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involved Federal intervention may result,
unless some steps are taken to bring about
more efficient production and lower prices in
order to hold the present markets and to
recover some already lost.

[Prom the Washington (D. C.) Star}
TWENTY-FIVE-CENT COAL INCREASE DUE TODAY

IN PITTSBURGH

PITTSBURGH, March 14.—Retail price in-
creases ranging up to 25 cents a ton on most
grades of soft coal are expected today in the
Pittsburgh area.

The Pittsburgh Post-Gazette said a survey
after the recent soft-coal strike showed re-
tail dealers anticipate a 10-cent-a-ton raise
in wholesale prices by the Pittsburgh Con-
solidation Coal Co., largest producer here.

The coal company said an announcement
would be made on its price policy today.

Retail spokesmen, who said they did not
expect any increases on stoker and prepared
smokeless coal, pointed out they have ab-
sorbed on& Increase in drivers' wages and two
In freight rates. These increases, coupled
-with the expected boost in the wholesale
price of coal, would mean a total jump in
retail rates of about 25 cents a ton, they said.

Retail soft-coal prices in the Pittsburgh
area now range from $9.95 a ton to $10.50/
depending on the grade.
AMENDMENT OF THE NATIONAL HOUSING

ACT, AS AMENDED

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill <S. 224G) to amend the Na-
tional Housing Act, as amended, and for
other purposes.

Mr. MAYBANK. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:
Aiken Hayden Malone -
Anderson Hendrickson Martin
Benton Hickenlooper Maybank
Brewster Hill Millikin
Bricfcer Hoey Mundt
Bridges Holland Murray
Butler Humphrey Myers
Byrd Ives Neely
Cain Jenner O'Conor
Cspehart Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney
Chapman Johnson, Tex. Robertson
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Russell
Connally Kefauver Saltonstall
Cordon Kem Schoeppel
Donnell Kerr Smith, Maine
Douglas Kilgore Smith, N. J,
Dworshak Knowland Sparlmian
Ecton Langer Stennis
KUender Lehman Taylor
Ferguson Lodge Thomas, Okla.
Flanders Long Thye
Frear Lucas Tobey
Fulbright McCarthy Tydings
George McClellan Watkins
Gillette McFarland Wherry
Graham McKellar Wiley
Green "McMahon Williams
Guraey Magnuson Withers

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from California [Mr. DOWNEY]
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr,
HUNT] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EASTLAND] and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PEPPER] are absent on public busi-
ness.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
LEAHY] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Nevada tMr. Mc-
CARRAN] and the Senator from Utah
[Mr. THOMAS] are absent by leave of the
Senate.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. DARBY]
is absent by leave of the Senate on offi-
cial business.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE]
and the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. YOUNG] are absent by leave of the
Senate.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT]
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr,
VAKDENEERG] are necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

Under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment, from now until 4:30 the time is
equally divided between the proponents
and the opponents, to be controlled, re-
spectively, -by the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] and the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY].

The Senator from South Carolina is
now recognized,

'Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I have
conferred with the distinguished Sena-
tor from New Hampshire respecting di-
vision of time. At this point I wish to
make a short statement, following which
the Senator from New Hampshire will
take charge of the time during the first
hour. We will latsr agree as to the dis-
position of time thereafter.

Mr. President, in view of the fact that
there has been much misunderstanding
throughout the press and among the
public generally regarding title XHt 1
want to make perfectly clear to the Sen-
ate that my good friend, the chairman
of the subcommittee of the Committee
on Banking and Currency, the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SPARKMAN] , has no bill at this time be-
fore the Senate. Last October, at the
request of the Senator from Alabama
and other Senators, it was my privilege
to move the extension of certain titles
then in the bill. When Congress re-
convened last January I submitted an
amendment as a substitute for the bill.
I submitted that amendment for hear-
ing purposes only. Extensive hearings
were held by the Committee on Banking
and Currency, and by a vote of 9 to 4 the
committee reported a clean bill.

In connection with that bill there was
some discussion respecting what was
called title m . I may say that the title
HI for which I voted and which, with
the aid of the Senator from Alabama,
we succeeded: in having reported from
the committee, was a completely revised
title HI. After hearing representatives
of the Federal Reserve Board, we pro-
videc1 for a 5 percent down payment plus
5 percent over a period of 20 years, and
one-quarter per cent a year to take
care of any losses. .

Mr, President, the press has carried
various interpretations of title in, and
has spread some misinformation re-
specting it, but I am sure my friends,
both those whe were opposed to title
HI and those who were in agreement
with its provisions, and particularly
members of the Committee on Banking
and Currency, will substantiate the
statement I make, which is that we re-
wrote the bill, redefined its application,
changed its authorization, changed it
to an insurance bill, and reduced the
amount provided in it from $2,000,000,000
to $1,000,000,000. I want to make these
points perfectly clear to the Senate.

I also want to say that I have read
in the newspapers the statement that
an interest rate is to be set. Title III

carries no interest rate. If any Sena-
tor can show me where the bill carries
a provision for an interest rate I shall
vote against the bill myself. However,
if someone should suggest an amend-
ment providing for an interest rate of
not less than 4 percent, I myself would
accept such an amendment.

I want it clearly set forth in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, which is the record
for the future, that there is no sst inter-
est rate in the bill, and that the bill
coming from the Banking and Currency
Committee is a clean bill, and contains
no provision for grants, except in the
case of technical assistance with re-
spect to projects whicE people or com-
munities might organize. The- title has
b2en changed to an insurance prc grain
like the FKA program and debentures
are to be sold by the corporation rep-
resenting those who build a project, after
they have put up their 5 percent and
have agreed to pay another 5 percent
over a period of years, and also have
agreed to put up one-fourth of 1 percent
a yaar as an insurance charge to tr.ke
care of any losses.

Mr. President, I wish to make that
clear, because yesterday, to my utter
amazement, a question as to the effect
of the bill on war veterans was brought
before the Senate. I think I do not have
to make any statement in that connec-
tion, because the war veterans of South
Carolina and those of the other States
well know how I stand on matters affect-
ing them. But it was charged that after
we had written the bill title III resulted
in discrimination against war veterans.

Mr. President, if is my judgment that
those Vho will use title HI the most will
be war veterans who have returned home
and are now married and are living with
their families, but who, unfortunately,
have no adequate place to live or which
they themselves own. Under the bill they
will be able to have two-room or three-
room -apartments in cooperatives, and
will be able to raise their families in the
way a good American is entitled to live.

So as to keep the record clear, because
of the charges that war veterans will be
discriminated against, I wish to read a
telegram which I received this morning
from the director of the national legis-
lative commission of the American Le-
gion. I may say, Mr. President, that I
have talked to Legionnaires, to Veterans
of Foreign Wars, to Disabled War Vet-
erans; indeed, I have talked to all the
war-veteran groups. They have come to
my office and they have come before the
committee. I would be the last one, as
they well know, to have anything to do
with the passage of any law which might
discriminate against them.

So I wish to read the telegram:
During the debate on middle-income hous-

ing bill, S. 2246, yesterday statements were
made by the opponents that the bill would
be discriminatory to veterans who have pur-
chased homes under GI bill at 4 percent.
For such use as you may care to make of
it in any further debate on the bill, I would
like to restate the position of the American
Legion In support of the measure, and to
state further that the American I*egion does
not feel it would discriminate against vet-
erans who have already purchased homes at
4 percent. It is also our opinion that the
compromise proposal would be meaningless
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and would not accomplish the purpose of the
bill, which is to help meet the housing needs
of the middle-income veteran who is com-
pletely priced out of the present housing
market.

In other words, Mr. President, the vet-
erans are now priced out of the housing
market. Ssnators will have a chance to
vote for or against title III, to give the
veterans who have families and who are
in the middle-income brackets a chance
to be benefited.

I yield now to the Senator from New
Hampshire.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from South Carolina has used 5 minutes
of his own time..

The Senator from New Hampshire is
recognized at this time.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, before I
present the first speaker, I should like
to make a comment about the unanimous
consent agreement. I read from it:

Ordered further, That the time • • •
be equally divided—

And so forth—
between * • * the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANKJ and the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY],

And the unanimous-consent agree-
ment refers to me as an opponent of the
bill. Mr. President, I was assigned this
job, not as an opponent of the bill, but
as one who with the'Senator from New
York has joined in a report substituting
a revised version of title III for the pres-
ent title m of the bill. Therefore, I do
not want the statement about me as an
opponent of the bill to stand unchal-
lenged. Our sole interest is in the sub-
stitute for title m of the bill.

Mr. President, I assign to the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. CAIN] 20 min-
utes time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Washington is recognized for 20
minutes.

Mr. TOBEY. At this time let me ask
the Senator from Washington whether
he wishes to have a quorum call had.

Mr. CAIN. No; but I thank the Sena-
tor from the suggestion.

Mr. TOBEY. Very well.
Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, the junior

Senator from Washington is most certain
that the veterans of America will not
only read but will carefuly consider what
has just been uttered by my friend and
colleague, the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], the
chairman of the Banking and Currency
Committee of the United States Senate,
with respect to title III of the pending
bill. I would encourage every veteran to
think about what the Senator from South
Carolina has just said in support of that
title, and compare those comments with
what I say, for I wish to call to the at-
tention of the same group of Americans,
referred to as veterans—of whom I am,
have been and will continue to be one for
as long as I live—some editorial com-
ments which recently have been offered
to the American people on the subject of
title in .

Mr. President, there are four news-
papers In the city of Washington, D. C,
some of which generally favor the ad-
ministration and some of which are most

often in opposition to the administra-
tion. But when it comes to the ques-
tion of whether the Senate should ap-
prove title nr in its present form and
on the basis of principle, there is nc dis-
agreement among the newspapers of the
Nation's Capital, so far as I can deter-
mine. Each of these great papers urge
the elimination of title III. I shall not
burden the Senate by reading in their
entirety each of these editorials, but I
should like to draw certain significant
passages to the attention of thoughtful
men and women in this body and
throughout the land.

In the Evening Star of Tuesday, March
14, the leading editorial has this head-
ing—and let us begin to think about it;
and if what this editorial says is true,
let us prevent the passage, either now
or at any time in the future, of title HI:

Special favors for a special group.

Mr. President, as an American vet-
eran, I do not wish to find myself, if
that be the case, in any special group,
be it in respect to housing or in respect
to any other field of human endeavor.

The Evening Star's editorial begins by
saying:

It goes without saying that legislation
which purports to help the middle-income
($2,700-$4,400) group to get cheaper housing
carries tremendous popular appeal. That is
why the administration is backing It to the
limit. That is why the chairman of the
Democratic National Committee, Mr. Boyle, is
calling all politicians to apply the heat to
Senators wiien they vote tomorrow. But no
matter how popular may be the appeal, the
legislation is bad and it ought to be de-
feated.

Further down in this provocative edi-
torial comment, I find these observa-
tions:

The bill ought to be defeated on other
grounds.

Other than because it is a bad bill, Mr.
President.

It would place private housing, including
FHA and veterans' housing, at a serious com-
petitive disadvantage.

Mr. President, let me interpolate at
this -point a statement that, as a vet-
eran and -as a Senator, I believe that
those statements are undeniably true.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Washington yield to the
Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. CAIN. If the Senator will permit
me to conclude my reference to the re-
maining portions of the editorial, I shall
be pleased then to yield.

The editorial continues:
It would In time weaken the stability of

billions of private funds invested in such
housing by insurance companies, building
and loan companies and millions of middle-
income men and women, whose savings have
been put into the independent purchase of
homes. For when the Government makes
cheap money available, nobody can beat the
Government at offering cheaper money.

Again I may state parenthetically, I
would say on bended knees, If it were
necesary, to every American veteran,
"Believe the truth of that comment, that
you cannot compete with a Federal Gov-

ernment which takes from the substance
of the people who make up this great
country cf ours."

Mr. President, another newspaper in
Washington, D. C, is the Times-Herald,
generally an opponent of the administra-
tion and of the President, but a great
newspaper. Its lead editorial today is
headed "Kill That Bill." The editorial
begins as follows:

The Senate is scheduled to vote today on
S. 2246, the so-called "Housing Act of 1950."
This bill should be knocked on the head and
forgotten.

It contains, for instance, the proposition
to create another huge class of sucker-citi-
zens who are to be bound to the wheel of
Government under the false impression that
they can get something from it for nothing.

It continues:
All this, supposedly to relieve the housing

shortage.
In fact, United States taxpayers, includ-

ing the ones who submit to the so-called co-
operatives, are underwriting the whole thing.

Again, Mr. President, I would say par-
enthetically, "Oh, you American veter-
ans, appreciate that fact, which happens
to be mentioned by the Times-Herald as
it is being mentioned all over the coun-
try by thoughtful people everywhere."

The editorial goes on:
In fact, United States taxpayers, includ-

ing the ones who submit to the so-called co-
operatives, are underwriting the whole thing.
Any loss is on them. But any gain goes to
the exceptional fellow who is smart enough
to shift b.is obligations to the next one who
gets into the cooperative in his place or Just
repudiates the whole thing.

Of course, the absurdity of this undertak-
ing is obvious on its face.

The Times-Herald calls the proposi-
tion an absurdity. I can only speak for
the junior Senator from Washington,
who, had he not used the "absurd," would
have called this section dangerous and
unnecessary, and certainly a disservice
over a period of time to the very group
of fine American citizens whom the sec-
tion is designed to help.

There is a third newspaper in Wash-
ington, D. C, the Washington Post.
Its editorial of this date carries the head-
line, "Co-op housing bill." Toward the
end of the editorial—for I seek to take
from the editorials not repetitious com-
ments-it has this to say:

Closely related to this point is the question
of whether the Government should, as a
matter of policy, offer mortgage money at
3% percent to co-ops when private builders
must pay 4J/& percent under FHA.

Mr. President, I wish that the Senate,
instead of having agreed to vote on this
most fundamental matter at 4:30 this
afternoon, could have allowed weeks, if
necessary, for the debate—I wonder
whether Senators appreciate that the
contingent "liability of the Government
today under the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration and under the Veterans*
Administration, with reference to the
guarantee of mortgages at 4 and 4*/2 per-
cent, runs to approximately, I think,
$18,000,000,000. There are several mil-
lion American veterans who have not
thought it unreasonable to borrow
money, under the VA loan guarantee, at
4 percent, in order that they may own a
home. The maturity on such loans runs
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from 20 to 25 years, and yet under title
HE of the bill we are saying to that same
American citizen—and he happens in
this case to be a veteran—"Do you, or do
you not want to become a sucker-citizen,
as the Times-Herald suggests in its lead-
ing editorial this morning? Why pay
4 percent over a period of 20 or 25 years,
under which terms you are expected to be
self-reliant and to pay off your obliga-
tions and to'leave a paid-up estate to
your wife and children. Why do that?
Here is an attractive cooperative venture.
The same government that requires you
as a veteran to pay 4 percent in 20 years
under the VA will make it available to
you, at a guess—the most liberal guess
made by any proponent—of 3*4 per-
cent." There is a great difference be-
tween 2Vi and. 4 percent. But, what is
much more sinister, I think, so far as the
veteran is concerned, is that the coop-
erative title ItE will permit him 50 years
in which to pay off the mortgage, when
he gets but 20 to 25 years in which to pay
it off under other competing Federal
agencies. And at the end of 50 years,
which I may say will not bother the
average American veterans, because he
will long since have gone to his fathers,
the mortgage under title m can be re-
financed and extended to 60 years. If
that does not solve all the problems which
may occur 60 years from now, they can
extend it for another 3 years. If Sen-
ators had the time which we ought to
have agreed with ourselves to take for
discussing this subject, we would have
explored the question of whether there is
reason or insanity in permitting the
Federal Government, in a day of finan-
cial stress, to create a competitor within
its own system.

