
the consumer expect the spread upon her
bread to be colored yellow. But what cre-
ated that custom? Butter, of course; yellow
butter. And so the oleomargarine manu-
facturer, himself, admits that he wants to
foist his product upon the American people
in the guise of something that it is not.

The consumer readily accepts the purple
of grape jelly, the rich red of current jelly,
and the gold of orange marmalade as a spread
upon her bread, just as she accepts the green
of mint sauce for her lamb roast, and finds
nothing objectionable in the greenish tinge
of applesauce.

The foods upon our tables are of every
color and hue—from the deep red color of
meat to the white stalk of celery. And none
does the housewife find objectionable., There
is, then, solid background for almost any
color that the oleo manu‘acturer may care
to use (and which the dairy industry has no
objection to his using—tax-free), but he in-
gists that only one color will serve his pur-
pose: the color of the product he 1s trying
to imitate.

Our neighbors to the north prohibit the
manufacture of oleomargarine; we ask only
that the tax on yellow margarine be con-
tinued. Do not retard the growth of agri-
culture in our great Midwest and Northwest
by voting for repeal of the tax.

Sincerely,
WiscONSIN BUTTERMAKERS ASSOCIATION,
R. V. EmscHELE, President.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr,
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry,

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Arenps). The
gentleman will state it.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, I understand that the Com-
mittee will rise at 4 o'clock. It is also my
understanding of the rules that this Com-
mittee should meet tomorrow in order to
have continuous consideration of the
pending legislation.

I would like to have a ruling of the
Chair as to whether or not the rules pro-
vide that a day may intervene so that
this legislation may be taken up on
Wednesday.
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The CHAIRMAN, The Chair may say
that is a matter for the Speaker of the
House and the House itself fo determine,
It is not something within the jurisdic-
tion of the Chair to decide. g

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PoAge],

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, those of
us who propose the repeal of the punitive
taxes and regulations now levied and im-
posed on the manufacture, distribution,
and sale of margarine do not ask spe-
cial favors for any product of the Amer-

‘ican farm, and I do not believe that any
group in this country has any right to
deny a food produced by another group
a right to openly and honestly compete
for the consumers’ patronage. And that,
Mr. Chairman, is the heart of the pres-
. ent controversy.

Those of us who ask the repeal of these
diseriminatory taxes and license fees be-
lieve i1 free enterprise, and we believe
that every group has the same right to
enjoy a free market for its products. We
believe in the freedom of the consuming
public to buy the product they want. We
believe that Government exceeds its
proper function when it tells the house-
wife that if she desires to buy yellow
margarine that she must pay a penalty
to the Government, but that if she is

- willing to pay twice as much for a pound
of butter artificially colored with the
same yellow coloring that her Govern-
ment will assess no penalty.

The effect of such a policy is nothing
more than to license the butter manu-
facturers to collect from the consumer
the penalty which the Government im-
poses upon a competitor’s product. That
is, this was the effect when the consumer
could get butter. But, to aggravate an
inexcusable piece of favoritism, the orig-
inal beneficiaries of this tax-created
quasi monopoly have smugly accepted all
of the benefits of Government favoritism
with no recognition of any responsibility
toward the public to even supply the
needed table spread. This utter disre-
gard for the needs of the public is read-
ily shown by the failure of the butter in-
dustry to supply the butter the public
needs. In 1901, the last year the Ameri-
can people were free to buy colored mar-
garine, they consumed 19.9 pounds of

_butter per capita and 1.6 pounds of mar-
garine. In 1902, the first year of the
tax against colored margarine, the con-
sumption of margarine fell off to nine-
tenths of a pound per person, but either
the demand or the supply of butter also
fell off, because in 1902 we consumed
only 17.5 pounds of butter.

Certainly no butter producer profited
by this attack on margarine. As a mat-
ter of fact, butter producers never have
gained anything from the dog-in-the-
manger attitude, and I propose to show
conclusively that it has been exactly
that—a dog-in-the-manger attitude—
which has helped no one, but which has
lowered the whole standard of American
living, especially the living standards of
those least able to pay the exorbitant
prices charged for tax-protected butter
in the retail stores of the great cities.

In 1901 the American people enjoyed
21.5 pounds of spread per capita. Never
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since this punitive tax was placed on yel-
low margarine by the butter interests has
there been so much spread. Never has
there been so much butter available.
Last year the American people were able
to buy only 11.2 pounds of butter per
capita—Iless than 60 percent of what they
were using when the butter interests se-
cured this legislative quasi monopoly. Is
that fair play? Is that free enterprise?
Do we not recognize that where public
utilities are given monopolies or partial
monopolies that in turn they owe the
public a duty to supply the public needs
and at reasonable prices? Certainly the
butter industry has shamefully failed to
supply the public need. On the other
hand, margarine, laboring under the
handicap of the most vicious and undem-
ocratic punitive taxes ever levied against
a wholesome food product in our coun-
try, has increased its production from 1.6
pounds per capita in 1901 to approxi-
mately 5 pounds last year.

And what about price? What has the
butter industry done to carry out its
obligations as a governmentally favored
quasi monopoly? Let me say, Mr. Chair-
man, that I do not believe in price con-
trols in peacetime, and surely I would not
complain of any price the butter people
saw fit to establish in a free competitive
economy, but since they have seen fit to
take themselves out of such a free com-
petitive economy, and to invoke the
strong arm of the Federal Government
in behalf of their monopolistic position,
they must, in good conscience, be willing
to assume some degree of public respon-
sibility in return. I think I have shown
that they have either failed terribly in
their duty to provide the public with an
adequate supply of butter, or worse, they
have used their governmental protection
to deliberately reduce the supply of but-
ter in an effort to increase their profits
at the expense of the very American
citizens who gave them their favored
position. Surely no one will contend
that present prices of butter are such as
to encourage the widespread use of the
produet. Actually, what is happening is
that the distributors are letting their
greed destroy the long-time interests
of the dairy farmer, just as governmen-
tally favored groups always do.

The very next day after the majority
of the Agriculture Committee voted not
to consider any repeal of the taxes on
margarine, the price of butter went up
8 cents, and the next day it advanced
another 5 cents right here in Washing-
ton. After this spectacular evidence that
the butter processors were committed to
a policy of charging the consumer all the
traffic would bear, I undertook to find out
just what benefits the producer, the man
who milks the cows, received from this
gouge of the consuming public. I called
five of the leading processing dairies of
Washington, These were all wholesale
establishments who buy milk from the
farmer. I asked how much they had in-
creased the price they paid for milk,
Not one claimed to have increased their
payments to farmers by a single cent.
No, my friends, it is not the actual farmer
who profits by this monopoly. ;

In the long run, the farmer makes far
more out of the sale of fluid milk than
he does out of the sale of butter, The
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Nation gets far more nutritional value
out of fluid milk. We do not produce
nearly enough fluid milk to meet our
minimum needs. Only high retail prices
prevent the consumption of far more
fluid milk in this country to the mutual
benefit of the dairy farmer and the con-
sumer. Who is today sabotaging the in-
crease in the use of fluid milk? Surely
the farmer does not receive too much, but
clearly the public is often charged too
much. I have recently returned from
the great milk-producing State of Wis-
consin, where on my trip I paid 20 cents
for a glass of milk on the railroad diner.
Of course, people rather expect to be
gouged on dining cars, but when I had to
pay 13 cents per glass in a restaurant, I
wondered if the same people who have
reduced America’s butter supply in order
to gouge the consumers might not be now
applying the same tactics to the dairy
farmers who have so long supplied the
farmer interest which these distributors
have claimed to represent. My sugges-
tion to my dairy farmers is to cut loose
from a distribution system that is based
on the monopolistic principles of scarcity
and prices as high as the trafiic will stand
and join up with the more modern and
more successful principle of abundance
at fair prices.

Coca-Cola has done a better job of
selling its product in competition with
Pepsi-Cola, and a whole host of other
drinks that look and taste like it, with=-
out any special tax on its competitors,
than the butter monopoly has in expand-
ing any market for the dairy farmers,
If I were a dairy farmer, I believe I would
be looking for some riew leadership, and
maybe that is what the dairy farmers of
Wise®nsin have decided who recently
asked for repeal of their State’s almost
prohibitive taxes against margarine.

We ask no advantage for margarine.
We are willing to provide strict penalties
for any fraud or deception. We agree
that anyone who tries to sell margarine
as butter should be punished just as we
believe that anyone who tries to sell cot-
ton as wool should be punished, but just
as we are unwilling to tax all cotton
cloth just because someone might at
some time try to pass it off as wool, so
we are unwilling to impose a tax on a
wholesome food product because there
are dishonest people in the world. On
the contrary, we say, “Punish the dis-
honest dealer, not the innocent public.”

I am not going to impose on your time
to rehash the old arguments of the rela-
tive food value of butter and margarine.
Today every informed person knows that,
there is no significant difference on this
score. Margarine is required to state the
fact that it contains artificial color if it
does. Butter is not required to disclose
the presence of artificial coloring. As
far as I know, it is the only food product
which can use artificial color without re-
vealing that fact.

I do not want to take your time with
a discussion of the question of the rela-
tive purity of the two products. Suffice
it to say that while the propaganda pack-
age of the butter industry contains a
second edition of a booklet entitled
“Colored Oleo Sold as Butter,” this hook
recites the history of only six such cases
and conveniently forgets to state the pe-
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riod of years covered. Evidently it goes
back a number of years, but I have seen
the record of seizures of both margarine
and of butter by the United States Food
and Drug Administration for the past
17 years. Since 1930 there have been only
32 seizures of margarine. Only two of
these involved filth. During the same
time there were 2,910 seizures of butter,
and 652 of these involved filth. Last
year there were 127 seizures of butter
and not one of margarine. Who does it
look like should be policed?

Now, there is just one more feature
of this question of monopoly that I want
to discuss. That relates to the remark-
able attitude of the Cudahy Packing Co.,
which company holds a license for the
use of a bag or container for margarine
which the National Cooperative Milk
Producers Federation states makes it
“actually fun” to mix coloring into mar-
garine. Of course, the sincerity of this
organization might be open to question.
If they sincerely believe their statement
that it is actually fun to mix coloring
into margarine by the use of the Cudahy
Packing Co. bag, why do not they put
the coloring in a pill and sell it to the
public along with their winter white
butter rather than to mix it before offer-
ing it to the public? There is no law
or tax to prevent it. Why do they deny
to their butter customers the “actual
fun” which they say Cudahy Packing
Co. offers with margarine?

To go a little further, on April 22, 1948,
Mr. Charles W. Holman, secretary of this
association, addressed a communication
to every Member of this House in which
he states:

As for the contention that the housewife
is entitled to yellow oleo—she may certainly
have it if she wants it. Modern packaging
permits her to color it easily, quickly, and
without waste.

I submit that the experiences of most
of the 31,000,000 American families who
use margarine is not in keeping with Mr.
Holman’s statement.

Actually, all of this free advertising
that the butter people have given to the
patented package used by Cudahy Pack-
ing Co. is rather easy to understand when
we recall that Cudahy has within recent
years bought the franchise to use this
package and with it the company has
had a change of heart in regard to col-
ored margarine. The entire value of
Cudahy’s franchise and of Mr. Leo
Peters’ patent depend on the mainte-
nance of the present tax prohibiting
manufacture of colored margarine.

Today only a few margarine manu-
facturers are licensed to use Mr. Peters’
bag—Cudahy is the only really large pro-
ducer. If the manufacturers of mar-
garine were allowed to color their prod-
uct before it was distributed, Cudahy
would have to meet competition on price
and quality and Mr. Peters would have
an absolutely worthless patent. I think
it may, therefore, be understood why Mr.
Peters is so ready to make almost any
sacrifice to prevent coloring of margarine
at the factory, and why Mr, Hoffman,
president of the Cudahy Packing Co. has
gone to such lengths to urge each Mem-
ber of this House to retain these taxes.
Mr. Peters and Mr. Hoffman are but the
lesser leeches who suck the livelihood of
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the American consumers under protec-
tion of the larger monopoly which the
butter interests have so long enjoyed.
What could be more natural than for
the beneficiaries of legislative favoritism
to get together.

Mr. Chairman, America is a big land.
It is a land of opportunity, but it is not
big enough to grant any group a monop-
oly or a partial monopoly on any of the
essentials of ordinary living.

If you want the butter industry to be
regulated as a public utility; if you think
it is entitled to a monopoly, you should
be frank enough to say to this body that
you look upon the butter industry as a
public utility and that you will accept the
responsibilities of public utilities that go
with' the privileges and quasimonopoly
position which it has enjoyed for nearly
50 years.

It has failed to accept those responsi-
bilities. It is giving the public only about
60 percent of the butter that the public
was getting before the passage of these
restrictive laws against margarine.

It has not kept faith with the butter
producers of America because it has re-
duced their market. It has taken away
from the dairymen themselves the op-
portunity to sell to the American people
19.6 pounds of butter as they were selling
before these laws against colored mar-
garine were passed.

There has never been a year since the
passage of these laws that the dairy peo-
ple of America have sold as much butter
per capita as they sold before the laws.
They have not increased the production
of - butter. They have not helped the
dairy producer.

They have not put any money into
the pockets of the man who milks the
cows. They have enabled a monopoly,
a monopoly established and maintained
by the laws of this Nation, to milk the
dairy farmers at the expense of the dairy
farmers and at the expense of the con-
suming public. They have done it with
utter disregard for the rights of millions
of other American farmers, many more,
who preduce cottonseed and who produce
soybean oil. They have said to those
people that even though you have a
wholesome product and the American
people want to buy it, still it will be taxed.

I only ask that we wipe out monopoly
and favoritism. Let the people of Amer-
ica decide for themselves what spread
they want on their tables and how they
yrant it colored.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr, Hourr].

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, the dis-
charge of the Committee on Agriculture
from further consideration of the bill to
repeal oleo taxes is one of the few in-
stances in the history of Congress when
such a step has been taken. The basis
of the discharge was a petition signed by
152 Democrats and 66 Republicans, a bi-
partisan combination formed to swell the
profits of the vegetable oil interests to the
damage and destruction of the butter
trade of the Northwest.

The tacties of this bipartisan combina-
tion are further in evidence by the lim-
ited time allowed for debate upon the bill
for the repeal of all oleomargarine taxes
introduced by the gentleman from South
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Carolina [Mr. Riversl. These laws for
the protection of the dairy industry were
enacted nearly 60 years ago, and with but
slight amendment have continued in
force until the present day. No other
form of protection for the dairy farmer
has been suggested, much less advanced.
Now that the success and the consequent
exuberance of the proponents of this
movement are so firmly fixed, even the
representatives from dairy districts will
have but limited opportunity to enter
their protests. Backed by the same bi-
partisan combination, the bill may pass.

For months the propaganda financed
by the vegetable oil monopolies and their
associated industries has been carried on.
People have been led to believe by ex-
tensive advertising that they are being
taxed unjustly, while the fact is that of
the more than 600,000,000 pounds of all
oleo made in this country last year, less
than 18,000,000 pounds were taxed the
10 cents per pound on colored oleo. Only
18,000,000 pounds were sold. If this
scheme works out, as its promoters hope
that it will, it will only be a little time
until oleo will have an increased price in
the markets. For the month of February
this year, oleo production totaled 80,418,-
000 pounds or 12,668,000 pounds over
February of last year. Butter production
had fallen off by 20,000,000 pounds in a
single year to 77,545,000 pounds. It is the
ambition and the purpose of those foster-
ing this legislation to continue the in-
crease in oleo production, and that de-
crease in the butter made from the farms
of Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, and other
Northwestern States.

It is alleged that over 40 percent of all
the oleo made in this country is produced
in plants owned by a British cartel, which
has monopolistic control over the palm
oil, coconut oil, and other vegetable oils
of the world. Fortune magazine is au-
thority for these facts: Some few cotton
planters may imagine that this measure
will serve their interests by an increased
price on cottonseed oil. Peanut growers
of the South may think that they will
profit in the peanut-oil markets.. Both
have been especially favored by a recent
enactment of Congress providing for the
purchase of vegetable oils, among others,
for shipment to foreign lands. Included
in the first shipment will be 40,000 tons
of peanut oil, and 10,000 tons of cotton-
seed oil. But the vegetable-oil dealers
of our own country will discover that
within the course of a few months, if not
in a few weeks, foreign oils produced,
owned, and controlled by the vegetable-
oil monopolies, will commence to flow in-
to our ports. Possibly even now recipro-
cal trade manipulators may be sitting
behind closed doors preparing for such
importations, and listening to the same
lobbyists whose voices have been so po-
tent in the attack on the butter industry.

Millions of dollars have been spent on
advertising and propaganda, and many
householders have been led to believe
that they are paying a tax of 10 cents a
pound on oleomargarine, when as a mat-
ter of fact, a very small portion of oleo
has been sold in colored form. The pur-
pose of this law is to permit colored oleo,
possibly made from palm oil, coconut
oil, babassu oil, and so forth, to be sold
in competition with butter, and to be
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actually sold as butter. It was that un-
fair competition, the selling of oleo as
butter, which led to the enactment of
the original law. The oleo manufactur-
ers want to make their product yellow
in order to imitate butter, and take over
the table-spread market in America.
The consumers will not gain, but the
farmers will lose.

The dairy people of Wisconsin are
strongly aroused by this bipartisan at-
tack on their great butter industry.
There are nearly 600 cooperative cream-
eries in Wisconsin. Those cooperatives
have the fear that their creameries will
soon follow the 600 cheese factories
which have been closed in the past few
years by monopolistic competition, and
be forced out of business.

The demand of the consumers which
has been whipped up by the powerful
propaganda and advertising of the oleo
interests will then find another side of
the picture that has been painted. Prac-
tically all of the dried skim-milk powder
comes from the sections of the West
which produce butter. It is made from
the dried-milk solids after the cream has
been removed from the whole milk.
Dried skim-milk powder has become an
important factor for household use as
well as for industrial purposes. Last
year over 700,000,000 pounds of powdered
skim milk was sold. The Department of
Agriculture claims that at this time there
is such a scarcity of dry-milk powder
that they are unable to fill the demand
for it. If the dairy farmers lose because
of this legislation, they will naturally
reduce their dairy herds. In doing so,
we shall lose not only their production,
but also we shall lose in the meat supply
which comes from the annual sale of
calves which forms a big part of our meat
supply. The householder is going to
find in many ways that this measure is
more destructive to his household than
is stated in any of the talks heard here.

There will be amendments offered to
this measure, none of which should be
adopted. It is a straight-out issue of the

. protection of the farmers and the dairy-

men as against the profits of the marga-
rine makers. The public pays a tax of
only one-quarter cent on uncolored oleo.
Nobody. objects to the people buying and
eating oleo if they prefer it. The tax
is & mere incident so far as uncolored
oleo is concerned, as no consumer feels
the burden. It is only when oleo is
colored an imitation of butter that oh-
jection is raised.

I have received hundreds of communi-
cations of protest from the dairy people
of Wisconsin relative to the repeal of oleo
taxes. It is impossible to include all of
the protests in my remarks., I shall,
however, under permission previously
granted, insert in the REcorp communi-
cations from the Pigeon Falls Coopera~
tive Creamery, Pigeon Falls, Wis., rep=-
resenting 352 patrons; the Twenty-
fourth District Cooperative Association,
Wis.; the Wisconsin Buttermakers As-
sociation, which is a large organization;
also that of the Wisconsin Restaurant
Association, protesting that the passage
of such a measure as this will put honest
hotel and restaurant proprietors in
competition with those who will use oleo

instead of butter on the tables of their
establishments. Also a letter from John
D. Wuethrich of the John Wuethrich
Creamery Co., Greenwood, Wis., express-
ing the alarm of the independent cream-
eries over the dangers involved in per-
mitting oleo to come into the markets
and permitted to be sold as butter.
These are only a few of the hundreds
of protests I have received, and other
members of the Wisconsin delegation
have likewise been flooded with protests
from their constituents over this pro-
posed legislation.

Over 2,000,000 farm boys from the
great dairy districts of the Northwest
are veterans of the late war, While their
fathers were laboring from 70 to 80 hours
a week on the farms to respond to the de-
mands of the Covernment for increased
production, those young men were
serving in the fox holes and trenches
of the battlefields in all parts of the
world. Only 3 years ago the endeavors
of those dairy farmers were highly com-
mended by the Government, and here in
Congress, for the great and severe en-
deavors they were making. Now in less
than 3 years of the close of the war these
farmers and their veteran sons are being
attacked by the selfish interests of one
of the world's greatest cartels and
monopolies. It is unfair, and it is unjust
to all the people, as well as to the
farmers irvolved.

