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MEMORANDUM WITH REFERENCE TO THE EEFINERS'
EECTION OF THE SUGAR BILL

The facts with reference to the refiners' section of the Sugar
Bill requested in the memorandum of August 6, 1937 by Mr. Stephen
Early, Secretary to the Presldent, are as follows:

l. Section 208 of the bill prohibites the importetion of
liquid sugar from any forelgn country except Cuba and
Dominican Republic, which two countrles are permitted
gquotas based on previous years' marketinszs in the United
States, thereby limlting competitlon of foreign 1ligquid
sugar with refiners! producta.

2. Section 210 (b) provides in effect that any liquid
sugar mariteted by the domestic aress shall be included
in the sugar quotas, theraby limiting possible compati-
tion with seaboard refiners! products of liquid sugar
which may be produced in domestic areas.

Z. TUnder Section 207 (e) refinera recelve the unusual
protection of an outright embargo on any lmportations

of direct-consumption sugar from the principal competing
country (Cuba) in excess of 375,000 short tona, raw value, .
which represents a decrease, as compared with the 1936
quota, of 87,000 short tons of sugar, although the United
States Tariff Commisslon, after official investization of
cogte of refining in the United States and Cuba, reported
to the President on Janusry 22, 1934, that no change was
warranted in the tariff differential between raw and re—
fined sugar.

4. Under the provislons of the Philippine Independence
Act the refiners are protected agninst importations of
refined sugar, duty-fres, from the Philippine Islands,
where groat expansion of refined sugzar production would
be poseible if no restrictions were imposed. To the
1imitation of 50,000 long tons of duty-free refined
sugar provided for in the Philippine Independence Act,
there is added the provision in the pending bill in section
207 (d) that no more than 80,214 ghort tons, raw value,
of direct-consumption sugar may be brought in from the
Philippines in any calendar year, even with payment of
full duty.
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5. TUnder the quota provisions total supplies ara ad-
Justed to consumers' needs which stabilizes the sugar
market in the United States, as operations under the
Jones-Costigan Act have indicated. Refiners thus obtain
at public expense, in legal form and undey public safe-
guards the general market stabilization wiich they sought
unguccesefully to achieve at thelr own expanss through
control of sugar marketing practices under the

Institute regzime of 1928-30, which contrel wag held by the
United States Supreme Court in its decislon of March 0,
1936, to be in violation of the antitrugt lawg of tha
United States.

G. TUnder the quota system the seaboard refiners inerassed
their meltings from 4,125,000 tons in 1933, the year prior
to the Jones-Costigan Aet, to 4,514,000 tone in 1935,

7. The firat three paragraphs of Section 207 diseriminate
againat Puerto Rico, Hawail and tha Virgin Ielands in the
interest of" the sesboard refiners by limiting or prohibiting
refining operations in these arees without corresponding
restrictions on other domestic areas.

The cost to American houpewives and consumers of sugar in the
continentel United States of the protection accorded to fugarcans re-
finers under the bill is estimated st $22,700,000 per annum,

The cost to American citizene in Puerto Rico (as consumers)
of the protection given to the sugarcane refiners under the bill is
estimated at $324,000 per annum. (The additional income to American
citizens in Puerte Rico which would result from marketing the entipe -
Puerte Rican quota in refined form is estimated at $10,600,000.)

The cost to American citizens in Hawaii (as conmumera) of the
protection glven to the sugarcane refiners under the bill ia estimated
at $94,000 per annum, (The additional income to American cltizens in
Hawali which would result from marketing all of the gquota in refined
form would be $5,380,000.)

The above estimates of the cost of protection to consumars are
based on the difference in the margin charged by the seaboard refiners
Per pound of pugar to consumers in the United States and the margin
charged by them on suzar sold to forelgn conpumers, allewance being
made for the higher monetary loss of the refinera in melting sugars
for the United States market as compared with the world mariet.

Mo QO Mrf%:/.,

Secretary of Asriculture. Secratary of Interior.







Tom:
Enclosed find several short memos:
1. Discusses and shows fallacy of proposed Senataeampromiss®
2. Proposed true compromises
(a) Desirable minimm wages and working conditicns clause
(b) Staggering incresse of refining in insular areas
3. criticism of olause auggulat-ud by Adems and O'Mmhoney to limit benefit
peyments to any ons producer to $50,000. This is purely a punitive

proposal directed at Hawail and Puerto Rico

Items a and b under 2 might well both be adopted.

Ernest

Jeroms




COMMENT ON SO-CALLED COMPROMISE SUGGESTED BY CERTATH SENATORS

i compromise has been suggested which incorrectly oleims to eliminste
the diserimination against Hawaii and Puerto Rico. The proposal 15 that no
producing eres may increasse ite refining cepecity axcept to that smell emount
necessary to make the aggregate of refining cepacity throughout the United
States equal consumption.

This is & fictitious rectification of the discriminstion sgainst Hewaii
end Puerto Rico. Its practicel consequence is practicelly the ssme as the
present bill, for it leaves those aress exactly where they now are, axcept for
a amall incresse in refining.

This purported effort to avoid discrimination sgainst Haweii esnd Puerto Rico,
will emsate discrimination throughout the 48 Stetes as well 88 in the insular aress.

It meens the edoption of & new principle, that agricultursl producers shall
by law be put at the mercy of those middle men who heppen et any given moment
to own plents which process agriculturel products. It would prevent egricultural
producers rom themselves building plants to process their own products.

It puts & premium on inefficiency and denies the right of sny ares to develop
rew and modern plents or to aveil itself of 4its netural geogrephicsl advantages.

Such a provision would legislate the former members of the sugar trust into
8 legelized airtight monopoly. It would reward an industry for having hereto-
fore flegrantly violasted the Anti-Trust Laws.

Legally such & provision will prove dangerous end embarrassing. In eid
of the national genersl welfare, restriction of production by legislation ia
Justified--if the facts warrant it. And the Congressicmal determinetion thet
legislation will aid the nationel general welfare will be given welght by
the courts. But where, as here, the faote undenisbly demonstrate thet the
national general welfere not only will not be aided but will be thwartsd by
legizletion, it i1s inconceivable that the courts will sustain such legislation.

To ambody the proposed provision in this statute will be to present
the right of the government to restrict producticn in so vulnerseble a form
g8 to invite & decision by the Supreme Court dondemning thet right in such
sweeping terms as adversely to affect desireble snd justifisble legisletion
of that charecter (i.0. a future A.A.A. steatute or revised N.H.A. legis-

lation).




REECOMMENDED IABOR PROVISIMNS - COMPROMISE

To meet the argument that the compensation and working conditions of
workers in new refineriss the territories and island possessions will be
below the standards existing in continentml United Stetes, and. to eliminate
such unreal ;abor opposaition as the refiners have mobilized, thers could be
inserted in the bill a provisicn that such standards in Hawall and Puerto
Rico shall not be below the standerds existing in cane and beet refineries
in continental United Statesa. A suggested draft of such a provision is as

follows:
The standards of annual remuneration and working conditions throughout
the United States (including Hawmii, Puerto Rico and the Virzin Islanda)

shall not be lower than the standards existing for similar work in refinaries

anywhere in continental United States,
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FROFOSED REML COIPRQOISE O REFINING--
GRADUATED INCREASE Il TERRITORIAL REFINING

To meet the argument that the industry may be disrupted by too violent a
transition from little or no refining in the insular area to increased refin-
inz, & compromise is sugzested, viz, that the bill expressly provide that the
inerease in refining in the territoriss and island possessions be graduated so
that the full smount of refining equal to full production of raw sugar in each
of those aress will be resched only at the end of five years, This presarves
the prineipls of non-discriminstion. Moreover, as consumption is incressing
(the mainland refineries refinsd 500,000 more tons laat year than in the first
Year of the Jomess-Costigen Act) and ss the present hill has reduced by 85,000
tons the Cuban direct consumption quota, the increase in refining in Hawaii and
Puerto Rieo will probably have slight sffect on mainlend refineries,

The text of such amendment is:

Any ares which has not in the year 1936 fully converted its raw quota

cumulatively
into direct consumption sugar may/increase its direct consumption sugar at

& rate not to exceed 203 nnnuaily of ita total raw guota not converted into

direct consumption sugar in aaid year,




RE: LIMITATION OF BENZFIT PAYMENTS TO ANY ONE PRODUCER OR CORFCRATION
e — e sl W THOVL R O UCHPCRATION

It is understood that Senator O"Mahoney proposes an smendment which
will limit benefit payments to any one corporation to $50,000,

This is obvicusly dirsctad azainst Hawaill and Pusrte Rico, where sugar
growing is largely conducted in large units--a condition made necessary by
local conditions,

The bill whieh passed the House nontamined a scale of gradusted paymsnts,
This scale was the result of caraeful thought and long consideration, and re-
presents all that should be done in the way of reducing payments to larwe pro-
ducers,

If there is any policy acainst corporations,lerge or small, engaging in
agriculture, that should be dealt with in general legislation and not restricted
to sugar, )

1t should be realized that the processing taxes are borme in large part by
the producer, Therefore, unless a substantisl amount is returned tu‘thn produc-
er who pays the tax, the tax and payment provision, instead of being an aid to
the producer, will be a penalty upon him, .

It is intended through the propesed legislstion to secure producer copper-
ation in limitation af producticn, and that labor, and adherent producers will
benefit in incressed wages and increased prices. These objects would be de-

feated by the limitation proposed.




UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
DIVISION OF TERRITORIES AND ISLAND POSSESSIONS
WASHINGTON

Auvgust 10,1937,

MEMORANIUM for the Secretary:

Herewith is the material for the President on compramises,

£mw‘?m;_r

ERNEST GRUENING,
Dirsctor,

true and false, in the rending sugar bill,




COMMENT ON SO~CALLED CQMPROMISE SUGGESTED BY CERTATN SENATORS

A compromise has been suggested which incorrectly claims to eliminate
the diserimination sgainst Hewsii end Puerto Rico. The proposal is that no
producing area may incresse its refining capacity except to that smell amount
necessary to make the sgaregate of refining capacity throughout the United
Stetes egquel consumption.