Moreover, can any man who is pre-
pared to vote for title III begir* to say
with any degree of accuracy what the
adverse effect of the passage of title HE
will be on the $17,000,000,000 or $18,000,-
000,000 of contingent liabilities under
housing programs and guarantier al-
ready made available to the American
people by the same Federal Government
which this afternoon seeks to create a
corporation called a cooperative?

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

The VICE PRESIDENT, Does the
Senator from Washington yield to the
Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. CAIN. I am happy to yield to the
Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. TOBEY. The disparity which the
Senator suggests in "interest rates avail-
able under the proposed legislation to
the so-called middle-income group put-
ting it as mildly as he can, constitutes,
in his and my opinion, does it not, a
gross injustice?

Mr, CAIN. First, I may say to my col-
league, the Senator frcm New Hamp-
shire, it creates a tremendous injustice
to the American people. Second, it is
an injustice to the people who will be
encouraged to take advantage of rates
to which they are not entitled. Again,
it is obviously a great disservice and an
injustice to the great bulk of the Amer-
ican people who will be expected, out of
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their earnings, to provide special privi-
leges to another group .of American citi-
zens.

Mr. President, I should like to read the
remainder of that paragraph, which
aroused my vehemence and my indigna-
tion on this question of interest rates
and maturities:

In addition to that favored treatment—
Referring again to interest rates and

maturities—
the Sparkman bill would set up a special
agency to give technical assistance to hous-
ing co-ops and to ma's advance planning
loans to them. In order—

How important it is for us to think
about this.

In order to take advantage of these bene-
fits, groups having no cohesive "unity might
bo encouraged to venture Into cooperative
housing.

Again I state parenthetically Mr.
President, I have many rear.ons for op-
posing title III, but the one stated by the
Washington Post is to my mind a major
one.

If title III becomes the law of the land,
we shall be saying to persons who never
heard of cooperatives in the communi-
ties and States in which they live:"'This
law tells you to begin to think about the
desirability of living in a group society
as opposed to living in your own single
house with your wife and your family."

Mr. President, there are certain fac-
tors which, to my mind, have made
America the envy not only of the world
but of ourselves, if we stop to think about
the matter, and some of those factors are
the self-reliance, the energy, and the
courage which are the attributes of a na-
tion of home owners. This afternoon,
at 4:30 o'clock, it is being proposed that
the Federal Government shall be the
agent used to encourage people to disre-
gard the blessings and the. magnificent
benefits which have come out of our past.

The editorial goes on to say:
We cannot help thinking that the bill pro-

vides too much nursing for a movement
which, after all, owes its strength to private
initiative on a cooperative basis.

A futile attempt has been made to
place those of us who oppose this provi-
sion in the position of being opposed to
cooperatives. But we are not. I believe
as much in the right of a cooperative
association to be formed as does the
Washington Post, but I think it is wholly
illegitimate, singularly evil, to have the
Federal Government using tax dollars
from everyone else to give preferential
benefits to a cooperative movement as a
result of Federal intervention, initiative,
and special dispensation.

I read further from the editorial:
In this connection it is well to remember

that the present law gives cooperatives an
opportunity to operate under FHA. Senator
TOBEY makes a strong case for further per-
fection of this method instead of launching
a* new rival program.

Mr. President, it is my understanding
that if the motion to strike title III shall
not prevail, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY 3 and the Sena-
tor from New York LMr. IVES] will offer

an amendment to perfect the cooperative
intention under prevailing provisions, in-
struments, and procedures of the FHA.

There is another newspaper in Wash-
ington, D. C, Mr. President—the Wash-
ington Daily News. So far as I know, it
has not editorialized on title III, but I
thought my colleagues would like to have
brought to their attention what three
editorial boards, out of four, in the Na-
tion's Capital think about the proposals
which we are to consider from now until
4:30 o'clock this afternoon.

Mr. President, the Christian Science
Monitor is generally thought of as being
about as sound, fair, and reasonable as is
any newspaper in the United States of
America. If my mind does not betray me,
the Christian Science Monitor was a
strong supporter of the subsidized public
housing bill which was passed and be-
came law during the last session of the
Congress. But, with reference to title
IH, the Christian Science Monitor says
it would be unwise and not in the public*
interest for this proposal to be favorably
acted upon in this session of the Eighty-
first Congress. I shall read one para-
graph only from the editorial appearing
in the Christian Science Monitor of
Saturday, February 25:

It is not surprising that various features
of this proposed legislation have excited con-
troversy. There is considerable basis for the
charge that it is another rather thinly dis-
guished subsidy, calculated to elicit sup-
port from that large portion of the elec-
torate which is held to be the backbone of
the economy, the middle-income group. The
question naturally arises why this group,
which pays such a heavy proportion of the
taxes, should get what amounts to a subsidy
paid for largely by themselves.

Mr. President, I should like to hear any
Senator of fair mind say that the sub-
sidy and the payments are not going to
come partly out of those persons who will
benefit from the passage of title III.

Mr. President, Life magazine, which,
so far as I know, is very independent in
its thinking, is sometimes tremendously
in favor of an administration proposal,
but sometimes it has also editorialized
in opposition, as it did in last week's
issue. I should like to read from that
editorial, which is entitled "Leaky Hous-
ing.*1

The proposed middle-income housing leg-
islation actually promises to treat equals
unequally.

Mr. President, I think it does.
The bills now pending before the Banking

and Currency Committees of the two Houses
of Congress would make home-purchase
money available at 3 percent interest to citi-
zens in the middle-third income bracket
(roughly $2,700-$4,400 a year). In addition
to the low interest rate the bill would pro-
vide amortization of loans over a 50- or
even a 60-year period. But to get this easy
money the applicant must first elect to be-
come a member of a Government-financed
housing cooperative. This is where the dis-
crimination between equals comes in. For,
where a cooperatively minded householder
would begetting his money at 3 percent with
a lifetime to pay it off, middle-income people
who prefer to obtain houses on their own
would still have to pay 4 percent or more,
even with FHA help.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Washington has ex-
pired.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I think the
Senator from New Hampshire will yield
me two additional minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from New Hampshire yield two
additional minutes to the Senator from
Washington?

Mr. TOBEY. I do.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-

tor from Washington is recognized for
two additional minutes.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I continue
reading from the editorial:

As for the 1,750,000 veterans who are now
getting housing money at 4 percent with a
25-year amortization privilege, many of them
are in the middle-income brackets. Would
they take the sight of other middle-income
people getting 60-year amortization money
at 3 percent without screaming to high
heaven about the very obvious injustice of
It all?

Mr. President, I shall make reference
only to the fact that in a very thought-
provoking editorial entitled "Economics
and Finance/' appearing in the New
York Times of Monday, February 27,
1950, we find that that great medium of
public expression which was so strenu-
ously in support of the passage, in the
last session, of the subsidized low-rent
housing program, sees fit totally to dis-
agree in this instance with the propo-
nents of title m . The basis of its con-
tention is that it creates unfair competi-
tion among existing Government agen-
cies, and, in the long run, will turn out
to be a great disservice to all American
citizens, who, sooner'or later, must pay
and satisfy the obligations which are
imposed upon them by those of us who
speak in their name on the floor of the
United States Senate and in the House
of Representatives.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I de-
sire to yield 5 minutes to the junior Sen-
ator from New York and, following that,
15 minutes to the Senator from Idaho.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The junior
Senator from New York is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the Maybank substitute
for Senate bill 2246. I should like to say
at the outset that I am opposed to the
Tobey-Ives substitute. I am opposed to
it because it is merely a legal impersona-
tion of the real thing. It would not and
cannot provide housing—either sales or
rental units—at the low cost which is
essential if we would do what we are
setting out to do—build adequate hous-
ing for middle-income families. By re-
quiring an interest rate of 4V2 percent
and'an amortization period of 40 years,
the Tobey-Ives bill cuts off its own
means to spite its purpose.

There is no point, Mr. President, In
providing new sources of credit or addi-
tional sources of credit for lending insti-
tutions and building and loan associa-
tions just for the sake of providing more
credit, or in order to make a gesture to-
ward cooperative housing. Cooperative
housing, itself, is meaningless unless it
can provide better housing at cheaper
prices, the kind of housing that is need-
ed for the middle-income groups.

There is already provision in the pres-
ent housing act for cooperative housing.
The law contains the necessary words.
But words are meaningless unless they
carry within them the promise of the
kind of program which can work, and
fulfill the purposes we have in mind.

There is nothing magic in a housing
cooperative, except that profits are not
permitted. But the cooperatives must
be able to make real savings in the serv-
ices they can provide for their members,
or else the cooperative is meaningless.
There would be no purpose, Mr. Presi-
dent, in forming a housewives* grocery
cooperative, if the cooperatives were re-
quired to buy groceries at the corner
grocery store, at- the prevailing prices.

.No, Mr. President, the cooperative
must have some advantage for the mem-
bers. It must enable them to do as a
group what they could not do as indi-
viduals. That is the whole purpose of a
cooperative. It is the whole purpose of
the Maybank substitute.

That is why, Mr. President, some of
the opponents of this legislation say
plausibly that they are not opposed to
cooperative housing as such. Oh, no,
Mr. President, they are not. But what
they do oppose, is permitting the co-
operative housing ventures to obtain the
two most essential elements of coopera-
tive housing—capital and credit—at
rates which are low enough to enable
these cooperative groups to serve the
purpose for which they would be organ-
ized under this act.

We are told by lending institutions
that the Federal Government must not
make direct loans to individuals or even
to cooperatives—that they say, is social-
istic. And yet we find that under the
existing FNMA program, a lending in-
stitution can make a loan to an individ-
ual, taking his mortgage as security.
The lending institution can then turn
immediately around and sell that same
mortgage to FNMA. This is nothing
more or less than a thinly disguised loan
from the Federal Government, with the
middleman making his profit without
incurring any risk.

Recently Mr. Rodney Lockwood, for-
mer president of the National Associa-
tion of Home Builders, told the Senate
Banking and Currency Committee, that
cooperatives "should not be provided
directly or indirectly with Government
subsidies, or special financing or tax de-
vices available only to them and not
freely available to all other citizens or
other forms of business enterprise."

This is the philosophy of the opposi-
tion. It is perfectly all right, according
to these people, for the lending institu-
tions to be provided with special Gov-
ernment subsidies, credits, insurance,
and other aids, but to grant special and
suitable aids to cooperatives is wrong.

Mr. President, if we are going to pro-
vide middle-income housing, we must
provide it by the formula worked out so
carefully and so painstakingly by the
Banking and Currency Committee, or we
are not going to provide it at all. Let us
not deceive ourselves. Let us not deceive
the American public. Let us not deceive
the middle-income families of America

The Maybank substitute is the answer,'
Mr. President. It is the only answer

which is before the Senate. There are
no hobgoblins hidden away in its pages.
There is no socialism tucked away in
title i n . It is a good bill, a sound bill,
and a practical bill. As I explained at
such great length to the Senate yester-
day, there are no tax exemptions or
other secret weapons given to coopera-
tives in this legislation.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from New York has expired.

Mr. LEHMAN. May I ask for a half
minute more?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
cannot give it to the Senator.

Mr. LEHMAN. I ask for a half minute
more.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I shall take the re-
sponsibility of yielding a half minute
more to the Senator from New York.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor is recognized for a half minute more.

Mr. LEHMAN. All that is done is to
make it possible for middle-income
groups to band together to take advan-
tage of special Federal aids which are
offered because it is in the national in-
terest to provide adequate housing for
these people. This is no hand-out, and
no give-away. It is just forward-looking
Americanism, and I hope the Senate will
approve the substitute bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from New York has expired.
The Senator from South Carolina has
yielded 15 minutes to the Senator from
Idaho.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I am
not a member of the subcommittee of the
Committee on Banking and Currency.
However, I have a very keen interest in
housing. As one who has never lived in
a new house, I believe it would be nice
to live in one some time, and I should
like to see other people have the oppor-
tunity, at least, of living in a new house,
just to see how it felt.

I have a brother in California who is
in the middle-income group which we
seek to help here today. He is a rail-
road engineer. Naturally, he and his
wife wish to live decently. They have
three young daughters, who are growing
up, and they bought a house—if it can be
called a house. In reality is was a con-
verted chicken coop. That is not a fig-
ure of speech. It had been a chicken
coop, which was converted into a house,
the walls being 4 inches thick, of 2-by-4
construction, with siding on the inside
and outside. The house practically tell
down on them. Termites got into it.
They had to get it fixed up as best they
possibly could. Then they decided to
get something more substantial and they
sold the house, they bought another
house. It is quite a nice house, an old
house. In fact, about 2 weeks ago my
brother, in trying to repair the roof, fell
off the ladder and broke his arm.
Nevertheless, even a house in that shape
was so expensive for my brother, who,
as I have said, is in the middle-income
group, that he has had to work 16 hours
a day, very often, as a railroad engineer.
It is practically ruining his health. It
probably will ruin his health if he keeps
it up for any extended period of time.
To show how desperately people crave
a decent place in which to live, in order
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to pay for the home, my sister-in-law is
working in a hospital. She is working
very hard. She should not have to do
that, to leave her girls, who are grow-
ing up, without the constant care of a
mother. But in order to try to hang on *
to this house, she is doing what I have
recounted.

Mr. President, I do not believe that
should be necessary in this great, rich
country of ours. My reason for coming,
to the United States Senate, the only
reason why I ever decided to run for
office, was the fact that I felt there was
no logical reason for people in this coun-
try to be deprived of a decent living when '
there was plenty available on every hand.
It if takes action by Congress to make
the plenty, the abundance, which is in
our country, available to the people, by
means such as this cooperative housing
provision, then I certainly am for it.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
CAIN] quoted at some length from news-
paper editorials. It seems the news-
papers are against this cooperative-
housing provision. I can only say that
if I were going to let such things influ-
ence my thinking, the fact tkat the news-
papers were against it would seem to
convince me that it must be all right,
because the newspapers have been
against me, and I know I am all right.
They have been against me about 100
percent in the State of Idaho. They
were about 95 percent against Roose-
velt, and I always thought he was all
right. They were about 98 percent
against Mr. Truman, and I think he has
been doing an excellent job since early
1948. Before that I thought he was
somewhat bogged down, but I believe he
has his feet out of the mud now, and is
doing all right. So I for one am not
going to be particularly influenced by
what the press has to say about this
proposal.

Mr. President, there seems to be a
great deal of worry about bankers and
the building and loan associations and
the insurance companies not going to be
able to invest their money profitably. I
have a few friends who are bankers and
insurance agents, and some who are in-
terested in building and loan companies,
and I would like to see them do all right,
and they are doing all right. I do not
believe that making cooperative-housing
money available to the middle-income
groups is going to bankrupt or seriously
affect the fortunes of my friends who
happen to be in the lending business.
All through history, from what I can dis-
cover, the lenders have never suffered
very greatly, but have always done pretty
well.

It seems to me that title 3 of the bill
is very essential. Those who come
under it do not qualify, to get housing as
low-income groups. They cannot pay
the prices demanded, if they do not get
the low-income group housing benefit, as
I have demonstrated with my brother's
case. In fact, my brother is very seri-
ously considering getting rid of the very
decent house in which he is living, be-
cause it is killing both him and his wife
in their attempt to keep up the pay-
ments.

I hope the Senate will pass the pending
bill, and perhaps my brother and thou-
sands of other people's brothers through-
out the Nation who are in the same pre-
dicament, who want to be respectable
citizens, who want to live ut> to the
middle-class standing which they in-
herit, can benefit from this cooperative-
housing provision. It is my understand- "
ing that it not only will make available
funds to build apartment houses, coop-
erative housing, so to speak, under one
roof, but it will also make it possible for
groups of people to join together and
build a subdivision, in which they can
have individual houses, and obtain the
savings which are provided under the
title.

Furthermore, they can buy their
building supplies cooperatively in large
quantities, which will enable them to
save in that respect.