Pi1ceoN FarrLs COOPERATIVE CREAMERY,

Pigeon Falls, Wis., April 20, 1948.

Dear ConcrRESSMAN: The board of directors
of the Pigeon Falls Cooperative Creamery,
representing 852 patrons, are opposed to a
law permitting the addition of yellow color-
ing to oleomadrgarine. Oleomargarine must
be regulated by law and sold on its own
merits but not as an imitation of butter.

CLARENCE Kaas,
Secretary-Treasurer.

Lanp O° LARES CREAMERIES,
TWENTY-FOURTH DISTRICT,
COOOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION,
April 15, 1948.
Hon, Merriy HuLy,
Congressman, State of Wisconsin:

The Twenty-fourth District Cooperative
Association of Galesville, Wis. is comprised
of 13 large cooperative creameries who are
members of Land O' Lakes Creameries, Inc.,
having a total patron membership of 2,500
farmers, They manufactured a total of
seven and one-half million pounds of but-
ter for the year 1947 and are very much
concerned in regard to the present oleo-~
margarine tax bill that is being now pre-
sented to the Congressmen and Senators in
Washington.

We urge you as our Representative from
the State of Wisconsin to do all you can
with the other Members of both the House
and Senate to protect the dalry industry
against the coloring of oleomargarine tax
free.

We belleve as dairymen that the soybean
ralsers and the cotton people benefit far
more by the use of their products to the
dairy farmers than they would be permit-
ting the oleomargarine manufacturing peo=
ple to get their influence to repeal the color=-
ing of oleomargarine-tax law.

We further feel that once oleomargarine
can be colored that it would be a greater

benefit to the cleomargarine manufacturers -

to forget about the soybean farmer and
cotton farmer and use as much of the coco-
nut oils from the islands to be put on our
market in competition with butter,
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We know how you stand in the great dairy
Btate of Wisconsin, but we want you to urge
your coworkers in the Benate and House to
protect the interest of the dairy farmer.
This resolution was adopted by the entire
district board and operators present at a
meeting held on April 13, 1848, at Cochrane,
Wis.

A. G. BENJAMIN,
Secretary, Twenty-fourth District
Cooperative Association.
WiscoNsiN BUTTERMAKERS ASSOCIATION,
Chippewa Falls, Wis., April 22, 1948.
Hon. M. HULL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: Why are oleomargarine
manufacturers so insistent upon demanding
that they be given the unrestricted right to
color their product yellow?

They say it's because custom has made the
consumer expect the spread upon her bread
to be colored yellow. But what created that
custom? Butter, of course; yellow butter.
And so the oleomargarine manufacturer him-
self admits that he wants to foist his product
upon the American people In the guise of
something that it is not.

The consumer readily accepts the purple
of grape jelly, the rich red of currant jelly,
and the gold of orange marmalade as a spread
upon her bread, just as she accepts the green
of mint sauce for her lamb roast, and finds
nothing objectionable in the greenish tinge
of applesauce.

The foods upon our tables are of every
color and hue—from the deep red color of
meat to the white stalk of celery. And none
does the housewife find objectionable. There
is, then, solid background for almost any
color that the oleo manufacturer may care
to use (and which the dairy industry has no
objection to his using, tax free), but he in-
sists that only one color will serve his pur-
pose—the color of the product he is trying
to Imitate,

Our neighbors to the north prohibit the
manufacture of cleomargarine—we ask only
that the tax on yellow margarine be con-
tinued. Do not retard the growth of agri-
culture in our great Midwest and Northwest
by voting for repeal of the tax.

WIscONSIN BUTTERMAKERS
ASSOCIATION,
R. V. EIRSCHELE, President.

RESTAURANT ASSOCIATION FROTESTS
Resolutior on oleomargarine

Whereas there is now pending before the
Congress of the United States legislation to
repeal the tax on ocleomargarine which, if
adopted, would have the effect of reducing
the price of oleomargarine to below that of
butter and be a temptation to serve oleomar-
garine in restaurants; and

Whereas experience in the food-service in-
dustry in Wisconsin has established that the
public will be opposed to the serving of oleo-
margarine in public eating places; and

Whereas the proposed measure will have an
unfavorable effect upon the dairy industry
in the State of Wisconsin and upon the State
economy ar & whole by ceason thereof: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the association opposes the
repeal of such tax; be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
furnished to all of the Wisconsin Senators
and Representatives in Washington.

WIscONSIN RESTAURANT ASSOCIATION.
A LETTER TO SECRETARY ANDERSON
Arcania, Wis., April 5, 1948,
Becretary of Agriculture CLINTON ANDERSON,
Washington, D. C. .

Dear Sme: There is considerable pressure
being used to take off the oleo tax.

For the past 15 years your Department has
been interested in soll conservation. Never-
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theless, at the rate we are losing our top-
soil we can only last another 50 years or so.
Now, why can't your Department put more
emphasis on saving our topsoil than they
are?

We are all very much stirred up about
some foreign people absorbing us. Well, why
should we have the use of this great fertile
land when we do not take more interest in
caring for it? After the topsoil is gone the
farmer and city man alike will be in the
same boat. Then, after it is too late we will
cry: “O God, save us.” It is a blessing the
Almighty gave us this last resort—the Gar-
den of Eden to care for. But, oh, what
a miserable job man has made of it. He has
commercialized the world where God meant
for man to care for it. Without contradic-
tion, I believe we will all admit that.

Dairying is the best conservation that can
be practiced. Therefore, why do we, and by
“we" I mean all city people as well, want an
oleomargarine product; a product that will
spell ruination to our country? By raising
soybeans to produce the oll for oleo, we loosen
our soil and it becomes an easy prey to rain
and wind. You may say that education will
remedy this among the producers, but by the
time you educate the producer to do this, the
soll will be gone. Why can't your Depart-
ment put out some literature that our dairy
Congressmen can use to show Congressmen
from other parts of our country that this is
a wrong way to use our soils?

Furthermore, the oleo people are en-
croaching upon butter's natural color. 1Is
there not protection to this encroachment?
Also, they say that vitamins can be added
to oleo which will make oleo equal to but-
ter in value. Maybe after 25 years this can
be proven but then it will be too late.

For sake of argument we will say the dairy
factories will go to manufacturing oleo in-
stead of butter. We may do it. Would it
be healthy for our Nation in more ways than
one?

5 I wish you would do something along these
nes.,
A-G COOPERATIVE CREAMERY,
A, C. SCHULTZ,

JoHN WUETHRICH CREAMERY Co.,
Greenwood, Wis., March 6, 1948,
The Honorable MerLIN HULL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. HuLL: We are very much con- '

cerned over this matter of oleomargarine,
and we know that you are very active in the
fight for butter. We wish you well in your
efforts.

We in the dairy business are particularly
concerned because if this oleomargarine con-
sumption keeps on increasing, eventually it
is going to raise “cain” with our whole dairy
economy. You know the story as well as I or
perhaps better. They are trying to imitate
butter in every sense of the word. The
color factor is about the only protection we
have had, and if oleo is so good, why then
don’t they make it a distinctive color of
its own, say black or purple, and not try to
pull a fraud on the American public by mak-
ing them think in many instances that they
are getting butter—particularly in restau-
rants and hospitals as well as other places,

I quote the following information from a
letter that Professor Thomson from the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin sent us:

“Now as to some of the special nutritional
constituents: Butter contains on an aver-
age 15,000 international units of vitamin A,
It varies from about 12,000 to 18,000, Since
about two-thirds of the butter is produced
during the summer months, it is natural to
assume that it will approach the 18,000
figure for the above percentage of butter,
Summer butter contains vitamin E in an
amount equal to that found in green vege-
tables for the same welght. It seems that
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the vitamin E protects the vitamin A from
destruction. For this reason the vitamin A
with which oleomargarine is fortified has a
tendency to be destroyed almost 50 percent
when oleomargarine is stored for perlods of
5 months or longer. Even though the oils
from which oleomargarine is made contain
appreciable quantities of vitamin E, this
vitamin is destroyed in the process known
as hydrogenation when oleomargarine is
manufactured.

“More recently it has been shown that
summer butter contains a growth-promoting
substance which is distinct from the known
fat soluble vitamins and the essential fatty
acids. The new factor has been identified
as vaccenic acid. WVaccenic acid appears to
be present only in fats of animal origin.
Butter has been found superior to other ani-
mal fats which have been tested. Oleomar-
garine apparently contains no vaccenic acid.

“Apparently there is still another growth-
promoting nutrient present in butter. It
apparently is in the nonfat or curd portion.
The vegetable oils from which oleomargarine
is made do not contain this substance, but
I presume it might be added along with the
skim milk which oleomargarine manufac-
turers use. Butterfat has been shown to ex-
ert a favorable influence on vitamin pro-
ducing intestinal flora of animals, A similar
favorable effect was not found in the case of
the vegetable olls which have been tested.”

Of course, we realize the main thing that

., is causing the present disturbance is the

high price of butter and the customer ac-
ceptance of it. If butter were plentiful, the
fight would be easier. Now, with the present
high cost, they try to bring out that the
customer is being penalized by using oleo-
margarine. There is no product that returns
as much of the customers’ dollar to the
farmer as butter. Oleomargarine is decidedly
a big profit item for the manufacturer and
he iz doing a swell job of making the cus-
tomer think these taxes are hurting him.
When cheaper oils and fats are available,
they will be imported, and the soybean and
cottonseed growers will not enjoy the favor-
able position they hold today.

It was indeed discouraging last night to
pick up the Life magazine and see them
come out flatly in favor of repealing the tax
presently on oleomargarine.

The growth factor particularly in small
children is very important and nothing sup-
plies these elements as they are put up in
the form of butter.

We hope that these taxes will not be re-
moved and the customer hoodwinked into
thinking he is getting something he is not.
If a fellow wants to buy this over a counter
as oleomargarine, that is his own privilege,
but when he is sick in a hospital or eating
out, he should know what he is getting.

We believe the dairy people will have to
put forth every effort to show the consumer
why he should use only butter.

Yours truly,
JoBN WUETHRICH CREAMERY CO.
JorN D. WUETHRICH.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr. AReNDS, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 2245) to repeal the tax on oleo-
margarine, had come to no resolution
thereon.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.
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Mr. RAYBURN. Since this is the
pending business; suppose the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. Rivers] deter-
mines not to move tomorrow that the
House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the

* Union for the further consideration of

the pending bill; would that jeopardize-
his chances of making that motion on
Wednesday?

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, may
I be heard on the parliamentary
inquiry?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will be
glad to hear the gentleman from Michi-
gan.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, my
only purpose in saying anything now is
that we are establishing a precedent
here that is most important. I think it
is clear that the House can do almost
anything by unanimous consent, but I
am just as convinced that a special
privilege created by a special rule like
the discharge rule, is entirely different
from a privilege under the general rules
attaching, for instance, to appropriation
bills. It is my thought that when this
discharge rule was written, as amended,
the rule was specific in providing that

~when by discharge petition the ordinary
procedure of the House was changed and
interfered with, and the House voted to
discharge the committee, those in favor
of considering the legislation affected by
the discharge petition, may immedi-
ately—and I stress the word immedi-
ately—bring the matter before the House,
and the House shall immediately pro-
ceed to a conclusion of the considera-
tion, and if the conclusion is not reached
on the first day, then this legislation
shall be the unfinished business until it
is completed.

I am wondering whether, as a matter
of reason and logic and parliamentary -
procedure, if other business intervenes,
that special discharge rule privilege is
not lest. If that were not true, the bill
could be put over in the discretion of
those who were responsible for the peti-
tion and who had changed the rules of
the House temporarily. If the bill can be
called up Wednesday instead of the fol-
lowing day, as unfinished, then it can
be called up Thursday, or the next
Thursday, or the last day before the ses-
sion ended, and this bill would have a
special privilege the rest of the session,
conditioned only upon the general rules
of the House affecting privileges like
those of appropriation hills and bills from
the Committee on Ways and Means.

I may say, Mr. Speaker, that my only
interest in this matter is as to the prec-
edent.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is inter-
ested in the valued comments of the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Michigan.
Of course, the Chair is unaware of the
intent or purpose back of the rule when
it was first formulated. All he has to
guide him is the rule itself as it appears
before him in print. The Chair agrees
with the gentleman from Michigan that
the House can immediately consider the
legislation after the motion to discharge
the committee is agreed to, but the rule
states “and if unfinished before adjourn-
ment of the day on which it is called up,
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it shall remain the unfinished business
until it is fully disposed of.”

That provision does not state definitely
that the bill must come up on the follow-
ing day, but that it shall remain the
unfinished business. The gentleman’s
point that the bill could be postponed in-
definitely of course is correct, in a sense,
but after all the rules are based on com-
mon sense, and no one would anticipate
that the side that procured enough sig-
natures to a discharge petition to bring
a bill before the House would filibuster
their own bill.

While the rule perhaps is not quite as
definite as it might be, it is the opinion
of the Chair that the consideration of
the bill could go over until Wednesday
if the proponents of the bill do not call
it up on tomorrow, and that it would be
in order on Wednesday as the unfinished
business.

The Chair believes that unless the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
Rivers] or someone on his side of the is-
sue, calls it up on tomorrow, it can be
called up on Wednesday and will be the
unfinished business on that day. The
Chair also wishes to state that he will
not recognize anyone on the affirmative
side of this matter unless the gentleman
from South Carolina is absent. It is not
necessary to call it up on tomorrow and
it can be called up on Wednesday, at
which time it will be the unfinished busi-
ness.

The Chair will also remind Members
that it is always within the control.of
the majority of the House to determine
what should be done.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. GROSS. Must it be called up by
" unanimous consent on Wednesday?

The SPEAKER. No. It remains the
unfinished business and can be called up
by the gentleman from South Carolina or
someone delegated by his side to do so.

Mr. GROSS. Then I might add fur-
ther, since the Speaker mentioned a fili-
buster, I think I sat in on a conversation
where this filibuster was well planned
and it is being worked out just fine for
the Wednesday meeting.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that that is not a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GROSS. No. It is just a com-
ment.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. BUSBEY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
in the Recorp. I am informed by the
Public Printer that the extension ex-
ceeds the regular amount allowed. Not-
withstanding, I ask unanimous consent
that the extension may be made.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ROBERTSON asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks

in the Recorp and include a statement
by Carl H. Wilken, an economic analyst,
before the Senate Committee on Agricul-
ture on Friday, April 23.

LOAN TO UNITED NATIONS FOR CON-
STRUCTION OF PERMANENT HEAD-
QUARTERS IN THE UNITED STATES

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I ask un-
animous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, at the re-
quest of the chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, I have today
introduced a bill to authorize the loan of
$65,000,000 to the United Nations for the
construction of a permanent headquar-
ters on the site contributed by the city of
New York and John D. Rockefeller, Jr.,
along the East River in the Borough of
Manhattan. The loan is repayable in
annual installments commencing with
June 1, 1951, over a period of 32 years,
the average installments being $2,500,000
8 year. This loan will become the obli-
gation of the members of the United Na-
tions through their responsibility to meet
the regular budget of the United Nations
of which the annual installments will be-
come a part. The bill recalls that the
Congress of the United States by House
Concurrent Resolution 75, adopted in De-
cember 1945, invited the United Nations
to settle here, and that largely inspired
by our leadership the United Nations was
conceived of as the necessary postwar
machinery for peace.

The occasion of the introduction of
this bill properly raises two major policy
questions: Do we want the United Na-
tions? Do we want it in the United
States?

It is entirely appropriate that the leg-
islation should be made a vehicle for the
discussion of these two questions. As-
suming that they are answered in the
affirmative, there should be no objection
to the bill itself which provides for a
suitable permanent home of the United
Nations in the world's greatest port
where, by democratic expression of the
members of the United Nations them-
selves, its headquarters have been lo-
cated. It deals also with intolerable
conditions of inadequacy of space which
I found to exist by personal inspection of
UN’s temporary headquarters at Lake
Success.

For myself, I want the UN and I want
it here. All of us in considering the
world’s machinery for peace always
make the comparison with the League of
Nations which failed to preserve the
peace. But the United States did not
belong to the League. It does belong to
the UN. The United Nations, mankind’s
best hope for peace, should not be in-
terred before it has a chance to live.

Our people believe the UN to be our
best hope for peace, and we must make
it good or confess our inability to lead
the world in the way in which our pres-
tige, our resources, and the character of
our people require,
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It is my hope that this bill could be
made the occasion for considering how
best to implement the UN and to make
it more effective. The situation which
the United Nations has been unable to
resolve in Palestine and Greece, the frus-
tration which it has encountered in
Korea, Trieste, Indonesia, and Spain, as
well as its inability to deal with the prob-
lem of respect for treaty obligations in
the Soviet satellite countries and in oc-
cupied Germany make certain shortcom-
ings all the more apparent.

We may recall at this time that it was
the United States which itself in-
sisted on the veto. There is now con-
siderable sentiment in the United States
for removing the veto power of the per-
manent members of the Securtiy Council,
in order to bring about the creation of
an adequate security force so that the UN
may not be impotent to enforce its de-
terminations, and so that the interna-
tional control of atomic weapons should
be made possible. There is sentiment
also for giving up the veto power when
it comes to action to punish aggressors,
but whether our people want as yet to
give other powers the ability to commit
them to war is an open question.

There are some matters in our pres-
ently complex world in which national
may have to give way to international -
sovereignty. There seems to be a dis-
position in the United States to make a
start along these lines. We should not
permit this start to be thwarted by the
veto power in the UN Charter. This
sentiment may lead to consideration of
international regulation free of the veto,
of international communications, inter-
national aspects of health and agricul-
ture, and international law. The sub-
ject bill may afford an opportunity to
crystallize ways and means by which the
gradually maturing concept of inter-
national government in certain spheres
may be effectively initiated.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. POULSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on tomorrow,
after the disposition of business on the
Speaker’s desk and the conclusion of spe-
cial orders heretofore entered, I may ad-
dress the House for 30 minutes.

The S Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LEMKE asked and was given per-
mission to extend the remarks he made
in Committee of the Whole and include
a short letter from the Buttermakers’ As-
sociation of Wisconsin.

Mr. HOPE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the Rec-
orp and include an address by Dr. Elmer
G, Peterson.

Mr. TALLE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend the remarks
he made today and include certain
material.

DR. EDWARD U. CONDON
The SPEAKER. The Chair lays be-

fore the House a communication which
the Clerk will read.
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The Clerk read as follows:

AFPRIL 24, 1948,
The Honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives,

Sm: In obedience to its provision, the
Clerk transmitted to the Secretary of Com-
merce on April 23, 1948, an attested copy of
House Resolution No. 522 of the Eightieth
£Longress.

The letter of the Acting SBecretary of Com=
merce, dated April 23, 1948, in response to
said resolution, addressed to the Clerk and
received in his office at 11:25 o'clock a. m.,
on April 24, 1948, is transmitted herewith for
the information of the House.

Very truly yours, )
JOHN ANDREWS,
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the letter from the Secretary.
The Clerk read as follows:

THEg SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Washington, April 23, 1948.
Hon. JOHN ANDREWS,
Clerk, House of Representatives,
Washington,D.C.

DeAr Mr. ANDREWS: I refer to your com-
munication of today transmitting an at-
tested copy of House Resolution 522, the re-
ceipt of which I have already acknowledged.
My action in response to the resolution is
governed by the President's directive of
March 13, 1948, which provides as follows:

“The efficient and just administration of
the employee loyalty program, under Execu-
tive Order No. 9835 of March 21, 1947, requires
that reports, records, and files relative to
the program be preserved in strict confi-
dence. This is necessary in the interest of
our national security and welfare, to pre-
serve the confidential character and sources
of information furnished, and to protect
Government personnel against the dissemi-
nation of unfounded or disproved allega-
tions. It is necessary also in order to insure
the fair and just disposition of loyalty cases.

“For these reasons, and in accordance with
the long-established policy that reports ren-
dered by the Federal Bureau of Investigation
and other investigative agencies of the execu-
tive branch are to be regarded as conflaential,
all reports, records, and files relative to the
loyalty of employees or prospective employees
(including reports of such investigative
agencies) shall be maintained in confidence
and shall not be transmitted or disclosed
except as required in the efficient conduct of
business.

“Any subpena or demand or request for
information, reports, or files of the nature
described, received from sources other than
those persons in the executive branch of the
Government who are entitled thereto by rea-
son of their official duties, shall be respect-
fully declined, on the basis of this directive,
and the subpena or demand or other request
shall be referred to the Office of the Presi-
dent for such response as the President may
determine to be in the public interest in the
particular case. There shall be no relaxation
of the provisions of this directive except with
my express authority.”