This 18 & fictitious rectification of the diserimination against Hawaii
end Puerto Rico. Its precticel consequence is practicelly the seme s the
present bill, for it leaves those eress exmetly where they now are, except for
8 small incresse in refining.

This purported effort to avoid discrimination egeinst Heweii end Puerto Rico 2
Will ereate discriminstion throughout the 46 States es well as in the insulsr areas,

It means the adoption of a new principle, that egricultural producers shall
by law be put at the mercy of those middle men who happen &t eny given moment
to own plants which process sgriculturel products. It would prevent agricultural
producers from themselves buillding plents to process their own products.

It puts a premium on irefficiency end denies the right of eny ares to develop
new and medern plants or to avall itself of its natural geogrephicel edventages.

Such & provision would legislate the former members of the sugar trust into
8 legalized airtight monopoly. It would reward an industry for heving hereto-
fore flaprently vioclated the Anti-Trust Lews.

Legelly such & provision will prove dengerous end embarrassihg., In eid
of the nationel, general welfere, restriction of production by legislation is
Justified--1f the facts warrant i1t. And the Congressionmal determination that
legisletion will aid the natiomel genersl welfare will be given weight by
the courts. DBut vwhere, as bere, the facts undenisbly demonstrate that the
nationel general welfare not only will not be sided but will be thwarted by
lagisletion, 1t 18 inconceivable thet the courts will sustain such leglslation.

To embody the proposed provision in this stetute will be to present
the right of *the government to restriet productieon in so vulnerable a form
as to invite r decision by the Supreme Court condemning that right in sueh
sweeping terms as adversely to affect desireble end justifiaeble legislatiom
of that charscter (i.s. 2 future A.A.A. statute or revised N.R.A. legle-

lation),




FROPOSED REAL OQUFROMISE ON REFINING--
GRADUATED INCREASE IN TERRITCRIAL REFINING
To meet the argument that the industry may be disrupted by too violent &
transition from little or no refining in the insular amee to inersased refin-
ing, & compramise 18 suggested, viz., that the bill expressly provide that the
ineresse in refining in the territoriss and islend posscssions be graduated so
thet the full emount of refining egqual to full production of raw suger in emch
of those areas will be readhed only et the end of five years. This preserves
the prineiple of non-diserimination. Moreover, ms consurption is incressing
(the meinland refineries refined 500,000 more tons lest year than in the first
year of the Jones-Costigen Act) end es the present bill hes reduced by 85,000
tons the Cuben direct consumption quota, the incresse in refining in Hewail and
Puerto Rioo will probebly have slight effect on mainland refineries,

The text of such amendment is:
Any ares which has not in the yesr 19856 fully converted its raw quote
into direet consumption sugar mey cumuletively inecresse its direet consumption

sugar st B rate not to exceed 20% snnuelly of its totel raw guote not converted

into direct consumption Sugar in Bsid year.




HECQMENDED LABOR PROVISIONS - COMPROMISE

To meet the argument that the compensetion and working conditiona of
workers in new refineries the territories and {islend possessions will be
below the stenderds existing in continental United Stetes, and to eliminete
such unresl labor opposition es the refiners have mobllized, there could be
inserted in the bill a provision that such stendards in Haweii and Pusrto
Rioo shell not be below the standards existing in cene and beet refineries

in continental Uhited Stetes. A suggested draft of such & provision 18 ms

followa:

The standerds of emnual remuneration and working conditions throughout
the United Stetes (including Hawaii, Puerto Rieo and the Virgin Islends)

shall not be lower than the standards existing for similar work in refineries

anywhere in eontinentsl United States.




HE: LIMITATION OF HENEFIT PAYMENTS TO ANY ONE PRODUCER OR CORPORATION

It is underastecd thet Senator 0'Mshoney proposes en smendment which
will 1imit benefit payments to eny ome corporation to 450,000,

This is obviously directed against Haweii snd Pusrto Rico, where sugar
growing i8 largely conducted in lerge units--a condition mede neoassary by
local ecnditiona.

The bill which psssed the House contained s sosle of gredusted peymenta.
This:scale wes the result ‘of eareful thought end long consideration, end re-
presents ell that should be done in the way of reducing payments to large PIO=-
ducers.

If there is any policy egeinst corporations, large of mmell , engeging in
egriculture, that should be dealt with in genersl legisistion and mot restricted
to sugar.

It should be realized that the processing taxes are borne in large part by
the producer. Therefore, unless & substantisl amount 45 returned to the produc-
er who pays the tex, the tax end psyment provision, instesd of being an aid to
the producer, will be & penslty upon him.

It ia intended through the proposed legisletion to secure producer corper-
etion in limitation of production, end thet lsbor, and adherent producers will
benefit in incroased weges end inereased prices. Tlese objects would be de-

feated by the limitetion proposed.
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I have huﬂmhﬂnnmumubr“m
the vast majority of oontinantal Fugar predusers;

in all domestis sugar producing areas of the United States and
when the Bugar Agt ntlﬂ!--lwﬂrm_.l they will
sndsaver to deal with the questien of refined Sugar gquotas in a

R Tt they Tesognisze the fast that Hawii and Pusrts
Blee amd the Virgin Islands ars integral parts of the United
States and should not be diseriminated against,

5. That whem the refined sugar quotas for Hawaii, Pusrto
Rioo and the Virgin Ialands are temminated, they will endsavor %o
snaot legislation providing that minimmm labor standards in Fugar
Hmulhmuﬂﬂlhtﬂlm-lhﬂlﬂthlmmith
minimum standards in refineries on the mainland,

4. That in fusure leglalation they will see to it that
the Amerisan housswifs is protested = edequately wstmTramcTer
fortia-thie—wiii




The problem before me raised by the ensstment of HR 7667—the
so-called Sugar Bille-is that the Bill, intended primarily to bemefit
EE&ER?&!‘!EIIIE
and thoss who, at the plece of production, refine the raw material
inte eugar, has been seriously impaired in its walus by the inelusiom
of s provislon intended to legnlize a virtual monopely im the hamds of
a small group of seaboard refinsrs.

I an primarily concernad with the interests of the domestic beet
and cane growers and of the oans growers in ths islands which are undar
the Azerican flag and the cans growers of some of our olose neighbors,
such as Cuba.

So far as all of thass growers, domestis and s Are eqnoernad,
the: syaten ol gavhes peevided 1a e BIL 45 Ais _\.&\.&afbxﬁ
From this, the most important objeotive of the Bill, I have no reasom
to disagres.

The sols difficulty relates to a little group of ssaboard refiners
who, unfortunately, for many years wers abls to join foroes with
domestio producers in the maintenance of a contimuing and powerful lobby
in the lational Capitol and elsewhere. This lobby has ocost the stock-
holders of thess refining goepanies millions of dellars and it has besn
wholly unnsgessary so far as protsction of the domestic heet and cane
producers has been gonosrned.

It 1s with great regret, therefore, that I find that the Congress
has accorded a status quo gontimuation of thAs seaboard refinery monopoly
for two and a half years to come. The Bill in this respect gives only
one ray of hope--for it provides that this refining monmopoly shall
terminate on larch 1, 1940, whereas the beet and cane producers quota is
extended to December 31, 1940. =

S5ince the passage of the Bill, I have besn given the following
assurances by Senators repressnting the - ?q of continental




4. That in future legislation thay will ses to it
that the Amsrican housewifs ia protected adequately.

1 have received similar sssurances from responsible leadsrs of
the House of Repressntatives. In view of thess sssurances, therefore,
1 am spproving the Bill with what amounts to a gentlemens agresment
EnEEﬂEEIEEEEI-EEﬁ
band and the Eiﬁ—:!‘oﬂ&aﬂfng. has bsen ter-
minated by the growers. That means that hareafter, the refiners
lobly should expsot no help from the domestic growers. That is at
least a definite step in the right direction,

I bope that the next session of the Comgress will consider
repsaling or shortening the olanse which contizues the refining
monopoly to Mareh 1, 1840; but even if Congress does not then act,
the end of the monopoly is definitely in sight and I sincerely trust
that nothing will be done by ths domestio growers of beets and cans
to perpetuate it. The monopoly costs the American bhousewife millions
ouFHE-d-uu_wlu-ﬁnunn._ﬂ-t-ng-n?ur-ql I am for

the farmers themselves.
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EEE&IEIE!‘- of HR 7687-=the
so~called Sugar Bille-is that the Bill, intended primarily o bemefis
EEEEE&?EE!I!I‘E
and thoss who, A% the plase of produstion, refine the raw material
into sugar, has been seriously Lepaired in Lits Wlus by the inalusiom
of a provision -uifui—lrﬂiiﬂﬂurﬂ-gﬂ
& mall growp of seaboard refiners.

Eﬂ.:ﬂﬂr-
EEILun&E’i.E-FEE are

Eiin&ﬂ!igrﬂfu—uuu-
From this, the most important objeative of the Bill, I bave no reasca
o disagres, |

The sole diffioulty relates to & 1ittle £roup of seaboard refiners
vho, unfortunately, for Bany years weres able to Join forees with
domestlo producers FEEE&:R-EEE lobby
in the National Capitol and elsevhere. This lobby has cost the stoak-
holders of these refining oompanies millicas of dollars and it has besn
wholly unnegessary so nl..-.- protection of the domestic beet and cane
produsers has besn conosrned.

It 1s with great regret, therefore, that I find that the Congress
has agoorded a status quo gontimuation of thas seaboard refinery monopoly
for two and a half years to Ooms. The Bill in this respect gives only
one ray of hope-=for it provides that this refining monopoly shall
terminate on Mareh 1, 1940, whereas E.-rl;ln!lﬂunni-u- qaota is
extended to Decsmber 31, 1940.