Then they can get together in the
fashion of our forefathers and help each
other with the construction of their
houses wherever they do not meet with
too strenuous opposition by reason of
the regulations of the unions involved,
and I would hope that the unions would
be very lenient and tolerant of these
people who are trying to help them-
selves.

Mr. President, housing is just about
the most important item in our exist-
ence. Next to food, I would say it was
the most important. So I very sincerely
urge that my colleagues give their sym-
pathetic attention to this provision of
the bill.

I believe that nothing can do more to
make our people satisfied, to make them
enthusiastic about our free democratic
way of living, than to do everything we
can, as the Congress, the ruling legisla-
tive body of the country, to see to it
that people have an opportunity for
decent housing.

The people of Sweden have gone in
quite extensively for cooperative hous-
ing. A group of Senators from the
Banking and Currency Committee went
to Sweden last summer* Unfortunately,
I was not in a position to travel with
them. I wish I could have done so.
The people of Sweden are certainly do-
ing a very excellent job of fighting
ideologies to which we are opposed.
Although they are right under the
gun, so to speak, right next door to
the Russian bear, nevertheless, because
the Swedes do take care of their people
by cooperative means and by other prac-
tical means, they have a miraculous
standard of living, if one takes into con-
sideration the resources available to our
friends the Swedes, compared with the
resources available to us in this great
country.

I think we should profit by the example
set by our friends in Sweden and do
everything we can for the people of our
country by means of cooperatives and
through other methods which some,of
our friends like to call socialistic, or even
communistic, for that matter. The
Swedes go in for cooperatives in a big
way. Considerable Swedish industry is
owned by the people. Nevertheless, they
have a high standard of living. They
do not have a dictatorship. They have

a great deal of private enterprise, and
it is on a sound basis.

I feel that if we are going to maintain
our free democratic way of life, if we are
going to maintain our democratic
political system, if we are going to pre-
vent spread of alien ideologies in this
country, the one thing we must do is
see to it that our people are well-housed,
well-fed, well-clothed, have an oppor-
tunity for a decent education, .and
medical care. If we will do that I am
certain that we will have nothing to
worry about in this great country of ours.
We will not have to transform ourselves
into a totalitarian state, as some people
seem to want us to do, in order to main-
tain our way of life.

We cannot simply legislate against the
subversive activities that would seem to
threaten us. We must legislate for the
things that make people desire our way
of life more than the other way of life.

The' PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GILLETTE in the chair). The Chair
recognizes the Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. TOBSY. Mr. President, I yield
20 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas- [Mr. FULBHIGHT].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Arkansas for 20 minutes.

Mr. FDLBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
realize that the pending bill has been
very thoroughly covered in its general
aspects. There are two or three points
particularly to which I wanted to refer.
One point especially was raised yester-
day with regard to the interest rate, and
there seemed to be some difference of
opinion among those on the floor as to
what are the provisions of the bill with
regard to the probable interest rate. I
wish to comment on that at this time.

The National Mortgage Corporation
for Housing Cooperatives would have
greater control over the kind of housing
it would finance and the timing of its
operations than existing agencies have
for the most part. The Corporation
would be in a stronger position to en-
force standards in the public interest
and to audit costs. It would also be in
a position to minimize the inflationary
influences of building it financed. All
these advantages could, of course, be
nullified if the program were used, as
other programs have bsen used, to sat-
isfy housing demands faster than is eco-
nomically desirable. In other words, I
think the timing of the whole program
a very basic and important element.

In general effect, the cooperative
financing plan is closely similar to much
of the financing now being done with
FHA-insured mortgages, although the
mechanism used would be different.
Under the FHA plan, private lenders ad-
vance their own money on mortgages
covering either existing properties or
properties to be built. The loan may
represent not more than 80 percent of
•the value of an existing house, as deter-
mined by FHA, and if Senate bill 2246 is
enacted, may be as high as 90 or 95
percent of FHA's estimate of value in
the case of new construction, which, ac-
cording to many, may be equal to or
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greater than actual construction cost.
The loan may bear interest at not more
than 4, 41/2, or 5 percent, depending on
the transaction involved, and may run
for as long as 20, 25, or 32 years.

In addition to interest, the borrower
under an FHA mortgage pays an annual
insurance premium of one-half of 1 per-
cent, in most cases, of the average out-
standing principal. Out of this premium
FHA pays its operating expenses and
sets up a reserve fund to pay losses.
Credits to this reserve have apparently
amounted to about one-fourth of 1 per-
cent of outstanding balances. If a
mortgagor defaults, the mortgagee has
the task of foreclosing. After fore-
closure, he may turn the title over to
FHA and in exchange obtain debentures
payable by FHA and fully guaranteed by
the United States, which are negotiable,
bear interest at not more than 3 percent,
and mature 3 years after the maturity of
the defaulted mortgage. In practice,
FHA has called such debentures very
soon after issue. It is that difference,
the very important difference between
the way the mortgagee is treated, and
what he has to do in the case of FHA,
and what would happen under the pro-
posal in title III, about which I think
there was some confusion yesterday.

Under the cooperative financing plan,
the proposed National Mortgage Corpo-
ration for Housing Cooperatives would
obtain its initial capital of $100,000,000
from the Treasury, as other housing
agencies such as FHA, HOLC, and the
Federal home-loan banks obtained their
capital, and would be authorized to have
outstanding eventually not more than
$1,000,000,000 of debentures. These
debentures would not be guaranteed, but
would provide that, if the Corporation
defaulted on its debentures, it would ex-
change them for debentures fully guar-
anteed by the United States which would
be negotiable, bear interest at not more
than 3 percent, and mature 3 years after
the maturity of the original debenture.

Cooperative associations or nonprofit
housing corporations would be able to
borrow from the Corporation only for the
construction of housing for middle-
income families. Before borrowing from
the Corporation they would be able to
obtain a certain amount of technical
assistance from the Housing and Home
Finance Agency, and, if the project
looked sound, a loan for planning and
development from the HHFA, which
would be paid off from the proceeds of
loans from the Corporation.

Property loans from the Corporation
would run for as long as 50 years, and
would provide for possible extensions to
a maximum of 63 years. The loans
would bear interest at the rate deter-
mined by the Corporation so as to cover
the cost of money to the Corporation,
operating expenses, any reserves the
Corporation might decide on, and a sum
equivalent to one-fourth of 1 percent of
tha outstanding loan balance to be cred-
ited to an insurance fund against which
losses on mortgages would be charged.

The maximum amount of loan would
be the cost of the borrower's project, but
the borrower would buy stock in the Cor-
poration equivalent to 2J/2 percent at the
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time of application, another 2l/2 percent
on completion of construction, and 5 per-
cent during the succeeding 20 years.
When the loan had been paid down so
that the remaining balance was equal
to the amount of the borrower's stock,
the stock could be applied as payment in
full. The report of the Senate Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency calculates
that a 50-year loan would be paid off in
this way in 36 years. When the private
capital in the Corporation amounts to
one-half of the Government capital, the
Corporation would begin retiring the
Government capital.

Mr. President, I hope the statement I
have just made will clarify the question
about the interest rate which may be
charged by the proposed Corporation.

Senate bill 2246 is the latest, and I
think probably not the last, of a series of
legislative actions and proposals designed
to provide special Government aid to
enable the American people to obtain
housing of higher quality and at lower
Ibices than might be available without
such aid.

The major question is whether this
chain of development, in which Senate
bill 2246 is the latest link, has gone fur-
ther than is necessary and is leading to
the establishment of special privilege
groups and to the accumulation of fi-
nancing procedures which will operate
as inflationary stimulants, with the dan-
ger of overbuilding and a subsequent
collapse of values.

Mr. President, I think the" analogy
which has been referred to in the debate
on the floor, as between this bill and the
HOLC, is a completely erroneous one.
The circumstances of the initiation of
the HOLC were exactly the opposite of
the circumstances which exist today.
The objection of the Federal Reserve
Board to this proposed legislation is pri-
marily, I think, on the ground of its in-
fluence upon the fiscal situation of the
Government.

In that respect, I wish to say a word
with regard to the committee. At the
last minute, in fact, on the last day, after
the hearings were closed, and when the
committee were seeking to mark up the
bill, the committee asked the Federal
Reserve Board to submit its opinion on
the proposed legislation. It had not been
submitted to the subcommittee on hous-
ing and had not been studied by the
members of the committee. The Chair-
man of the Federal Reserve Board, Mr.
McCabe, came before the committee and
submitted a report disapproving of title
III of the proposed legislation.

Later, because of the long experience
of the former Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board, Mr. Eccles, I sought to
have him appear before the committee
and give his personal.views about this
proposed legislation. As everyone
knows, he was Chairman of the Board
of Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem for many years—from 1936, as I re-
call, until last year. The committee vot-
ed against having any further state-
ments. So I personally requested a state-
ment from former Chairman Eccles on
the question of the effect of the proposed
housing finance on the Federal Reserve
policies. By that I mean particularly

what would be the effect of the issuance
of the debentures by the proposed corpo-
ration upon the policies of the Federal
Reserve System, which as everyone
knows are supposed to bring about as
much stability in our economic system
as they possibly can.

The province of the Federal Reserve
System has been greatly complicated by
the enormous size of the national debt,
and they now have difficulties in com-
batting a tendency to inflation. So I
think this statement is a very good one.
Unfortunately, under the time limita-
tion under which we are operating, I do
not have time to read it. Therefore, I
ask unanimous consent that it be printed
at this point in the RECORD, as a part of
my remarks. I want to make it clear
that this statement was furnished by
Governor Eccles at my request.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

EFFECT OF HOUSING FINANCE ON FEDERAL
RESEEVE POLICIES

STATEMENT PREPARED BY REQUEST BY MARRINER
S. ECCLES, MEMBER OP BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF
THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Under title IH of Senate bill 2246—the
Housing Act of 1950—the obligations which
would be issued by the proposed National
Mortgage Corporation for Housing Coopera-
tives would compete directly with Govern-
ment securities in the money market. They
would be purchased largely by banks and
other investors, which otherwise would prob-
ably hold Government securities. As a re-
sult, either the Federal Reserve would have
to purchase additional Government securi-
ties, thus creating new bank reserves, or
prices of Government securities would de-
cline, 1. e., interest rates would rise.

Although the protective aspects of the
Corporation's obligations authorized by the
bill are designed to be similar to those of
FHA mortgage insurance, there are Impor-
tant differences between the two. Apart
from the original capital of the Corporation,
the funds extended by the Corporation would
be private funds, but the ultimate lender,
i. e., the purchaser of the debenture, is more
adequately protected against difficulties and
rick of loss than is the mortgagee or holder
of an FHA-insured mortgage. If the Corpo-
ration defaults on a debenture, It itself
makes the exchange for a guaranteed de-
benture, whereas if an FHA mortgagor de-
faults on his mortgage, FHA makes the ex-
change of the mortgage for a guaranteed
debenture after the mortgagee has foreclosed
and obtained title to the property. It would
be reasonable to expect, moreover, that the
Corporation would have less occasion to
make use of the guaranty because, while
FHA issues guaranteed debentures for every
individual mortgage which Is foreclosed, the
Corporation would not have to Issue guar-
anteed debentures in exchange for its other
debentures until a very large proportion of
its mortgages had gone bad and its capital,
surplus, and reserves had been impaired to
a point where the Corporation could not
meet its obligations.

For these reasons and because of the other
safeguards, the Corporation's debentures is-
sued to obtain new funds should have an
even more favorable market than the obli-
gations of other Government Corporations,
such as Federal Land Banks, which are not
protected in the same manner, and would
be in effect the same as guaranteed Govern-
ment securities. The competition which
would arise In the market between Govern-
ment securities and obligations of the Cor-
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poration would, therefore, be very direct.
Most of the buyers of the debentures would
be banks, Institutions, and other investors
that would probably otherwise hold Gov-
ernment securities.

As the bill stands, the Corporation would
have a great deal of discretion about the
gross interest rate to charge borrowers and
the mortgage maturities to permit. The Cor-
poration would probably be able to borrow
at slightly above the long-term Govern-
ment rate, and the lowest gross rate to bor-
rowers might be little over 8 percent, al-
though it would have the authority to
charge higher rates and build up reserves.
On the other hand, by issuing short-term
debentures, the Corporation might get its
money as low as 1% or iy2 percent, which
might permit a gross rate much lower than
3 percent.

If the Corporation were to obtain funds
for long-term mortgage lending by borrow-
ing substantial amounts on short-term ob-
ligations, it would not only run the risk of
adverse market fluctuations, but it would In
all likelihood obtain these short-term funds
largely from expansion of bank credit. This
could be undesirable in a period when gen-
eral credit policy was directed toward lim-
iting expansion of bank credit.

In view of the safeguards with respect to
capital of the Corporation and insurance
reserves against tne debentures included in
the law, it is unnecessary to add the un-
desirable feature of what is in effect a direct
Government guaranty of the debentures.
The Corporation should be able to borrow on
terms Just as favorable as the Federal land
banks and the home-loan banks, which now
have no such guaranty. The debentures
then would be more truly of the nature of
private obligations and compete less directly
with Government securities.

The practice of issuing securities guaran-
teed by the Federal Government was aban-
doned many years ago because such issues
came to be viewed as practically the same as
direct Government obligations and were an
Indirect means of keeping the expenditures
out of the budget. Issuance of guaranteed
obligations has the same effect as an increase
in the public debt. Investors buying the new
securities might sell direct obligations of the
Government. Either the prices of Govern-
ment securities would fall and interest rates
rise or the Federal Reserve would have to
support the market by buying securities, thus
creating bank reserves.

Action by the Federal Reserve of this
nature might at times be inconsistent with
major aims and statutory obligations of the
P^deral Reserve. An excellent description of
the appropriate aims and procedures of Fed-
eral Reserve policies is given in a recent re-
port of the Subcommittee on Monetary,
Credit, and Fiscal Policies of the Joint Com-
mittee on the Economic Report, after con-
ducting a comprehensive inquiry under the
chairmanship of Senator DOUGLAS. This de-
scription may be summarized and para-
phrased approximately as follows:

The role of the Federal Reserve in our
economy is to supply the banking system
with adequate lending power to support a
growing and relatively stable economy and to
exercise restraint upon excessive credit ex-
pansion that will lead to instability. This
task has been made exceptionally difficult by
the tremendous wartime growth of the public
debt, the pervasive distribution of Govern-
ment securities among many holders, and the
tendency of these holders to view their se-
curities as liquid assets readily convertible
into money to be spent or otherwise invested*
Attempts to sell these securities, iinles3
buyers ure readily available, tend to lower
their prices, which means a rise in interest
rates. In the absence of a demand by other
investors, declining prices can be prevented
only by Federal Reserve purchases. But any
expansion of Federal Reserve credit has the

effect of supplying banks with additional
reserve funds, on the basis of which the
banking system by lending or investing and
relending can expand bank credit, and the
volume of money, by many times the amount
of the reserves supplied.

This process of monetary inflation can be
somewhat restrained by limiting Federal Re-
serve purchases of Government securities.
As the Douglas subcommittee report pointed
out,1 "the essential characteristic of a
monetary policy that will promote general
economic stability is its timely flexibility."
But Federal Reserve policies cannot be varied
in response to changing needs without affect-
ing interest rates. For the Federal Reserve
to endeavor to maintain a rigid level of
interest rates would mean supplying all
credit demands in time of expansion and ab-
sorbing all of the unused supply of credit
in times of contracting demands. Such
policies would tend to create instability, be-
cause they would tend to reinforce both the
expansion and the contraction phasesN of
economic fluctuation.