The letter referred to in the resolution is
part of the Loyalty Board files of the Depart-
ment, and I must, therefore, respectfully de-
cline to transmit the document to the House
of Representatives. In further compliance
with the directive, I am referring the matter
to the President.

Sincerely yours,
WiLLiAM C. FOSTER,
Acting Secretary of Commerce.

The communication from the Acting
Secretary of Commerce was referred to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Comumerce and ordered to be printed.
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SUBPENA DUCES TECUM

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication:
OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HousE oF REPRESENTATIVEG,
Washington, D. C., April 23, 1948.
The honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives.

Birs: From the District Court of the United
States for the District of Columbia, I have
received 11 subpenas duces tecum, directed
to me as Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, to appear before sald court on the
26th day of April 1948 at 10 o'clock a. m.,
as a witness in the case of the United States
v. Dalton Trumbo (No. 1353-47 Criminal
Docket), and to bring with me certain and
sundry papers therein described in the files
of the House of Representatives.

Your attention and that of the House is
respectfully invited to a resolution of the
House adopted in the Forty-sixth Congress,
first session (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 680),
upon the recommendation of the Committee
on the Judiciary as follows:

“Resolved, That no officer or employee of
the House of Representatives has the right,
either voluntarily or in obedience to a sub-
pena duces tecum, to produce any document,
paper, or book belonging to the files of the
House before any court or officer, nor to
furnish any copy of any testimony given or
paper filed in any investigation before the
House or any of its committees, or of any
paper belonging to the files of the House,
except such as may be authorized by statute
to be copied and such as the House itself
may have made public, to be taken without
the consent of the House first obtained.”

And to a resolution adopted by the House
in the Forty-ninth Congress, first session
(CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 1295), from
which the following is quoted:

“Resolved, That by the privilege of this
House no evidence of a documentary char-
acter under the control and in possession of
the House of Representatives can, by the
mandate or process of the ordinary courts of
Justice, be taken from such control or pos-
session but by its permission. L)

“That when it appears by the order of a
court or of the judge thereof, or of any legal
officer charged with the administration of
the orders of such court or judge, that docu-
mentary evidence in the possession and un-
der the control of the House is needful for
use in any court of justice or before any
Jjudge or such legal officer for the promotion
of justice, this House will take such order
thereon as will promote the ends of justice
consistently with the privileges and rights
of this House.”

These resolutions result from the issuance
of subpena duces tecum upon the Clerk of
the House to produce certain original papers
in the files of the House.

Permission to remove from their place of
file or from the custody of the Clerk, any
papers, was denied by the House but court

4879

afforded facllities to make certain copies of
papers to be secured from the House. This
seems to be the uniform procedure in the
case of subpenas duces tecum served upon
the Clerk of the House of Representatives to
produce original papers from the files of
the House,

The subpenas in question are herewith at-
tached, and the matter s presented for such
action as the House in its wisdom may see
fit to take.

Very respectfully yours,
JOHN ANDREWS,
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

DisTrICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE
DISTRICT OF CoLumBIA, HOLDING A CRIMINAL
CoURT For SAID DIsTRICT

THE UNITED STATES ¥. DALTON TRUMEO, NO.
1353-47, CRIMINAL

The President of the United States to
John Andrews, Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives, United States Capitol, Washing-
ton, D. C.:

You are hereby commanded to attend the
sald court on Monday the 26th day of April
1948, at 10 o’clock a. m,, to testify on behalf
of the defendant, and bring with you the
documentary material described in schedule
A, attached hereto and made a part hereof,
and not depart the court without leave
thereof.

‘Witness, the honorable chief justice of
said gourt, the 22d day of April, A, D. 1948,

Harry M. HuLy, Clerk.
By MARGARET L., BOSWELL,
Deputy Clerk.

Robert W. Eenny and David Carliner, at-

torneys for Dalton Trumbo.

Schedule A

1. Stenographic transcript of all meetings
of the House Committee on Un-American
Activities or any subcommittee of the same
from January 1, 1945, to January 1, 1847, at
which the definition or content of phrases,
or any portion of the phrases, “un-American
propaganda activities,” and/or “subversive
and un-American propaganda * * *
(which) attacks the principles of the form of
government as guaranteed by our Consti-
tution,” were considered or acted upon, or
on which any action was taken by the com-
mittee in connection with the scope of its
authority and powers, or in connection with
any constitutional limitations thereon.

2. All press releases issued by the House
Committee on Un-American Activities or its
chairman or its members from January 1,
1945, to January 1, 1947, dealing with the
definition or content of phrases, or any por-
tion of the phrases, “un-American propa-
ganda activities,” and/or “subversive and un-
American propaganda *"* * (which) attacks
the principles of the form of government as
guaranteed by our Constitution.”

3. All reports of the House Committee on
Un-American Activities from January 1,
1945, to January 1, 1947, including but not
limited to:

Anthor Date %&':‘&E: Congress | Session
Wood. Mar. 28, 1946 1820
Do. s Sy OO e P Loty L B T R RS 1036
T G e e e S ek B e L B S R e 1936 |...d
70T N e G SO Maé 20, 1946. Report to Wood. Citations by :
official Government agencies and private
organizations regarding the character of
organizations named.,
Wood June 26, 1946 . __ o 2233
Do June 26, 1946, Corliss Lamont.. 2354
Do. July 31, 1946, George Marshall .. 2707
%n July 31, 146, Richard Morford.. %74013 ix
0 L s 742 |...

4, Transcripts of all hearings, public and
executive, held by the House Committee on
Un-American Activities, from January 1,
1945, to January 1, 1947, including but not

limited to the following volumes and sub-
jects:

1045: Executive hearings that were re-
leased by the committee December 15, 1944;
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September 20, 1989-April 19, 1943; volumes 1
through 7.

1946: September 26-October 19, 1945, Com=
munist Party; June 20-27, 1945, OPA; Janu-
ary 80, 1945, G. L. K. Smith; April 4, 1946,
E. B. Jarg (JAFRC).

5. All reports of investigators for the com.
mittee issued by the committee from Janu=-
ary 1, 1945, to January 1, 1947,

6. All releases and statements issued by,
or on behalf of, the House Committee on Un-
American Activities, and/or stenographie
transcripts of meetings of the committee
from January 1, 1945, to January 1, 1947, re-
lating to or discussing the investigation of
organizations, groups, or individuals which
disseminate propaganda or influence or at-
tempt to influence public opinion.

7. The records of names of all organiza-
tions and groups compiled by the House
Committee on Un-American Activities from
January 1, 1945, to January 1, 1947, which are
allegedly subversive or un-American.

8. The records of names of all individuals
compiled by the House Committee on Un-
American Activities from January 1, 1945, to
January 1, 1947, which are alleged subver-
sive or un-American.

9. For the period from January 1, 1945,
to January 1, 1947, all correspondence and
memoranda from and to the committee, or
from and to individual members of the com=-
mittee, or from and to members of the com~
mittee staff relating to findings by the gom-
mittee or to material In the committee files
concerning the names of organizations,
groups, or individuals in the files of the com-
mittee.

10. Copies of letter sent by EarL E. MouwDT,
member of the committee, to Gov. Thomas
E. Bailey,” of Mississippi, and approximately
89 others on or about January 20, 1945, relat-
ing to-a suitable and working criterion to
determine what does and what does not com=-
prise un-American propaganda activity, to-
gether with the data and material mailed
therewith and all replies received thereto,
and all further correspondence with the same
individuals in connection therewith and such
additional correspondence received from
other individuals and/or organizations per-
taining to the establishment of the working
criterion above set forth as to the definitign
of the term un-American and/or subversive;
all stenographic transcripts of meetings of
the committee and all its members and other
memoranda relating to the sald letter,

11. Copies of all letters sent by or on be-
half of the committee or by any members
thereof to the Brookings Institution between
January. 3, 1945, and April 15, 1945, relating
to a working criterion for determining what
constitutes un-Amerlean propaganda activ-
ity, or relating to an analysis of letters re-
ceived purporting to define un-American
propaganda; together with all letters re-
ceived from the Brookings Institution in con-
nection therewith.

12. The report or memorandum submitted
to the committee by the Brookings Institu-
tion between January 3, 1945 and April 15,
1045, relating to or entitled “Suggested
Standards for Determining Un-American Ac-
tivities,” and all stenographic transcripts of
meetings of the committee and all its minutes
and other memoranda relating to the said
report or memorandum,

18. Memorandum of six paragraphs sent to
. the committee or to Earr. E. MuwNpT, com-
mittee member, by the American Civil Libe
erties Union during February 1945, relating to
Un-American activities, and letter accom-
panying same.

14. Minutes and transcripts of meetings
and executive sessions, not limited to but
including, committee action on or about
February 21, 1945, relating to a request to the
Brookings Institution to analyze the replies
to Munpt's letter of January 20, 1945, con-
cerning the working criterion of what com=-
prises an Un-American propaganda activity,
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and to suggest standards for determining un-
American propaganda activities.

15. Copy of letter sent by the counsel for
the Committee on Un-American Activities to
the National Committee to Combat Anti-
Semitism in which it was stated that the
said National Committee to Combat Anti-
Semitism is engaged in solicitation of money
for the purpose of controlling the thoughts
of American citizens, and all correspondence,
minutes, and other records in relation there-
to, said letter being referred to in CRA,
March 1, 1946, at page 1120.

16, Copy of letter sent by counsel for the
Committee on Un-American Activities to the
Veterans Against Discrimination in which
letter it was noted that the Veterans Against
Discrimination had referred to democracy
several times and in which it was called to
the attention of the Veterans Against Dis-
crimination that the United States is a Re-
public and not a democracy, which letter was
referred to in CRA, January 29, 1946, at page
740, and all correspondence, minutes, and
other records in relation thereto.

District COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR
rHE DISTRICT OF CoLUMBIA HOLDING A CRIM-
INAL COURT FOR SAID DISTRICT

THE UNITED STATES 0. DALTON TRUMEO,
NO. 1353—47, CRIMINAL

The President of the United States to John
Andrews, Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, United States Caplitol, Washington,
D.C.:

You are hereby commanded to attend the
said court on Monday, the 26th day of April
1948, at 10 o'clock a, m., to testify on behalf
of the defendant, and bring with- you the
documentary material described in schedule
A attached hereto and made a part hereof,
and not depart the court without leave
thereof. .

Witness the honorable chief justice of
said court, the 22d day of April A. D. 1948,

Harry H. HoLr,
Clerk.
MarcArRET L, BOSWELL,
Deputy Clerk.

Robert.W. Kenney and David Carliner at-

torneys for Dalton Trumbo,

Schedule A

1. Stenographic transcript of all meetings
of the House Commitiee on Un-American
Activities or any subcommittee of the same
since October 20, 1947, at which the defini-
tion or content of phrases, or any portion of
the phrases, ‘“un-American propaganda ac-
tivities,” and/or “subversive and un-Ameri-
can propaganda * * * (which) attacks
the principles of the form of government
as guaranteed by our Constitution,” were
considered or acted upon, or on which any
action was taken by the committee in con=
nectlon with any constitutional limitations
thereon,

2. All press releases issued by the House
Committee on Un-American Activities or its
chairman or its members since October 20,
1947, dealing with the definition or content
of phrases, or any portion of the phrases,
“un-American propaganda activities,” and /or
“subversive and un-American propagan=
da * * * (which) attacks the principles
of the form of government as guaranteed by
our Constitution.”

3. All reports of the House Committee on
Un-American Activities since October 20,
1947.

4, Transcripts of all hearings, public and
executive, held by the House Committee on
Un-American Activities since October 20,
1947, including but not limited to the fol-
lowing volumes and subjects:

1048: BSeptember 24-26, 1947,
20-30, 1847, Hans Eisler, Hollywood.

5. All reports of investigators for the com=
mittee issued by the committee since October
20, 1947,

6. All releases and statements issued by,
or on behalf of, the House Committee on

October
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Un-American Activities, and/or stenographic
transcripts of meetings of the committee
since October 20, 1947, relating to or dis-
cussing the investigation of organizations,
groups, or individuals which disseminate
propaganda or influence or attempt to Influ-
ence public opinion.

7. The records of names of all organiza-
tions and groups compiled by the House
Committee on Un-American Activities since
October 20, 1947, which are allegedly subver=
sive or un-American,

8. The records of names of all individuals
compiled by the House Committee on Un-
American Activities since October 20, 1947,
which are alleged subversive or un-American,

9. For the perlod since October 20, 1947,
to date, all correspondence and memoranda
from and to the committee, or from and to
individual members of the committee, or
ifrom and to members of the committee staff
relating to findings by the committee or to
material in the committee files concerning
the names of organizations, groups, or indi-
viduals in the files of the committee.

DistricT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE
DisTRICT OF CoLUMBIA, HOLDING A CRIMINAL
COURT FOR SAID DISTRICT

THE UNITED STATES ¥. DALTON TRUMEO, NO.
1353-47, CRIMINAL y

The President of the United States to John
Andrews, Clerk of the House of Representa-
gves. United States Capitol, Washington,

i 2

You are hereby commanded to attend the
sald court on Monday, the 26th day of April,
1948, at 10 o'clock a. m.,, to testify on behalf
of the defendant, and bring with you the
documentary material described in schedule
A attached hereto and made a part hereof,
and not depart the court without leave
thereof. ) 2

Witness, the honorable chief justice of
sald court, the 22d day of April A. D. 1948,

Harry M. HuLy, Clerk.
By MarcareT L. BoSWELL,
Deputy Clerk.

Robert W. Eenny and David Carliner, at-
torneys for Dalton Trumbo.

Schedule A 3

1. Minutes of all meetings of the House
Committee on Un-American Activities, or
any subcommittee thereof, between May 26,
1938, and January 1, 1845, at which investi-
gation of the motion-picture industry was
considered, referred to, acted upon, or au-
thorized.

2. Memoranda and Reports of Investigators
for the Committee on Un-American Activi-
ties or any subcommittee thereof, concern«
ing the motion-picture industry from May
26, 1938, to January 1, 1945,

3. Transcripts of any testimony taken with
relation to the motion-picture industry dur-
;ngx gtéh%e period from May 26, 1938, to January

4, All the releases .and statements issued
by or on behalf of the House Committee
on Un-American Activities whether to the
press or otherwise between May 26, 1938,
and January 1, 1945, which referred to or
discussed the motion-picture industry, and
particularly regarding the alleged Commu-
nist infiltration in the motion-picture in-
dustry.

5. Copies of any letters, reports, or other
communications from any person or groups
of persons or organizations to the House
Committee on Un-American Activities from
May 26, 1938, to January 1, 1945, concerning
the motion-picture industry.

6. Coples of all letters, correspondence, or
other communications from the House Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities to any
persons, group, or individuals between May
26, 1938, and January 1, 1945, concerning
the motion-picture industry.

7. Coples of all reports made to the House
Committee on Un-American Actlvities by
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any of its investigators and particularly its
investigators H. A. Smith and A. B. Leckle,
concerning the interviews had by the sald
investigators with the motion-picture pro-
ducers in Hollywood, Calif.,, during the
period May 26, 1938, to January 1, 1945,

8. Transcripts of committee meetings in
exetutive session held from May 26, 1838, to
January 1, 1945, at which the committee
considered and/or acted upon matters re-
lating to the motion-picture industry.

9. All correspondence and communica=
tions between representatives of the motion=
picture industry and the House Committee
on Un-American Activities from May 26,
1938, to January 1, 1945.

10. All correspondence and communica-
tions between the Motion Picture Alllance
and/or any of its representatives and the
House Committee on Un-American Activities
from May 26, 1938, to January 1, 1945.

DisTrICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE
DisTrRICT OF COLUMBIA, HOLDING A CRIMINAL
COURT FOR SAID DISTRICT

THE UNITED STATES ¥. DALTON TRUMBO,
NO. 1353-47, CRIMINAL

The President of the United States to John
Andrews, Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, United States Capitol, Washington,
D.C.:

You are hereby commanded to attend the
said court gn Monday the 26th day of April
1048, at 10 o'clock a. m., to testify on behalf
of the defendant, and bring with you the
documentary material described in schedule
A attached hereto and made a part hereof,
and not depart the court without leave
thereof,

Witness, the honorable chief justice of said
court, the 22d day of April A, D. 1948,

HarrY M. HuLL, Clerk,
By MARGARET L. BOSWELL,
Deputy Clerk.

Robert W. Kenny and David Carliner attor-

neys for Dalton Trumbo.

Schedule A

1. Minutes of all meetings of the House
Committee on Un-American Activities, or any
subcommittee thereof, between January 1,
1845, and January 1, 1947, at which investi-
gation of the motion-picture industry was
considered, referred to, acted upon, or au=-
thorized.

2. Memoranda and reports of investigators
for the Committee on Un-American Activi-
ties, or any subcommittee thereof, concerning
the motion-picture industry from January
1, 1945, to January 1, 1947,

3. Transcripts of any testimony taken with
relation to the motion-picture industry dur-
ing the period from January 1, 1945, to Janu-
ary 1, 1847,

4. All the releases and statements issued
by or on behalf of the House Committee on
Un-American Activities whether to the press
or otherwise between January 1, 1945, and
January 1, 1947, which referred to or dis=-
cussed the motion-picture industry, and par-
ticularly regarding the alleged Communist
infiltration in the motion-picture industry.

5. Copies of any letters, reports, or other
communications from any person or groups
of persons or organizations to the House Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities from Janu-
ary 1, 1945, to January 1, 1947, concerning the
motion-picture industry.

6. Copies of all letters, correspondence, or
other communications from the House Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities to any per-
sons, groups, or individuals between January
1, 1945, and January 1, 1947, concerning the
motion-picture industry.

7. Copies of all reports made to the House
Committee on Un-American Activities by
any of its investigatars and particularly its
investigators H, A. Smith and A, B. Leckie,
conecerning the interviews had by the said
investigators with the motion-picture pro-
ducers in Hollywood, Calif.,, during the pe-
riod January 1, 1845, to January 1, 1947,
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8. Transcripts of committee meetings in
executive session held from January 1, 1945,
to January 1, 1947, at which the committee
considered, and/or acted upon matters re-
lating to the motion-picture industry.

9. All correspondence and communications
between representatives of the motlon-pic-
ture industry and the House Committee on
Un-American Activities from January 1, 1945,
to January 1, 1947.

10. All correspondence and communica-
tions between the Motion Picture Alllance
and/or any of its representatives and the
House Committee on Un~American Activities
from January 1, 1945, to January 1, 1947.

DisTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE
DisTRICT OF CoLUMBIA, HOLDING A CRIMINAL
COURT FOR SAID DISTRICT

THE UNITED STATES ®. DALTON TRUMEO,
NO. 1353—47, CRIMINAL

The President of the United States to John
Andrews, Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, United States Capitol, Washington,
D.C.:

You are hereby commanded to attend the
said court on Monday, the 26th day of April
1948, at 10 a. m., to testify on behalf of the
defendant, and bring with you the docu-
mentary material described in schedule A
attached hereto and made a part hereof, and
not depart the court without leave thereof.

Witness, the honorable chief justice of said
court, the 22d day of April A, D. 1948,

HarrY M. Hury, Clerk.
By MARGARET L. BOSWELL,
Deputy Clerk.

Robert W. Eenny and David Carliner, at-

torneys for Dalton Trumbo.

Schedule A

1. Minutes of all meetings of the House
Committee on TUn-American Activities, or
any subcommittee thereof, between October
30, 1947 to date, at which investigation of
the motion-picture industry was considered,
referred to, acted upon, or authorized.

2. Memoranda and reports of investigators
for the Committee on Un-American Activi-
ties, or any subcommittee thereof, concern=
ing the motion picture industry from Octo=
ber 30, 1947 to date.

8. Transcripts of any testimony taken with
relation to the motion-picture industry dur=
ing the period from October 30, 1947 to date.

4. All the releases and statements issued
by or on behalf of the House Committee on
Un-American Activities whether to the press
or otherwise between October 30, 1947 to
date, which referred to or discussed the mo-
tion-picture industry, and particularly re=
garding the alleged Communist infiltration
in the motion-picture industry.

5. Coples of any letters, reports, or other
communications from any person or groups
of persons or organizations to the House Com=
mittee on Un-American Activities from Oc-
tober 30, 1947 to date, concerning the mo-
tion-picture industry.

6. Copies of all letters, correspondence, or
other communications from the House Com=-
mittee on Un-American Activities to any
persons, groups, or individuals between Octo-
ber 30, 1947, to date concerning the motion=-
picture industry.