Since the passage of the Bill, I have vd_..ﬂ given the following

assurances by Senators repressnting ths E..Eoupﬁ of continental
sugar produsersj
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minisom standards in refinsries on the mainland.
Tha slation thay will see to it

:
]
]
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1 have received similar assurances from responsible leaders of
the Houss of Repressntatives. In view of thess sssurances, therefors,
I am spproving the Bill with what amounts to a gentlemenhs agreement
E-EEEEEEIE!-EIF
band and the ssaboard refining monopoly on the other, has been tare
minated by $he growers. That means that haresfter, the refiners
lobly should expect no help from the domestio growers. That is at
least & dafinite step in the right direotionm.

1 hope that the next session of ths Congress will ccasidar
repealing or shortening the clanse which contimuss the refining
monopoly to Mareh 1, 1840; but sven if Congress doss not then ag L
the end of the monopoly is definitely inm sight and I sincerely trust
that nothing will be dons by the domestio growers of beets and cans

to perpetuate it. The monopoly costs the Amerioan housewife millions
of dollars every year and I am just as conocerned for her as I am for
the farmers themselvea.




I bhave been given the following assurances by Senators
representing the vast ma jority of continental sugar producers:

1, That their primary interest in sugar legislation is
to afford protection to the growers of sugar beets and sugarcans
in all domestic sugar producing areas of the United States and
when the Bugar Aot of 1937 comes up for renswal they will
endsavor to deal with the question of refined sugar quotas in a

separate measure.

2. That they recognize the famot that Hawaii amd Pusrto
Eico and the Virgin Islands are integral parts of the United
States and should not be discriminated against.

3. That when the refined sugar quotas for Bawaii, Puerto
Eico and the Virgin Islands are terminated, they will endsavor to
enact legislation providing that minimum labor standards in sugar
refineries in thess offshore areas shall not be lower than the
minimm standards in refineries on the mainland.

4. That in future legislation they will ses to it that
the American housewifs is protected se adequately, sssds—provided

Lor da-dhietii.




, From the same source -- 1.e. counsel

for the Interior. /5- /,f_;
T.G.C. ‘_i}’&f&z—';
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JII RE ESSENTIAL CONDITIONS OF AGREEIENT UECESSARY 70 PROCURE

£ '{51‘-.-‘-.::1:1
A Ti(E PRESIDZNT'S SIGHATURE TO SUCAR BILL

l.The asgreement should be in writing or by telegram

2. It should be to the effect that, early in the noxt session, the
Aot will be emended in the following and onlw the following respects,
namely the elimination, for the year 1938 and thereafter,.of all re-
strictlons on refining in Hawali, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands,
tojether with the inclusion of a provision Ghat minizum stendards of
wages snd hours in refineriss in those areas shall not be less than

the minimmm standards in refineries on the meinland,

(The refinery labor prov

Jectiens from those who sympa

ision 1s very important to wipe out obw
thize with organized labor.)

3. Such an agreement will be a mere sham and the President's signa-
ture will have b .on proecured by an 1llusory cormitment unless all the
following persons slgn up:

SEHATORS
0'ilahoney Smith, Chairmen A-riculture Cormittes
Adansg Banlthesd
gorltiey Caravay
Johnson of Colorado Hatech
Pope Bilbo
Thonns of Uteh Schwellennach
Comnally Gillette ¥
Bailesr ellary
Lensr-an Frazier
Enlld g Cappor
trovm of Hichinen Vandenborg
Horring La Polletts
Thouies of Oldlehoma Shinstgead
TeCill Bov'xa.ﬁu

REPRESENIATIVRS
Daniiead Buck
Raynurn Leg ’
O'Comnoy Robinson
Jones Enrdoclc
Dozo- Lewis of Colorado
Mtchell lartin of Colorado
Cum=in~s _Kleberg
Hocl: “Hope
Coff-c of Hebrasia Kinzer
Greovor Woodmaff

The atbached sheets mive
foresoin~T names,

an explanation for the inelusion of tha

Liay
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EXPLAWATION

L

The following Senators are necessary because they come from beet supgar
states and are plvotal:

Adams

0 'lghoney

Johnson of  Colorado
Pope

Borah
II :
The following Senators are members of the Finante Committee, some of

whom are interested in the sugar beet industry and others in general
labor conditionag

Berkley

Commally

Bailey

Lonergan

Bulkley

Browvm of Michigen
Terring

Lo Follette
Canper

Vandenbers

i

e can count on Ming end Clsrk, who are members of the Finance Com-
mittee, without thelr signatures, That means that 1f we can procure
the simatures of the forezoing, we will have 12 members of the PFi-
nanco Commiitee out of a total of 21, We need mors thon a alight
majorlity to sllow for shsences, etc., and especlally because of the
fact thet the Chairman, Harrlason, is the most powerfal enemy of the
Ldministration polley nnd has strong bacling from Senators CGeorge
end Welsh: he willl elso almost surely be viporously suprorted by
tuffey, Byrd, Towmsend and Davla,

i 8

Since the smendment, although it would be an asmendment to a bill
that wes oriminally dealt with by the Flnance Committes, might, 3ince
it involves no texcs, be sent to the Senate ALgriculture Cormilttee, we
should have the signatures of a majorlty of thot Committee. On that
basis (in addition to the foregolng and allowing for overlapnings In
the Finance and Agriculture Committees) we should have the followling
Senntors: .




Smith

Thomes of Ollahoma
MeGill
danldaend
Caravray

Hotoh

Bilbo
Schwrellenbach
Gillette
HeHaxry
Frazier
Shilpstend

(Several of the above named come from beet sugar ztabes and thersfore
naed to Lbe includsd ragardless of whether or not tho bill #foea o the
. s = = i ¥ N
aprienliwoor to thel'inance Commitibez) .

IV

The following mombers of the Fouse:

Jones
Doizey
Litchell
Hope

8 nzenr

(The above named were ne conferses in the last SeEsion.

should be included as they ean sui ng ‘the non-
the House!

Eankhand
Prvrourn
C1Connor

The following arc ey spoltssmon for bho boeh suzar industry; ete:

Gu=ings, Colorado beel leador
llook, or-anized labor ooolooman
Coffec of Hebraska, hook spblcosmon,
Buel, California boots
Ima, Califerniz hoebs
lovinzon, Utsh heebs
iurdock, Ubal, beets
Loewls of Coleradn, heebs

iartin ol Colorads, haots

ircever, Wyoning beobs

Klebers, poverlil advoonto For Gastorn vofinnrs
Lehinan bost

Soodyufl, snolesnna fov enbive !
proun,
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UNITED STATES SENATH (\

WASHINGTUN

copy
My dear Mr. President —

The remembrance of my trip with you on the "Potomac?
will be lasting.

I enjoyed of course the physical relaxation and the
freedom from Senstorial duties. But far more I enjoyed
the opportunity for unlurried talks with you and your
most interesting guests. I came back relaxed and also
stimilated — paradexical es this sounds.

Thank you & lot for this experiencsl

Az I told you then - if ever T can be of service
I am yours to command.

Sincerely,

(8) THEODUHE FRANCIS GHEEH

Aug. 13th '37.




UniTED STATES SENATE
WasHINGTON

—

b-g"'-i-r.— %"r‘ (/?1.-:.._._.&:._,_! p—







79-3050-57.Hu
W.

~ ity of New Pork

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
OFFICIAL COMMUNICATION

Date_ Aupust 18, 1957

Mo,

From: The Mayor
To: yiss Marguerite LeHand

Subject:

1 FOFE THE SKIPFER WILL
AT A TATGH OUY OF THIS.

Referred for spich nction ns the facts
of the may warrant.

, H. LA GUARDIA,

Mayor,
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August 13, 1937.

Dear Senntor:

Pleass accept my congratulations and
bestwishes,

It is indeed = plemeant surprise to
heer of the apnointment of & real Liberal to the
Supreme Court. It is the beet news that has come
ercund this way in a long time.

In extending my best wishes you have
my fervent prayers that you will not be afflicted
with Pouttock-1tie". So many men that I have known
after having been elevated to the benech have become
really afflicted with this mallgnent disease. The
sad part of 1t Lis that it 1s also chronic once you
get it. Science has yet been unable to identify
the germ. While the dlagnoeie is very simnle and
the dlsease easily recognized, there seems to be
no cure for it. 5o many fine, normal, clear-thinking
men become afflicted with thie disense about six months
after sitting on the bench. The medical profession
ia 8t111 groving =nd endenvoring to find o remedy.

It ia indeed & gad affalr when the
thinking goes to the wrong end of the mnatomy, and
the fat goes to the head.

Flease, please toke care.

Sincerely yours,

(slgned) F. H. Lafuardia

Honorable Hupo Blacgk,
Unit=d Stateag Senate,

Washington, D.0.




August 20, 1957,

Memorandum to Mr. Coroorans
Re: B‘I‘.I.ﬂ.l‘I Bill,

Harrison's gpeech yesterday (August 19, 1957), Congressional Record,
pages 12008-12010, explaining the new bill, was obviously ;Ilanig::wd ag & direct
slap at the President. While O'Mahoney has tried to make it appear that the
refining provision was & compromise intended to meet the President's views »
Harrison threw off the mask and openly stated on the Senate floor that he
thoroughly belisved in such a disoriminatory provision as a matter of prin=
oiple. He said that althoughthe refining restriction explres at the end
of 2 1/8 years - nine months before the bill as a whola expirea - he wanted
it thoroughly understood that no oms should rely on that faot as By
Justifieation for believing that those restrictions 'nu]::l be removed in new
legislation which would come before Congress in 1940 befors the ra.finin.g‘
restriotion terminated, and that the date March 1, 1940, was fixed desipnedly
so that Congress would have an opportunity to re-snact the disoriminatory
provisions,

Ihe sole justificatlon advanced fnLthu disorimination was the fach
'thath bor %the territories ,‘s cheap labors That is plainly a dis-
ingenuous argument, in the light of the faot that the three departments
urged on Congress the ensctment of a provision to the effect that minimum

standards of wages and hours in refineries in the territories should not ba




lower than the minimm in refineries on the mainland, such a olause to
be enforoed by the use of a oriminal pemalty, Had the disorimination
,been. removed and that labor olause included, any possible danger of
unfalr competitiom, through low wages in refineries in the territories,
would have been completely sliminated,.