Another general point which should be
kept in mind is that there are many interest
rates which reflect, on the one hand, varying
degrees of risk and liquidity involved in dif-
ferent obligations and, on the other hand, the
supplies of funds that may be seeking rela-
tive safety and liquidity at the sacrifice of
higher return or vice versa. For example, the
Treasury can borrow at between 1 and 1%
percent on short-term obligations and at less
than 2̂ 4 percent on long-term bonds, while
business borrowers at banks pay from iy2 to
more than 6 percent, depending on the size
and risk^ of the loan, and consumer loans
carry higher interest charges. These differ-
ences in the structure of interest rates must
be taken into consideration in the determi-
nation of Federal Reserve policies.

What bearing do these observations have
on housing finance and housing legislation?
An important aspect of most of the housing
legislation of the past two decades has been
to make it possible for lenders to tap money
'markets at lower rates of interest and on
more favorable terms than were previously
available. These were and are, on the whole,
desirable aims, as institutional arrangements
in the mortgage market have had much need
for improvement. Particularly during pe-
riods of depression and substantial unem-
ployment it was most helpful to facilitate
the flow of available lnvestable funds into
the mortgage market at reduced rates of
interest. It is quite another matter, how-
ever, to adopt measures which will lead to
the creation of new money to finance con-
struction at a time when activity is already
fully utilizing available supplies of material
and labor and prices are higher than a large
portion of potential buyers can afford.

The aim of many of the measures adopted
and proposed has been to lower the cost of
housing by obtaining low interest rates on
mortgages—an important cost of home own-
ership. This is generally done by attaching
some sort of Government insurance or guar-
antee to the mortgages or to the obligations
of mortgage lending agencies or by provid-
ing facilities for increasing their liquidity.
One result is that these obligations can tap
sources of loanable funds that would other-
wise not have been available to them. The
lower rates and increased availability of funds
tends to stimulate borrowing.

Obligations guaranteed or insured by the
Federal Government are to a considerable
degree competitive with Government secu-
rities; therefore an increase in such obliga-
tions is likely to result in a decline in prices
of Government bonds, i. e., a rise in interest
rates. In the absence of a large unused sup-

1 Monetary, Credit, and Fiscal Policies, re-
port of the Subcommittee on Monetary,
Credit, and Fiscal Policies of the Joint Com-
mittee on the Economic Report, January 23,
1950, p. 19.

ply of loanable funds in that sector of the
market, the only way a general rise in in-
terest rates could be avoided would be by
Federal Reserve purchases of Government
securities, which would mean the creation of
new money.

Thus the issuance of additional amounts
of obligations directly or indirectly guaran-
teed by the Federal Government would have
the effect either of depressing the prices of
Government securities or of requiring crea-
tion of supplies of new money by the Fed-
eral Reserve. In the case of the first alter-
native, the benefits of lower interest rates ex-
pected by the sponsors of the measures to
provide chaper housing would not be fully
realized and, in addition, all other Govern-
ment securities would decline in price. In
the latter case the inflationary policies might
result in higher prices. Whether such a
result ensues depends upon the general eco-
nomic situation at the time.

It is because of these possible consequences
that the Federal Reserve has a particular
interest in housing finance and in the vari-
ous legislative proposals that have been made.
Their effects on the economy, and perhaps
their success in accomplishing their objec-
tives, will in the final analysis influence, or
be influenced by, Federal Reserve policies.

While the monetary consequences of
financing the amount of debentures proposed
under the present bill might be slight, the
principle, however, is one which, if adopted
In a moderate amount for one purpose, might
well be extended in magnitude and scope.
It Is difficult to provide special privileges
to one group and deny them to others. This
principle, if widely adopted, could unduly
stimulate housing construction at lowered
interest costs and eventually undermine the
values of existing houses and of mortgages
outstanding against them. It would be at
first an inflationary factor and ultimately
lead to a deflation of values.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
along that line, and to show that one of
the most responsible committees of the
Congress feels as I do about the func-
tion of the Federal Reserve System, I
wish to read one paragraph from the re-
port of the Subcommittee on Monetary,
Credit, and Fiscal Policies, of the Joint
Committee on the Economic Report of
the Congress of the United States. The
chairman of the subcommittee was the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS],
This is a recommendation, I may say,
which the committee made to the Con-
gress in Its report. I read now from
the third paragraph on page 31:

It is the will of congress that the primary
power and responsibility for regulating the
supply, availability, and cost of credit in
general shall be vested in the duly consti-
tuted authorities of the Federal Reserve
System, and that Treasury action relative
to money, credit, and transactions in the
Federal debt-shall be made consistent with
the policies of the Federal Reserve.

In view of that statement, made so
recently by that very important commit-
tee of the Congress, it seems to me that
the view of the Federal Reserve Board
should have been considered more ser-
iously and its suggestions with regard
to this proposed legislation should have
been given more weight. But, of course,
as all of us know, that has not been the
case; and there seems to be a very great
difference of view as between the ma-
jority of the committee and the Federal
Reserve Board.

I wish to point out here that this ques-
tion was decided by the very narrow ma-
jority of one; the decision in the com-
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mittee on reporting the bill and the vote
in the committee on title III was car-
ried by a majority of one. So there was
a very deep-seated difference of opin-
ion with tegard to the validity of this
particular section of the bill.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield for a brief
Question. As the Senator from Illinois
knows, I have only a few minutes.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen-
tor for a question.

Mr. MAYBANK. I was going to sug-
gest that the time consumed as a re-
sult of the question the Senator from
Illinois desires to ask can be taken from
the time I have at my disposal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from South Carolina yield
time for that purpose?

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield from my time
whatever time may be taken from the
time allowed the Senator from Arkansas
by the question which is to be asked
by the Senator from Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Very
well; it is so understood.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I take
It that the. Senator from Arkansas-is
aware of the fact that the Chairman of
the Federal Reserve Board, Mr. McCabe,
of whom I have a very high opinion, took
the absolutely inconsistent position that
the original $2,000,000,000 provided for
cooperative housing was inflationary, but
that the $3,225,000,000 provided for FHA
was not inflationary. I submit that the
Federal Reserve Board has been com-
pletely confused on this subject and has
been riding its horses in opposite direc-
tions.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in
response to the Senator from Illinois,
who of course is a very accomplished
economist, I should like to say that as I
read the statement of the Federal Re-
serve Board—not the debate in which the
Senator from Illinois engaged, but the
Board's statement, together with the
statement of former Chairman Eccles,
which I have just placed in the RECORD—
I am unable to see the deep-seated in-
consistency to which the Senator from
Illinois refers.

The fact of the matter is that the
statement of former Chairman Eccles
and the statement of the present Chair-
man of the Federal Reserve Board, which
did not go into this question to anywhere
near the same extent as did the state-
ment which I have just placed in the
RECORD, make a very important distinc-
tion between the character of the securi-
ties to be issued by the proposed corpora-
tion, the new bureau which is to be cre-
ated by title III, and the insurance of
mortgages under the existing FHA pro-
gram. In his statement Mr. Eccles
points out how much more competitive
these debentures will be, how much more
like existing Government bonds they will
be, how their tendency will be to drive
down the price of bonds, which in effect
will make the Federal Reserve System
purchase those bonds, under the present
policies of the Government—largely
dominated, I may say, ,by the Treasury,
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I think—in direct opposition to the rec-
ommendations of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois in the report from
which I have just read. A few moments
before the Senator from Illinois entered
the Chamber, I was recommending to the
Senate that all Senators study carefully
the report of the Senator from Illinois.
In that report, which has dictated largely
by the Senator from Illinois, Senators
will see the true doctrine, which I think
is entirely inconsistent with his present
position with regard to the effect of title
IH of this proposed' legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Carolina is advised
that 3 minutes of his time have been
consumed by the colloquy.

Mr. MAYBANK. I thank the Chair.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, if

we are speaking of inconsistencies, I
would say that the difference between
the present position of the Senator from
Illinois and the position of the Senator
from Illinois in his own report with re-
gard to this proposed legislation is much
more marked than is the difference or
the inconsistency between the position
which the Federal Reserve Board took on
the $2,000,000,000 proposed in title III
and the position it took on the $3,000,-
000,000-plus under the other titles of this
bill. I think the difference in the charac-
ter of the financing that is to be used un-
der title III is quite sufficient to distin-
guish it from the other method which is
to be used, namely, that used for the in-
surance program under FHA. Certainly
that point is made very clear, and I think
quite persuasive, in the statement of Mr.
Eccles, which I have just placed in the
RECORD.

Mr. President, let me inquire how
much time I have remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
shall have to submit for the RECORD,
without reading, certain of the material
which I have before me. I desire to
make a record. I wish to call the atten-
tion of the Senate to an article appear-
ing in this morning's Washington Post,
and in a moment I shall request that the
entire article be printed in the RECORD.
However, I wish to call particular atten-
tion to the last paragraph of the article,
which quotes a statement made by the
former Chairman of the Federal Reserve
Board, Mr. Eccles, v/hen he appeared be-
fore a congressional committee in 1947:

The more the backlog of demand for hous-
ing is filled at exorbitant prices now, the
smaller will be the cushion under the entire
industry when prices come down, and there-
fore, the more intense the deflation in the
industry will be.

In other words, Mr. President, that is
the central point, namely, that at this
moment we have had a very satisfactory
building program. A month ago every-
one was complimenting the country on
having maintained a million-unit pace
last year, and I would say that everyone
thought that was satisfactory.

No\^some persons desire to put on top
of that an additional program, involving
no one knows how much money, in the
end, to step up that program, which will
mean higher prices not only for the

newer homes but for all homes, because
of the higher prices of material and
labor. That will induce the instability
which all of us say we do not like to have
in our economy.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that it
would be much better if we could try to
maintain a fairly level building program,
somewhere in the neighborhood of a
million units a year over a period of 5
or 10 years, rather than to step up the
program to a million and a half units a
year how, and then have complete col-
lapse after 3 or 4 years. I think the in-
fluence of this legislation, particularly
title in , would be to make for much
greater instability in the entire industry
than there would be if we were to let it
go along under the existing legislation;
which I had thought we would do. That
is the inherent evil of this kind of step-
ping up and pouring on in a situation
which is already booming. I refer to the
additional demand for housing.

Mr. President, I ask that the entire
article from the Washington Post dealing
with the subject be inserted in the
RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the article
. was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,

as follows:
POLITICAL ECONOMY—PIECEMEAL-PLAN DANGEB

SHOWN IN HOUSING BILL

(By Ysabel and Robert Rennie)
The administration's controversial middle-

income housing bill, which has been reported
out of committee In both Houses, reached the
Senate floor last Saturday.

There are really three housing bills. One
was voted by the House last session; the sec-
ond has just come out of the House Rules
Committee; while the Senate bill embodies
the provisions of both House measures.
These bills are trying to increase the hous-
ing supply in several ways: (1) By guaran-
teeing larger loans to veterans ($7,500 In-
stead of the present $4,000); (2) by provid-
ing very low interest rates on loans to hous-
ing cooperatives; (3) by lowering present
high building standards for FHA mortgages
in outlying areas; and (4) by Increasing the
amortization period on mortgages—that is,
the time allowed for repayment of the prin-
cipal.

The most controversial provision Is that for
direct Joans to housing cooperatives. The
legislation as now written would establish
a National Mortgage Corporation for Housing
Cooperatives. This corporation would make
mortgage loans to housing cooperatives to
provide homes for the middle-income group,
those families making somewhere be-
tween $2,800 and $4 400 a year. The
loans would run for 50 years, and bear in-
terest at a rate the sponsors believe would
not, at least for the initial loans, exceed
3 or 3% percent.

THREE PERCENT INTEREST

Under the usual mortgage terms (20 year
amortization, 4% percent interest), a $10,000
mortgage costs $63.30 a month for principal
and interest. A 50-year mortgage at 3 per-
cent wuold only cost $32.20. This difference
would bring home ownership well within the
capacity of present middle Incomes In this
country.

The question arises: Why do two"-thirds of
all families need Government assistance to
afford decent housing?

The answer lies in the high cost of con-
struction, a high cost, which goes back in
large measure to the f east-and-f amlne nature
of the Industry. Low productivity, restric-
tive labor practices and speculation all arise
from the same underlying cause.
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The Government hopes to solve high-cost

housing by low-cost mortgages. This policy,
by making money cheap, has given .buildera
fewer incentives to cut costs and has thereby
contributed to the amount of water in post-
war construction.

Today we are faced with the situation
where the market for expensive houses has
been tapped,. If the building boom is not to
collapse, there must either be lower costs or
still cheaper financing. The housing bill
proposes the second solution.

Under PHA's system of equal monthly pay-
ments on mortgages, very little is repaid in
the first few years. The older system of
amortization provided larger total install-
ments at the beginning, when the house was
new, and as the house grew older, the pay-
ments dwindled until the whole principal
had been paid.

The FHA system, introduced at the bottom
of the depression, has never had to meet the
test of declining real-estate values. Suppose
we extend this principle to 40- or 50-year
mortgages, as the present bill proposes. The
house would grow ol̂ der, comparable rentals
would decline, but the burden of monthly
payments would be exactly as great in the
forty-ninth year as when the house was new.

COSTS INFLATED
Today's housing costs are highly inflated.

Under this bill a home buyer could commit
himself to a lifetime obligation on the basis
of a speculative home price. When the
present housing boom is over millions of
home owners .will be struggling with mort-
gages higher than the value of their homes.
They would be able to rent comparable quar-
ters for much less than their monthly mort-
gage payments.

In 1929, just before the crash, mortgage
debt in this country totaled a little over
$19,000,000,000. Today it is more than
$38,000,000,000.

When business activity declines, millions
of home owners will default through no fault
of their own. For most of the others the
struggle to keep their homes will mean cur-
tailed spending on food, clothing, and con-
sumers' durables. By cutting off consumer
spending when it is most needed, this will
tend to intensify the decline.

The present legislation, however well-in-
tended, shows the danger of piecemeal plan-
ning. In a clumsy attempt to get middle-
income housing, it will have unsettling effects
on our control of credit, the costs of build-
ing, our debt structure, and on the whole
price level.

The bunching of construction in a specula-
tive boom like the present one will only add
to the instability of our economy. As the
then chairman, of the Federal Reserve Board,
Marriner Eccles, told a congressional com-
mittee in 1947:

"The more the backlog of demand for
housing is filled at exorbitant prices now, the
smaller will be the cushion under the en-
tire industry when prices come down, and
therefore, the more intense the deflation in
the industry will be." Plain talk, and very
much to the point.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I also have an edi-
torial from Life magazine of March 13,
1950, - entitled "Leaky Housing," com-
menting upon the same subject, which
I think would be interesting to the Sen-
ate. I ask that it be inserted in the
RECORD at this point

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

-LEAKY HOUSING

" Headers of this page are aware that we
distrust the excessive spread of state wel-
farism. This week, however, we are taking
a leaf from the welfarists' book and Judging
a pending administration proposal by their
standards. The measure we have in mind is

intended to supply housing to so-called mid-
dle-income groups, and by accepted welfare
standards it is a bad piece of legislation.

In the old days the ideal criterion of a
good law was that it should apply to every-
one impartially, whether poor, rich or of the
"middle condition." But such Olympian
evenhandedness could not withstand the
march of history and the irony of people like
Anatole France, who once remarked that "the
law in its majestic equality forbids the rich
as well as the poor to sleep under bridges.'1
Under a changing conception of fairness,
discrimination between classes has come to
seem socially right when it is applied to such
things as income-tax rates and -aid to the
needy. I t has never been deemed right, how-
ever, to "permit discrimination between peo-
ple in identical categories: even the ad-
vanced state welfarist professes to believe
that equals should be treated equally.