7, Copies of all reports made to the House
Committee on Un-American Activities by any
of its investigators and particularly its in-
vestigators, H. A. S8mith and A. B. Leckie,
concerning the interviews had by the said
investigators with the motion-picture pro-
ducers in Hollywood, Calif., during the period
October 30, 1947, to date.

8. Transcripts of committee meetings in
executive session held from October 30, 1947,
to date, at which the committee considered,
and/or acted upon matters relating to the
motion-picture industry.

9. All correspondence and communications
between representatives of the motion-pic-
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ture industry and the House Committee on
Un-American Activities from October 830,
1947, to date.

10, All correspondence and communica-
tions between the Motion Picture Alliance
and/or any of its representatives and the
House Committee on Un-American Activities
from October 30, 1947, to date.

11. Transcripts of hearings held by the
House Committee on Un-American Activities
from October 20 through October 30, 1947,
concerning the motion-picture industry and
all exhibits and applications and motions
of counsel for all witnesses who appeared
before the sald committee at the said hear-
ings.

DisTricT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBEIA, HOLDING A CRIM-

INAL COURT FOR SAID DISTRICT

THE UNITED STATES 7., DALTON TRUMEO, NO.
1353-47, CRIMINAL

The President of the United States to
John Andrews, Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives, United States Capitol, Washing-
ton, D. C.:

You are hereby commanded to attend the
sald court on Monday the 26th day of
April, 1948, at 10 a. m,, to testify on behalf
of the defendant, and bring with you the
documentary material described in schedule
A attached hereto and made a part hereof,
and not depart the court without leave
thereof.

Witness, the honorable chief justice of
sald court, the 22d day of April, A. D. 1948,

Harry M. HurL, Clerk.
By MARGARET L, BOSWELL,
Deputy Clerk.

Robert W, Kenny and David Carliner, at-

torney, for Dalton '];rumbo.

Schedule A

1. Minutes of all meetings of the House
Committee on Un-American Activities, or
any subcommittee thereof, between January
1, 1947, and October 20, 1947, at which in-
vestigation of the motion-picture industry
was considered, referred to, acted upon, or
authorized.

2. Memoranda and reports of Iinvestiga-
tors for the Committee on Un-American
Activities, or any subcommittee thereof, con-
cerning the motion picture industry from
January 1, 1947, to October 20, 1947.

3. Transcripts of any testimony taken with
relation to the motion-picture industry dur-
ing the period from January @, 1947, to Oc-
tober 20, 1947,

4, All the releases and statements issued
by or on behalf of the House Committee on
Un-American Activities, whether to the press
or otherwise, between January 1, 1947, and
October 20, 1947, which referred to or dis-
cussed the motion-picture industry, and par-
ticularly regarding the alleged Communist
infiltration in the motion-picture industry.

5. Coples of any letters, reports, or other
communications from any person or groups
of persons or organizations to the House
Committee on Un-American Activities from
January 1, 1947, to October 20, 1947, concern-
ing the motion-picture industry.

6. Copies of all letters, correspondence, or
other communications from the House Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities to any per-
sons, groups, or individuals between January
1, 1947, and October 20, 1947, concerning the
motion-picture industry.

7. Coples of all reports made to the House
Committee on Un-American Activities by any
of its investigators and particularly its in-
vestigators H. A, S8mith and A. B. Leckie,
concerning the interviews had by the sald
investigators with the motion-picture pro-
ducers in Hollywood, Calif., during the period
January 1, 1947, to October 20, 1947.

8. Transcripts of committee meetings in
executive session held from January 1, 1947,
to October 20, 1947, at which the committee
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considered, and/or acted upon matters re-

lating to the motion-picture industry.

9. All correspondence and communications
between representatives of the motion-pic-
ture industry and the House Committee on
Un-American Activities from January 1, 1947,
to Octaber 20, 1947.

10. All correspondence and communica-
tions between the Motion Picture Alliance
and/or any of its representatives and the
House Committee on Un-American Activities
from January 1, 1947, to October 20, 1947.

11. Transcripts of the hearings held by
the House Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities or a subcommittee thereof, in Los
Angeles, Calif., concerning the motion-pic-
ture industry on of about May 1947, includ-
ing specifically the testimony of Louis B.
Mayer and all other executives in the motion-
picture industry.

DisTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE
DisTrICT OF COLUMBIA, HOLDING A CRIMINAL
CoURT FOR Samp DISTRICT

THE UNITED STATES ¥, DALTON TRUMBO, NO.

1353-47, CRIMINAL

The President of the United States to John
Andrews, Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, United States Capitol, Washington,
D. C.:

You are hereby commanded to attend the
sald court on Monday the 26th day of April
1948, at 10 o'clock a, m,, to testify on be-
half of the defendant, and bring with you
the documentary material described in
schedule A attached hereto and made a part
hereof, and not depart the court without
leave thereof.
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Witness, the honorable chief justice of
said court, the 22d day of April A, D. 1948,
Harey M. HuLL, Clerk,
By MARGARET L. BOSWELL,
Deputy Clerk.
Robert W. Eenny and David Carliner, at-
torneys for Dalton Trumbo.

Schedule A

1. Stenographic transcript of all meetings
of the House Committee on Un-American
Activities or any subcommitte of the same
from May 26, 1838, to January 1, 1945, at
which the definition or content of phrases,
or any portion of the phrases, “un-American
propaganda activities,” and/or *subversive
and un-American propaganda * * *
(which) attacks the principles of the form
of government as guaranteed by our Con-
stitution,” were considered or acted upon,
or on which any action was taken by the
committee in connection with the Ecope of
its authority and powers, or in connection
with any constitutional limitations thereon,

2. All press releases issued by the House
Committee on Un-American Activities or its
chairman or its members from May 26, 1938,
to January 1, 1945, dealing with the definition
or content of phrases, or any portion of the
phrases, ‘“un-American propaganda activi-
ties,” and/or “subversive and un-American
propaganda * * * (which) attacks the
principles of the form of government as
guaranteed by our Constitution.”

3. All reports of the House Committee on
Un-American Activities from May 26, 1938,
to January 1, 1946, including but not lim-
ited to:

Author

Jan. 3, 1940.......

Apr. 8, 140, Contempt—Albert Blumberg. ...
Mar. 20, 1940, Contempt—James H, Dolsen...
Apr. 8, 1940, Contempt—Philip Frankfeld ____
Apr. 8 1040, Contempt—Thomas F, P, 0’ Dea.

Date 1;3;“5*;{1:;' Congress | Session
= 2
1476
1937

Do £ Apr. 2, 1940. Contempt—George Powers___.__ 1904 |-
Btarnes (pt.I). .o ceeeacnccannnn June 25, 1942 9977
Voorhis (pt. ID) . oo ccoecmeaeaeae e e R S S R 2277

Do. pt.3, 1042, Reportof FBI, House Doc.833___|____.._____ |
Dies_ .31 = 2748 |.
Ly - IR RN RECE TEN Sept. 30, 1943 717
Dies. = Peace Now 161 |-

CIO-PAC 1311 |7

Report of a subcommittee of the commit-
tee to the full committee publicized on Oc-
tober 30, 1944, relating to a reinvestigation of
PAC and an® investigation of the National
Citizens PAC,

4, Transcripts of all hearings, public and
executive, held by the House Committee on
Un-American Activities, from May 26, 1938,
to January 1, 1945, including but not limited
to the following volumes and subjects:

1038: August 12-23, 1938, September 15-17, -

volume 1; September 28-October 6, October
11-13, volume 2; October 17-22, October 24—
November 21, volume 3.

1939: November 19-December 14, volume
4; December 15, supplement to volume 4;
May 18-June 1, 1939, volume 5; August 16-29,
-volume 6; September 5-27, volumes T and 8,

1940: September 28-October 14, volume 8;
October 16-28, volume 10; October 28-De-
cember 3, volume 11; February T-April 4,
1940, volume 12,

1941: April 11-May 21, volume 13; August
29, 1940-August 11, 1941, volume 14.

1943: June 8-July 7, 1943, volume 15.

1944: November 20-December 20, volume
16; September 27-October 6, 1844, volume 17,

5. All reports of investigators for the com-
mittee issued by the committee from May
26, 1938, to January 1, 1945, including a re-
port published in 1938 by investigator for
the committee, Edward E. Sullivan, contain-
ing a statement, “Evidence tends to show
that all phases of radical and Communist

activities are rampant among the studios of
Hollywood, and, although well known, is a
matter which movie moguls desire to keep
from the public.”

6. All releases and statements issued by,
or on behalf of the House Committee' on
Un-American Activities, and/or stenographic
transcripts of meetings of the committee
from May 26, 1938, to January 1, 1945, relat=-
ing to or discussing the investigation of or-
ganizations, groups, or individuals which
disseminate propaganda or influence or at-
tempt to influence public opinion.

7. The records of names of all organiza-
tions and groups compiled by the House
Committee on Un-American Activities from
May 26, 1938, to January 1, 1945, which are
allegedly subversive or un-American,

8. The records of names of all individuals
compiled by the House Committee on Un-
American Activities from May 26, 1938, to
January 1, 1945, which are alleged subver-
sive or un-American.

9. For the period from May 26, 1938, to
January 1, 1945, all correspondence and
memoranda from and to the committee, or
from and to individual members of the
committee, or from and to members of the
committee stafl relating to findings by the
committee or to material in the committee
files concerning the names of organizations,
groups, or individuals in the files of the
committee, ;
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10. Transcripts of all meetings held by
individual committee members and specifi-
cally including transcripts of a meeting held
by Congressman J. PARNELL THoMAs with
officials of the State of New Jersey published
by the committee in 1939 or 1940.

11, Copy of letter sent by counsel for the
Committee on Un-American Activities to
Drew Pearson in which letter a.demand was
made for an explanation of the phrase “make
democracy work,” which letter is referred to
in C. R. A, February 11, 1946, at page 1257,
and all correspondence, minutes, and other
records in relation thereto,

DisTtrICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE
DistricT oF CoLUMBIA, HOLDING A CRIMINAL
CoURT FOR Sain DISTRICT

THE UNITED STATES ¥. DALTON TRUMBO, NO.
1353—47, CRIMINAL

The President of the United States to John
Andrews, Clerk of the House of Representa=
tives, United States Capitol, Washington,
1 6 J

You are hereby commanded to attend the
saild court on Monday, the 26th day of April,
1948, at 10 o'clock a. m., to testify on behalf
of the defendant, and bring with you the
documentary material described in schedule
A attached hereto and made a part hereof,
and not depart the court without leave
thereof.

Witness, the honorable chief justice of sald
court, the 22d day of April, A. D. 1948,

HaAarrY M. HuLL, Clerk,
By MarcAReT L. BoswELL,
DBeputy Clerk,

Robert W. EKenny and David Carliner, at-

torneys for Dalton Trumbo,
Schedule A

1. Minutes and memoranda of all meetings
of the House Committee on Un-American
Activities or any subcommittee thereof be=
tween January 1, 1945, and January 1, 1947,
at which investigation of Dalton Trumbo
was considered, referred to, or acted upon
or authorized.

2. All releases and statements issued by or
on behalf of the House Committee on Un-
American Activities whether to the press or
otherwise from January 1, 1945, to January
1, 1947, which referred to or discussed Dal-
ton Trumbo.

3. All publications, documents, statements,
or communciations relating to Dalton
Trumbo and submitted to the House Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities between
January 1, 1945, and January 1, 1847,

4, Transcripts of committee meetings or
executive sessions from January 1, 1945, to
January 1, 1947, at which the committee
considered and/or discussed the sald Dalton
Trumbo.

5. All reports, communications, and cor-
respondence and memoranda relating to the
investigation of the said Dalton Trumbo by
the House Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities from January 1, 1945, to January 1,
1947,

DisTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE
DisTrICT OF COLUMBIA, HOLDING A CRIMINAL
CoURT FOR Sam DisTRICT

THE UNITED STATES ¥. DALTON TRUMBEO, NO.
1353~47, CRIMINAL

The President of the United States to John
Andrews, Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, United States Capitol, Washington,
D. C.:

You are hereby commanded to attend the
said court on Monday, the 26th day of April,
1948, at 10 o'clock a. m., to testify on behalf
of the defendant, and bring with you the
documentary material described in schedule
A attached hereto and made a part hereof,
and not depart the court without leave
thereof.
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Witness, the honorable chief justice of sald
court, the 22d day of April, A. D, 1948,
Harry M. Huiy, Clerk.
By MARGARET L, BOSWELL,
Deputy Clerk.
Robert W. Kenny and David Carliner, at-
torneys for Dalton Trumbo.

Schedule A

1, Minutes and memoranda of all meet-
ings of the House Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities or any subcommittee thereof
between May 26, 1938, and January 1, 1845,
at which investigation of Dalton Trumbo
was considered, referred to, or acted upon or
authorized.

2. All releases and statements issued by
or on behalf of the House Committee on Un-
American Activities whether to the press or
otherwise from May 26, 1938, to January 1,
1945, which referred to or discussed Dalton
Trumbo.

8. All publications, documents, statements,
or communications relating to Dalton Trum=-
bo and submitted to the House Committee
on Un-American Activities between May 286,
1038, and January 1, 1945.

4, Transcripts of committee meetings or
executive sessions from May 26, 1938, to Jan-
uary 1, 1945, at which the committee con-
sidered and/or discussed the said Dalton
Trumbo.

5, All reports, communications, and cor-
respondence and memoranda relating to the
investigation of the said Dalton Trumbo by
the House Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivitles from May 26, 1938, to January 1, 1945,

DistricT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE
DisTRICT OF CoLUMBIA, HOLDING A Cnmumr.
CoUrT FOR SAID DISTRICT

THE UNITED STATES ?¥. DALTON TRUMBEO, NO.

1353-47, CRIMINAL

The President of the United States to John
Andrews, Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, United States Capitol, Washington,
D. C.:

You are hereby commanded to attend the
sald court on Monday the 26th day of April,
1948, at 10 o'clock a. m., to testify on behalf
of the defendant, and bring with you the
documentary material described in schedule
A attached hereto and made & part hereof,
and not depart the court without leave
thereof.

Witness, the honorable chief justice of
sald court, the 22d of April, A. D. 1948,

Harry M. HuLy, Clerk.
By MArGARET L. BOSWELL
Deputy Clerk

Robert W. Eenny and David Carliner, ate

torneys for Dalton Trumbo. *

Schedule A

1. Minutes and memoranda of all meet-
ings of the House Committee on Un-Amer-
ican Actlvities or any subcommittee thereof
between January 1, 1947, and October 30,
1947, at which investigation of Dalton Trum-
bo was considered, referred to, or acted upon
or authorized.

2. All releases and statements lssued by
or on behalf of the House Committee on Un-
American Activities whether to the press or
otherwise from January 1, 1947, to October
30, 1947, which referred to or discussed Dal-
ton Trumbo,

3. All publications, documents, statements,
or communications relating to Dalton Trum-
bo and submitted to the House Committee
on Un-American Activities between January
1, 1947, and October 30, 1947.

4. Transcripts of committee meetings or
executive sessions fom January 1, 1947, to
October 80, 1847, at which the committee
considered and/or discussed the said Dalton
Trumbo.

5. All reports, communications, and cor-
respondence and memoranda relating to the
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Investigation of the said Dalton Trumbo by

the House Committee on Un-American Ac-

tivities from January 1, 1947, to October 20,

1947.

DisTrICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE
DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA, HOLDING A CRIMINAL
COURT FOR SAmD DISTRICT

THE UNITED STATES ¥. DALTON TRUMEO,
NO. 1353—47, CRIMINAL

The President of the United States to John
Andrews, Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, United States Capitol, Washington,
D. C.:

You are hereby commanded to attend the
saild court on Monday the 26th day of April
1948, at 10 o'clock a. m., to testify on behalf
of the defendant, and bring with you the
documentary material described in schedule
A attached hereto and made a part hereof,
and not depart the court without leave
thereof.

Witness, the honorable chief justice of said
court, the 22d day of April A. D. 1948,

Harry M. HuLL, Clerk.
By MAarGARET L. BOSWELL,
Deputy Clerk.

Robert W. Eenny and David Carliner attor-

neys for Dalton Trumbo.
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Schedule A

1. Stenographic transcript of all meetings
of the House Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities or any subcommittee of the same
from January 1, 1947, to October 20, 1947, at
which the definition or content of phrases, or
any portion of the phrases “un-American
propaganda activities,” and/or "subversiva
and un-American propaganda * *
{which) attacks the principles of the form 01
government as guaranteed by our Constitu-
tion,'’ were considered or acted upon, or on
which any action was taken by the committee
in connection with the scope of its authority
and powers, or in connection with any con=
stitutional limitations thereon.

2. All press releases issued by the House
Committee on Un-American Activities or its
chairman or its members from January 1,
1947, to October 20, 1947, dealing with the
definition or content of phrases, or any por-
tion of the phrases, “un-American propa=-
ganda activities,” and/or “subversive and
un-American propaganda * * * (which)
attacks the principles of the form of govern=
ment as guaranteed by our Constitution.”

3. All reports of the House Committee on
Un-American Activities from January 1, 1947,
to October 20, 1847, including but not limited
to:

Author Date %&“f“N!:;‘ Congress | Session
Thomas AYD._ 271 | 80th.. &
Do CP i i = 209 |...do.. Do,
b T A A The Communist Party of the United States sinn)uacdo Do,
as an agent of a foreign power,
Do ; Southern Confer 502 |...do.......] Do,
Do, Civil Rights CONETeSS.ccvneseacrnannnssunaanss 1115 do. Do,

4. Transcripts of all hearings, public and
executive, held by the House Committee on
Un-American Activities, from January 1, 1947,
to October 20, 1947, including but not limited
to the following volumes and subjects:

1947: November 22, 1846 (revised 1847),
Budeng; February 6, 1947, Eisler; bills to out-
law CP, March 24-28, 1947; April 9, 1947,
Eugene Dennis; July 7, 1947, Walter B.
Bteele; February 27, July 23-25, 1947, Com-
munists in Labor Unions; July 23, 1947,
Kravchenko,

5. All reports of Investigators for the com-
mittee issued by the committee from Janu-
ary 1, 1847, to October 20, 1947,

6. All releases and statements issued by, or
on behalf of, the House Committee on Un-
American Activities, and/or stenographic
transcripts of meetings of the committee
from January 1, 1947, to October 20, 1947,
relating to or discussing the investigation of
organizations, groups, or individuals which
disseminate propaganda or influence or at-
tempt to influence public opinion.

7. The records of names of all organiza-
tions and groups compiled by the House
Committee on Un-American Activities from
January 1, 1947, to October 20, 1947, which
are allegedly “subversive” or “un-American.”

8. The records of names of all individuals
compiled by the House Committee on Un-
American Activities from January 1, 1947 to
October 20, 1947, which are alleged “subver-
slve” or "un-American.”

9. For the period from January 1, 1947, to
October 20, 1847, all correspondence and
memoranda from and to the committee, or
from and to individual members of the com-
mittee, or from and to members of the com-
mitee staff relating to findings by the com-
mittee or to material in the committee files
concerning the names of organizations,
groups, or individuals in the flles of the
committee.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA LEGISLATION

The SPEAEKER. This is District of
Columbia day.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].

PERMANENT BASIS FOR NURSERIES AND
NURSERY SCHOOLS

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the bill (H. R. 5808) to continue on a
permanent basis a system of nurseries
and nursery schools for the day care of
school-age and under-school-age chil-
dren in the District of Columbia, and
ask unanimous consent that it may be
considered in the House as in Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr, DIRKSEN] ?

There was no objection,

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That sectlon 2 of the
act entitled “An act to authorize and direct
the Board of Public Welfare of the District
of Columbia to establish and operate in the
public schools and other suitable locations
a system of nurseries and nursery schools for
day care of school-age and under-school-age
children, and for other purposes”, approved
July 16, 1946, as amended, is amended by
striking out “and until June 30, 1948, and no
longer.”

Bec. 2. Bection 4 of such act of July 18,
1946, as amended, is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“Sec. 4. There are authorized to be appro-
priated for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1949, and for each fiscal year thereafter, out
of any moneys in the Treasury of the United
SBtates to the credit of the District of Colum-
bia not otherwise appropriated, such sums as
may be necessary to carry out the purposes
of this act.”

With the following committee amend-
ments:

On pnge 2, line 1, after the word “longer”,

insert “and inserting ‘and until June 320,
1949'."
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Page 2, line 6, after the figure “1946" strike
out “and for each fiscal year thereafter.”

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

Mr. STEFAN, Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word in order to in-
terrogate the chairman of the District
of Columbia Committee on this day
nursery. Has the gentleman gone into
this matter carefully enough to draw the
bill in such form that people who are
able to take care of their own children
will have to pay for that care.