In the light of the President's letter to Senator Harrison, and the
Senator'a remarks on the floor of the Senmate, for thes President to aign the
bill would be for him to moocept & signal defeat. I have already ocalled your
attention to the faot that in the Kiplinger letter of August 14, it was said:
"Hote that Pat Harrison, defeated as Senate leader by Roosevelt influsnocs,
now slaps Roosevelt with sugar. Again hers, prestige iz a big issue.,® In
today's Wall Street Journal (August 20) the headline reads: MRoosevelt gets
short end in sugar blll compromise. Msasure approved in conference contains
provisicns objectionable to White House."

If the President deoides not to sign the bill, the only remaining
question of importance is whether he should neburn it with a veto message
while Congress is in session, or use & pooket veto after Congress adjourns,

Becauge of the brief remaining peried of this session, it would seem
most umwise for the Presidemt to return the bill to Congress. If he mends
it back just before adjourmment, the refiners' group in all likelihood will
be able to jam the bill through over the veto. For they will hold their
allies together, while the cpponents of the bill will be absent. If Rayburn,
eto., could give absolute assurance that more than one=third of the House

members present would vote to sustain the veto, the situation would be dif-




ferent, However, Rayburn seemingly has dons little up to date to ald the
Fresident's vlews, snd i% would probably be almost impossgible for him to
organize his forces at the last minute.

The defeat of the President by Harrlson on this issus would be in-
ourable. It is not like 1::!1- blooking of the wagea and hours bill, which
oan be rectified at the naxt sesslon.

If the President uses a pooket veto, he can write a rinping statement,
explaining why he has done so, which will put men like Adams and 0'Mshoney in
a mogt ewlward position. On the otherhand, if he signs the bill, or if he
returnes it and it is passed over his veto, those Senators, and others like
them I:Enrr!'l.m:n, eto) who have been opposing the Presidemt, will doubtleas

orow over their victory. MM& &bﬁu

1 suggest any wep mana;a{bu issued promptly (this Sunday is best

so 88 to reach Menday mernming papers) so that it will reach the beet

farmers before returning Senmators and Congressmen reach their homes and

(Feet
s obevii ,Qjm\imdj

start bullding up exouses for thelir aotion.
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August 20, 1957,

Memorandum to Seoretary Iokes.

He: Bugar Bill.

Harrison's spesch yesterday (August 19, 1937), Congressional Record,
pages 12006-12010, explaining the new bill, was obviocusly designed as & direct
slap at the President, While Q'Mshonsy has tried to make it appear that the
refining provision was & compromise intended to meet the President's views,
Harrison threw off the mask and cpenly stated on the Semate floor that he
thoroughly believed in such & disoriminatory provision as a matter of prin=
oiple. He said that although the refining restriction expires at the end
of 2 1/6 years - nine months befors the bill ms & whols expires = he wanted
it thorcughly understood that no one should rely on that faot ss any
Justifioation for belisving that those restrictions would be removed i.n new
legislation which would come before Congress in 1940 befere the refining
reatriotlion terminated, and that the date March 1, 1940, was fixed designedly

so that Congress would have an opportunity to re-enact the diseriminatory

provisions.

The sole Justifiocation advanced for the disoriminetion was the faoct that
refinery labor J.n‘thu territories would be oheap labor. That is plainly a dis=
ingemuous argument, in the light of the faot that the three departments
urged on Congress the enmstment of a provision to the effect that minimm

standards of wages and hours in refineries in the territories should not be
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lower than the minimm in refineries on the mainlend, such & clause to
be enforced by the use of a criminal penalty. Had the discrimination
been removed end that lebor cleuse included, eny possible denger of
mfeir competition, through low wages in refineries in the territories,
would heve been completely eliminsted.

In the light of the President's letter to Senator Harrison, end the
Senator's remsrks on the floor of the Senste, for the President to sign the
11l would be for him to acecept & signsl defeat. In the Eiplinger letter of
fugust 14, 1t was selds "Note thet Pat Herrison, defeated as Senate leasder

by Roosevelt influence, now slaps Hoosevelt with sugar. Agzin here,

prestige is & big issue." In today's Wall Street Journsl (August 20) the
headline reads: "Roosevelt gets short end in sugar bill compromise,
Measure spproved in conference contains provisions objectionsble to White

Houge, "™
[

If the President decides not to sign the bill, the only remaining
question of importance is whether he should return it with a veto message
while Congrese is in session, or use & pocket veto after Congress adjourns.

Because of the briefremsining period of this session, it would seem
most unwise for the President to return the bill to Congress. If he sends
it back just before adjournment, the refiners' group in all 1likelihood will
be able to jam the bill through over the veto. For they will hold their
allies together, while the opponents of the bill will be abgent. If Reyburn,
ete., could give absolute essurance thet more than one-third of the House

members present would vote to sustain the veto, the gituation would be dif-




=&

ferent., However, Hsyburn seemingly has done little up to date to aid the
President's views, &nd 1t would probably be elmost impossible for him to
organise his fﬂrc;ﬁu at the last minute.

The defeat of the President by Harrison on thie issue would be in-
curable, It is mot like the blocking of the wages and hours bill, which
cen be rectified at the next sesslon.

If the President uses & pocket veto, he can write & ringing statement,
explaining why he has done so, which will put men like Adsms and O'Mehoney
in & most awkward position. On the other hand, if he signs the bill, or if
he returns it end it is paesed over his veto, thoge Senators, emd other
like them (Harrison, ete) who have been opposing the President, will doubt—
lesas erow over their vietory. It will unguestionably be seld that the
President was only bluffing and it will encourage his adversaries to say
that in the future with respect to other messures, his bluff cen llkewlse
be called.,

It is suggested that sny veto message issued after Congress adjourns
be issued promptly (this Sunday iz best so &8 to reach Mondey morning
pepers) so thet it will reach the beet farmers before returning Seneators
and Congressmen reach their homes and start building up excuses for their

aotion.

Attached hereto ie & suggested draft of such & message.

Enart i%qu'ﬂf

Ernest Gruening )




Eroposed Text of Sugar Bill Veto Message

I heve found it impossible to sign the sugar bill which was presented
to me one day before the adjournment of Congress.

I have been moet desirous that adequate sugar leglslation should be
enacted at this session. On March 1, 1937, I sent a message to the Congress
urging such & lew, ©Since that time monthe have been spent in a controversy
having nothing whateoever to do with the interests of the sugsr producers
for whose benefit the leglelation was deslgned. That controversy has
releted entirely to & provision intended to legalire & monopoly in the
hends of & emall group of seaboard refiners by discriminating unfairly
egainst Americen citizens in Hawail, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islends
engeged in producing sugar.

As Representetive Cummings of Colorado (one of the important beet-
growlng areass) steted in the House dabﬂtBE’ "This controversy does not
meke one penny's difference to the growers of beets". Everyone lmows
thet the bill conteins thet discriminetory provision. The Finence Com-
mittee of the Senate, In ite report, expressly so steted, end the Chalrman
of thet Commitiee, the spomsor of this partienler provision, frankly so
ecknowledged on the floor of the Senste. For the bill limits, for two
years end three months, Hawaii to refining Tﬂ{mﬁuﬂng on the Continent
but 3% of its sugsr production; Puerto Rico to 16§, and excludes the Virgin
Izlends from &ll such refining, &nd the Committee Chairmen amnounced that
he would in the future support legisletion that would fartbher continue such
diecriminstory restrictions.

Only one reacon hes been pdvenced in defense of that provieiom,
namely that refiners in the territories might employ cheap lebor which will
comete unfairly with refinery workers of the meinlend. It hes not been




e

demonstrated that there is any such danger, But it is significant that

those who advanced that argument in the Gongrfga ignored a recompendation

made by the Secretaries of State, ‘321‘13111:-:1‘“&1"-""““ that, to

avold any poesibility of such dsnger, there be inserted a provision to .
the effect that minimum standards of weges and hours in sugsr refineries

in Hewail, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands should not be less than the
minimum standard in »fineries on the mainlend. That recommendation went
unheeded,

It 1s therefore obvious that the denger to American labor stenderds
wes not the real issue. The real issue was whether the Congress should
legelize & monopoly for sugar menufacturers whose practices have recently
been condemmed by the Supreme Court as vloletive of the enti-trust lews.
Against every resson of prineiple &nd fairness those refiners were ahble
to procure the inclusion in the bdll of & provislon, rewarding them for
thelr previous violation of the laws, through the persistent efforts of
one of the moet remerkeble lobbies ever known in the history of this

government, the sctivities of which might well be made the subject of an

investigetion by the Congress.