The proposed middle-income housing leg-
islation actually promises to treat equals un-
equally. The bills now pending before the
Banking and Currency Committees of the
two Houses of Congress would make home-
purchase money available at 3 percent inter-
est to citizens in the middle-third income
bracket (roughly $2,700-$4,000 a year). In
addition to the low interest rate the bill
would provide amortization of loans over a
50- or even a 60-year period. But to get
this easy money the applicant must first
elect to become a member of a Government-
financed housing cooperative. This is where
the discrimination between equals comes in.
For, where a cooperatively minded house-
holder would be getting his money at 3 per-
cent with a lifetime to pay it off, middle-
income people who prefer to obtain houses
on their own would still have to pay 4 percent
or more, even with FHA help. As for the
1,750,000 veterans who are now getting hous-
ing money at 4 percent with a 25-year amor-
tization privilege, many of them are in the
middle-income brackets. Would they take
the sight of other middle-income people get-
ting 60-year amortization money at 3 per-
cent without screaming to high heaven about
the very obvious injustice of it all?

If the new middle-income housing bill
passes Congress it will, in effect, drive the
general mortgage rate down toward 3 per-
cent. Equals will insist on being treated
equally. This would undoubtedly serve to
stimulate the housing market, but what
practical good would such stimulus do as
long as the Nation Is already in the ecstatic
throes of a housing boom? One million new
homes are in the works for 1950, and labor,
lumber, contracting charges, and architects1

fees are already sky high The net effect of
cheaper money "would not be more homes; it
would be costlier labor and more expensive
Douglas fir and white pine with resultant
hardship on all home builders, rich or poor. -

Government has entered the area of hous-
ing to stay; even such antistatists as Sena-
tor TAFT are willing to vote for public-slum
clearance and low-cost public housing. But
in housing, as in other things, Government
will do well to stick to the principle of treat-
ing equals equally. Otherwise, even by wel-
farist standards, Government will become an
abhorrent monstrosity,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
also want to call attention to a letter
on this subject which I received today*
It relates to a question which has been
discussed in the committee, namely,
that if we set the new interest rate lower
than the existing rate of interest on
FHA and VA, there will immediately be
pressure to lower the interest rate and
to give the same amortisation terms as
we are giving to the cooperative housing.
In a letter I received, dated March 9,
from the Director of the Veterans of
Foreign Wars, he made exactly that

point; and here it is, before the legisla-
tion is passed, a letter in which he is
already requesting that amortization
terms of the VA mortgages be extended,
I should say it would not be 2 weeks
until all others interested in housing will
be wanting to have the same privileges,
which, as we said in committee, would
have the effect of a general lowering of
all interest rates on housing and, in the
long run, would mean an increase in
subsidy from the Federal Government.
Furthermore, in the long run, there is
serious question whether, having taken
on these obligations at the very top of
the building boom, there will not be a
great loss to the Government. I think
most of us are reconciled to there being
a less, but when we cut down the interest
rate, all we are doing is to increase the
ultimate loss to the Government. That is
what I mean by saying we ere increasing
the subsidy. That would be the effect.
The idea that there is some magic about
lowering the interest rate, and that no
one is going to have to pay for it, is a
lot of nonsense. If that be true, why
do we not eliminate entirely the interest
rate and give them the money? If there
is any logic in the idea that this is all
net gain, and no one pays for it, then
we ought to go on and abolish all of it
and give everyone a house. That should
be perfection to those who support title
in.

Mr. President, I am not sure whether
the editorial published in this morning's
Washington Post, entitled "Co-op Hous-
ing Bill" was inserted in the RECORD.
If not, I ask that it be inserted in full
at this point in my remarks.

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

CO-OP HOUSING BILL

Senator SPARKMAN'S middle-income hous-
ing bill on which the Senate will vote today
has many appealing features. It is designed
to aid a group that is said to benefit little
from tho present FHA and public-housing
programs. The bill would transfer most of
the burden of financing the program from
governmental to private shoulders. It would
doubtless stimulate the cooperative move-
ment which Americans have found useful in
meeting many other economic problems out-
side the housing fields. Nevertheless, we are
persuaded that enactment of the bill at this
time would not be in keeping with the best
interests of the country.

One significant fact is that a vast number
of homes are now being built—most of them
with governmental aid of one sort or another.
The total reached more than a million homes
last year; this year the estimate is 900,000
dwelling units. While it is true that a great
many of these are beyond the economic reach
of middle-income families, Senator SPARKMAN
himself pointed out that about 51 percent
of the homes financed with the aid of FHA
in 1948 were purchased by families with
annual incomes from $2,400 to $4,200. This
is the group that the cooperative housing bill
is especially designed to aid. Most of these
low-cost PHA homes are in the low-building-
cost areas rather than in the big cities. It
should not be assumed, however, that the
existing programs discriminate against mid-
dle-income families.

The major objection to giving cooperative
housing associations the extremely generous
incentives provided in the Sparkman bill is
the one voiced by officials of the Federal Re-
serve Board and reiterated on the Senate floor
by Senator TOBEY. The bill would permit
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the proposed National Mortgage Corporation
for Housing Cooperatives to lend co-ops 100
percent of the development cost of their
projects over a period as long as 50 years at
an interest rate estimated at from 3 to 3 ^
percent. If the program should prove to be
successful, the effect woufd be to give our
economic system a strong shot in the arm
at a time when it is already operating in high
gear. That is what the Federal Reserve offi-
cials told the committee in guarded techni-
cal language. "If amortization is stretched
further to 50 and 60 years in periods of high
activity like the present," said Winfield Rie-
fler, the Board's chief economist, "you are
setting a precedent throughout the mortgage
market that might come home to roost very
seriously." This is no time to court infla-
tion. If the country were in a depression,
the situation would be an entirely different
one. The bill has been modified to meet this
criticism in part, but we doubt that it has
been modified enough."

Closely related to this point is the ques-
tion of whether the Government should, as
a matter of policy, offer mortgage money at
3*4 percent to co-ops when private builders
must pay 4% percent under FHA. In addi-
tion to that favored treatment, the Spark-
man bill would set up a special agency to
give technical assistance to housing co-ops
and to make advance planning loans to them.
In order to take advantage of these benefits,
groups having no cohesive unity might be
encouraged to venture into cooperative hous-
ing. We cannot help thinking that the bill
provides too much nursing for a movement
which, after all, owes its strength to private
initiative on a cooperative basis. In this
connection it is well to remember that the
present law gives cooperatives an opportu-
nity to operate under FHA. Senator TOBET
makes a strong case for further perfection
of this method instead of launching a new
rival program.

More important, however, are the over-all
economic objections to the Sparkman bill at
this time. Economy is required to steady
the general economy and to ready it in case
of emergency needs. The Government has
already gone too far with socially desirable
programs that It cannot finance with the
present tax structure. When to this fact is
added the danger of upsetting the mortgage
market with overly liberal credit pushed out
through Government guaranties, the case for
rejection of the bill by the Senate seems to
be very strong.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I merely want to
call attention, for the purpose of the
RECORD, to the testimony of Mr. McCabe,
as it appears on page 374 of part 2 of
our hearings. I shall not take the time
to read it at this moment, but it mude
very clear the attitude of the present
Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System toward the pending legis-
lation.

I have certain remarks, of a more gen-
eral nature, which I have prepared, but
which I do not have time to read. I ask
that they be inserted at this point in the
RECORD. These are my own remarks, and
I desire them inserted in the RECORD, in
order to complete my statement.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

S. 2246 is the latest, and probably not the
last, of a series of legislative actions and pro-
posals designed to provide special Govern-
ment aid to enable the American people to
obtain housing of higher quality and at low-
er prices than might be available without
such aid.

The major question is whether this chain
of development, in which S. 2246 is the latest

link, has gone further than is necessary and
is leading to establishment of special-priv-
ilege groups and to the accumulation of
financing procedures which will operate as
inflationary stimulants with the danger of
overbuilding and subsequent collapse of
values.

The early actions of the Federal Govern-
ment to intervene in housing problems were
reasonably successful before the war in
achieving their purposes, which were mainly
to encourage the formation of stronger mort-
gage financing institutions, to secure greater
mobility of funds available for mortgage
lending, to relieve distress—on the part of
both mortgage lenders and debtors—and to
provide a method of distributing the risk
of home ownership and financing in* such a
way that people would be willing to take
their proper share of the risks.

Before the war, the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration was successful in achieving a
distribution of risks which made for wide
acceptability of insured mortgages. This
led to the use of the insured mortgage as a
device by which the Federal Government
assumed the risk of emergency building
during the defense and war periods, and
since the war, the Government has con-
tinued to assume a larger part of the risks
of lenders and builders than was necessary
or desirable.

The prewar progress toward raising stand-
ards of construction has been halted, and
the Government has become a party to low-
ering standards, and shares the risk of this
deterioration with the borrowing home
owners. In the_ case of rental housing, the
owners do not e'ven share the risk, the Gov-
ernment carries practically all of it.

The borrowing home owner has been en-
couraged to overlook his risk by being able
to obtain insured loans almost large enough
to cover, in many cases, the entire cost of
the property, and by having his monthly
payment cut—both through low interest
rates and. through long amortization pe-
riods—to a level that is in many cases less
than the cost of renting.

All of this has been done with the object
of broadening the market for housing. To-
ward the end of the war it was decided that
the market had been made so broad that
veterans returning from the services would
not be able to compete successfully for hous-
ing. So an entirely separate program, pro-
viding still easier financing terms, was pro-
vided for veterans—but without curtailing
any of the easy terms on new housing avail-
able to nonveterans.

Maximum interest rates have been legis-
lated at a level which is so low as to stimu-
late demand beyond the supply of savings
available. So the Government is forced to
advance the funds through "Fannie May,"
thus adding to the Government deficit and
inflating the cost of housing. It is now pro-
posed in S. 2246 that the Veterans' Admin-
istration have power to make direct loans,
using additional Government money. Ma-
turities have been lengthened so that 25
years has become common, and, under some
programs, 30 years is possible.

This easing of terms has been introduced
at a time when demand would have been
strong enough in any case to absorb the
Supply of housing that could be made avail-
able. People wanted houses. Enough of
them had funds for larger down payments,
and had sufficient incomes to support larger
monthly payments.

It has been argued that not every family
could have met the more traditional terms.
This is true, but it is also true that even
under the best of circumstances, not every
family can have a new house. The supply
of housing can be increased only slowly
even when building goes forward at ca-
pacity. The 1,000,000 houses built in 1949
for example, added only about 2»/2 percent

to the total supply. The bulk of the fami-
lies must depend upon existing houses for
their homes.

When demand for housing rises rapidly,
as it did after the war, building in stimu-
lated. But building cannot oe increased in-
definitely. When demand increases faster
than building can increase, consumers are
bidding against each other for land, labor,
and materials to build new houses, and for
possession of old houses.

So the fact that not every tnniliy could
have met more traditional mortgage terms
does not mean that the easier terms got
many more families Into houses. Under
more traditional terms, many families would
not have been in the market. With the
easier terms, many families have been priced
out of the market. More houses may have
been built since the war in the very strong
market which Federal programs have helped
to produce than would otherwise have been
built. But it may be doubted that this ad-
ditional building will compensate for the in-
flation of building costs and property values
which has also resulted.

Problems have been raised for the future.
We have used extremely easy terms during
a period of high economic activity and de-
mand for housing, when people had large
amounts of accumulated savings. What
terms shall we offer in a period of lower
economic activity or slack demand for hous-
ing, or when people's savings are smaller or
needed for other purposes? We may very
well find that the cheap credit we have of-
fered in recent years will turn out to be
very expensive.

These programs have not only created in-
flation in the housing market, but have also
added to general monetary inflation. Wide-
spread extension of credit on mortgages,
stimulated by the Federal programs, has
resulted in over-all monetary expansion. At
a time when Federal Reserve authorities
were attempting to restrain inflationary
pressures by appropriate actions to make
credit more difficult to obtain, insurance
companies and other investors in Govern-
ment securities have been encouraged to sell
such securities and obtain insured mort-
gages. The Federal Reserve has had to sup-
port the market for Government securities
and indirectly that for insured mortgages.
In this process additional inflationary bank
reserves have been created.

Title n i of S. 2246: In part, the provisions
of title i n reflect the competitive deteriora-
tion of standards which has developed in
mortgage-financing programs during the
past decade. Just as it was felt necessary
to make terms under the Servicemen's Re-
adjustment Act somewhat easier than those
available under the FHA programs of the
time, and then to successively relax terms
under both programs, it is now felt neces-
sary to ease terms for middle-income families
who want to try obtaining housing through
cooperative efforts. It is difficult to see what
other effect progressive relaxation of terms
by Government action can have, or whether
the process can logically stop. Someone is
always likely to be priced out of the market
by relaxed terms which sustain Inflation.
And there will always be someone who can-
not meet even the easiest terms.

The conclusions that may be drawn from
an appraisal of the bill and comparisons with
existing legislation may be summarized as
follows:

1. The middle-income cooperative-housing
provisions would within the limits estab-
lished by the act stimulate the building of
cooperative projects, because of the more
available6 ^ ^ t U a U w o u l d * otherwise be
- 2. These projects would have definite ad-
vantages in competition with existing and
other newly constructed projects and would
tend to depress the markets for other housing.
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3. Purchasers of the Corporation's deben-

tures would be much more adequately pro-
tected against risk and the inconvenience of
foreclosure and default than is generally the
case for other Government corporations such
as Federal-land banks and home-loan banks.

4. The debentures would be practically the
same as Government-guaranteed obligations,
thus in effect restoring a practice which was
abandoned years ago as undesirable.

5. Under the guaranties and safeguards
now in the bill, the Corporation should be
able to borrow in the money market in com-
petition with Government securities at only
slightly higher rates.

6. The effect on the monetary situation
of the issuance of such securities would be
practically the same as a government deficit.
Purchasers would either sell or refrain from
buying Government securities in 'the form
of direct obligations. Banks, and to some
extent the Federal Reserve, would then have
to buy more Government securities. The
result would be an expansion in bank credit
and the supply of money, that is, a credit
inflation.

We should be moving away from, instead of
further into, the kind of program that has
developed toward socialization of housing
credit.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, do
I correctly understand that I have con-
sumed all my time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator had one more minute, when the
Chair advised the Senator, provided he
did not take into consideration the 3
minutes that had been used by the Sen-
ator from South Carolina [Mr. MAY-
BANK].

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thought the
Chair had indicated that my time was
up.

I can only say I hope the title HI will
be stricken from the bill. In my opin-
ion, everything that can be done under
title III can be done under the remain-
ing sections of the bill, the only dif-
ference being on the extent of the cost.
I, mean it is a larger subsidy. It is a
device to give a larger subsidy to a par-
ticular group. I think that is the only
substantial difference. The other dif-
ference is that the impact upon our.
economy is much greater, under the par-
ticular kind of financing that is provided
in title III. The impact is much greater
than under the regular FHA method of
financing.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I do
not desire to go into any lengthy speech
again about the interest rate. No in-
terest rate is provided, and so I send to
the desk an amendment to make the in-
terest rate 4 percent. There has never
been an interest rate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator request that it lie on the
table?

Mr. MAYBANK. I request that the
amendment be read, and that it be
voted on.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 89, in line
22, after the word "rate", it is proposed
to insert the words "which shall not be
less than 4 percent per annum."

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I de-
sire to make a brief statement. I know
that publicity throughout the country
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has been disseminated in a desire to de-
feat title III. Everyone should know
that there is no interest rate provided
in the bill. Because a witness came be-
fore the committee and testified that he
thought they could get money at 3 per-
cent or 3 l/z percent, the press and radio
have picked it up and have stated that
we have included an interest rate. We
have not. The rate might be 6 percent,
it might be 3 percent, but the bill as re-
ported, does not fix an interest rate. I
stated yesterday, and I now repeat, if
any Senator can show me that there is
an interest rate provided in the bill, I,
myself, shall vote against the bill.

The original bill introduced last year
carried an interest rate. At the request
of the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SPARKMAN] the bill was held up, and an
amendment to the bill was offered last
year to make it plain that no interest
rate was fixed on any Government guar-
anty. It is easy enough for those who-
do not want title III, who do not want
provision made for middle-income fam-
ilies and for veterans with children so
that they may have decent places in
which to live, to broadcast misinforma-
tion.