Mr. DIRESEN. Yes. I may say to
the gentleman from Nebraska that this
is on a fee basis in the casé of every-
body who can afford it.

Mr. STEFAN. Based on a net income
of how much? The gentleman will re-
call the people whose combined earnings
were as much as $10,000 or $12,000 a year
have had their children taken care of by
this organization, whereas there are a
lot of widows whose salaries are very,
very low who cannot get their children
in at all. What do you do about that?

Mr. DIRKSEN. That has been care-
fully corrected. I think the average in-
come here is $1,840 in the case of fami-
lies running from one and two in some
cases to as many as five in others,

Mr, STEFAN. The gentleman knows
there were some who were earning as
much as $10,000 a year combined earn-
ings who had their children in these day-
care schools, whereas widows earning
very meager salaries were unable to get
their children in at all.

Mr, DIRKSEN. That is exactly so. I
gave attention to that some time ago.
Those faults have been corrected.

Mr, STEFAN. I thank the gentleman
for the information.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the amended title.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to
continue a system of nurseries and nursing
schools for the day care of school-age and
under-school-age children of the District of
Columbia.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment to the amended title.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, DIRESEN: On
page 2 in the amended title which follows
line 10, strike out the words “nurseries and
nursing.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to continue a system of schools for
the day care of school-age and under-
school-age children of the District of
Columbia.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PROTESTANT EPISCOPAL FOUNDATION
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up

the bill (H. R. 6209) to amend an act en-
titled “An act to incorporate the Protes-
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tant Episcopal Cathedral Foundation of
the District of Columbia,” approved Jan-
uary 6, 1893, as amended, and ask unani-
mous consent that it may be considered
in the House as in the Committee of the
Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete.,, That the act entitled
“An act to incorporate the Protestant Episco-
pal Cathedral Foundation of the District of
Columbia,” approved January 6, 1893, as
amended, is hereby amended with respect to
the number of trustees authorized therein
and the method of providing for a quorum
of such trustees, by adding at the end of the
first section the following paragraph:

“The present board of trustees of said cor-
poration is hereby authorized to choose addi=-
tional trustees, so that the board shall here-
after consist of such number of trustees as
the board may from time to time determine,
not exceeding a total of 30, which board as
hereafter constituted shall succeed to and
exercise all of the powers heretofore granted
to the board as heretofore constituted, sub-
Ject to all of the provisions and limitations
in such act, as amended, and shall be au=
thorized to fill any vacancies which may oc-
cur and to prescribe, by bylaws, such num=-
ber as shall constitute a quorum to do busi-
ness."”

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
O’Haral, whose subcommittee handled
this bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. O'HARA, Mr. Speaker, the pur-
pose of this bill is to permit the Protes-
tant Episcopal Cathedral Foundation,
which was incorporated a number of
years ago, to increase the number of
trustees to 30. This will allow the cor-
poration to facilitate and assist the for-
mation of subcommittees and provide
better supervision of the foundation's
activities, which have grown and in-
creased considerably in the 50 years that
have elapsed.

Mr. Speaker, I may say that I know of
no objection of any kind to this bill.

s I move the previous question on the
ill,

The previous question was ordered.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was reaa the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

TO INCORPORATE THE ROMAN CATHOLIC
ARCHEBISHOP OF WASHINGTON A COR-
PORATION SOLE

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the bill (H. R. 6203) to incorporate the
Roman Catholic archbishop of Wash-
ington a corporation sole, and ask unan-
imous consent that it may be considered
in the House as in the Committee of the
Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That Patrick A. O'Boyle,
Roman Catholic archbishop of Washington,
and his successors in office, in accordance
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with the discipline and government of the
Roman Catholic Church, hereby is created
and declared to be a corporation sole,

Sec. 2. The corporation—

A, shall have perpetual succession;

B. may contract in the same manner and
to the same extent as a natural person and
may sue and be sued;

C. may have and use a corporate seal and
may alter and change the same at pleasure;

D. may acquire real and personal property
by purchase, devise, bequest, gift, or other-
wise, and hold, own, use, lease, asslgn, con-
vey, or otherwise dispose of the same in like
manner and to the same extent as a natural
person;

E. may borrow money, issue notes or other
negotiable paper, and secure the money bor=-
rowed by mortgage or by deed of trust on
sald real or personal property or any part
thereof;

F, and may perform such other acts in
the furtherance of the objects and purposes
of the corporation that are not inconsistent
with the Constitution of the United States
or the law in force in the District of Colum=
bia.

Sec. 3. The objects and purposes of the
corporation shall be religious, charitable, and
educational.

BSEc. 4. In the event that a vacancy should
occur in sald archbishopric and an adminis-
trator shall be elected or appointed in ac-
cordance with the discipline and government
of the Roman Catholic Church, such ad-
ministrator shall, until the installation of
a successor archbishop, be authorized to do
and perform all acts which the corporation
is authorized to do and perform. The elec-
tion and appointment of such administrator
shall be evidenced by a certificate signed by
the chancelor of the Archdiocese of Wash-
ington, duly acknowledged and filled with the
Recorder of Deeds of the District of Columbia,

Sec. 5. Nothing contained in this act shall
be construed as changing any law relating
to taxation or exemption from taxation of
any real or personal property.

SeC. 6. The right to alter, amend, or repeal
this act is hereby expressly reserved.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr, Speaker, the pur-
pose of the bill is to vest the same powers
in the recently established archdiocese
of Washington as those vested in the
archbishop of Baltimore.

Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr.
O'HAra: On page 2, line 24, strike out the
word “and” following the word “election”
and insert In lieu thereof the word “or.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. O'HARA, Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the bill and
amendment to final passage.

The previous question was ordered,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

AMENDING THE ACT TO PROVIDE REV-
ENUE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the bill (S. 2409) to amend an act en-
titled “An act to provide revenue for the
District of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses,” approved July 16, 1947, and ask
unanimous consent that it be considered
in the House as in Committee of the
‘Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.
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The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That paragraph let-
tered (h) of section 4 of title I of article I
of the act entitled “An act to provide revenue
for the District of Columbia, and for other
purposes,” approved July 16, 1947, is amended
by striking out the period at the end of the
paragraph, inserting a colon, and the fol-
lowing: “Provided, however, That the words
‘trade or business’ shall not include, for the
purposes of this article, sales of tangible
personal property whereby title to such prop-
erty passes within or without the District,
by a corporation or unincorporated business
which does not physically have or maintain
an office, warehouse, or other place of busi-
ness in the District, and which has no officer,
agent, or representative having an office or
other place of business in the District, dur-
ing the taxable year. For purposes of this
proviso, the words ‘agent’ or ‘representative’
shall not include any independent broker
engaged independently in regularly soliciting
orders in the District for sellers and who
holds himself out as such.”

BEec. 2. Bection 1 of title X of article I of
sald act is amended by striking out the pe-
riod at the end of the section, inserting a
colon, and the following: “Provided further,
That income derived from the sale of tangible
personal property by a corporation or unin-
corporated business not carrying on or en-
gaging in trade or business within the Dis~
trict as defined in title I of this article shall
not be considered as income from sources
within the District for purposes of this ar-
ticle.”

Sec. 8. Section 4 of title XIV of article I
of said act 1s repealed.

Sec. 4. The amendments made by this act
shall apply to the taxable year or part thereof
beginning on the 1st day of January 1048,
and to succeeding taxable years.

With the following committee amend-~
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert the following: [

“That paragraph lettered (h) of section 4
of title I of article I of the act entitled 'An
act to provide revenue for the District of Co-
lumbia, and for other purposes”, approved
July 16, 1947, is amended by striking out
the perlod at the end of the paragraph, in-
serting a colon, and the following: ‘Provided,
however, That the words "“trade or business”
shall not include, for the purposes of this
article—

“¢(1) Sales of tangible personal property
whereby title to such property passes within
or without the District, by a corporation or
unincorporated business which does not
physically have or maintain an office, ware-
house, or other place of business in the Dis-
trict, and which has no officer, agent, or
representative having an office or other place
of business in the District, during the taxa-
ble year; or

“*(2) Bales of tangible personal property
by a corporation or unincorporated business
which does not maintain an office or other
place of business in the District and which
has no office, agent, or representative In
the District except for the sole purpose of
doing business with the United States, but
such corporations and unincorporated busi-
nesses shall be subject to the licensing pro-
visions in title XIV of this article.

“ ‘For purposes of this proviso, the words
“agent” or “representative” shall not include
any independent broker engaged independ-
ently in regularly soliciting orders in the
District for sellers and who holds himself
out as such.’

“Sec. 2. Section 1 of title X of article I of
said act is amended by striking out- the
period at the end of the section, inserting a
colon, and the following: ‘Provided further,
That income derived from the sale of tangi-
ble personal property by a corporation or
unincorporated business not carrying on or
engaging in trade or business within the
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Distriet as defined in title I of this article
shall not be considered as income from
sources within the District for purposes of
this article, with the exception of income
from sales to the United Btates not excluded
from gross income as provided in title III,
section 2 (b) (13) of this article.’

“Sec. 3. Paragraph lettered (b) of section 2
of title III of article I of said act is amended
by adding thereto the following subpara=-
graph: :

“*(18) Income derived from the sale of
tangible personal property to the United
States by corporations and unincorporated
businesses having their principal places of
business located outside the District, which
property is delivered from places outside the
District for use outside the District: Pro-
vided, however, That the taxpayer shall fur-
nish to the Assessor a statement in writing
of the amount of gross sales s0 made and,
if required by the Assessor, a list of the
names of the agencies of the United States
through which such property was sold.'

“SEc. 4. Section 4 of title XIV of article I
of said act is repealed.

“Sec. 5. The amendments made by this
act shall apply to the taxable year or part
thereof beginning on the 1st day of January
1948, and to succeeding taxable years.”

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. Speaker, in the
Revenue Act of 1947 as it applies to the
District of Columbia some confusion has
arisen concerning the taxation on income
from sales in the District of Columbia by
outside firms that maintain no repre-
sentation here. The same question arose
in connection with sales of the Federal
Government, notably the Navy operating
through an independent broker.

It was agreed that ought to be clarified,
which is the purpose of the pending bill.
It has the concurrence of the Commis-
sioners, the Corporation Counsel’s office
and the unanimous report of the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

TREATMENT OF SEXUAL PSYCHOPATHS IN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, Speaker, I call up
the bill (H. R. 6071) to provide for the
treatment of se..ual psychopaths in the
District of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses, and ask unanimous consent for its
consideration in the House as in Com-
mittee of the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, elc.—

Tme I
INDECENT EXPOSURE

Sec. 101. SBection 9 of the act of July 29,
1892, entitled “An act for the preservation of
the public peace and the protection of prop-
erty within the District of Columbia,” as
amended (D. C. Code, 1940 ed., sec. 22-
1112), is hereby amended by inserting *(a)"
before “That it shall not be lawful” and by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection: ",

“(b) Any person or persons who shall make
any obscene or indecent exposure of his or
her person or their persons, as described in
subsection (a), knowing he or she or they
are in the presence of a child under the age
of 16 years, shall be punished by imprison-
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ment of not more than 6 months, or fined In
amount not to exceed $500.”

IMMORALITY—INVITING FOR PURPOSE OF,
PROHIBITED

SEc. 102. The first section of the act of
August 15, 1935, entitled "“An act for the
suppression of prostitution in the District of
Columbia” (D. C. Code, 1840 ed., sec. 22-2701)
is hereby amended to read as follows:

“That it shall not be lawful for any person
to invite, entice, persuade, or to address for
the purpose of inviting, enticing, or persuad-
ing any person or persons 16 years of age of
over, in or upon any avenue, street, road,
highway, open space, alley, public square,
enclosure, public building or other public
place, store, shop, or reservation or at any
public gathering or assembly in the District
of Columbia, to accompany, go with, or fol=-
low him or her to his or her residence, or to
any other house or building, enclosure, or
other place, for the purpose of prostitution, or
any other immoral or lewd purpose, under &
penalty of not more than $100 or imprison=
ment for not more than 90 days, or both,
And it shall not be lawful for any person to
invite, entice, or persuade, or address for the
purpose of Inviting, enticing, or persuading
any such person or persons from any door,
window, porch, or portico of any house or
building to enter any house, or go with, ac=
company, or follow him or her to any place
whatever, for the purpose of prostitution, or
any other immoral or lewd purpose, under the
like penalties herein provided for the same
conduct in the streets, avenues, roads, high= ~
ways, or alleys, public squares, open spaces,
enclosures, public buildings or other public
places, stores, shops, or reservations or at any
public gatherings or assemblies.”

INDECENT ACTS—CHILDREN

SEc. 103. (a) Any person who shall take, or
attempt to take any immoral, improper, or
indecent liberties with any child of either sex,
under the age of 16 years, with the intent
of arousing, appealing to, or gratifying the
lust or passions of sexual desires, either of
such person or of such child, or of both such
person and such child, or who shall commit,
or attempt to commit, any lewd or lascivious
act upon or with the body, or any part or
member thereof, of such child, with the in-
tent of arousing, appealing to, or gratifying
the lust or passions or sexual desires, either
of such person or of such child, or of both
such person and such child shall be im-
prisoned in a penitentiary, not more than
10 years.

(b) Any such person who shall, in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, take any such child or shall
entice, allure, or persuade any such child, to
any place whatever for the purpose either of
taking any such immoral, improper, or in-
decent liberties with such child, with said
intent or of committing any such lewd, or
lascivious act upon or with the body, or any
part or member thereof, of such child with
said intent, shall be imprisoned in the peni-
tentiary not more than 5 years.

(c) Consent by a child to any act or con-
duct prescribed by subsection (a) or (b) shall
not be a defense, nor shall lack of knowledge
of the child’s age be a defense.

(d) The provisions of this section shall not
apply to the offenses covered by section 104 of
this act or by section 808 of the act of March
3, 1901, entitled “An act to estahblish a code
of law for the District of Columbia,” as
amended and supplemented (D. C. Code, 1940
ed., sec. 22-2801).

SODOMY

Sec. 104. (a) Every person who shall be
convicted of taking into his or her mouth or
anus the sexual organ of any other person
or animal, or who shall be convicted of plac-
ing his or her sexual organ in the mouth or
anus of any other person or animal, or who
shall be convicted of committing any other
unnatural or perverted sexual actswith any
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other person or animal, shall be fined not
more than $1,000 or be imprisoned for a
period not exceeding 10 years: Any person
convicted under this section of committing
such act with a person under the age of 16
years shall be fined not more than $1,000 or
be imprisoned for a period not exceeding 20
years., And in any indictment for the com-
mission of any of the acts, hereby declared
to be offenses, it shall not be necessary to set
forth the particular unnatural or perverted
sexual practice with the commission of which
the defendant may be charged, nor to set
forth the particular manner in which said
unnatural or perverted sexual practice was
committed, but it shall be sufficient if the
indictment set forth that the defendant com-
mitted a certain unnatural and perverted
sexual practice with a person or animal, as
the case may be.

(b) Any penetration, however slight, is
sufficient to complete the crime specified In
this section, Proof of emission shall not
be necessary.

Trrie II
DEFINITIONS

Sec. 201, For the purpose of this title—

(1) The term “sexual psychopath” means
a person, not insane, who by a course of
repeated misconduct in sexual matters has
evidenced such lack of power to control his
sexual impulses as to be dangerous to other
persons because he is likely to attack or
otherwise inflict injury, loss, pain, or other
evil on the objects of his desire.

(2) The term ‘“court” means the District
Court of the United States for the District
of Columbia, the criminal branch of the
municipal court for the District of Colum-
bia, or the juvenile court of the District
of Columbia, as the case may be.

(3) The term “patient” means a person
with respect to whom there has been filed
with the clerk of any court a statement in
writing setting forth facts tending to show
that such person is a sexual psychopath.

(4) The term “criminal proceeding™ means
& proceeding in any court against a person
for a criminal offense, and includes all stages
of such a proceeding from (A) the time the
person is indicted, charged by an informa-
tion, or charged with an offense in the juve-
nile court of the District of Columbia, to
(B) the entry of judgment, or, if the person
is granted probation, the completion of the
period of probation.

FILING OF STATEMENT

SEc. 202. (a) Whenever it shall appear to
the United States attorney for the District
of Columbia that any person within the Dis-
trict of Columbia, other than a defendant
in a criminal proceeding is a sexual psycho-
path, such attorney may file with the clerk
of the Distriet Court of the United States
for the District of Columbia a statement in
writing setting forth the facts fending to
show that such person is a sexual psychopath.

(b) Whenever it shall appear to the United
States attorney for the District of Columbia
that apy defendant in any eriminal proceed-

“ing prosecuted by such attorney or any of
his assistants is a sexual psychopath, such
attorney may file with the clerk of the court
in which such proceeding is pending a state-
ment in writing setting forth the facts tend-
ing to show that such defendant is a sexual
psychopath.

(e¢) Whenever it shall appear to any court
that any defendant in any criminal proceed-
ing pending in such court is a sexual psycho-
path, the court may, if it deems such pro-
cedure advisable, direct the officer prosecut-
ing the defendant to file with the clerk of
such court a statement in writing setting
forth the facts tending to show that such
defendant is a sexual psychopath.

(d) Any statement filed in a criminal pro=-
ceeding pursuant to subsection (b) or (c)
may be filed only (1) before trial, (2) after
convictipn or plea of guilty but before sen-
tencing. or (3) after conviction or plea of
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gullty but before the completion of proba-
tion.

(e) This section shall not apply to an in-
dividual in a criminal proceeding who is
charged with rape or assault with intent to
rape.

RIGHT TO COUNSEL

SEc. 203. A patient shall have the right to
have the assistance of counsel at every stage
of the proceeding under this title. Before
the court appoints psychiatrists pursuant to
section 204 it shall advise the patient of his
right to counsel and shall assign counsel to
represent him unless the patient is able to
obtain counsel or elects to proceed without
counsel.

EXAMINATION BY PSYCHIATRISTS

Sec. 204, (a) When a statement has been
filled with the clerk of any court pursuant
to section 202, such court shall appoint two
qualified psychiatrists to make a personal
examination of the patient. The patient
shall be required to answer questions asked
by the psychiatrists under penalty of con-
tempt of court. Each psychiatrist shall file
a written report of the examination, which
shall include a statement of his conclusion
as to whether the patient is a sexual psycho-
path.

(b) The counsel for the patient shall have
the right to inspect the reports of the ex-
amination of the patient. No such report
and no evidence resulting from the personal
examination of the patient shall be admis-
sible against him in any judicial proceeding
except the proceeding under this title to de-
termine whether the patient is a sexual
psychopath,

WHEN HEARING IS REQUIRED

Sec. 205. If in their reports filed pursuant
to section 204, both psychlatrists state that
the patient is a sexual psychopath, or if both
state that they are unable to reach any con-
clusion by reason of the partial or complete
refusal of the patient to submit to thorough
examination, or if one states that the pa-
tlent is a sexual psychopath and the other
states that he is unable to reach any con-
clusion by reason of the partial or complete
refusal of the patient to submit to thorough
examination, then the court shall conduct a
hearing in the manner provided in section
206 to determine whether the patient is a
sexual psychopath. If, on the basis of the
reports filed, the court is not required to
conduct such a hearing, the court shall enter
an order dismissing the proceeding under this
title to determine whether the patient is a
sexual psychopath.

HEARING; COMMITMENT TO ST. ELIZABETHS
HOSPITAL

Sec. 208. Upon evidence introduced at a
hearing held for that purpose the court shall
determine whether or not the patient is a
sexual psychopath. Such hearing shall be
conducted without a jury unless, before such
hearing and within 15 days after the date
on which the second report is filed pursuant
to section 204, a jury is demanded by the
patient or by the officer filing the state-
ment. The rules of evidence applicable in
judicial proceedings in the court shall be ap-
plicable to hearings pursuant to this
section; but, notwithstanding any such
rule, evidence of conviction of any number
of crimes the commission of which tend to
show that the patient is a sexual psychopath
and of the punishment inflicted therefor
shall be admissible at any such hearing. The
patient shall be entitled to an appeal as
in other cases. If the patlent is determined
to be a sexual psychopath, the court shall
commit him to St. Elizabeths Hospital to
be confined there until released in accord-
ance with section 207,

PAROLE; DISCHARGE

Sec. 207. Any person committed under this
title may be released from confinement when
the Superintendent of St. Elizabeths Hos-
pital finds that he has sufficlently recovered
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go as to not be dangerous to other persons,
provided if the person to be released be one
charged with crime or undergoing sentence
therefor, the Superintendent of the hospital
shall give notice thereof to the judge of the
criminal court and deliver him to the court
in obedience to proper precept.
STAY OF CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS

SEc. 208. Any statement filed in a criminal
proceeding pursuant to subsection (b) or
(¢) of section 202 shall stay such eriminal
proceeding until whichever of the following
first occurs:

(1) The proceeding under this title to de-
termine whether the patient is a sexual psy-
chopath is dismissed pursuant to section 205
or withdrawn;

(2) It is determined pursuant to section
208 that the patient is not a sexual psycho-
path; or

(3) The patient is discharged from B8t.
Elizabeths hospital pursuant to section 207.