It has been sald that the discriminatory provision was conteined in
the Jones-Costigan Aet end in the Joint Resolution which continued that Act

for one yearj end the Chairmen of the Senate Finance Committee made the stete-




ment that therefore he did not ses how I could disapprove this bill, I might
recall to the Plnance Committee Chalrman that in 1954, at the time I signed
the Jones-Costigan Aot, I stated, in his presence, my objeotion to that
provision and that I signed the bill containing it cnly ms an

emergency measure and beoause ctherwise highly necessary smergency

legislation would be lost. So that there could be no misunderstanding
as to my attitude, I have on various ococmsions, since March 1 of this year,

stated that the refining provisions were no part of the recommendaticn im
my message of March 1, and had no plece in an agrioultural measurse.
Consequently, no member of Congress had any justification for mssuming that
those refinery restrictions would meet with my approval. It is a ourious
argument that because injustice has been done to a group of American
citizens in temporary emergensy legislation, that -injultiuu must be
perpetuated,

Such a disorimination sgainst oitizens of the United States, mersly
beoauss they dwell in our territories, is unfair and un-Amerioan snd must
be repugnant to everyone who cherishss our traditions. For the Very reason
that American olitizens in our territories and island possessions have no vote
in cur national legislature, we owe them a solemn obligation to be sorupulous=
ly fair. Congress when leglslating in matters affecting the t:nﬂ:it;nriu aots
as the legislature for the territories. Every member of Congresa is there-
fore a representative of the Amerioan oitizens residing in the territories.
The power to legislate for the voteless is a power idld in trust. The bill,

if it beoams & law, would be a sigoal breach of that trust,




We must establish now and forever that there cannct be two categories
of Americans, and that we shall not in a free demooraoy, in this year 1937,
impose the outmoded colonialiam of earlier centuries upon any part of

Amerioa and upon any group of American oitizens,

But beyond the disorimination against our territoriss, the REi11
introduces imto permanent legislation a dangerous prinoiple - reastriotions
by law upon mamufacturing in one part of our comntry to faver manufacturing
in another part. It would be & precedent for legislation preventing the
Bouth from mamufsecturing the sotton it grows in order that mills elsewhers
mizht not have such competition; or prlmtt?ﬁn.t farmers from milling their
omn wheat; or prohibiting Texms oil producers fram r 4 :l.ﬁoujgiuoliu.
that Seaboard oil refineries might pmfi“ That type of
legislation omn be Justified only when it clearly aids the national gensral
welfare. But, in this instance, the faocts mre patently suoh that the general
walfare would be frustrated and not aideds

The Chairman of the House Agrioculture Committee earnestly endeavored to
have the refining provision medified so that it would expire at the end of
1938, two years before the law az & whole expired, thus providing for a
short transition period and irrevooably eliminating disorimination there=-
after. In answer to requests I made it Jnown that I considered such a
compromise favorably.

I recommend that when Congress convenss m bill be drafted on those lines.
In that way the interests of the producers of sugar oan be fully protected,
It has been & source of amazement to me that oertain Senators and Represent-

atives in Congress of the domestio sugar producing areas appear to have been




peraistently willing to saorifise the interests of their constitubents,

the farmers, to further the interests of a mmall group of seaboard
indusbrialiets, when thome representatives oould have ssocured desirable

and needed mgricultural legislation momths ago. To make the snactment of
legislatlion for the benefit of a refining monopoly l.umditiun of agrioultural

legislation is to smorifice the interests of the farmers.




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

August 32, 1937.

MEMCRANDUM FOR
THE ACTING DIRECTOR OF THE BUDOET

The Sugar Bill that passed
seems obviously impossible for ma
to sign. Will you please have
Agriculture, Interior and the State
Department join in draft of memo—
randum of wveto?
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o WUlnited Diates Denate

COMMITTEE ON
FUBLIC LANDSE AMD BLMYVEYS

Auvguet 23, 1937

The President
The White House

Washington, D. 0.
Danr Mr. President:

Sincerely believing that the sugar
bill now in your hands deserves your approval amd
that 1ts veto will be disastrous in many ways, I
am submitting herewith a memorandum outlining the
facts and reasons which lesd me to this conclusion,

Sincarely,
' jhfi“*—**h rﬁh}xrhh:s»_a__sﬁé_gx

ABAbhm

enclosura




Tira Coxoress HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES { Docosmest
Tat Session No. 158

RECOMMENDATION REGARDING ENACTMENT OF THE
BUGAR QUOTA SYSTEM

MESSAGE

THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

TERANBMITTING

A RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ENACTMENT OF THE AUGAR
QUOTA BYSTEM, AND ITS NECESSARY COMPLEMENTS

Marcen 1, 1037.—Referred o0 the Commities on Agrioultura and erdered to be
printad

T the Congress of the United States:

The expiration on December 31, 1937, of the quota provisions of
the Jones-Costigan Act and Public Resolution 0. 100 of Juna 19,
1936, and the existence of the public problems which have arisen as
6 result of discontinuance of the processing tax on sugar and benefit
paymenta to sugar beet and sugarcans producers, mgke it desirahble
that the Congress consider the enactment of new legislation with
respect to sugar. The Jones-Costigan Act has been useful and effec-
tive and it 18 my belief that its principles should again be mada
offeetive, z

I therefore recommend to the Congress the enactment of the SUTAT-
quota system, and its necessary complements, which will restors the
operation of the principles on which the Junw‘éantuzun Act was based,
In order to accomplish this purpose adequate saferuards would ba
required to protect the interests of ench group concerned, As a aafe-

uard for the protection of consumers T recommend that provision
e mode to prevent any possible restriction of the supply of sugar
that would result in prices to consumers in excess of those reasona ly
necessary, together with conditionnl payments to producers, Lo main-
tain the domestic industry as & whole and to make the production of

-\_—\_“‘___,_,.-" =




2 RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE SUGAR QUOTA SYSTEM

sugar beets and sugarcans as profitable as the production of the
principal other sgricultural erops. In order Eloﬂ{rmtmt the expansion
of markets for American exports, I recomm that no decrense bo
made in the share of other countries in the total quotas, :

It is also highly desirable to continua the policy, which was inherent
in the Jones-Costizgan Act, of effectuating the principle that an in-
dustry which desires the protection afforded by & quots system, or a
tarifl, should be expected to guarantee that if w'}ll ba a am-
ployer, T recommend, therefors, that tha prevention of child labaor,
nnrfm the payment of of not less than minimum standards, be
in¢luded among the conditions for receiving & Federal payment,

1 recommend that adequate provision be made to protect the right
of both new and old producera of small acreages of sugar beets and
sugarcane to an equitable share of the benefits offered by the p;:ngram.
In this connection I suggest also that you consider the advisabi g of
providing for payments at rates for family-size farms higher
those applicable to large operating units.

Quotas influsnce the price of sugar through the control of supply;
consequently, under a quote regulation of the supply of BURAT, & Lax
may be levied without causing any adverse effect, over a period of
time, on the price paid by consumelrs.

I recomimend to the Congress the ensctment of an exciss tax at the
rate of not less than 0.75 cent per pound of sugar, raw value, T am
definitely advised that such a tax would not increass the avera‘fa eoat
of sugar to consumers. An excise tax of this amount woul yield
spproximately $100,000,000 ff:m annum to the Treasury of the United
States, which would make the total revenus from BUZAr more nearly
commensurate with that obtained during the period 1822-20. It ia
also estimated that the total income of forsign countries from the sale
of sugar in the United States under the quota system would not be less
than that oblained during 1935, and, like the total income of domestio
pugar producors, it ::Tﬁe expected to increase in future years as
our consumption requiraments expand,

In considering the enactment o ﬁ tax the Congress has regard for
its social and economic effects s a8 its ability to raise revenue.
The social and economic effects of an adequate excise tax on sugar are
so important to the welfare of the various groups affected as to con-
stitute & necessary complement to the quots eystem. For. this
resson I recommend that neither the quotas nor tax should be
operative alone,

The Warre Houss,
March 1, 1537,

Frawgumw D, Roosever.

O




MEMORANDUM IN RE; SUGAR BILL

The Presldent in his message on the sugar queation sent on March 1,
1927, saldi-

"The Jones=Costigan Act has been useful and effective and 1t 1s my
bellef that 1ts principles should sgain be made effective,

"I therefore recommend to the Congress the enactment of the sugar-
gquota aystem, and its neceseary comolemente, which will restore the
operation of the principles on which the Jones-Costigan Act was baped, M

(I attach a copy of that message).

The sugar act which passed the Senate on dvgust 12, 1937, is
esgentlally a continuation of the Joneg=Coetigan Aet. The Jones-Costigon Aot
is probably the most successful and best balanced plece of leglelation enacted
under the present Administration. It had the remorkable result of bringing
prosperity to the sugar industry, not only in the United States, but in Hawnil,
Puerto Rico, and Cuba without a substantiel increase in cost to the sugar
congumar. The processing tax provielone of the originel act fell by reason
of the decielon of the Supreme Court in the AAA case, and have been replaced
with exelse tax and conditional payment provisions. The exciee tax will not
only provide for conditional payments but will leave in the Treasury many
millions of dollars, The conditional payments will aseurs a fair profit to
the growers of sugar cane and sugar beets and are conditionsd on the elimination
of child labor, reasonable wage and hour conditions, and the aoplication of soil
congervation princinles,

The Secretary of Agriculture is glven power, 1f neceseary, to regulate
quotae in order to see that the congumers should not be required to pay excessive
oricee for eugar.

This act, 1like the original Jones-Costigan Act, le not merely an
agricultursl meagure, but affects and regulates the entire sugar industry from
the preparation of soil and the planting of the beet meed through the processes
of eultivetion, harvesting, manufscture, eale, transportation, and diepoaal to
the ultimate consumer, It seeks to control the quantity of production in
every operation of the sugar industry. It ig aleo 8 revenue mensure, In
addition, it is designed to improve economic and trade conditions in and with
Cuba, Philiopine Islends and to a emall degres, &lsewhere,

The only serfous controversy which exists is as to the limitation
unon the refining of sugar in Hawaii and Puerto Rico. The provisions of the
act as introduced by Congressman Jones on this subject is subatantially the
Bame ae those lncorporated in the Jonee-Ooatigan Act, and in the O'Mnhoney-Jones
Quota Act, Bach of these acts received the approval of the President.




The sugar producers of Hawaii and Puerto Rico, prior to the enmct-
ment of the Jones-Costigan Act, had signed tha sugar stabilization agreement
which contained the identical limitetion won refining in the iglande., These
lalande have profited enormously through the operations of the sugar control
acts. The two islande are given a quota under thie act which enables them,
in addition to suoplylng mll their insular needs, to furnish 46.73% of all sugar
to be marketed in continental United States from domestic sugar producing areas,

their combined gquota being = =« = = = = = = =@ =@ = = = = = = 1,726,000 tons
while the beet sugar quota i8 - - - - - - -————- - = 1,580,000 M
and the mainland cane sugar quota ig = = = = = = = = = = = 420,000
and the Cuban quota ig = = = = = - - . e - - - === 1,811,476 *
and the Philiopine quota {8 - - - = = = - = - - - . -=-= 1,029,782 1

The evlidence before the Senate Finance Committee showed that the
quota on the amount of refined suger which Hawail and Puerto Blco are permitted
to send to the United States under the bill is the maximum amount which el ther
of the ielands has ever produced. On the other hand the best sugar factories
in the United Btates produced, in 1936, 1,756,940 tons and have an amctusl
capacity of over two million toms. That 1s, the guota on refined sugar
rroduced by the beet sugar factories is only 76% of cemacity.