The Senator from Arkansas referred
to a letter from the Veterans of Foreign
Wars. I received a similar letter this
morning. They complain about the im-
plications of section 606. I ask that the
letter be made a part of my remarks at
this point in the RECORD.

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

VETERANS OP FOREIGN WARS
OF THE UNITED STATES,

Washington, D. C, March 13, 1950.
Senator BURNET R. MAYBANK,

Senate Office Building, •
Washington, D. C.

DEAB SENATOR MAYBANK; This office Is very
much disturbed over the implications of
section 606 of the additional amendment in
the nature of a substitute in the bill, S. 2246,
which would grant to the President the au-
thority to reduce maximum principal
amounts, ratios of loan to value or cost, or
maximum maturities of any type of loans for
housing which may be insured or guaranteed
by a Goverment agency.

This section was not contained in the orig-
inal bill, or first amendment, which served as
the basis for hearings early this year and in
1949. Apparently the section was placed in
the bill at the request of the Administrator
of the Housing and Home Finance Agency
and considered by the committee in execu-
tive session. As a result, neither this or-
ganization nor the other proponents of the
bill had an opportunity to voice their objec-
tions at the hearings on the measure.

The implications of the section, particu-
larly as it affects the Servicemen's Readjust-
ment Act of 1944, are far-reaching. No
longer will the veteran have the statutory
protection of loan guaranty granted him by
a grateful Congress in 1944. The President
upon the recommendation of some other
agency, not concerned with the GI home-
loan program, could literally nullify this vet-
erans' program by reducing the amount of
guaranty, maturity period, and ratio of loan
to value or cost.

Surely the Congress should reserve for
itself the authority to adjust the housing
credit of the Nation. Surely the Congress
should reserve for itself the authority to

lessen the benefit granted millions of veter-
ans of World War II in the home-loan pro-
gram of the GI bill of rights.

In behalf of the members of the Veterans
of Foreign Wars of the United States, I
strongly urge you to reconsider this section
and cause it to be stricken from the bill.
Should you deem this impractical, I hope
you will at least consider adding a proviso to
section 606 as follows:

"Provided, That nothing contained in this
section shall apply to loans guaranteed under
section 501 of the Servicemen's Readjust-
ment Act of 1944, as amended."

The GI home-loan program has but a few
more years to run. Surely it merits a
strengthening at this late date, rather than
an emasculation, which enactment of this
section may very likely bring about.

Respectfully yours,
OMAB B. KETCHTJM,

Director.

• Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
yield the next 13 minutes

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator give me 1 minute?

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes.
Mr. TOBEY. In the oratorio of the

Messiah, by Handel, there appear the
words, "Why do the heathen imagine a
vain thing?" I am paraphrasing it now
and applying it to the Senate of the
United States. "Why does the Senate of
the United States imagine a vain thing?"
What is that vain thing? It is the pro-
cedure under which we work. Here is a
handful of Senators. Senators rise to.
speak on this important matter but no
one hears them, for the Senators are not
on the floor. Their words fall on the
vacant air. They place things in the
RECORD for the benefit of the Senate, in
the vain hope that Senators may read
them before they vote. Will they read
them? Not until they see them in the
RECORD tomorrow morning. Could there
be anything more ridiculous than the
procedural policy of the Senate? I ask
it in all due respect. In the way we
carry on the debate, not a word of it
will come to most of the Senators until
tomorrow. But we have agreed to vote
at 4:30 today. So the words are spoken
on desert air. In addition, not a word
of the things that are placed in the
RECORD will be seen until tomorrow
morning, after the Senate shall have
voted. When will we grow up? When
will we begin to act as mature men?
When will we change the rules of the
Senate to provide some way whereby
words of wisdom and pure gold, when,
as, and if they flow from the lips of
men on both sides of the aisle, will fall
upon fertile ground, and not on arid
soil?

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, how
much time do I have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety
minutes.

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield 15 minutes to
the Senator from Vermont.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Vermont is recognized for
15 minutes.

Mr. FLANDERS. I shall confine my
remarks to title HI of the bill, which
provides for the support of cooperative
housing.

First let me state the reasons for my
interest in housing since my first session
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In the Senate now inore than 3 years ago.
It has been my conviction that the main
concern of government in welfare should
not be with equality of wealth or equality
of income. It should concern itself with
equality of opportunity. That is the
democratic way of approaching welfare.

Equality of opportunity relates pri-
marily to education, health, and housing,
for if the citizens of the country, and par-
ticularly the children of the country,
grow up in slums, are afflicted with incur-
able diseases and have their educations
neglected, they are denied equality of op-
portunity . This is not bad merely for
them but for the country as a whole, be-
cause such children when they grow up
are easily attracted Into lives of crime,
but still more easily, and still more im-
portantly, become easy recruits to com-
munism. My interest in last year's hous-
ing bill was supported by this line of
reasoning.

The present housing bill has an addi-
tional interest for me, in that it seeks to
encourage cooperative housing in this
country. My interest in the cooperative
movement is of many years' standing and
began long before my election to the
Senate. It is based on my conviction
that there should be an alternative to
the profit system as we know it. That
alternative should not be old-fashioned
socialism or State socialism, or com-
munism. The alternative is to be found
in the existing cooperative movement.
This movement is in reality a form of
private business, though a competing
form. It is likewise a great and effective
means of adult education in that it gives
business experience and knowledge of
business problems to many citizens who
would otherwise never have that experi-
ence and knowledge.

For many years, however, I have felt
that the cooperative movement would not
come of age and stand upon Its own feet
until it was treated tax-wise in the same
way that any other business is treated.
There is no tax discrimination in favor
of some cooperative undertakings. There
Is such favor shown to other types. I
believe the charge of unfair competition
can be brought against cooperatives who
are able to plough back their earnings
into expansion and improvement with-
out handicap, where other private busi-
nesses are taxed on the profits they so
employ. I am looking forward to the
time when the cooperative movement will
come of age and when these discrimina-
tions will be evened out.

Now let us get back to the housing bill.
I am interested in it because it encour-
ages cooperative housing. This move-
ment is seen at its best in Sweden, where
many thousands of people have gotten
together and, under the guidance of the
overhead cooperative organization, have
built apartment houses or single- and
double-house suburban developments.
They have had, many of them, the ex-
perience of assisting in the development,
building, and maintenance of these resi-
dences. While the arrangements under
which they were built gave them favor-
able costs under competitive conditions,
there has developed among them a sense
of ownership and a strong sense of the

responsibilities of ownership. I believe
the same development can take place
in this country and that this bill makes
it possible.

Let me clear up a number of misap-
prehensions about the bill. The Govern-
ment does not lend money to the coopera-
tives. As the bill was first proposed, it
would have done so. I therefore voted
against it In subcommittee, again in com-
mittee, and would have fought it on the
floor. After our trip to Sweden, the com-
mittee concluded that private funds
should be available, and the bill has been
changed so that private funds in the form
of debentures issued by a Government
corporation* are insured by the Govern-
ment in exactly the same way that FHA
mortgages are insured.

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

Mr. FLANDERS. I shall be glad to
yield to the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. MAYBANK. Is there any inter-
est mentioned in the bill?

Mr. FLANDERS. No; there is none
mentioned in the bill. I shall come to
that point later.

Mr. MAYBANK. I thank the Senator.
Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, this

Corporation itself does have govern-
mental support. It is set up with an
Initial $100,000,000 of capital stock sub-
scribed by the Government. After the
capital stock reaches $150,000,000 by
stock subscription by cooperative mem-
bers, the additional funds are applied
to retire the Government subscription.
This organization pays interest to the
Government the same as in the case of
the Rural Electrification Administration.
In that respect it differs from the irriga-
tion bonds which pay no interest.

Not only are the Government funds
expected to be retired from this Cor-
poration, but provision is made for its
becoming cooperatively managed, as is
the case with the Swedish system. Its
Government directors are progressively
retired in favor of directors drawn from
the cooperative movement. It is a self-
liquidating venture.

Criticism has been made of the low
interest rate which will be available to
the cooperators. It should be noted
that this rate is not one set in the law.
It will be determined by the rate at
which money can be obtained on the
open market. The reasons for expect-
ing a lower rate principally result from
the fact that the cost of servicing these
debentures will be very much less than
the service costs on the FHA mortgages.
They will be serviced by the cooperatives
themselves. This being the case, the
cooperatives are entitled to any interest
rate which the money market feels the
debentures are worth.

I mentioned the fact that the funds
for setting up this organization bear in-
terest. At the same time it should be
noted that there are no tax advantages
given the cooperatives. Their profits
are taxed in the way that any business
profits are taxed. Furthermore they are
subject to full State and local taxation
on their real estate. They compete on
even terms with individual private build-
ing and are entitled to the lower inter-

est rate because they perform services
which make that rate acceptable to
money lenders.

Finally, this deals no blow at the build-
Ing industry. Bids will be advertised
and accepted on the same basis that
would take place with purely private
housing developments, and the bill is so
drawn that it will not make heavy addi-
tional drains on scarce labor and scarce
material. This avoids the inflationary
effect.

Why has the device of the Govern-
ment Corporation been written into the
bill? Why not put the whole thing
directly under FHA? The reason for
this is that the Swedish development
has shown the necessity for a central
organization to give initial guidance to
corporations of citizens who wish to en-
gage in cooperative housing. They are
for the most part inexperienced in the
more difficult points of business relating
to real-estate development. Like all
sensible American citizens they have a
capacity for absorbing business knowl-
edge and experience, and it is one of
the great advantages of the cooperative
movement that it educates its members
in this direction, but it cannot be ex-
pected that a group of citizens would
have at the beginning all that such an
undertaking requires. It is the func-
tion of the Government Corporation to
furnish counsel, assistance, means of
financing, and perform other services
until the cooperative becomes a going
institution on its own.

If we can make in this country some
such record as the Swedish cooperatives
have built up, I am sure that every citi-
zen will be proud of the results.

Mr. MAYBANK Mr. President, this
morning I read a telegram from the
American Legion highly endorsing this
measure. The members of that organi-
zation know that there is no interest
charge in this bill. They know there is
no direct grant, because they appeared
before the committee and testified.

It Is now my pleasure to read a letter
from a very distinguished American, Mr.
Omar B. Ketchum, director of the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars:

Keports have reached me that eeveral Mem-
bers of the Senate have voiced opposition
to title n i of the bill 8. 2246, relating to co-
operatives, and are contending that the title
represents a discrimination against veterans
who are obtaining 4-percent loans under the
Gl bill of rights with a 25-year amortisa-
tion.

Mr. President, as I have said there Is
no interest rate in the bill. An interest
rate was fixed in the bill last year, about
which the Washington Post printed an
editorial this morning, but this is not that
bill. The members of the American Le-
gion, the members of the Veterans of
Forei^i Wars, and the people of the
United States will know before the debate
has finished what the facts are I am
sorry, as is the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. TOBEY], that there are not
more Senators present. I have never
seen, in an my experience in public life,
so much misinformation passed out to
the people of America as has been the
case with reference to this bill
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I read further from the letter of Mr.

Ketchum:
There is no basis for the contention that

the cooperative provision represents a dis-
crimination against the veteran who utilizes
the benefits of the GI home-loan program.
Under the GI bill it Is true that the veteran
pays a larger interest rate but, at the same
time, he has greater freedom in the selection
of the type of house he wants, its location,
and of course he can sell it at any time, at
a profit.

The veteran or nonveteran participating in
the cooperative provision would receive a sav-
ing in the financing but would not have air
opportunity to sell at a profit and, in addi-
tion, he would have to conform to the plan of
development of the cooperative. I am un-
able, therefore, to concur in-the belief held
by these Members of the Senate that title III
represents a discrimination against the vet-
eran.

Mr. President, I spoke at length on that
point yesterday. I think I am able to say,
as chairman of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, that after conferences
lasting more than a year, no person has
ever come to me with any such state-
ments as have been heard here. They
have approved the proposed legislation.
Last year, when we deferred the bill
which was then before the Senate, many
persons were very much upset because we
extended it only from October until
March.

I should like to read the concluding
paragraph of the letter:

Our experience in the field of housing has
led us to the inescapable conclusion that
many veterans because of low income are un-
able to avail themselves of the benefits of
the GI bill of rights. For these, enactment
of title III would provide the means where-
by they could acquire decent homes for
themselves and their families within their
modest means to pay.

Mr. President, it is the head of the
Veterans of Foreign Wars who is speak-
ing in this letter. The members of that
organization know there is no interest
rate in this bill; they know there is no
discrimination. The people of the United
States will find out, when we get through
voting this afternoon, that more persons
know what is going on around Washing-
ton than some Members of the Senate
may think is the case.

Mr. President, I should like to repeat
th? last sentence which I read:

For these, enactment of title HI would
provide the means whereby they could ac-
quire decent homes for themselves and their
families within their modest means to pay.
In behalf of the thousands of delegates to
our fiftieth national convention who en-
dorsed unanimously—

Mr. President, there was not a vote
against title III in that convention—

In behalf of the thousands of delegates to
our fiftieth national convention who en-
dorsed unanimously the cooperative program
envisioned by this bill, I hope the Senate will,
approve title III along with the rest of the
bill.

Mr. President, I shall interpose short
remarks from time to time today during
the debate, because -I want the RECORD
to show clearly that the veterans of the
United States are for title HI. I want
the RECORD to show that there was not
any so-called disrespect intended to my
friend, the Senator from Alabama [Mr.

SPARKMAN]. The Senator withdrew his
bill last year at my request. This is an
entirely new bill. It is an insurance bill.
It gives the middle-income group of the
country, the poor people, the same chance
which thousands of people more fortu-
nate than they have had under the FHA
provision. r

I ask that the letter be included in my
remarks.

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

VETERANS OP FOREIGN WARS
OP THE UNITED STATES,

Washington, D. C, March 15,1950.
Senator BURNET R. MAYBANK,

Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR MAYBANK: Reports have
reached me that several Members of the Sen-
ate have voiced opposition to title III of the
bill S. 2246, relating to cooperatives, and are
contending that the title represents a dis-
crimination against veterans who are ob-
taining 4-percent loans under the GI bill of
rights with a 25-year amortization. On the
other hand, those participating in the ben-
efits of title III would receive a lower rate of
Interest and a longer period of amortization.

There is no basis for the contention that
the cooperative provision represents -a dis-
crimination against the veteran who utilizes
the benefits of the GI home loan program.
Under the GI bill, it is true that-the veteran
pays a larger interest rate, but at the same
time he has greater freedom in the selection
of the type of house he wants, its location,
and, of course, he can sell it at any time at
a profit.x

The veteran or nonveteran participating
in the cooperative provision would receive a
saving in the financing, but would not have
an opportunity to sell at a profit, and in ad-
dition, he would have to conform to the plan
of development of the cooperative. I am un-
able, therefore, to concur in the belief held
by these Members of the Senate that title III
represents a discrimination against the
veteran.

Our experience in the field of housing has
led us to the inescapable conclusion that
many veterans, because of low income, are
unable to avail themselves of the benefits of
the GI bill of rights. For these, enactment
of title III would provide the means whereby
they could acquire decent homes for them-
selves and their families within their modest
means to pay. In behalf of the thousands of
delegates to our fiftieth national convention
who endorsed unanimously the cooperative
program envisioned by this bill, I hope the
Senate will approve title III along with the
rest of the bill.

Respectfully yours,
OMAR B. KETCHUM>

Director.

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield 13 minutes to
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS].
* Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
purpose of the pending bill is to help to
provide housing for the middle-income
third of our population or those families
which have annual incomes of from
$2,800 to $4,400 a year, in larger cities,
and for those with somewhat under
those incomes who live in the smaller
cities and towns. It is aimed to provide
decent housing under substantially the
conditions now provided under FHA for
the upper third income group, with the
exception that cooperative projects
which would be large-scale, or wholesale,
projects, with probably 500 to 1,000 units
in each, and with a capital investment of
from $4,000,000 to $8,000,000, shall be

provided with access to investment cap-
ital at wholesale rates. They should not
be compelled to pay retail rates.