CRIMINAL LAW UNCHANGED

Sec. 209. Nothing in this title shall alter
in any respect the tests of mental capacity
applied in eriminal prosecutions under the
laws of the District of Columbia.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 7, line 2, insert comma after word
“proceeding.”

Page 9, line 1, strike “the"” and insert “a.”

Page 10, line b, strike “tend"” and insert
“tends.” :

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Nebraska, chairman of
the subcommittee that handled this very
important matter, would like to be heard.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, the purpose of this bill is to strengthen
the laws of the District of Columbia re-
lating to sex offenses and the treatment
of persons charged with sex crimes, The
present laws of the Distriet of Columbia
do hot seem adequate to handle sex
crimes against ehildren.

This matter of sex crimes was consid-
ered very thoroughly in the committee
which held rather searching hearings and
consulted with the district attorney’s of-
fice, the Corporation Counsel’s office and
psychiatrists. We feel this bill is a step
in the right direction to set up legislative
authority for handling some of the sex
crimes that occur within the District of
Columbia.

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

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr, CHELF. Will the gentleman tell
me just what the penalty is now? What
was the penalty and what is the penalty
now?

Mr, MILLER of Nebraska., Mr, Speak-
er, on page 2 of the report will be found
the penalties for the different types of
sex offenses. There is no provision in
the code as it now exists for certain of
these crimes. This increases the penalty
for crimes against children. It about
doubles those penalties.

.In the main portion of the bill there is
set up the treatment of chronic sex of-
fenders.

I may say that the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. MacKmnnoN] assisted us

‘in the writing of this bill, Minnesota has

a bill that has stood the court tests of
the Minnesota Supreme Court and the
United States Supreme Court and a sim-
ilar definition was written in this bill for
the treatment of chronic sex offenders.
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They are committed to psychiatric hos-
pitals for their protection. We have
thrown around it all of the ordinary
safeguards.

Mr. CHELF, When it is found that a
person is a sexual pervert and he ought
to be confined, is there a penalty, and,
if so, what is the penalty? What is the
final punishment?

Mr. MacKINNON. Mr. Speaker, title
II of this bill does not deal with offenses
of that character at all, except in ex-
tremely aggravated situations. In title I
of the bill there are some provisions deal-
ing with what may be classed as sex
crimes, Title I strengthens the law with
respect to such cases, provides for in-
creased penalties, for presently specified
offenses, and adds additional offenses and
penalties therefor for breaches of public
decorum that have not previously been
covered by District statutes.

Title II of the bill is not aimed at the
ordinary sexual pervert, nor is it limited
to perverts. It is aimed at persons who
are a dangerous menace to society and
who by a repeated course of conduct
have evidenced that they are a danger-
ous menace to society, because by a re-
peated course of misconduect in sexual
matters they have demonstrated such
lack of power to control their sexual im-
pulses as to be dangerous to other per-
sons because they are likely to attack or
otherwise inflict injury, loss, pain, or
other evil on the objects of their desire.

Title II does not provide for any crimi-
nal penalty. It provides that such per-
sons shall be considered as sick persons,
and they are to be handled in that way
rather than as criminals.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The purpose of this
bill is, of course, is to multiply the ap-
proach a little bit, and instead of call-
ing him a criminal he is referred to as a
patient, and if it is established that he is
a sexual psychopath, then he will be sent
to St. Elizabeths and treated by a quali-
fied psychiatrist. It treats with a soeial
.problem that is evident everywhere in
the country.

Mr. CHELF. I am very much in favor
of the bill. I just wanted a little clarifi-
cation.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is that
all the protection the people of Washing-
ton may expect as in the case of the fel-
low who took a little 9-year-old girl and
asked the direction, and he said he was
lost?

Mr. DIRKSEN. No, indeed. Some
sections in this bill implement and fortify
the criminal statute of the District of
Columbia, and the rest of them are, of
course, still in effect. But, this deals with
a certain kind of case.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Does it
strengthen the protection or weaken it?

Mr.*DIRKSEN. It strengthens it very
much.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

REGULATING THE FRACTICE OF OP-
TOMETRY IN THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I call

up the bill (H. R. 6087) to amend the act
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entitled “An act to regulate the practice
of optometry in the District of Columbia”
and ask unanimous’ consent that it be
considered in the House as in the Com-~
mittee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Il-
linois?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the first section
of the act entitled “An act to regulate the
practice of optometry in the Distriet of
Columbia,” approved May 28, 1924, is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“That (a) the practice of optometry in the
District of Columbia is hereby declared to
affect the public health and safety and to be
subject to regulation and control in the
public interest. Optometry is hereby de-
clared to be a profession and it is further de-
clared to be a matter of public interest and
concern that the optometric profession merit
and receive the confidence of the public
and that only qualified optometrists be per-
mitted to practice optometry in the District
of Columbia. All provisions of this act re-
lating to the practice of optometry shall be
construed in accordance with this declara-
tion of policy.

“(b) As used in this act, the term ‘op-
tometry’ means the science and art devoted
to the examination of the human eye; to
the analysls of ocular functions; or to the
prescribing, providing, furnishing, adapting,
and employing of lenses, prisms, contact
lenses, ocular exercises, wvisual training,
orthoptics, and all preventive or corrective
optometric methods for the aid, correction,
or relief of the human eye; and the term
‘optometrist’ means a person who practices
optometry, or any part thereof, as defined
in this subsection.”

BEc. 2. Section 2 of such act is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 2. (a) It shall be unlawful for any
person in the District of Columbia to en-
gage in the practice of optometry or represent
himself to be a practitioner of optometry,
or attempt to determine by an examination
of the eyes the kind of eyeglasses required
by any person, or répresent himself to be a
licensed optometrist when not so licensed,
or to represent himself as capable of examin-
ing the eyes of any person for the purpose of
fitting glasses, excepting those hereinafter
exempted, unless he shall have fulfilled the
requirements and complied with the condi-
tions of this act and shall have obtained a
license from the District of Columbia Board
of Optometry, created by this act; nor shall
it be lawful for any person in the District
of Columbia to represent that he is a law-
ful holder of a license as provided by this
act when in fact he is not such lawful holder,
or to impersonate any licensed practitioner
of optometry, or shall fail to register the
certificate as provided in section 13,

“(b) It shall be unlawful in the District of
Columbia for any person to incluge in an
advertisement offering to furnish to the
public professional services relating to the
examination of the human eye; or in an ad-
vertisement relating to the analysis of ocular
functions; or in an advertisement relating to
the prescribing, providing, furnishing, adapt-
ing, and employing of lenses, prisms, con=
tact lemses, ocular exercises, visual training,
orthoptics, and all preventive or corrective
optometric methods for the aid, correction,
or relief of the human eye; or in an adver-
tisement relating to the furnishing to the
public of spectacles, eyeglasses, lenses,
mountings, or similar prosthetic devices,
whether such advertisement is made by print,
radio, letter, display or any other means:
(1) the fee for such professional services, or
any reference to such fee; (2) prices of such
prosthetic devices, or any reference to such
prices; (3) the terms of credit or payment
for such professional services or prosthetic
devices, or any reference to such terms; (4)
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an offer of such professional services or pros-
thetic devices at a discount, as a gift, or free
of charge, or any reference to such an offer;
or (5) a guaranty of satisfaction of such pro-
fession services or prosthetic devices, or any
reference to such a guaranty.

“(c) It shall be unlawful in the Dis-
trict of Columbia for any persons to sell,
dispense, or supply to any person an oph-
thalmic lens which is not of first quality,

“unless prior thereto such person is informed

that such lens is substandard. For the pur-
pose of this subsection, a substandard lens is
defined as any ophthalmiec lens which accord-
ing to trade usages is not of first quality.

“(d) Any persons violating any of the pro~
vislons of this section shall be guilty of a
misdemeanor, and upon conviction for the
first offense shall be fined not more than
$500, and upon convictlon for any subse-
quent offense shall be flned not less than
8500 nor more than $1,000 or be imprisoned
in the District jaill not less than 3 months
nor more than 1 year, or both, in the discre-
tion of the court.”

S8Ec. 3. Bection 5 of such law is amended to
read as follows:

“Sec. 5. The Board shall have authority
and it shall be its duty to make necessary
regulations which shall include restrictions
prohibiting advertising by means of large
signs, of large displays, of glaring light signs,
or of displays or signs containing as a part
thereof the representation of the human eye
or any part thereof, and acts of unprofes-
sional conduct by optometrists. All such
bylaws and regulations shall, before they be-
come effective; be approved by the Commis-
sloners of the District of Columbia.”

BSEc. 4. Section 11 of such act is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 11. Any person over the age of 21
years, of good moral character, who has had
& preliminary education equivalent to a 4
years’ high-school course of instruction ac-
ceptable to the Board (which shall be deter-
mined either by examination or by certificate
as to work done in an approved institution),
and who is a graduate of a school or college
of optometry in good standing (as deter-
mined by the Board and which maintains a
course in optometry of not less than 4 years),
shall be entitled to take the standard exam-
ination, Such standard examination shall
consist of test in—

*“(a) practical optlcs;

“(b) theoretical optometry;

“(c) anatomy and physiology and such
pathology as may be applied to optometry;

“(d) practical optometry;

“(e) theoretic and physiologic optics.”

Sec. 5. Section 16 of such act is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 16. (a) The Board may, in its discre-
tion, after a hearing as provided in section
17, refuse to grant a license to any applicant
for any of the following reasons:

“(1) That the applicant has been con-
victed of a crime involving moral turpitude.

*“(2) That the applicant is a habitual user
of narcotics or any other drugs which impair
the intellect and judgment to such an extent
as to incapacitate the applicant for the
duties of an optometrist.

*“(b) The Board may, in its discretion,
after a hearing as provided in section 17, can-
cel, revoke, or suspend the operation of any
license by it granted for any of the following
reasons:

“(1) That such license was procured
through fraud or misrepresentation.

“(2) That the holder thereof has been a
habitual user of narcotics or any other drugs
which impair the intellect and judgment to
such an extent as to incapacitate the holder
for the duties of an optometrist.

“(3) That the holder thereof has been
convicted of a crime involving moral turpi-
tude.

“(4) That the holder thereof has been
guilty of advertising professional superiority
or the performance of professional services
in a superior manner; advertising prices for
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professional services; advertising contrary to
regulations prescribed by the Board of Op-
tometry in accordance with section 5 of
this act; employing or making use of solici-
tors or free publicity press agents, directly or
indirectly, or advertising any free optometric
service or free examination; or advertising to
guarantee optometric services.

“(5) That the holder thereof is gullty of
unprofessional conduct as prescribed by reg-
ulations of the Board of Optometry in ac-
cordance with section 5 of this act.

“(8) That the holder thereof has been
convicted of an offense in violation of sec-
tion 2 of this act.

“('7) That such person has been guilty of
practicing optometry while suffering from
an infectious or otherwise contagious disease.

“(8) That the holder thereof hds heen
guilty of using the title ‘Doctor’ or ‘Dr." as a
prefix to his name without using the word
‘Optometrist’ as a suffix to his name.”

Sec. 6. Section 17 of this act is amended
to read as follows:

“Sgc. 17. Any person who is the holder of
a license or who is an applicant for a license
against whom any charges are preferred shall
be furnished by the Board with a copy of the
complaint and shall have a hearing before
the Board at which hearing he may be rep-
resented by counsel. At such hearing wit-
nesses may be examined for and against the
accused respecting such charges; the Board
shall thereupon pass upon such charges. An
appeal may be taken from the decision of the
Board to the District Court of the United
States for the District of Columbia.”

Sec. 7. Section 20 of such act is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 20. The provisions of this act, except
the provisions of subsections (b), (¢), and
(d) of section 2, shall not apply—

“(a) to physicians and surgeons practicing
under authority or license issued under the
laws of the District of Columbia for the prac-
tice of medicine and surgery;

“(b) to persons selling spectacles and/or
eyeglasses and who do not attempt either di-
rectly or indirectly to adapt them to the
eye, and who do not practice or profess the
practice of optometry.”

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Beginning at line 10, page 3, strike through
line 7 on page 4.

Page 4, line 8, strike *“(c) " and insert “(b)."”

Page 4, line 11, change period to comma
and insert “and designate the particulars
in which it is substandard.”

Page 4, line 12, after the word “is"”, insert
“one which has been sold by the manufac-
turer as substandard, or.”

Page 4, line 15, strike “(d)"” and insert
[0 C) i

(Pa.ge 8, line 14, strike *, and (d).”

Page 8, line 14, strike comma between
*“(b)" and *(c)” and insert “and.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, Speaker, may I
simply observe that in connection with
this optometry bill, while there has been
a great deal of controversy about it, it
has moved into all sections of the coun-
try. The revised bill which is now be-
fore the House was finally introduced and
considerable work was done on it by the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr, MILLER]
and his subcommittee. Other parts of
the controversy have been met by amend-
ment, together with amendments pres-
ently pending on the desk and printed
in the report accompanying the bill.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer two amendments, which are pending
at the desk.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. DIRKSEN:

On page 7, line 5, strike after the word
*of”, “ad" and all of lines 6 and 7, including
the words “for professional services"” and the
semicolon in line 8.

Place a period after the word “act” in line
10, page 7.

Btrike out the balance of line 10 after the
word “act” and all of lines 11, 12, and 13
on page 7.

Page 8, line 18, strike out all of paragraph
(a) down to and including line 20 and in-
sert: “(a) Persons licensed to practice medi-
cine or osteopathy in the District of Co-
Iumbia.” -

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA EMERGENCY
RENT ACT

Mr. DIRKSEN submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (8. 2195) to amend and extend the
provisions of the District of Columbia
Emergency Rent Act, approved Decem-
ber 2, 1941:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on ths
amendments of the House to the bill (S.
2195) to amend and extend the provisions
of the District of Columbia Emergency Rent
Act, approved December 2, 1941, as amended,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its amend-
ments numbered 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House num-
bered 1 and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lieu of the mat-
ter proposed to be inserted by the House
amendment insert the following:

“(a) Any housing accommodations in
hotels, which accommodations are used ex-
clusively for transient occupancy, that is
for living quarters for nonresidents upon
a short-time basis;”

And the House agrees to the same,

GrEGORY MCcCMAHON,

Joen J. ALLEN, Jr.,

OreEN HaRRIis,

T. G. ABERNETHY,
Managers on the Part of the House.

C. D. Buck,

Harry P. CaIn,

James P. KEMm,

SpPEssarp L. HoLLAND,
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
House to the bill (S. 2185) to amend and
extend the provisions of the District of Co-
lumbia Emergency Rent Act, approved De-
cember 2, 1941, as amended, submit the fol-
lowing statement in explanation of the ef-
fect of the action agreed upon by the con-
ferees and recommended in the accompany-
ing conference report:

Amendment No. 1: The Senate bill de-
controlled “any housing accommodations in
hotels, which accommodations are used pre-
dominantly for transient occupancy, that is,
for living quarters for nonresidents upon a
short-time basis.,” The House amendment
inserted a provision, in lleu of the Senate
provision, decontrolling “any housing ac-
commodations in hotels, as defined by this
Act, used exclusively for transient oc-

.
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cupancy.,” The Senate recedes with an
amendment adopting the House provision
that the accommodations must be used ex-
clusively for transient occupancy, but using
the language of the Senate bill with the word
“predominantly"” changed to “exclusively.”

Amendments Nos. 2 and 3: Under the Sen-
ate bill additional housing accommodations
created by conversion after March 31, 1948,
were decontrolled. These amendments would
limit the application of the provision to
conversion of bulldings or facilities or both

* not heretofore used for housing accommoda-

tions. The House recedes.

Amendment No. 4: This amendment in-
gerted a new section reading as follows:

“Sec. 3. The prohibition against actions to
recover possession of any housing accom-
modations set forth in section 5 (b) of the
Act approved December 2, 1941, entitled
‘District of Columbia Emergency Rent Act’
shall not apply unless the tenant is actually
occupying such housing accommodations as
a home."

There was no corresponding provision in
the Benate bill. The House recedes. It was
the feeling of the conferees that the legal
considerations involved in this amendment
might better be considered in a separate
legislative proposal.

Amendmentg Nos. 5 and 6: These amend-
ments make changes in section numbers and
in conformity with the action of the con-
ferees on amendment No. 4 the House re-
cedes.

Jos. P. O'Hara,

GrEGORY McMaHON,

JoHN J. ALLEN, Jr,,

OreN Hanmmis,

T. G. ABERNETHY,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr., DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask-
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the conference report
on the bill (S. 2195) to amend and extend
the provisions of the District of Columbia
Emergency Rent Act, approved Decem-
ber 2, 1941, as amended. -

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the conference report.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, there is
really no difference between the House
and the Senate on this matter. There
were some amendments, but they were
only for the purpose of clarification.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PRESIDENTIAL INAUGURAL CEREMONIES,
1949

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. Speaker, I have
three House joint resolutions that relate
to the preparation for the inaugural cere-
monies in January 1949. These are the
customary joint resolutions that are
passed every 4 years, and there is flo con-
troversy about them,

First, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent for the immediate consideration
of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 379) to
provide for the maintenance of public or-
der and the protection of life and proper-
ty in connection with the Presidential in-
augural ceremonies in 1949.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, ete., That $37,100, or so much
thereof as may be necessary, payable in like
manner as other appropriations for the ex-
penses of the District of Columbia, is hereby
authorized to be appropriated to enable the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia
to maintain public order and protect life and
property in said Distriet of Columbia from
January 15 to January 26, 1949, both inclu-
sive, including the employment of personal
services, payment of allowanees, traveling ex-
penses, hire and means of transportation, cost
of removing and relocating streetcar-loading
platforms; for the construction, rent, main-
tenance, and expenses incldent to the opera-
tion of temporary public comfort stations,
first-aid stations, and information booths,
during the period aforesaid, and other ineci-
dental expenses in the discretion of the Com-
missioners, Said Commissioners are hereby
authorized and directed to make all reason-
able regulations necessary to secure such
preservation of public order and protection
of life and property, and to make special reg-
ulations respecting the standing, movements,
and operating of vehicles of whatever char-
acter or kind during sald period; and to
grant, under such conditions as they may im-
pose, special licenses to peddlers and vendors
to sell goods, wares, and merchandise on the
streets, avenues, and sidewalks in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and to charge for such
privilege such fees as they may deem proper.

Sec. 2. Such regulations and licenses shall
be in ‘force 1 week prior to sald inaugura-
tion, during said inauguration, and 1 week
subsequent thereto, and shall be published
in one or more of the daily newspapers pub-
lished in the District of Columbia and in
such other manner as the Commissioners
may deem best to acquaint the public- with
the same; and no penalty prescribed for the
violation of any such regulations shall be en-
forced until 5 days after such publication.
Any person violating any of such regulations
shall be liable for each such offense to a fine
of not to exceed $100 in the municipal court
for the District of Columbia, and in default
of payment thereof to imprisonment in the
workhouse of said District for not longer than
60 days.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the joint resolution
(H. J. Res. 380) authorizing the granting
of permits to the Commitiee on Inau-
gural Ceremonies on the occasion of the
inauguration of the President-elect in
January 1949, and for other purposes,
and further ask unanimous consent that
the resolution be considered in the House
as in Committee of the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, ete., That the Administrator of
the Federal Works Agency, and such other
officers of the District of Columbia and the
United States as control any public lands in
the District of Columbia, are hereby author-
ized to grant permits, under such restrictions
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as they may'deem necessary, to the Commit-
tee on Inaugural Ceremonies to be appointed
with the approval of the President-elect for
the use of any reservations or other public
spaces in the District of Columbia under
their control on the occasion of the inau-
guration of the President-elect in January
1949: Provided, That in their opinion no
serious or permanent injuries will be thereby
inflicted upon such reservations or publie
spaceés or statuary thereon; and the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia may
designate for such and other purposes, on the
occasion aforesaid, such streets, avenues, and
sidewalks in said District of Columbia under
their control as they may deem proper and
necessary: Provided, however, That all stands
or platforms that may be erected on the
public space, as aforesald, including such as
may be erected in connection with the dis-
play of fireworks, shall be under the said su-
pervision of the said inaugural committee,
and no stand shall be built on the sidewalk,
street, parks, and public grounds of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, not including the area on
the south side of Pennsylvania Avenue di-
rectly in front of the White House, except
such as are approved by the Inaugural com-
mittee, the director of inspection of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and the Administrator of
the Federal Works Agency: And provided
further, That the reservations or public
spaces occupied by the stands or other struc-
tures shall, after the inauguration, be
promptly restored to their condition before
such occupation, and that the inaugural
committee shall indemnify the appropriate
agency of the Government for any damages
of any kind whatsoever upon such reserva-
tions or spaces by reason of such use.