The bill as introduced by Congressman Jonea dld not include in any
direct terms a quots on American cane suger refineries, tut did impose a guota
ag a matter of practical operations because of the limitations placed wpon the
production and immortation of raw sugar. Complaint having been made that
thie fallure to impose a limitation on the American refineries, while one was
lmposed on Hawail and Puerto Rico, wae a diserimination as n matter of principle
between different citirens and sections of the country, in the Senate Section
207 of the act was amended so as to impose a quota umon continental refineries.
48 in the cage of Hawail and Puerto Bico the gquota imposed would rastrict
refining operations in the United States at the voint of present operationa,
but cane suger refineries in the United States by reason of the oparation of -
the quota system have only been operating at 60% of capacity.

If the present met is eporoved hy the President and becomes a law
every sugar vroducing area in the United States and also in Cuba and the
Philippines, will have the apsurance of profitable operations of this great
industry for the coming three years. The industry in each of the eugar
producing areas will be maintained at eubstantimlly the levels established by
the Jones-Costigan Act. With the exception of sugar beet aress all domestic
guger producing areas will enjoy an increased quota due to the incremsed sugsr
consummtion. Hawall and Puerto Bico, under the present act, are recognized
for the purpose of distributing defiecits and fixing quotas on an equality
with the continental areans which was not true under the Jonee=Costigan Act.
Nelither Puerto Rico nor Hawall will be restricted so much as n egingle pound
in their refining operations under their maximum at any time.

On the other hend, if the bill should fail to becoma A law by
Presidential veto, disseter if not destruction will come mnon the sugar
vrodueing aress, The tariff wpon Cuban sugar heving been lowered to ninaty
cents per 100 1be,, that island with its unlimited cepacity to produnce sugar
at lower coet than can be produced in any domestic area, will flood our markets




and substantially destroy not only the beet sugar industry but the cane sugar
industry on the mainland as well as in Puerto Rico and Haweii. 4 million

acres of land now devoted to eugar beet culture will be devoted to the produc-
tion of crops which will compete with the production of many other crops in the
United States, in many of which there is alresdy a surplus. One million people
dependent upon the beet sugar industry will be driven to look elsewhare for
employment and support. Many thousands of these who are now self-mmporting
will be driven on to the relief rolls. The refineries, freed from sugar beet
competition and supplied with inoreased quantities of raw suger from Cuba, will
again dominate the American sugar market.

If the sugar bill were amended by maintaining the quotas onm raw engar,
but removing the quota on refined sugar from Hawaii and Puerto Eico, the reeult
would be that refineries will be enlarged or built in Hawaidl and Puerto Rico
where they can be operated by cheap labor.and will gradunlly replace the
continental refining industry with its well-paid workmen. It would seem
neither desirable to permit the American refineries to he degtroyed in this
way by removing the quota on refined sugar from Hawaii and Puerto Rico, nor
on the other hand, to allow them to dominate the American sugar fleld by
destroying the quota system.

A comparison of the practical consequences that will flow from sign-
ing or vetoing the bill would seem to present a very clear conclusion as to
what ghould be done. A veto and the consequent abeence of sugnr legislation
cannot benefit any eugar producing area within a period of not less than a
¥ear, as neither Hawnllmr Puerto Rico ean increase their production of refinesd
sugar within that time. TUnless the quota syatem were maintained nedther Puerte
Ricomr Hawall, nor any continental sugar producing area would benefit. But, on
the contrary, disaster and destruction wonld be the uniform fate of all the
sugar producing areas of America from the unrestricted incoming of cheap sugar
from Cuba. Only Cuba and the Ameriean cana sugar refineries wounld profit from
8 veto, and the absenca of gquota legislation,

If the present bill 1is vetoed the probabilities are that sugar legie-
lation without limitations on the importation of refined sugar from Hawail and
Puerto Bico wounld be defeated in O ongresa, It is very doubtful if ths sugar
cane and sugar beet producers of continental United States could mueter in
Congress emough support to meet the ueual opposition to sugar legislation, re-
anforced by the friends and supporters of cane sugar refineries and thair Lahor
allias. It seema, therefore, that in the event of a veto the prosoect of
sugar legislation at a epecial or regular session of Congress would either be
no legislation or legislation containing in some form a limitation on refined
sugar from Hawaii and Puerto,Rico.

Hotwithstanding the statements which have been made, there has never
been a compact or mlliance between continental sugar producers and the refiners,
The two groups have suonorted the present bill not because of any alliance or
agreement, tut solely because it seemed to afford to each of them n messurs of
orotection againet threatenasd dangers. The continental sugar producers have
no interest in the cane sugar refineries, their interest is in maintaining the
qudta system and in eatablishipgez A sound system of benefit payments. They
recognize that fallure to secure sugar legislation means their economic
destruction. The refiners, entirely hapoy without sugar leginlation, were
fearful that throush removal of restrictions on Hawaiian and Pusrto Riean
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refined sugars and the maintenance of a guota system they would be denied a
lnrge portion of their uresent raw sugar supply, and vrevented from produring
a gupply elsewhere to take its place.

The sugar bill does not meet in full the desire of any of thoee
interested in the production or manufacturs of sugar, but is & fair and
acceptable adjustment and balancing of the various conflicting intersets.

No form of production or manufacture of sugar is free from effective limita-
tions under the bill, yet not one of these very interests tut what under the
bill could operate at a falr profit and without oppreaseive prices on the
consumer, The breaking down at any voint of the structure raised by the Jonee-
Costizen Act means the ultimate collapse of the entire structura.

The sugar industry is probably the most efficlent agricultural and
manufacturing industry in the United States today, There is no product which
reaches the consumer loaded with as small a charge for production, manufacturs,
ond distribution as is true of sugar. A veto of this bill means the practical
destruction of this industry which is a zajor industry in many states. Its
destruction would not only damage the states whare sugar is gromn and manufac-
tured, but practically every state of the Union is a beneficlary in some way
through the operations of thig industry.

It will, of course, not be overlooked that if sugar legislation
falls the country will lose the great benefite of its orovieions as to wAZea,
bonus, and working conditions, as to moil conservation, and as to tha
elimination of child labor.

It may be not entirely without interest that if the act fails to
become & law by Premidential veto, the Democratic Party will be held charge-
sble in eixteen states where beet sugar ie produced, for having destroyed the
beet sugar industry and the political consequences to the Demoeratic Party
will be very grave. For mafly years, producers of best sugar had been perguaded
that the Democratic Party wae their enemy. It was only after the enactment of
the Jones-Costigan Act were these areas made to uiderstand that the Demoeratic
Party was friendly. The consequence has been the election of Democratic
Senators, Congresemen, Governors, and a multitude of other Democratic officials
in beet producing arens, If the bill fails to become a law through a Presi-
dentinl veto it means that the Party in all beet aress will be diecredited and
not only will candidates for major offices suffer but candidates for county
officer, atate legislatures, and other offices will suffer and the Prrty
organization will be impaired to such an extent that when 1940 comen, defeat
¥ill be the inevitable consequence in all beet producing states.

-l
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TREASURY DEPARTMENT

WASHINGTON

Mr. Daniel Eﬂu.
Aeting Director,
Buresu of the Budget.

Dear Mr. Bell:

Reference is made to your reguest of August 23, 1337, for
an expression of the views of the Treasury Department relative to
H. E. 7667, a Bill to regulete comnerce smong the several States,
with the territories and possessions of the United States, and
with foreign countries; fto protect the welfare of consumers of
gugar and of those engeged in the domestie sugar producing industry;
to promote the export trade of the United States; to raise revenue;
and for other purpcses, wihlch is now mawaiting the acticn of the
President.

The Department's only interest in the fate of this measire
is purely fiscal in character. G&hould the Eill be approved on
or before August 31, 1937, the estimated revenue receipts from the
tax imposed by Title IV thereof would be 46.2 millions of dollara
for the fiseal year 1933 and 69.5 millions of dollars for the
fiseal year 1939. The expenditures for benefit psyments, adminis-
tretive costs, ste., for the figeal year 1935 would probably exceed
the estimeted tax collections by several millions of dollaers, but
it iz believed that this shortage would be made up within a
reasoneble period thersafter because the estimated recelpte from
the tax for the fiscel year 1939 should exceed the expenditures
under the Blll for that year. Accordingly, there are no sufficlent
resaons of a fiseal character to warrant a recommendaticn by the
Department that the Bill should be disspproved by the President.

If, however, the Bill should be vetoed by the President
by reason of the features discriminating sgainst off-shore refining
gnd the President should recommend, es hes been suggested, that, when
the Congress again convenes, thoe Bill should be reenacted with the
objectioneble restrictions eliminated, there would be a discrepancy
betwean the expenditures authorized by the Bill and tex collections
for the fiscal year 1938 of possibly thirty-five milliones of dollars.
This defieit would be dus to the fact that such subsequent reenact-
ment of the Bill would not diminish the expenditures, since the
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benefit payments relate to production on or after July 1, 1937, but
the Treasury would lose the gportunity of collecting any taxes with
respect to sugar manufactured during a period of at least five or

8ix months. The taxes imposed by Title IV of H. R. 7657 are effective
with respect to sugar manufactured op imported on or after the date

of ensotment of the Bill. Fresumably, if the present Eill should

be vetoed and a similar measure be enacted early next year, the tax
imposed thereby would take effect only as of ite enactment date, since
there appears to be no constitutional method of levying euch a tax
retronctively., A1l suger mamufactured during the intervening period,
whioh would probably ineluds virtuslly all of the 1937 beet Bugar crop,
would move into the channels of consumption free from tax., This heavy
loss in tax collections would have to be made good out of other revenues
or by additional borrowing,

Except for this anslysis of the possible adverss fiscal
eonsaquences of s veto of the Bill, the Department takes mno position
with respect to its approval and hes no comments or suggestions as to
the form which any statement Justifying a veto of the Bill should
take.