FHA which has been in effect for about
15 years, has helped to provide for the
upper third of our population Govern-
ment-insured loans made by private
lenders for the construction and im-
provement of housing. During these 15
years approximately $18,500,000,000 have
been loaned under FHA of which nearly
10 billion is now outstanding. There
is, therefore, a contingent liability, whicto
the Federal Government has assumed,
of nearly $10,000,000,000 on private
loans. So far as housing is concerned,
the loans have thus far primarily bene-
fited people in the upper third of our in-
come groups. It is the upper third which
has primarily benefited, because the
housing developed under FHA in our
cities has been primarily above $8,000 a
unit and indeed all too often $10,000 a
unit or above.

It is virtually impossible for medium-
income families to meet such a figure
under present carrying charges. About
all that a middle-income family can pay
for rent is 20 percent, or, at the most, 25
percent, of its income. Therefore, a
range is established of between $800 and
$1,100 a year for rent. It is impossible,
under FHA construction, for families
who are in this middle-income third to
be accommodated. As a matter of fact,
the only way FHA has been able to dip
into this middle group has been in cases
in which so-called accommodation
apartments or accommodation houses
have been built. That is simply a term
for overcrowded apartments or over-
crowded houses. It is a term for a one-
bedroom house, or a house with a bed-
room and an alcove. It does not mean a
house with two adequate bedrooms, or,
best of all, a house with three bedrooms,
so as to provide one bedroom for the
mother and father and one bedroom for
children of each sex. That is the
American home, the home with three
bedrooms, which FHA has not been able
to help people in the middle-income
group to acquire, because it has been tied
to existing business conditions in the
realty business.

Nevertheless, the Government has
taken on a $10,000,000,000 contingent
liability in order to develop housing for
the upper third of the population. I am
not attacking the proposal. I am simply
pointing out that it represents housing
for a section of our population which, on
the whole, needs housing the least. We
have taken on a contingent liability of
$10,000,000,000 which, while it has not
yet caused much of a loss, because we
have been sailing in clear waters, with
rising prices, full employment, and high
profits, may nevertheless turn into a loss
if we have falling prices, unemployment,
and reduced profits. Should that hap-
pen it will become a Government sub-
sidy for the groups in the population
which need a subsidy the least.

I have been somewhat struck by the in-
consistency, to say the least, of the people
who were perfectly happy about provid-
ing another three and one-quarter billion
for a group which needs housing the
least, but who declared that putting
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$2,000,000,000 into housing for the
middle-income third would be inflation-
ary. Now, when we have scaled the
whole program down by putting a bil-
lion and three-quarters into FHA, and
only a billion into title in , it is the bU-
lion dollars about which these people get
excited, and it is the one and three-
quarter billion under FHA which they
swallow without protest. Apparently it
is only the billion dollar proposal under
title III which is inflationary. The $1,-
1̂ 0,000,000, which would have a much
greater effect, is glossed over. Not only
that, but amendments have been offered
whose effect would be to pour an addi-
tional $500,000,000 into section 608 pro-
visions. This is the worst type of specu-
lative building we have had. It is for
cheap apartment house construction,
where little or no money has been put
up by the promoters. The proposal now
is made to put another $500,000,000 into
the 608 program in order to bail out peo-
ple who made their applications prior
to March 1 with the knowledge that the
previous law was going to expire.

Mr. President, the Senator from Loui-
siana exposed section 608 on the floor of
the Senate yesterday, and now the very
ones who are objecting to putting $1,-
000,000,000 into title m are coming for-
ward and demanding that half a billion
be poured into section 608 housing.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. I appreciate the Sena-
tor's kind reference to me. I should like
to ask the Senator from Illinois, who has
been so conscientious in his considera-
tion of the housing bill, whether in his
opinion the section 608 loans are not
probably the most unsound loans the
Government has ever had anything to do
with.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is my judg-
ment. The Senator from Louisiana has
again and again pointed out that the
private sponsors of the section 608 loans
do not have to make any real invest-
ment on their own part. He exposed
that in very complete fashion. Contrac-
tors' profits, architects' fees, and the
like, are counted as their contribution,
and there is virtually no money coming
from the ordinary private investors in
section 608 loans, but the opponents of
title III are proposing that an additional
half a billion be poured into such loans.

Mr. LONG. As a matter of fact, Mr.
President, I can inform the Senator that
some private investors obtain loans of
90 percent of the estimated cost of a
section 608 project, but build the project
at 70 percent, and walk away with 20
cents on the dollar of Government money
on which they take no risk whatsoever.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, in
title III we are making an honest at-
tempt to get down to the middle income
third by reducing rental costs and re-
ducing the items which go into costs.
The cooperative is an admirable way of
reducing these costs. In the first place,
the cooperative furnishes within its own
members some business people, some
draftsmanship experts, some architects,

and so forth. These men generally, pitch
in and give their services at greatly-be-
low-cost figures, so that they start off
with lower costs than obtain in the
ordinary venture, and that helps out in.
many ways.

Once the building is constructed, more-
over r. the cooperative does not have to
make as large1 a charge for possible va-
cancies as a private enterprise. In the
ordinary section 608 venture, the owner.
or manager adds to cost an allowance of
at least 7 percent for vacancies and,
hence increases rents by that amount.
He adds that allowance of 7 percent for
vacancies, moreover, even though the
vacancies do not exist. This point was
developed in the testimony in the hear-
ings again and again, namely, that there
is a 7-percent allowance even theugh
there are no vacancies. In the coopera-
tive only those vacancies which actually
exist will be a cost against the apart-
ments which are rented, and experience
indicates that these will not exceed 3 per-
cent, and may be less. On an $8,000
apartment, in which, under section 608,
the rents would be $90 a month, this
should effect a saving of approximately
$4 a month.

In the third place, in a cooperative
the members can provide a portion of
the maintenance themselves. They can
do some of the painting, they can help
take care of the grounds, they can mend
the windows, they can do for their col-
lective property what we all do individu-
ally for our own houses, and they can
reduce, the maintenance cost, according
to the actual experience, both in public
housing and in private cooperative ven-
tures, by approximately $6 a month
more. So we have savings of $10 a month
which the cooperative can bring about.

Then, since the cooperative returns to
its members the savings which it makes,
and is not organized for the purpose of
making a profit, the profit which nor-
mally would have to go to the owners
can now be distributed to the members
and the tenants, and that represents a
saving of another $7 a month.

Therefore the ordinary cooperative
structure brings with it savings of around
$17 a month, or close to 20 percent.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield to the Sena-
tor from South Carolina.

Mr. MAYBANK. I wonder if the Sen-
ator is going to touch on the fact that
the cooperatives are not tax exempt, but
have to pay State, county, municipal,-'
and school district taxes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am very glad the
Senator from South Carolina has brought
that point out again. The cooperatives
will pay the same taxes to the localities,
to the States and to the Federal Govern-
ment, that the private builders pay.

I may be asked, "If this is a good ven-
ture, why cannot the cooperatives secure
loans under the FHA?" That is the chal-
lenge which has been more or less thrown
at us by many Senators from the other
side of the aisle, and by some of our
brethren on this side of the aisle, I am
sorry to say. I will tell the Senators
why. In the first place, in order to secure

these loans the cooperatives will have to
go to private lending institutions; and
private lending institutions do not as a
whole like cooperatives. Private lend-
ing institutions in the real estate field
do business with private real estate men
and private builders, and they want to
make the loans to them. They do not
necessarily regard the cooperatives as
un-American, but they tend to regard
them as strange, as new, and as some-
what hostile, and they do not want to
make loans to them.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the Senator from Illinois yield to the
Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.
Mr. MAYBANK. That is not the case

in the REA with its rural electrification,
is it?

Mr. DOUGLAS. No. That is where
the Government broke through the pri-
vate credit system and made its loans
direct.

Mr. MAYBANK. We have not done
that.

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; we have not.
Indeed we have not.

Mr. MAYBANK. I am for the REA.
Mr. DOUGLAS. I understand the

Senator is.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.
Mr. LONG. As a matter of fact, has

not the Government made possible loans
to farm cooperatives through banks for
cooperatives which the Federal Govern-
ment has set up, recognizing that co-
operatives could not borrow from the
ordinary sources?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Exactly. We do not
go as far as that.

Another point. The private lending
Institutions want to lend at retail credit
rates. Although the cooperatives will be
large organizations seeking $4,000,000
loans or $8,000,000 loans, the private lend-
ers will want to treat them as though
they were a man building a $10,000
house. Although the cooperatives will be
buying credit at wholesale, the lending
institutions will be wanting to sell them
credit at retail rates, or around 4y2 or
5 percent.

Then in addition the authorities in
FHA, while estimable gentlemen, gener-
ally come from the real estate industry,
and commonly hope to return to that
industry at a higher salary some day,
and they in general do not want to do
anything which will get them in bad re-
pute with their fellow realtors. They,
therefore, tend to pour cold water on the
applications of cooperatives, and make
it difficult for the cooperatives to obtain
credit. This was developed in the hear-
ings so far as Detroit, California, and
many other places are concerned.

So what we find is this, that despite
tne economic advantages of housing
cooperatives, there is a roadblock in the
way of their obtaining credit. All the
present bill does is to try to remove that
road block and to enable the cooperatives
to have their case judged on its merits
and to obtain wholesale credit at whole-
sale rates.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The

time of the Senator from Illinois has
expired.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
should like to yield five more minutes
of the time controlled by me to the
Senator from Illinois.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Illinois is recognized for
five more minutes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. All the bill does is
to set up a mixed corporation, in which
the Government puts up the initial capi-
tal, but which Is to be retired by contri-
butions by the cooperatives. This cor-
poration then borrows money in the pri-
vate open market at the commercial
rates. It buys this money wholesale and
then passes it on to the cooperative at
cost, namely the cost of borrowing, plus
the cost of administration, plus the
cost of reserves. We had hoped that this
could be done at an ultimate retail in-
terest rate of around ZYA percent. Had
that been possible we would have saved
another $8 a month, and have produced
a net saving of $25.

Mr. President, I am very frank to say
that this proposal has run into the op-
position of the great lending institutions
of the country and the small lending In-
stitutions of the country, and they have
joined with the real estate group to try
to prevent wholesale credit being sold at
wholesale rates. And the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], with his
back against the wall—and he has made
a manful fight for the bill—has now, I
understand, submitted an amendment
permitting the interest rate to go up to
4 percent
• As has been developed by the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. LONG] and by other
Senators, this mixed corporation is not
a new thing. It Is what we established
when we created the Federal land bank,
the Banks for Cooperatives, and the
Home Owners Loan bank It does not
go so far as we did in the REA, where
there is a direct governmental loan at
2 percent. This Is not a direct govern-
mental loan. The whole thing is to be
conducted under private enterprise, with
this mixed corporation merely as the in-
termediary, borrowing money in large
sums at low rates of interest, and pass-
ing It on to the cooperatives at cost.
That is all there Is to it.

I submit that there are certain groups
In this community that, In my judgment,
ought to be ashamed of themselves for
the opposition they have given to the
bill; and there are many editorial writ-
ers scattered all over the United States
who ought to search their consciences
tonight as to whether they have given
the correct interpretation of the bill as
it now stands.

Mr. President, this is a very real issue.
The middle third of our population Is
the group more than any other upon
which the country really rests. It is the
group for whom we have done nothing in
the way of housing. It is time now that
We made a beginning, and I hope very
much the bill may be passed.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that I have 55 min-
utes left. I understand the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire now de-

sires to yield some of the time controlled
by him.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished Senator from Ohio
[Mr. BRICKER] as much time as he de-
sires up to 25 minutes.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, there
Is a great deal of confusion in the think-
ing with regard to this bill and the mo-
tion which I have filed to strike out title
III, the cooperative housing title.

The distinguished Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. DOUGLAS] has just suggested
that nothing of any substantial charac-
ter hcs been done in the housing pro-
gram, and that now is the time to begin.
Last year there were built in this country
1,000,000 homes for American citizens.
This year, judging from the start that
has been made, a greater number than
that .will be built I note that building
in January of this year was 60 percent
above the mark for last year. The first
4 months of last year were not high
months; nevertheless this indicates that
this year an increased number of homes
will be built in America. That will have
been accomplished to no small degree be-
cause of the impetus given to the build-
ing program by FHA and by the vet-
erans' loans. Last year more than 50
percent of the total homes built were
under mortgages insured by those two
legal processes. Now we are asked to
add another one.

I discussed yesterday the interest rates
proposed under ttile in . It is perfectly
apparent at the present time that, under
the bill as reported by the committee, the
interest rates will be approximately 3*A
to ZV2 percent. At any time they are
bound to be lower than the normal in-
terest rates because of the Government
guaranty of the debentures which are
issued for the purpose of securing the
money.

Mr. President, in order that it may be
clearly understood, I think it is essential
to review briefly how money will be se-.
cured for the purpose of lending to co-
operatives. The National Mortgage Cor-
poration for Housing Cooperatives, as it
Is called in the bill, is created by the
Government with $100,000,000 of Gov-
ernment capital poured Into it. It is-
sues debentures, which are sold to the
public generally. They are negotiable.
They enter into the channels of trade.
They become securities for loans, and
thereby, under this bill, there is pumped
into the credit of the country generally
a billion dollars and the billions of dol-
lars more which will be added to it if the
program is started this year. That
money is loaned by the Corporation at
a low interest rate to the cooperative
housing projects which may make appli-
cation. These loans will run from 40 to
50 years. The standard minimum is 50
years, but there is a possibility of paying
the loans under unusual circumstances
in less than 50 years. The period can be
increased to 60 years or 63 years of
duration.

That, Mr. President, is bad enough.
Pew if any persons will live to see the
home paid for, or the individual's share
of the cooperative ever in his own
possession. It is altogether likely that
the buildings, if they are of the char-

acter we have seen in so many places
recently, will not outlive the mortgage
itself which is taken by the Corporation
on the project.

But now we have the distinguished
chairman of the committee, realizing
the absurdity of that situation, realizing
the faults in the bill itself, proposing to
the Senate that we adopt a minimum
of 4 percent for loans. That is even
worse than the original proposal, and it
points out clearly the fallacy of the whole
program.

There is no need to try to write a bill
on the floor of the Senate as between
3J/2 and 4 percent interest. What we are
asked to do to the poor cooperating
tenants who have been lured to partici- %
pate by cheap money and by organiza-*
tions in which they may believe, would
be to tie a debt of 200 percent of the
original capital upon every man that goes
into one of these cooperative housing
projects. That is worse than the old
three-percenters used to do. When they
would get hold of a borrower they would
hold onto him and hold onto him and
hold onto him until finally he owed more
than he had borrowed in the first place.
Two hundred percent of the original in-
vestment will be paid out in the life of
these projects in interest to the United
States Government. It is unsound, it is
fallacious, and I do not think the Senate
intends to put its stamp of approval upon
this kind of experimentation at this
time when we are already building
1,000,000 homes, and one-half of them
are under insurance provided in the VA
and in the FHA programs.

It has been suggested by the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Hampshire
that he wants an alternative to the pri-
vate capitalistic system of economy now
prevailing in the United States. Mr.
President, I do not want any alternative
to that system. I want to preserve it, I
want to strengthen it, I want to make it
adaptable to the needs of this day; to
the changing, present-day conditions, to
the increased complexities of industry,
and to the demands of the people of
America. I want no alternative to the
system we have. We have done a very
good job, as the world recognizes today,
under the private capitalistic system, and
it should be the determination of every
Member of the Senate to preserve that
system.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the Senator froin Ohio yield to the
Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. BRICKER. I yield.
Mr. TOBEY. I do not wish to inter-

rupt the Senator from Ohio; but a mo-
ment ago I think he was referring to the
distinguished Senator from Vermont, not
the Senator from New Hampshire. The
Connecticut River is all that lies be-
tween the two States, and they dwell to-
gether in amity and comity.