Sec. 2. The Commissioners of the District
of Columbia are hereby authorized to permit
the committee on illumination of the in-
augural committee for said inaugural cere-
monies to stretch suitable overhead conduc-
tors, with sufficient supports wherever neces-
gary, for the purpose of connecting with the
present supply of light for the purpose of
effecting the said illumination: - Provided,
That if it shall be necessary to erect wires for
illuminating or other purposes over any park
or reservation in the District of Columbia, the
work of erection and removal of sald wires
shall be under the supervision of the official
in charge of said park or reservation: Pro-
vided further, That the said conductors shall
not be used for conveying electrical currents
after January 24, 1949, and shall with their
supports, be fully and entirely removed from
the streets and avenues of the sald District
of Columbia on or before January 31, 1949:
Provided further, That the stretching and
removing of the saild wires shall be under
the supervision of the Commissioners of the
District of Columbia, or such other officials
as may have jurisdiction in the premises,
who shall see that the provisions of this
joint resolution are enforced, that all need-
ful precautions are taken for the protection
of the public, and that the pavement of any
street, avenue, or alley disturbed is replaced
in as good condition as before entering upon
the work herein authorized: And provided
further, That no expense or damage on ac-
count of or due to the stretching, operation,
or removal of the said temporary overhead
conductors shall be incurred by the United
Btates or the District of Columbia.

Sec. 3. The Secretary of Defense be, and
he is hereby, authorized toloan to the Com=-
mittee on Inaugural Ceremonies such hos-
pital tents, smaller tents, camp appliances,
ensigns, flags, signal numbers, etc., belong-
ing to the Government of the United States
(except battle flags), that are not now in
use and may be suitable and proper for
decoration, and which may, in their judg-
ment, be spared without detriment to the
publie service, such flags to be used in con-
nection with said ceremonles by said com-
mittee under such regulations and restric-
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tions as may be prescribed by the said Sec-
retary in decorating the fronts of publie
buildings and other places on the line of
march between the Capitol and the Execu-
tive Mansion, and the interior of the recep-
tion hall: Provided, That the loan of the said
hospital tents, smaller tents, camp appli-
ances, ensigns, flags, signal numbers, etc.,
to the said committee shall not take place
prior to the 11th of January, and they shall
be returned by the 25th day of January
1949: Provided further, That the said com-
mittee shall indemnify the said Govern-
ment for any loss or damage to such flags
not necessarily incident to such use. That
the Secretary of Defense is hereby authorized
to loan to the inaugural committee for the
purpose of caring for the sick, injured, and
infirm on the occasion of said inauguration
such hospital tents and camp appliances, and
other necessaries, hospital furniture, and
utensils of all descriptions, ambulances, driv-
ers, stretchers, and Red Cross flags and poles.
belonging to the Government of the United
States as in his judgment may be spared and
are not in use by the Government at the time
of the inauguration: And provided further,
That the inaugural committee shall indem-
nify the Government for any loss or damage
to such hospital ‘tents and appliances, as
aforesald, not necessarily inecident to such
use.

SEc. 4. The Commissioners of the District
of Columbia and the Administrator of the
Federal Works Agency be, and they are here-
by, authorized to permit telegraph, telephone,
radio-broadeasting and television companies
to extend overhead wires to such points
along the line of parade as shall be deemed by
the chief marshal convenient for use in
connection with the parade and other in-
augural purposes, the said wires to be taken
down within 10 days after the conclusion
of the ceremonies.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the joint resolution
(H. J. Res. 381) to provide for the quar-
tering, in certain public buildings in the
District of Columbia, of troops partici-
pating in the inaugural ceremonies of
1949, and ask unanimous consent that
the joint resolution be considered in the
House as in Committee of the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution. ;

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois? -

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Reserving
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I think
the gentleman from Illinois failed to ad-
vise the House that the three joint reso-
lutions which we are now discussing have .
been unanimously approved by his com-
mittee.

Mr. DIRESEN. That is correct.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, ete., That the Administrator of
the Federal Works Agency or head of any
executive department or establishment is au-
thorized to allocate such space in any publie
building under his care and supervision as
he deems necessary for the purposes of quar-
tering troops participating in the inaugural
ceremonies to be held on January 20, 1949,
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but such use shall not continue after Janu-
ary 22, 1949. Authority granted by this joint
resolution may be exercised notwithstand-
ing the provisions of the Legislative, Execu-
tive, and Judicial Appropriation Act for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1903, approved
April 28, 1902, prohibiting the use of public
buildings in connection with inaugural
ceremonies.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsidered was laid on the
table.

DAYLIGHT SAVING TIME IN THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMEIA

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (S. 1481) to
authorize the Board of Commissioners
of the District of Columbia to establish
daylight saving time in the District, and
further ask unanimous consent that the
bill be considered in the House as in
Committee of the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I object,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. DIRKSEN. There will be an op-
portunity for discussion of the bill under
this procedure.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. If there
is going to be discussion on the matter,
I withdraw my objection, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. STEFAN. Regerving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, does the gentleman
from Minnesota mean he is opposed to
the bill?

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I am defi-
nitely opposed to it. :

Mr. STEFAN. Some more of us are
opposed to it. I wonder if the gentle-
man does not want to object, to keep
the bill off the floor entirely.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Board of Com-~
missioners of the District of Columbia is
authorized to advance the standard time
applicable to the District 1 hour for a period
of each year commencing not earlier than
the last Sunday of April and ending not
later than the last Sunday of September.
Any such time established by the Commis~
sloners under authority of this act shall,
during the period of the year for which it is
applicable, to be the standard time for the
District of Columbia.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DIRKSEN:

Line 5, strike out “a” and insert “the.”

Line 5, strike out “of each year.”

Line 6, after “April” insert “1948."

Line 7, after “September” insert “1948."”

Line 9, strike out “of the year.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, first let
me express my appreciation to my good
friend from Minnesota for not pressing
his objection. It is a rather difficult
matter. This daylight-saving bill passed
the Senate of the United States on April
6, 1948, by a very substantial vote of about
3 to 1. It came before our committee
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and was reported out by the subcommit-
tee and we have had some difficulty, as
you may well understand, in trying to
get the bill up for immediate action. I
tried to call it up by unanimous consent
some days ago. Now comes District Day,

but by the supervention of a discharge

petition, it appeared that it might be
possible that we would not have any
District Day at all. I am grateful to the
leadership and the House that they have
managed to find some time to dispose
of this District business.

First, let me say that we have tried in
every way possible to save the time and
energy of Members of the House. I
know the difficulty of getting around to
District legislation, and as a matter of
fact, we have only taken one District
Day a month, There is one occasion this
year when we only had a single District
Day in 6 weeks. We have rather tried
to package the bills, and then bring them
to you all at once. Sometimes, of course,
difficulties ensue.

The daylight-saving bill should have
been called up before because in most—
I should say not most—sections, but a
very substantial portion of the country
they went on daylight-saving time as of
yesterday. This bill does nothing more
than confer upon the District Commis-
sioners, the executive heads of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the authority to im-
pose daylight-saving time if they see fit
to do so. In that respect it is patterned
upon the bill that we presented and had
passed last year. The Commissioners
held hearings, and rather extensive hear-
ings, and then on the basis of their find-
ings, decreed daylight saving in accord-
ance with the way it obtains in all other
sections of the country.

As I say, it passed last year in the
House by a vote of 218 to 145. It passed
in the other body last year by a vote of
56 to 17, and passed in the other body
this year by a vote of 46 to 17. It is only
for 1 year. It does not make it perma-
nent. We hope if favorable action final-
ly obtains on the District Reorganization
Act, that it will then become a matter
to be taken care of under the general
authority delegated to the executive head
and heads of the District of Columbia,
and will not come on as an annual prob-
lem for Congress to dispose.

I think there are three reasons why
the House ought to act favorably upon
this matter. The first is that others
have daylight saving and we ought to
conform insofar as possible in order to
eliminate and avoid unnecessary confu-
sion. We find confusion on radio sched-
ules, trains, bank clearances, and on the
stock market, and many, many other
places. As the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GameLE] said to me today, he
came down from New York in 5 minutes
for the very good reason that there was
a disparity of 1 hour in time. New York
is on daylight-saving time, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia is not.

When I say that other localities have
it, that goes for Chicago, Philadelphia,
St. Louis, Cleveland, New York, Balti-
more, Annapolis, and most of the other
metropolitan centers of the country. Be-
cause of the interdependence of business
and the interrelationship of communica-
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tions, the District of Columbia ought to
conform since others do have daylight-
saving time. Already I think it is a fair
estimate to say that it applies to more
than 50,000,000 people in this country
where they are resident at the present
time.

Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire,
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecti-
cut, New York, New Jersey, Pennsyl-
vania, Illinois, California, Maryland, and
Nevada, almost in their entirety, now
have daylight-saving fime. In addition,
Tennessee, Michigan, West Virginia,
Ohio, Missouri, Indiana, and Virginia
have daylight saving in part. Those are
contiguous areas and the confusion
that has already manifested itself here
springs from the fact that they have
daylight saving and we do not. So the
first reason is that others have it and
the time in the District of Columbia
should conform.

The second reason is that the District
of Columbia wants it. There have been
innumerable polls here, and when day-
light saving was concluded last fall, they
took a poll in Maryland, Virginia, and in
the District of Columbia. I am not un-
mindful of the fact that there are cer-
tain trades and crafts and there are cer-
tain people in Government who object.
Of course, the proposal was never born
which, after examination, did not call
for some objection. But in the main
it can be said that nearly 70 percent of
the people in the contiguous counties in
Virginia and Maryland are’ willing to
conform and are going to conform if
we have daylight saving in the District
of Columbia, and they are anxious to
have it.

I think it is a safe estimate that about
70 percent of the people who have been
polled are in favor of daylight saving.
I have a long list of organizations, 30 or
40 in number, that I will not bother to
put into the REcorp, but all of them, very
prominent, are heartily in favor after the
experience of last fall.

So the first reason is that others have
it and it applies to fifty or more million
people. The second reason why we
should approve it is that the District of
Columbia, through its people want it.
The third reason is that they ought to
have it.

A great contention was made on this
floor last year that by virtue of the
vagaries of time between our home con-
stituencies and the District of Columbia
the people back home could not get
Members on the telephone when they
wanted them. The fact of the matter is
that Congress may adjourn some time in
June. Then there is July, August, and
September until the 29th day of Septem-
ber when that argument would not
apply at all.

So would we be fair in penalizing the
people who must remain here in the hot
scorching season of the year when we
have gone perhaps to cooler spots and to
a little relaxation? They want it and
for that reason they should have it.

Radio programs when remaining on
the same time here that they have
always been on are compelled to make
transcriptions today. Last night they
had transcriptions on the radio. Con-
fusion and expense is involved. I said
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there was confusion insofar as the mar-
kets are concerned because the markets
close earlier in New York and Chicago
than they do here.

The other night the former president
of the District Bankers’ Association said
there would be considerable confusion on
bank clearances because of the hour of
difference where time is such an element.

That is the story. Others have it.
The District of Columbia wants it as
manifested by the polls and I think they
should have it. I do not believe that be-
cause of considerations that obtain back
home in Illinois or Missouri or Minnesota
or California we should deny to them the
right to have daylight saving.

This confers upon the Commissioners
the authority to do it if they so see fit.
That is in the spirit of a little home
rule for the people who otherwise are
voteless and without any representation
except through the Congress.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, I realize the hour is late,
but I have always opposed daylight sav-
ing time and I shall continue to do so.

In the first place, I am sure my good
friend from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]
would agree with me that I have had no
part in the delay which may have ex-
isted between the passage of the bill in
the Senate and its being brought here
for consideration, but I still say I feel
very strongly that the greatest illusion,
the greatest delusion I have ever met in
my legislative experience is the theory
of daylight saving time. In the first
place, if the city of Philadelphia or the
city of New York or the city of Chicago
wants to go on daylight saving time, that
is their business, but I say to you every-
thing we do here in the city of Washing-
ton in a legislative way—and it is illus-
trative of the home-rule bill—affects the
people of the country. Personally, I
know our people are confused by the
additional hour of daylight saving time
that ensued last year. ’

While we are speaking of daylight
saving time, you know we had it for 314
years during the war. In 1945, this House
and the Senate, without a dissenting
vote, repealed daylight-saving time that
existed during the war. Then, last year
they came in with a bill for the Congress
to authorize daylight saving in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. That hill was de-
feated last year. They finally came back
with a nice little bill that authorized the
District Commissioners to give them day=
light saving time, and that bill was
passed. That was sort of going up the
hill and going down again.

The drive for daylight-saving time in
the District of Columbia is not one which
is agreed to by all people. Waile some
of the organizations, it is true, have en-
dorsed it, I do not know how many that
represents in actual voice in either ap-
proval or disapproval, but certainly I
want to say to you, in fairness to the
people who have taken this matter up
with me, that it is not in complete agree-
ment. For example, I have a letter from
the District Federation of Women’'s
Clubs, signed by Mrs. Harvey W. Wiley,
in which she says this:

I write to inform you that the District
of Columbia Federation of Women's Clubs
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having a membership of approximately 6,000,
in 1947 went on record as opposing the prin-
ciple of daylight saving for the District of
Columbia, unless daylight saving was made
uniform throughout the United States.

Then she states this, which I think is
highly important:

It seems to us that daylight saving for one
isolated locality means great confusion and
annoyance in traveling. At best daylight
gaving is an artificial expedient for young
people to give them more time for outdoor
exercise. It is not desirable for mothers
with young children, or for housekeepers,
who must serve the evening meal and put
their offspring to bed in the heat of the
day. It is extremely hard on farming peo-

ple, adding an extra hour of work to their -

already crowded lives. So if we have to
endure this artificial arrangement, to please
the pleasure of loving youth of the country,
it seems to us it ought to be as painless as
possible by making it universal, as was done
during the war.

Let me read to you a little item that
was in the Star here a while ago from
a doctor in Philadelphia. He states:

Daylight-saving time is a menace to the
health of school children,

This was a statement made by Dr. John
P. Turner, a member of the Philadelphia
Board of Education. He goes on to say:

Students are getting only 6 or 7 hours'
gleep and great numbers are suffering from
nervous reaction because of daylight saving.

Instead of getting up at 7 o'clock, our chil-
dren are getting up at six after staying up

late because you just can’'t make a child go gp

to bed when the sun is still up.

While some people may think it gives
them greater time to play golf or more
time in the garden, what it is doing is
cheating the rest of the people of this city
who want to sleep in the cool of the
morning out of that additional hour of
sleep.

There has been a great deal of hysteria
about daylight saving in the District of
Columbia. I know the elements behind
the movement for daylight-saving time
in the District of Columbia. They are
not considering that after all Washing-
ton is the Nation’s Capital, not operated
for just the few people who may live in
the metropolitan area of Washington,
but a city that should be representative
of what affects all of the people in the
country.

Mr. Speaker, I am against this bill. I
think it is a delusion, I repeat, because
it does none of the things that it is sup-
posed to do and does a great many things
that are a nuisance and menace to the
health of the people of the city of Wash-
ington.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The hill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill,

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. O'HARA)
there were—ayes 41; noes 21.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr.
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present.
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The SPEAKER. Obviously 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 204, nays 92, not voting 134,

as follows:

[Roll No. 50]
YEAS—204

Abernethy Goodwin Nizon
Albert Gordon Nodar
Allen, Calif, Gossett O'Brien
Allen, Ill. Grant, Ind. O'Toole
Anderson, Calif. Gwinn, N. ¥. Owens
Angell Hagen Pace
Auchincloss Hale Patman
Bakewell Hall, Patterson
Banta Edwin Arthur Peden
Bates, Mass, Hall, Peterson
Beall Leonard W. Philbin
Bennett, Mich., Halleck Phillips, Tenn,
Blackney Hand Ploeser
Blatnik Hardy Plumley
Boggs, Del., Harness, Ind. Poage
Boggs, La. Harvey Potts
Bradley Hays Poulson
Bramblett Hébert: Powell
Brehm Herter Preston
Bryson Heselton Price, I11.
Buck Holmes
Burke Hope Rayburn
Burleson Horan Reed, Il
Busbey Huber Reeves
Butler Isacson Regan
Byrne, N. Y. Jenison Riehlman
Byrnes, Wis. Johnson, Calif, Rivers
Canfield Jonkman Robertson
Carroll Earsten, Mo. Rogers, Fla.
Carson Kean Rogers, Mass.
Case, N. J. Keating Rohrbough
Chapman Kee Rooney

elf Keefe Russell
Church Eennedy Sadlak
Coffin Eeogh Badowski
Cole, Kans. Kersten, Wis. St. George
Combs Kilburn Sanborn
Corbett Klein Barbacher
Cotton Landis Basscer
Crosser Lane Scott,
Crow Latham Hugh D., Jr,
Davis, Wis. LeFevre Seely-Brown
Dawson, Utah  Lesinski Smathers
Deane Lodge Smith, Wis.
Devitt Love Snyder
Dirksen Lucas Spence
Domengeaux Lyle Stigler
Dondero McDonough Stockman
Donchue McGregor Teague
Doughton on Thompson
Douglas McMillen, Ill. Tibbott
Durham MacKinnon Tollefson
Ellsworth Macy Towe
Elsaesser Madden Twyman
Engel, Mich. Mahon Vail
Engle, Calif. Marcantonio Van Zandt
Feighan Mathews Vursell -
Fernandez Meade, Ky. Weichel
Fisher Meade, Md. Welch
Flannagan Merrow Whittington
Fletcher Michener Wigglesworth
Fogarty Mills Wilson, Ind.
Folger Mitchell Wilson, Tex.
Foote Morrison Winstead
Forand Morton Wolcott
Gamble Muhlenberg Wolverton
Gearhart Multer Woodrufl
Gillie Murdock Worley
Goft " Nicholson Youngblood

NAYS—82

Abbitt Cole, Mo. Hobbs
Allen, La, Cole, N. Y. Hoeven
Andersen, Cooley Hull

H. Carl Cooper Jackson, Wash.
Arnold Courtney Jensen
Barden Cox Johnson, I11.
Bates, Ky. Crawford Johnson, Tex.
Beckworth Cunningham King
Bennett, Mo. Curtis Knutson
Bishop Davis, Ga. Larcade
Brooks Dolliver LeCompte
Brophy Dorn Lemke
Brown, Ga. Gary Lewis
Brown, Ohio Granger Lusk
Bulwinkle Gregory MecCulloch
Camp Grifiiths McMillan, S C.
Cannon Gross Mack
Case, 8. Dak. Gwynne, Iowa Martin, Iowa
Chenoweth Harris Miller, Md.
Clark Havenner Miller, Nebr.