Sincerely yours,

Aeting Secretury of Wie Treasury.
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August 24, 1997.

Honerable D. ¥W. Mmll, Asting Dimetor,
Bareau of the Budged,

Indesd, the affeet of not vetoing the bill may be even

more extemsive; the futwre laglalative program, mlating to

subjects other than sugar, may be seriously erippled.
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DEFPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
WASHINGTON

AUG 25 1937

The Homorabls,
The Director of the Budget.
Dear Mr. Bell:

Ackmowledgment is made of your letter of August 23, 1637,
enclosing the enrolled bill H. E. 7667, "An mct to regulate oom-
meros among the several States, with the Territories and posses-
sions of the United States, snd with foreign countries; to pro-
teot the welfare of consumers of sugar and of those engaged in
the domestle sugar-producing industry; to promote the export
trade of the Tnited States; to reise revenue; and for other
purposes,” and asking me to give my comments om this bill for
presentatlion to the President.

The bill conforms to the President's message of March 1,
1837, "A recommendation for the enactment of the sugar guota
system, and its nmecessary complements™, in the following respeots:

Protectlion to Consumers;

The Presidemt recommended that provision be .made to pre-
vent any possible restriction on the supply of sugar that would
result in prices to consumers in excess of those reasonably b
negessary, together with comditional payments to producers to
maiotain the demestic Industry ms a whole and to make sugar bests
and sugaroane as profitable as the production of the prineipal
othor agricultural produsts. Beotion 201 of +the engrossed bill
contains & provision which thie Department believes will ade-
quately protect consumers, although the standard” of the profit-
ablensss of produstion of the primcipal other agrieultural oropa
contained in the President's message has been stricken from the
bill.

Protection of Markets for Amesrlican Exports:

The President recommended that no deorease be made in the
share of other countries in the totel quotas in order to protect

RELCEIVEL
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the expansion of markets for American exportss The queta provi-
slons of the aot (Bectiom 202-204 with respect to sugar and
Bection 208 with respeot to 1iquid sugar) in the opinicm ef this
Department are in substantisl secord with the President's regom—
mandations .

Prevention of Child Labor and Establishment
]

The Fresident recommended that the prevention of child
labor and the payment of wages of not less than minimm standards
be ineluded mmong the conditions for recelving a federal payment.
Section 501 (&) establishes as & conditiom for payment for sugar
beets and sugarcane growers the following:

"That mo child under the age of fourteen years
shall have been employed or permitted to work om the
farm whether for gaim 46 sush ohild or any cther
perscn, in the productiom, cultiwvation, or harvesting
of a orop of sugar beets or sugarcans with respaot
to which applieation for payment is made, sxoept a
member of the immediate family of a person who was
the legal owner of not less than 40 per cemtum of
the orop at the time such work was performed; that mo
ohild between the ages of fourtesn and sixteen years
shall have been employed or permitted to do such
work, whether for gain to suoch child or amy other
person, for & longer pericd than eight hours im any
one day, exoept a member of the immediate family of a
person, who was the lsgal owmer of not less than 40
per contum of the orop at the time such work was per=
formed."

Seotion 301 (b) makes the payments to sugar beet and
sugaroane growers conditiomal upon the payment of wages in the
production, eultivation, and harvesting of sugar bests and
sugarcane at rates no less than those which may be determined
by the Beoretary of Agriculture to be fair and resscnable after

investigation and publie hearing,
Froteotiom to New and 014 Emall Producers:
—_— TN e c Small iToduosrss

In mecordance with the President's message that adequate
provision be made to protect the right of new and old producers
of mmall meresges of beet and cans to am equitable share of the
benefita offered by the program, Section 302 (b) provides that




the Becretary shall, insofar as practicable, in determining the
proportionate shars of growera with respect to whiech eonditicmal
payments are to be made, protect the interests of new producers
snd small producers, mnd the imbersst of producers who are sash
tenants, share temants, adherent planters and share esroppers.

The bill differs from the Presldent's messapgs in the fol-
lowing respects:

Excise Tax om Sugar

The President recommended to the Congress the snagtment
of an exolse tax at the rate of mot less than +76 cemt per pound,
row valus. Title IV of the bill, howewver, establishes a basioc
rate of +50 ocent per pound, raw wvalue.

It is estimated that a tax st the rate of not less then
+TE oeut per pound of sugar, rew value, would raise approximately
$100,000,000 per annum of revemue to the Treasury of the United
Etates, without csusing an ineresase of price to ommsumers. Under
the recommendations submitted to the House Agricultursl Committes
cn April 8th by the Beoretary of Agriculture the mmount to be
appropristed from the General Fumd of the Treasury for payments
to domestio sugar beet and sugarcsne producers under the bill
would not be in excess of the proceeds of any tax em that portiom
of the sugar produced domestioally. It is estimated that the
excess of the total inocome from a tax of .76 ocent per pound over
the totel payments to growers to be made under the bill weuld be
approximately $32,000,000 per smmmum, This would eomstitute an
sppreciable item of relief of the burden bornme by the taxpayers
at the present time.

Under the tax of .50 cent per pound and the payments to
growers provided for in the attached bill, it is estimated that
only about $15,000,000 would remain in the Tressury as an excess
of total income from the tax over the total payments to be made

to growers.

The Presldent recommended that neither the guota nor the
tax should be cperative alome sinoe the social and sconomic ef=
feots of an adequate exolse tax on sugar wers deemed by him se
important to the welfare of the waricus groups affected as to
constitute a necessary complement to the quotsa systems The bill
doss not ocontain any provision carrylog out this reccmmendatiom
of the President.
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The provisicns of Section 207 are not im secocord with the
Joint recommendations of the Departments of Btate, Interior, snd
Agriculture, submitted on April 8, 1837, by the Beoretary of
Agriculture to the Chairman of the Specisl Suboommittee of the
House Agricultural Committes, which oonsidered sugar lagislation.
Sections 207 (a), (b), mnd (e) disoriminate against American
eitizens in Heowaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islends by
drastiecally restrieting their rights to refine their raw sugar
in the insular aress, while no similar prohibition is imposed on
refining in other parts of our country. The effeot of this dis-
orimination is to give a small corporate group the business of
refining all but & small amount of the cane sugar comsumed in
this country. This Department has joinsd with the Department of
State and the Department of the Interior in opposing the inclusiom

of these provisions in the bill.
Although all of the provisions of this bill do not conform

to recommendations of the President and this Department it is
aococeptable insofar as the Interests of agriculture are comcerned.

At your request thls Department has cocperated with the

Departments of State, Treasury, and Interior im the preparatiom
of a draft of a statemsnt to be used im the event that the
President does not approve the bill. This statemsnt is being

transmitted by the Department of State.
Eincerely yours,

Secretary

¥
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August 25, 1937

Preaident Franklin D. Rocosevelt
The White House

Dear Mr. President:

Pursuant to our conversation today with you, we
area herewith attaching the names of those Ssnators with
whom ons or mors of us have talked and who, in substancs,
aspured us of support of the provisions of the memorandum
which was tendered to you today, a copy of which ia
enclosad.

[

In sddition to the above list we have beesn
advised that several other Senators whom we hawe not seen
because they are not in the city would be emtirely favor-
able and would have joined had they been present. Among
such are:

Brown of Michigan

: Bulow of South Dakota
Johneon of Colorado and
Eayden of Arizona

We should say that the wonding of the attached
mamorandum was made after discussion with most of the
above Senatora, but we believe it fairly represents the
understanding of them all.

Respectfully yours,




Gnited States Senate
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Memorands attached in accordance with
the President's directiom.

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET
WASHINGTON

AUG 2 6 1937

My dear Mr, NeIntyre:

By your memorandum of August A, 1937 you referred to me,
by directien of the Fresident, for advice as to whether there
18 any objection to its anproval, the following bill:

H. R. 7667, An Act To regulate commerce among the several
States, with the Territorles and possessions
of the United States, and with foreign coun-
tries; to protect the welfare of consumers
of sugars and of those engaped in the domes-
tic sugar-producing industry; to promote the
export trade of the United States; to raise
revenue; and for other purposes,

i EaS 11 - d Ayl 5 Brey
: “the Secretary of Agriculture dated August 25, 1937 and
a letter of the Acting Secretary of the Treasury dated August 23,
1937, No letters were received from the Secretaries of State and
Interior in response to oy request for their views on the bill.
1 understand that these two officials have acquainted the Presi-
dent with thedr views regarding the bill,

By his memorandum of August 22y 1937, the President advised
me as follows:

"The Sugar Bill that passed seems cbviously impossible
{ for me to sign. Will you please have Agriculture, Interior
] { and the State Department join in draft of memcrandum of
{ veto?n

In eompliance with this request I contacted the Secretaries
of State, Agriculture and Interior and conveyed to them the Presi-
dent's wishes, Inclosed is a letter of the Seoretary of State
dated August 24, 1937, with which he sutmits a sugpested draft of
a press release for the use of the President in case he should de-
cide to withhold his approval of the bill,

S —

| It will be noted from the letter of the Secretary of Agricul-
| ture of August 25, 1937, above mentioned, that while he has joined
With the Secretaries of State and Interior in the draft of press
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release submitted by the Secretary of State, he advises: "Al-
thouph all of the provisicns of this bill do not conform to the
recommendations of the President and this Department,

ceptable insofar as the interests of agriculture are concerned.”
A A4 e g VY 0 O T o VR AP LS b A B T

It will also be noted from the letter of August 23, 1937
of Acting Secretary of the Treasury Taylor that should the
Fresident approve the bill it is estimated that the revenue re-
ceipts from the tax imposed by title IV thereof would be 46.2
millions of dollars for the fiscal year 1938 and 69,3 milliems
of dollars for the fiscal year 19393 that the expenditures for
benefit payments, administrative costs, ete. for the fiscal year
1938, would probably exceed the estimated tax collections by
several millions of dollars; but that the Treasury believes
that this shortage will be made up within a reascnable period
thereafter because the estimated receipts from the tax for the
fiscal year 1939 should exceed the expenditures under t&e bill
for that yaur. v daes nnt f

' y Tats 257 the bi1l 1s vetoed and Congreas should
r&enact it at the next session, with the discriminatory features
eliminated, there would be a discrepancy between the expenditures
authorized by the bill and the tax cellections for the fiscal
year 1938 of possibly 35 millions of dollars, due to the fact
that the subseguent reenactment of the bill would notdiminish
the expenditures since the benefit payments would relate to pro-
duction on or after July 1, 1937, bolt it would lose revenue for
a period of at least 5 or 6 menmths because, for constitutional
reasons, the tax levied thersunder cammot be made effective retro-
actively. F

While I do not feedl competent to meke any recommendation with

respect to the policy matters involved in this bill, from a purelsy
h%‘tmﬁi n%;uint I can see no geségus ?&EEMi:}n to 1%. If,
hawever, the Fres should declde to ) of
the bill and recommend itsreenactment by the next Cun,grﬂss, with
the features to vwhich he objects eliminated therefrom,it would ba
my recommendation that the taxding provisions of the bill be so
changed as to supply the deficiency in revenue for the fiscal

year 1938 which would result from such reenactment.

The bill is returned herewith.

Very truly yours,

Kr. M. H, MHeIntyre,
Secretary to the President,
The Vhite House,

Enclosures.
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Aug. 30, 1937.

Telegram from Senator Borah in re-sugar bill

See-—-Sugar Bill folder-Lrawer 2--1937
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Pauln:

The President said he wanted the
- attached filed'in his office--1 imagine
7ie mesnt in your files--as he would want

tn refer te it from time to time.

101
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE
WASHINGTON

August 24, 1937

My dear Mp, Bell:

In accordance with your oral instructions that the
President desired the Departments of State, Interior and
Agriculture to collaborate in the preparation of a publie
statement for possible issuance by him ghould he determine
not to sign the sugar bill (H.R.7667), the three Depart-
ments have prepared a draft of such statement which, at the
request of the other interested Departments, is submitted
herewith.

S8ineerely yours,

Enclosure:

Draft Statement. W

The Henorable

Di W. Bﬁll,
Acting Director,
Byreau of the Budget.

nelciV
AUG 2 5 1937
BUKLAU UF THE BUDGET




On March 1, 1837, I recommended the enaotment of
sugar quota legislation which would adequately safeguard
the interssts of ocongpumers and producers. ©Sinoe that '
time months have been spent in a oontroversy, having
nothing whatsosver to do with the interests of the farmers
for whose bensfit the legislation primarily was intended.
That controversy related entirely to a provision intended
to legalize a virtual monopoly in the hande of a small
group of seaboard refiners. Bince that provision was
included in the Eill which the Oongress submitted to me
fﬂ:l.‘l approval, I shall take no motion on the measures, I
sincerely hope, however, that as early as possible when
Jongress reconvenes & satisfactory sugar measure may be
enaoted, I regret that the interests of domestio beet and
gane growers have been adversely affected by the intrusion
of an iseus with whioh they have no CcoOncern.

The bill submitted to me discriminates agalnst
American citizens. It drastically restriots the rights of
citizens in our insular areas to refine raw sugar, while
no similar prohibition 1s imposed upon the refining of
sugar in other parts of our country. The effect of this
diaariuinatinﬁ gives a small corporate group the business
of refining all but a small percentage of the ocane sugar

consumed in this country.

The
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The defense advanced for this disorimination is that
the refiners in the islands could employ cheap labor which
might enable unfair competition with refinery workers in
the refineries on the mainland. To avoid the possibility
¢f such a danger--if such a danger exists—the Administra-
tion recommended that a provision be inserted in the bill
t0 the effeoct that the minimum etandard of wages and hours
in sugar refineries in Hawaii, Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Islands should not be less than the minimum standard in
refineries on the mainland. That recommendation went un-
heeded.

It is therefore obvious that the alleged danger to
Amerioan labor standards was not the real issue. The real
fseue was whether a monopoly of sugar manufaoturers whose
practices, in 1936, were condemned by the Supreme Oourt as
violative of the anti-trust laws, will.be p;rputunted.

The refiners were able to prooure the 1nclusion of
the provision to perpetuate their monopoly through the
persistent efforte of a heavily financed and indefatigable
lobby. It would seem that the prnm;'lera have, perhaps
umwittingly, been victimized by permitting thelr interests
to be mssociated with efforts put forth by the refiners.
Aside from the principles involved, I am convinced that

approval of this bill would do much to encourage the small
but




B

but powerful groups who year in and year out bring relent-
less pressure upon the Uongress and public officials in
their effort to seize and retain epecial privilege.

One argument advanced for discoriminating between
citizens 1s that the Jones-Uostigan Bugar Aot, enacted in
1934, contained proteotion for the refiners againet
importations of refined sugar from Hawaii, Puerto Rico and
the Virgin Islands. i

At the time the Jones-Oostigan Act was enacted in
1934 the situation of our domestic sugar producers was
grave. Because of the emergency, and because the messures
extended over a period of only three years, I gave my
approval to the legislation. But on various oocomsions
since March 1, 1937, I have stated that the refining pro-
visione had no place in an agricultural measure. That
injustice has heretofore been done to a group of American
cltizens in temporary emergency legislation is no excuse
for perpetuating it.

The disorimination against citizens of the United
Btates in the pending bill, merely because they dwell in
our territories, 1s unfair, un-American and must be repug-
nant to everyone who cherishes our traditions. For the

very reason that American oiltizens in our territorles and

lsland posseselons have no vote in our naticnal leglelature,
we
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we owe them a eolemn obligation to be sorupulously fair.
The Oongrese when legislating in matters affecting the
territories acts as the legislature for the territories.
The power to legislate for the voteless is a power held
in truet. The bill, if it becams a lu:. would be a signsl
breach of that trust. We must establish now and forever
that there cannot be two categories of American citizens,
and that we shall not in a free demooracy, in this year
1837, impose the outmoded colonialism of earlier centuries
upon any part of America and upon any group of American
citizens.

But beyond this disorimination the measure would
write into a bill whose principal aim is ald for agriculturs
provisions for the virtual perpetuation of a processors!
monopoly.

I do not for a moment assent to the proposition that
every plece of legislation primarily intended to benefit
farmera or wage earners must in order to be accepted bestow
rich favors upon other interests. The enactment of laws
sorely needed by farmers, wage earners, and small businesgs
enterprises should not have to depend upon inclusion of
favore to blg corporate combinatione. I earnestly recommend
to the Oongress that it reconsider the refining provisions

of the bill and when it reconvenes that a bill should be

enacted




P

enacted eliminating the refining restrictions to which I

have objected but conteining the labor provision which I .
have described,
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The President, RECEIVED

The White House,

Washington, D.C,

My dear Mr. President:

I have boen intending to write you for some little
time, but on mocount of your Western trip, have delayed doing
80 mtil your return to Iﬂn;tm.

I have, of course, followsd with the deepest inter-
est the press sccounts of your Western visit and I am gratified
beyond measurs to be assured, not only that you had a most gen-
erous and enthusisstlo welooms, but alac that the great mmsses
of the people are stlll with you and your program,

I did not ecall to see you before leaving Weshing-
ton because I was acting upom your persomal advice to get
homs as soon as possible and get a good rest, which I hawe
been doing greatly to my benefit.

I am naturally deeply oconcermed to learn your
precent views with reference to the necessity for an extra
seanion of Congress. You intimted to me at our last oon-
fidential conference that you had in mind, under the then
existing conditions, to oall an extra session in November.

If you stil] have that in mind, I would like wvery much in-
deed for you to indioate to me in the striotest oonfidence
what your plans now are in that regard. It is most important
to mé becauss of my position as SBpeaker, as well as =y local
sltuation here at howe, to have this information so that I
can lay the necessary persomal arrangementa for a return to
Peshington prior to the convening of the session, if an extra
ons is to be called.

With assurance of my highest admiration and re-
gard, I am

Bincersly, your frisnd,

i
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ERIVATE BUT NOT 700 CONFIDENTIAL
Dear Jack:

I have read in the papexii tooight you and
twenty-four Mambers of the Senate ding the funeral
of my old friemd Besale. hes ears ago when 1
was hunting in northern Pennsylveni wae the pet of the
camp and would alvays coms when you ed and eat out of

Guffey removed the
around her neck,

of her untizely demise
the funeral service

I am sorry, indeed, t
tinkling little bell which was al
It makes me feel so chokey when I
that I do not thin% that T eo
tonight even if T had been in

se, that this unfortunate
ahd I am glad, too, that
ead of whistling har up
Desr Bessie probably never

I undarstag
hunting sccident wam
if Beasie had to gg
and cutting her thr¥
knaw what hit her,

Under all the unfortunate olrcusstances attending
her desth, I hope, nevertheless, that all of you will snjoy the
wake, .

As ever yours,

flonorable John N. Garner,

The Viee Preaident of the United Etates,
The Raleigh Hotel,

H“hiﬂﬂhﬂ' D- C.
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December 10, 1837

To the President
The White House
Washington, D. C.
Dear Mr. President:

' On my return to my office yesterday after-
noon from a hurried trip to Maine, I found your
gracious letter of the ninth in the matter of the
Cairc Conference. I very deeply appreciate what
you have said of me and your approval of me as Chair-

man of the American Delegation. In the light of
what you say I feel that I ought to accept the ap-

pointment and I do s0.

Believe me

Respectfully yours

.

w/c
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DEPARTMENT OF BTATE
WABHINGTON

December 22, 1937

My dear ¥r. Preeident:

Thank you for informing me of Benator White's
acceptance of tae Chalrmanship of the American Dele-
gation to the Telecommunications Conference at Cairo.
His letter is returned herewith and a copy has been
made for our files.

Faithfully yours,

Enclosure:

From Senator White,
December 10, 1937.

The President,

The White House.
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