4892 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Morris Redden Simpson, 111,
Mundt Reed, N, Y. Smith, Eans,
Murray, Tenn. Rees Smith, Va.
Murray, Wis.  Richards Stefan
Norblad Riley Stevenson
O'Hara Rockwell Talle
O'Konski Sabath Vorys
Passman Schwabe, Mo. Wheeler
Phillips, Calif, Schwabe, Okla, Whitten
Pickett Short Williams
Rankin Sikes Wood
NOT VOTING—134

Andresen, Gathings McCormack

August H. Gavin McCowen
Andrews, Ala. Gillette MecDowell
Andrews, N. Y, Gore McGarvey
Arends Gorskl Maloney
Barrett Graham Manasco
Battle Grant, Ala, Mansfield
Bell Harless, Ariz. Mason

- Bender Harrison Meyer

Bland Hart Miller, Calif.
Bloom Hartley Miller, Conn,
Bolton Hedrick Monroney
Bonner Heflernan Morgan
Boykin Hendricks Norrell
Buchanan Hess Norton
Buckley Hill Pfeifer
Buffett Hinshaw Potter
Celler Hoffman Price, Fla.
Chadwick Hollfield Priest
Chiperfield Jackson, Calif, Rains
Clason Jarman Rich
Clevenger Javits Rizley
Clippinger Jenkins, Ohlo Ross
Colmer Jenkins, Pa. Scoblick
Coudert Jennings Scott, Hardle
Cravens Johnson, Ind. Scrivner
Dague Johnson, Okla, Shafer
Davis, Tenn., Jones, Ala. Sheppard
Dawson, 11 Jones, N. C. Simpson, Pa.
Delaney Jones, Wash.  Smith, Maine
D'Ewart Judd Smith, Ohio
Dingell Kearney Somers
Eaton Kearns Stanley
Eberharter Kefauver Stratton
Elliott Kelley Sundstrom
Ellis Eerr Taber
Elston Kilday Taylor
Evins Kirwan Thomas, N. J.
Fallon Eunkel Thomas, Tex.
Fellows Lanham Trimble
Fenton Lea Vinson
Fuller Lichtenwalter Wadsworth
Fulton Ludlow Walter
Gallagher Lynch West
Garmatz McConnell Whitaker

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Additional general pairs:

Mr. Sundstrom with Mr. Eberharter,

Mr, Taber with Mr. Kilday.

Mr. Thomas of New Jersey with Mr. Eelley.

Mr, Judd with Mr, Hedrick.

Mr. Eearns with Mr. Walter,

Mr, Gavin with Mr. Pfeifer.

Mr. Fenton with Mr. Buckley.

Mr. Maloney with Mrs. Norton,

Mr. Hardie Scott with Mr. Kefauver,

Mr. Hoffman with Mr. McCormack,

Mr. Arends with Mr. Celler.

Mr. Chadwick with Mr. Battle.

Mr, Clason with Mr, Price of Florida.

Mr. Lichtenwalter with Mr. Jones of North
Carolina.

Mr. Eunkel with Mr. Boykin.

Mr. Dague with Mr, Mansfield.

Mr, Coudert with Mr, Colmer.

Mrs. Bolton with Mr, Bloom.

Mr. McConnell with Mr, Garmatz,

Mr. Meyer with Mr. Morgan,

Mr. Miller of Connecticut with Mr. Trimble,

Mr, Wadsworth with Mr, West,

Mrs, Smith of Maine with Mr. Priest.

M. Jenkins of Ohio with Mr. Rains,

Mr. McGarvey with Mr, Miller of California,

Mr. Gillette with Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. D'Ewart with Mr. Andrews of Alabama,

Mr. Clippinger with Mr. Jarman.

Mr, McDowell with Mr, Bonner,

Mr. Smith of Ohio with Mr. Jones of Ala=
bama.,

Mr. Rich with Mr. Hart.

Mr. Hess with Mr. Gorskl.

Mr. Andrews of New York with Mr. Fallon.

Mr. Eaton with Mr. Evins.

Mr. Fulton with Mr. Dingell,

Mr, Graham with Mr. Lynch,

Mr, Taylor with Mr. Delaney.

Mr. S8hafer with Mr. Lea.

Mr. Scoblick with Mr. Kirwan,

Mr. Jenkins of Pennsylvania with Mr. Lan=
ham.

Mr. Jackson of California with Mr. Thomas
of Texas.

Mr. Hinshaw with Mr. Holifleld,

Mr, August H. Andresen with Mr, Heffernan.

Mr. Elston, with Mr. Harrison.

Mr. Chiperfield with Mr. Davis of Tennes«
Bee.

Mr. Buffett with Mr. Gore.

Mr. McCowen with Mr. Kerr.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Stanley.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LECOMPTE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorp and include a
telegram.

Mr. HAND asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
letter.

Mr. McDONOUGH asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the Recorp and in-
clude a speech by Mr, Lane Webber.

Mr. REED of New York asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the REcorp and in-
clude as a part of the remarks a table
on ERP, an editorial from the Daily Ex-
press, London, of January 15, 1948, an
article from the Economist of September
13, 1947, and also an editorial from the
Economist of July 12, 1947.

Mr. MADDEN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a resolution from
the East Chicago (Ind.) Chapter of the
American Christian Palestine Commit-
tee.

Mr. SADOWSKI asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp in three in-
stances and include newspaper excerpts.

Mr. LYLE (at the request of Mr. Hays)
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix of the REcorD.

Mr. HAYS asked and was given per=
mission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on tomorrow,
after disposition of matters on the Speak-
er's desk and at the conclusion of any
special orders heretofore entered, I may
be permitted to address the House for 30
minutes.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. FOLGER. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on Wednesday
next, after disposition of matters on the
Speaker’s desk and at the conclusion of
any special orders heretofore entered, I
may be permitted to address the House
for 15 minutes,
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. Rica (at the request of Mr.
ARreNDS), for 3 days, on account of death
in family. :

To Mr. KearNeY (at the request of Mr,
REED of New Yqrk), until further notice,
on account of {llness.

To Mrs. NorToN (at the request of Mr.
RaYBURN), for an indefinite peried, on
account oi illness.

To Mr. ALBeRT, for Wednesday, Thurs-
day, and Friday of this week, on account
of official business.

To Mr. Smite of Ohio, indefinitely, on
account of sickness.

To Mr. TrimeLE, for 3 days, on account
of illness in family.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker's
table and, under the rule, referred as fol-
lows:

B.866. An act to establish a national hous-
ing objective and the policy to be followed
in the attalnment thereof, to facilitate sus-
tained progress in the attainment of such
objective, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

S.2158. An act to amend the Foreign Aid
Act of 1947 and the Third Supplemental Ap=
propriation Act, 1948, so as to eliminate cer-
tain provisions of such Acts requiring the re-
tention of a specified carry-over of wheat
in the United States; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

8.2376. An act to provide a revolving fund
for the purchase of agricultural commodities
and raw materials to be processed in occupied
areas and sold; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.5328. An act to amend paragraph 1803
(2) of the Tariff Act of 1930, relating to fire-
wood and other woods.

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills and a joint resolu-
tion of the Senate of the following titles:

8. 608. An act authorizing and directing the
Becretary of the Interior to issue a patent in
fee to Growing Four Times;

8.714. An act authorizing the Secretary
of the Interior to issue a patent in fee to
Claude E. Milliken; and

B. J.Res. 94, Joint resolution to establish
the Fort Sumter National Monument in the
State of South Carolina.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o’clock and 28 minutes p. m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, April 27, 1948, at 12 o’clock noon.

" EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
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the Speaker’s table and referred, as fol-
lows:

1490. A communication from the Presi=-
dent of the United States, transmitting a
supplemental estimate of appropriation for
the fiscal year 1949 in the amount of 750,000
for the Department of the Interior (H. Doc.
No. 624); to the Committee on Appropria=-
tions and ordered to be printed.

1491, A letter from the Under Becretary of
the Interior, transmitting a draft of a pro-
posed bill to cancel drainage charges
against certain lands within the Uintah
Indian irrigation project, Utah; to the Com-
mittee on Public Lands.

1492, A letter from Charles E. Bohlen,
Counselor, for the Acting Secretary of State,
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to
provide for the acceptance on behalf of the
United States of & statue of Gen. Jose

- Gervasio Artigas, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on House Administration.

1493, A letter from the assistant fto the
Attorney General, transmitting a draft of a
proposed bill to amend section 334 (c) of
the Nationality Act of 1940, approved Octo-
ber 14, 1940 (54 Stat, 1156-1157; 8 U. 8. C.
734); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1494. A letter from the president, Board of
Commissioners, District of Columbia, trans-
mitting a draft of a proposed bill to amend
section 7 of the act entitled “An act making
appropriations to provide for the government
of the District of Columbia for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1903, and for other
purposes,” approved July 1, 1902, as
amended; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

1495. A letter from the Chairman, Fed-
eral Power Commission, transmitting a copy
of its newly issued Typical Electric Bills,
Residential, Commercial, and Industrial
Services, Citles of 50,000 Population and
More, January 1, 1948; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr., BATES of Massachusetts: Committee
on the District of Columbia. B. 2409, An
act to amend an act entitled “An act to pro-
vide revenue for the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes,” approved July 16,
1947; with an amendment (Rept. No, 1792).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Committee on
the District of Columbia. H. R. 5808. A
bill to continue on a permanent basis a sys-
tem of nurseries and nursery schools for the
day care of school-age and under-school-age
children in the District of Columbia; with
amendments (Rept. No, 1793). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on
the District of Columbia, H. R. 6087. A bill
to amend the act entitled “An act to regu-
late the practice of optometry in the District
of Columbia”; with amendments (Rept. No.
1794). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 548. Resolution providing
for consideration of H, R, 5892, a bill to con-
firm and establish the titles of the States
to lands beneath navigable waters within
State boundaries and natural resources
within such lands and waters and to provide
for the use and control of sald lands and
resources; without amendment (Rept. No.
1795). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 549. Resolution providing
for consideration of H. R. 5963, a bill to au-
thorize the construction of a courthouse to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

accommodate the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia and the
District Court of the United States for the
District of Columbia, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1796). Re=
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 5560, Resolution providing
for consideration of H. R. 4954, a bill to au-
thorize the construction, operation, and
maintenance, under Federal reclamation
laws, of the Kennewick division of the Yak-
ima project, Washington; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1797). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. JONES of Washington: Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service. H. R. 1608. A
bill to amend an act entitled “An act to au-
thorize the Postmaster General to contract
for certain powerboat service in Alaska, and
for other purposes,” approved August 10,
1939 (53 Stat. 1338); with an amendment
(Rept. No. 1798). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union,

Mr. WEICHEL: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. B. 1132. An act to
amend section 40 of the Shipping Act, 1918
(39 Stat. 728), as amended; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1809). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the Btate
of the Union.

Mr. POTTS: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 1896. A bill to
amend the act of May 20, 1944, so as to pro-
vide annuities for certain remarried widows;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1810). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. BURKE: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 5144. A bill pro-
viding for the conveyance of the Bear Lake
Fish Cultural Station to the Fish and Game
Commission of the State of Utah; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1811). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. DIRKSEN: Committee on the District
of Columbia. 8. 1481. An act to authorize
the Board of Commissloners of the District
of Columbia to establish daylight-saving
time In the Distriet; with amendments
(Rept. No. 1818). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union,

Mr. DIRESEN: Committee on the District
of Columbia. House Joint Resolution 879.
Joint resolution to provide for the mainte-
nance of public order and the protection of
life and property in connection with the
Presidential inaugural ceremonies of 1949;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1814). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. DIRKSEN: Committee on the District
of Columbia. House Joint Resolution 880.
Joint resolution authorizing the granting of
permits to the Committee on Inaugural Cere-
monies on the occasion of the inauguration
of the President-elect in January 1849, and
for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1815). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. DIRESEN: Committee on the District
of Columbia, House Joint Resolution 381.
Joint resolution to provide for the quarter-
ing, in certain public buildings in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, of troops participating in
the inaugtral ceremonies of 1949; without
amendment (Rept. No, 1816). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. REES: Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service. 8. 1493. An act to amend
section 19 of the Veterans’ Preference Act of
June 27, 1944 (58 Stat. 387), and for other

. purposes; without amendment (Rept. No.

1817). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. TWYMAN: Committee on Post Office
and Civil Bervice. Hcuse Joint Resolution
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871. Joint resolution to authorize the is-
suance of a stamp commemorative of the
golden anniversary of the consolidation of
the Boroughs of Manhattan, Bronx, Brooklyn,
Queens, and Richmond, which boroughs now
comprise New York City; with an amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1818), Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. WELCH: Committee on Public Lands.

- H. R. 5053. A bill to provide for the estab-

lishment of the Philadelphia National His-
torical Park and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. No. 1819). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. CRAVENS: Committee on the Judi-
ciary, H. R. 810. A bill to confer jurisdic-
tion upon the Court of Claims to hear, de-
termine, and render judgment upon a certain
claim of John E. Parker, his heirs, admin-
istrators, or assigns, against the United
States; without amendment (Rept. No. 1799).
Referred to the Commitiee of the Whole
House.

Mr. CRAVENS: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R. 929, A bill for the relief of
Ernest L. Godfrey; with amendments (Rept.
No. 1800). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House

Mr. JENNINGS: Committee on the Judi-
cilary. H. R. 1642, A bill for the relief of
Miss Rosella M. Kostenbader;  without
amendment (Rept. No. 1801). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. FOOTE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R, 2246. A bill for the relief of Carl E.
Lawson and Fireman’s Fund Indemnity Co.:
with amendments (Rept. No. 1802). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr, CRAVENS: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R, 2326. A bill for the relief of
Mamie L. Hurley; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 1803). Referred to the Committe of the
Whole House.

Mr. CRAVENS: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R. 2898. A bill for the relief of
Doris Marie Richard; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 1804). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House

Mr. CRAVENS: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H. R. 3500. A Dbill for the relief of
Lester L. Elder; with amendments (Rept. No.
1805). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. CRAVENS: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R. 5449. A bill for the relief of
Mrs. Lucille Davidson; with amendments
(Rept. No. 1806). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi-
ciary, H. R. 6251. A bill for the relief of
Hans Kraney and Clare Felton Kraney; with-
out amendment (Rept. No, 1807). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. REEVES: Committee on the Judiclary.
H. R. 744. A bill for the relief of Sylvia M,
Misetich; with an amendment (Rept. No.
1808). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, publie
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. HOBES:

H, R. 6333, A bill to facilitate the deporta-
tion of aliens from the United States, to pro-
vide for the supervision and detention pend-
ing eventual deportation of aliens whose de-
portation ecannot be readily effectuated be-
cause of reasons beyond the control of the
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United States, and for other purposes; to the.
Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H.R.6334. A bill to authorize the use of
oléomargarine by the armed forces; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BARRETT:

H.R. 6335. A bill providing for the suspen-
sion of annual assessment wcrk on mining
claims held by location in the United States;
to the Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. BRADLEY:

H.R.6326. A bill to authorize the Post-
master General to lease to the Continental
Southern Corp, the subsurface of the land on
which is situated the United States post office
at Long Beach, Calif,, for the purpose of re=
moving oil and other hydrocarbon substances
therefrom; to the Committee on FPublie
Works.

By Mr. BUCHANAN:

H.R. 6337. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act of 1935; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HAND:

H. R, 6338. A bill to repeal the tax on trans-
portation of persons; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. WOLVERTON:

H. R. 6339. A bill to amend the provisions
of title VI of the Public Health Service Act
relating to standards of maintenance and op-
eration for hospitals receiving aid under that
title; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. WOODRUFF;

H. R. 6340. A bill to provide for the de-
duction from gross income for income-tax
purposes of expenses incurred by farmers for
the purpose of soil and water conservation;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BATES of Massachusetts:

H.R. 6341. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Navy to proceed with the construction
of certain public works, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services,

H. R. 6342, A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Army and the Secretary of the Air
Force to proceed with construction at mili-
tary installations, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. REES:

H.R.6343. A bill to grant military leave
with pay to substitute employees in the fleld
service of the Post Office Department; to the
Committee on Armed Services,

By Mr. DONDERO:

H.J. Res. 383. Joint resolution designating
the first Tuesday of March of each year as
National Teachers Day; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. HAND:

H.J.Res, 384, Joint resolution to permit
articles imported from foreign countries for
the purpose of exhibitlon at the Interna-
tional Industrial Exposition, Inc., Atlantic
City, N. J., to be admitted without payment
of tariff, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ENUTSON:

H. J. Res. 385. Joint resolution to provide
for the reforestation and revegetation of the
forest and range lands of the national forests,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. JAVITS:

H. J. Res. 386. Joint resolution to author-
ize the President, following appropriation of
the necessary funds of the Congress, to bring
into effect on the part of the United States
the loan agreement of the United States of
America and the United Nations signed at
Lake Success, N, Y., March 23, 1948; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL:

H. J. Res, 387. Joint resolution to authorize
$100,000 to provide adequate protection from
flooding of the Susguehanna River in the
Conklin-Eirkwood, N. Y., area; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

X —— _—J

By Mr. HERTER:

H. Con. Res. 189. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing as a House document
of the final report of the Select Committee
on Foreign Ald, and authorizing the printing
of 5,000 additional copies thereof; to the
Committee on House Administration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BRADLEY:

H. R. 6344. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. A. C. Lupcho; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BROPHY:

H. R. 6345. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Irm-
gard Erfurt; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HARDY:

H. R. 6346. A bill for the relief of the estate
of Jennie Gayle, deceased; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HAVENNER:

H.R. 6347. A bill for the relief of Huynh

Ngoc Ho; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HERTER:

H.R.6348. A bill for the rellef of Mrs,
Maria N. Laborde; to the Committee on thé
Judiciary.

By Mr. JONES of Washington:

H.R. 6349, A bill for the relief of Osmore
H. Morgan; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. KELEIN:

H. R. 6350. A bill for the relief of Angelina
Gonzales y Soto; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. LYNCH:

H. R.6351. A bill for the relief of S2¢ Jo-
seph T. Sypko; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. PETERSON (by request) :

H.R. 6352. A bill for the rellef of Reno E.
Stitely; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ROSS:

H. R. 6353. A bill for the relief of Ion Stan-
escu and Catherina Stanescu; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WILLIAMS:

H. R.6354. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Lelia
E.’ Colvin; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’'s desk
and referred as follows:

1831. By Mr. BROOKS: Petition of Ben E.
Neal, Sr., of Shreveport, La., on behalf of Mrs,
Clara L. Fetterhoff, Shreveport, La., widow of
Sgt. Paul H. Fetterhoff, ASN33233021; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

1832. By the SPEAEER: Petition of J. C.
Michael, Orlando, Fla., and others, petition-
ing consideration of their resolution with
reference to endorsement of the Townsend
plan, H. R. 16; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

1833, Also, petition of H. M. Barnhart,
Mount Dora, Fla. and others, petitioning
consideration of their resolution with refer-
ence to endorsement of the Townsend plan,
H. R. 16; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1834. Also, petition of W. 8. Lincoln,
Zephyrhills, Fla, and others, petitioning
consideration of their resolution with refer-
ence to endorsement of the Townsend plan,
H. R. 16; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

1835. Also, petition of ‘T. 8. Einney, Or-
lando, Fla., and others, petitioning consid-
eration of their resolution with reference
to endorsement of the Townsend plan H. R.
16; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

1836. Also, petition of Mrs, L. H. Angle=-
myer, Orlando, Fla., and others, petitioning
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consideration of their resolution with refer-
ence to endorsement of the Townsend plan,
H, R. 16; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1837. Also, petition of the Gippe sisters,
Montevideo, Minn., and others, petitioning
consideration of their resolution urging
defeat of universal military training; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

1838. Also, petition of the Board of Alder=-
men of the city of Chelsea, Mass., petition-
ing consideration of their resolution with
reference to endorsement of the Wagner-
Taft-Ellender housing bill; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

1839. Also, petition of Hughes R. Hilllard,'
petitioning consideration of his resclution
with reference to redress of grievances; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

1840. Also, petition of the Best Foods, Ine.,
Cambridge, Mass., and others, petitioning.
consideration of their resolution with refer-
ence to endorsement of the right to yellow
margarine; to the Committee on Agriculture,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TuEespay, ApriL 27, 1948

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Mont-
gomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

O God, our eternal light, breathe Thy
gracious power upon us and calm us with
thought that reveals the way of wisdom.
Purge us of all vanity and grant us a
newer and clearer vision of the things
we should do. Take from our lives in-
temperance and indulgence and fill every
heart with fidelity to our Republic. As
we consider our heritage, lift our heads
and lead us to proclaim boldly those great
moral and spiritual imperatives which
give honor and vitality to a people.
In our Redeemer’s name we pray. Amen.

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Miller,
one of his secretaries, who also informed
the House that on the following dates
the President approved and signed hills
of the House of the following titles:

On April 17, 1948:

H.R.358. An act for the relief of Hilarlo
A, Goltia;

H.R.387. An act for the relief of Hayato
Harris Ozawa;

H.R.420. An act for the relief of Esther
Ringel;

H.R.421. An act for the relief of Betty
Isabel Bchunke;

H.R. 560. An act to record the lawful ad-
mission to the United States for permanent
residence of Wilhemina Piper Enz;

H.R B99. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Eeunr Nyu Park;

H.R.990. An act for the rellef of William
B. Moore;

H.R. 1858, An act for the relief of Philip
Lee Sjoerdt Huizenga;

H. R, 1912, An act for the relief of John A.
Dilboy;

H. R. 1927, An act for the relief of Margaret
Eatherine Hume; y

H.R.2213. An act for the relief of A. J.
Sprouffske;

H.R 2250. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Daisy A. T. Jaegers;
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