Mr. BRICKER. Yes; I am glad the
Senator from New Hampshire has made
that statement. It was the Senator
from Vermont to whom I was referring,
and I am glad to have the RECORD SO
show.

Mr. President, I have no opposition to
the capitalistic system, and I do not
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think any Senator who is going to sup-
port title III has any opposition to it.

If we refer to the reports of the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee, prepared
by the staff of that committee—and an
admirable job has been done—we see
there that the cooperatives should and do
stand on their own feet, that they have
much merit and much strength within
themselves. They are a part of our pres-
ent capitalistic structure. Apparently
the Senator from Illinois has not read
that report, because he said that people
who are in the business of lending
money will not lend money to coopera-
tives. That statement simply is not sub-
stantiated by the facts, and in that con-
nection I refer the Senator from Illinois
to the reports of his own committee.
There is presently a loan of that sort
in the amount of $6,000,000,000 by one
of the large financial institutions of the
United States. There are 20 or 25 co-
operative organizations today that are
held up and generally referred to as be-
ing most successful in the business field
and in the field of housing, and these is
much satisfaction which comes from the
availability of these projects. Yet all
that has been developed without the
granting of any special favors or with-
out any long-term cheap money, which
ultimately will have a destructive effect
upon the Government program which
now is in operation. We shall cut down
on the loans which now are made avail-
able to the public through FHA and
through the veterans' loans, by forcing
In cheap money, by pumping it into our
credit system, by inflating our currency,
which already is dangerously inflated,
almost to ths point of explosion; and
we shall have the Government using 3-
percent money, or whatever the percent-
age might be—perhaps 4 percent, if the
amendment is adopted—in competing
with itself in the field of FHA and in
the field of veterans' loans.

Mr. President, in the statement made
a moment ago by the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Carolina, the chairman
of the committee, reference was made to
the American Legion. Many of us be-
long to the American Legion. I happen
to be a charter member of that organi-
zation, as I know some other Members
of the Senate are. I know how resolu-
tions are adopted at meetings of such
organizations. I know that the guiding
spirit of the resolution referred to by the
Senator from South Carolina is an at-
torney for the Philadelphia Public Hous-
ing Authority. He is a protagonist of
this special kind of thing. I understand
how such resolutions are submitted to
to the American Legion. At its conven-
tion, someone makes a speech in favor of
the adoption of such a resolution. No
one else who is there understands what
the resolution is all about—with the re-
sult that the resolution Is adopted, and
then is sent to the Members of Congress,
and they are to assume that the resolu-
tion carries the weight and the judgment
and perhaps the voting of the members
of the American Legion. Mr. President,
that simply is not the situation at all.

Mention has been made
Mr. MAYEANK. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield?

Mr. BRICKER. No; Mr. President, I
decline to yield. The Senator from
South Carolina has had his time.

Mr. President, mention was made a
moment ago that there are on this side
of the aisle Senators who are opposing
this proposal, and that most of the Sen-
ators on the other side of the aisle are
in favor of it; and an apology was made
by a distinguished Senator for those on
his side of the aisle who are not sup-
porting the proposal for this cooperative
movement. Possibly that gives a little
bit of meaning to one of the provisions
of title III, which I wish to read for the
Information of the Senate. It did not
make very much sense to me in the be-
ginning, but now perhaps it Is being clari-
fied. Lower-case letters were used in
printing that portion of the title, but
possibly capital letters should have been
used. I refer to the statement at the bot-
tom of page 69, that the movement "will
contribute to the sound integral charac-
ter and success of such cooperatives,
provide necessary leadership therein,
involve democratic voting principles."

Mr. President, if word democratic had
been spelled with a capital letter, the
explanation made a little while ago by
the Senator from Illinois might have
been a little more obvious.

I wish to call attention to a rather ab-
surd thing In this measure Mr. President.
It is supposed to be for the benefit of
families of moderate income, to help the
moderate-income families. But it is
nothing of the kind. That description
has been added to this measure for the
purpose of making it sound good, for the
purpose of attracting attention, possibly
for the purpose of getting a few more
votes for the bill on the floor of the Sen-
ate, because all of us are for the middle-
income group of families; all of us like
to think of ourselves as belonging to the
group of great, average American citi-
zens; and therefore we are in favor of
helping them.

But title i n is not for anything of that
kind. It is a measure for cooperatives,
for cooperatives alone, to promote spe-
cial favors for a group of our people who
might belong to some organization—
perhaps a labor union or perhaps some
other group—or who might be in some
particular industry or might be engaged
in this or that kind of business.

Mr. President, in the promotion of this
measure a great deal of emphasis has
been placed on the social aspect. It was
suggested by the Senator from Vermont,
a while ago, that we are trying to build
a better social atmosphere for the people
who will live in these housing units. Of
course, all of use are in favor of that.
Last year we passed a bill for the elimi-
nation of slums and for better housing
for the lower-income group. Yet a mo-
ment ago it was suggested that this
measure should be enacted into law for
the purpose of helping those who cannot
help themselves. However, this measure
is not for any purpose of that kind. It is
a Government-support measure, a meas-
ure for the promotion of a particular
group of people, for a particular pur-
pose—perhaps the purpose defined in
what I read a moment ago, when I was
reading from the amendment.

But this measure is not for the pur-
pose of helping people of moderate in-
come to acquire housing. There is no
assurance in this measure that any per-
son will be able to get into one of the
cooperatives. A cooperative can keep
any person out, if it wishes to do so; or
a cooperative can invite a person in, if it
wishes to do so. In any event, these
provisions will apply to only about 1 per-
cent of the 8,000,000 people in the mid-
dle-income group who will need housing,
and that is a very small minority of
them. Title HI provides, in part:

Assist (I) families of moderate income in
acquiring (subject to the right of the co-
operative to repurchase) —

Mr. President, under this bill that
man will never own his home. He will
never have a title in fee simple to the
place in which he lives, because the co-
operative will not permit him to have it.
On the contrary, the cooperative may
bring in someone to whom they owe a
special favor. The cooperative wili not
necessarily permit the man who already
happens to,be in the cooperative to re-
main in it, because there will be no profit
in it. There will be a profit of only a
few dollars on a thousand, for the first
4 or 5 years, anyway.

So the right to be given under the pro-
visions of title i n will be merely a right
of tenancy, which will be -provided to
strengthen the cooperative movement
by granting it special Government
favors. Mr. President, when favors can
be granted by any Government organiza-
tion, those favors can likewise be with-
drawn. This measure is an implement
of political power, and nothing else, pro-
posed to be put into the hands of a spe-
cial group; and the taxpayers of the
Nation will have to pay for the really
extensive subsidy provided in this
measure.

First, Mr. President, there is a subsidy
of the administrative cost; second, there
is a subsidy by means of providing lower
interest rates; third, there is a subsidy in
the sense that the Government will get
the money for the cooperatives, whereas
they could well go to private sources and
could, operating through private chan-
nels, get the money for themselves.

Mr. President, I read further from
title IH:

Subject to the right of the cooperative to
repurchase—•

In other words, he might sometime
hope to have—
ownership of their individual dwellings
Where such dwellings are free standing—

In other words, meaning a separate
house.

I read further from title III:
And (2) the association of persons into

such cooperatives, who—

This is interesting and intriguing—
by reason of their like interests, association
together in other fields, or otherwise—

Mr. President, what are the "like in-
terests" of people, because of which we
wish to put them together into a housing
project? What are their associations
together that would bring them into such
a cooperative housing project, and how
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would they ever become dissociated if
they desired to move?

A moment ago mention was made by
the distinguished Senator from Vermont
[Mr. FLANDERS] of the situation in Swe-
den. I observed that also, along with
him. I wish to commend the Swedes for
the things they have done. But, Mr.
President, let us remember that Sweden
is a completely socialistic country, where
labor is herded in one place and directed
in another place, where special favors
are given to those who are in the ship-
ping industry and to those working for
cooperatives that are engaged in the
export business.

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

Mr. BRICKER. I am glad to yield.
Mr. THYE. Let me inquire of the

Senator whether Sweden has anything
comparable to our FHA.

Mr. BRICKER. No; the Swedish sys-
tem uses private money up to 60 percent
of the entire cost of the project; and
then the government, without interest,
puts in 30 percent, up to 90 percent*

Mr. THYE. Sweden has no such au-
thority as exists under our FHA, has it? -

Mr. BRICKER. No; Sweden has a
special set-up; and, under the govern-
ment, the cooperatives control the hous-
ing program.

Mr. THYE. Sweden has nothing
comparable to our special arrangements
for GI loans, has it?,

Mr. BRICKER. No; it has not. The
Swedish Government puts in the money
at the top, rather than, as we do, insure
FHA loans and GI loans.

Mr. THYE. The United States has
gone forward with a housing program
which has been entirely different from
that of the Swedish Government Is
that correct?

Mr. BRICKER. That is correct.
Mr. THYE. The program followed by

the United States has been of greater
assistance to the people than the Swedish
plan has been. Is that true?

Mr. BRICKER. Yes; by far.
Mr. THYE. The Swedish program

has nothing comparable to our slum-
clearance procedures, in the way of na-
tional legislation, has it?

Mr. BRICKER. No. However, Mr.
President, I will say for the Swedish peo-
ple that, to my observation, we saw very
few slums in their cities.

Mr. THYE. I would say that, from
what I saw of their cities, their housing
situation is excellent.

But I wished to inquire of the Senator
whether he thought the Swedes have
achieved that excellency under a system
similar to ours.

Mr. BRICKER. No; their system is
not comparable to ours, because as the
Senator from Minnesota knows, their
system is almost completely socialistic,
in that they control the flow of labor and
the migration of people from one place
to another and the kind of cooperative
which shall be emphasized, and where
cities shall be built, and where high-
ways shall be built, and how they shall
be built, and everything in connection
with living conditions.

Mr. President, it might be that Sena-
tors would wish to have the Govern-

ment develop cooperatives among people
of like interests, although that is a hard
thing to understand. I cannot under-
stand it in connection with a housing
program. Yet I did observe in Sweden—
and I think the Senator from Minnesota
will confirm this—that there were in the
newspapers there, in both the daily
newspapers and the Sunday newspapers,
whole pages of advertisements by per-
sons who wanted to move from one co-
operative apartment to another. They
had to advertise in the newspapers, and
they could not leave the cooperative
apartment in which they were living un-
til they could find someone who would
take their apartment off their hands,
on the basis of the money they had in
it; and then those persons would hope
they might get another apartment
somewhere else, under more favorable
circumstances and conditions. So they
are tied down to a program, extending
almost beyond the end of their lives, in
most instances.

I presented yesterday for the RECORD
several editorials from different news-
papers. Let me say, in commending the
Senator from Washington, that as he
pointed out a moment ago, most of the
newspapers from which he read sup-
ported last year the public-housing pro-
gram. I hold in my hand the Evening
Star editorial of last night, which I
think has already been presented. But
let me read the last paragraph, again,
for purposes of emphasis:

Responsible Members of Congress will con-
sider this bill on its merits, and not because
the real-estate lobby opposes it—

And I do not know whether they do
or not—
or the Democratic National Committee fa-
vors it.

And I do not know whether they do or
not, except I know telegrams have been
sent out, and a great deal of pressure
has been brought to bear. I have been
told by Senators that that is the situa-
tion.

If so considered, it ought to be defeated by
a healthy margin.

That comes from one of the great
newspapers of the Capital City.

I turn to another editorial from my
home State, an editorial which appeared
in the Cleveland Plain Dealer, which has
for 100 years, I presume, been a news-
paper of democratic persuasion. This
is what it has to say in an editorial on
March 14, 1950:

A DELUSION IN HOUSING

The Senate is scheduled to begin voting
tomorrow on a bill which would put the
Federal Government in a gargantuan new
business enterprise, exert a definitely in-
flationary effect on an important segment
of the economy, and, in effect, increase the
Government's dangerously high indebtedness
by another one or two billion dollars.

Continuing, it said:
In the Senate is not swayed by a political

catch phrase—"A housing program for the
middle-income group"—it will reject the bill
as being unsound, and as one which would
do nothing, absolutely nothing, to reduce
the cost of housing, to bring better shelter
within the purchasing and renting power
of more people.

Mr. President,, the pending bill, and
title III of the bill, do not in any way
attack the serious problem in housing,
which is the high price and high cost of
materials at the present time. The bill
only goes to the cost of money, which
does not go to the root of the trouble.
Continuing, the Plain Dealer said:

The price would not be cut; the monthly
payments would be lowered, but the pur-
chaser would be paying more in the long run
because of the higher aggregate of interest
over a longer period of years. That would
be a subsidization of inefficient methods,
just as the present Federal bills would
subsidize present-day builders* inefficient
and excessive demands. They are equally
fallacious.

That is the word for the Federal legisla-
tion providing Government-guaranteed
loans for the middle-income class—fallacious.

I have here several other editorials.
I think this one was introduced by the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FULBRIGHTI a little while ago,
"Piecemeal-plan danger shown in hous-
ing bill," but let me read It again for
emphasis. The last paragraph of the
article reads as follows:

The more the backlog of demand for hous-
ing is filled at exorbitant prices now, the
smaller will be the cushion under the entire
industry when prices come down, and there-
fore, the more intense the deflation in the
industry will be. .Plain talk and very much
to the point.

I have another editorial, one from the
Washington Post, which I think has been
placed in the RECORD. That newspaper
has been one of the strongest exponents
of the Government housing program. It
supported the bill last year in full, and I
think had a decided effect possibly on the
outcome of voting on that bill. Here it
is opposed, and again for emphasis let
me read the concluding paragraph:

More important, however, are the over-all
economic objections to the Sparkman bill at
this time. Economy is required to steady
the general economy and to ready it in 'case
of emergency needs. The Government has
already gone too far with socially desirable
programs that it cannot finance with the
present tax structure. When to this fact is
added the danger of upsetting the mortgage
market with overly liberal credit pushed out
through Government guarantees, the case for
rejection of the bill by the Senate seems to
be very strong.

A few moments ago mention was made
by the Senator.from Illinois to the effect
that private lending authorities will not
lend to cooperative movements. The
pending bill itself would invade the field
of private lending, to the detriment of
those who have saved a little bit of
money, which is still a virtue, regardless
of the attacks made upon that funda-
mental principle of the American way of
living. It would deprive these people of

.an opportunity of investing their money
in savings and loan associations, deposit-
ing in banks or mutual associations to be
reinvested in real-estate loans. It is an
attack at the very foundation of the life
insurance companies, because it will
mean ultimately one thing—a lowering
of the general interest rates in the field of
housing generally. That means divi-
dends will be cut off or cut down to the
holders of life-insurance policies, of
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whom there are some 86,000,000 in this
country. It means that they cannot
compete in the market. It means that
the investor will have to buy Government
securities, securities guaranteed by the
Government, rather than deposit his
money in private financial institutions,
which have done so much to build the
economy of the Nation, and which are re-
sponsible today for the outstanding hous-
ing development we are experiencing.

Mention was also made a while ago
that we ought to do this because the
housing cooperatives can effect certain
economies in the building and in the
maintenance of the housing projects.
The fact is that the bill itself prevents
those economies- The bill itself requires
that labor standards be maintanied In
the local community, and if one con-
tributes his service, under the law, be-
fore the administrator of title HI may
approve it, he has to be paid the same as
the standard of labor which is set in that
community. The architect's fees have to
be the standard architect's fees in the
community.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Ohio has ex-
pired.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr.' President, does the
Senator from Ohio care to have a few
minutes more?

Mr. BRICKER. I shall be glad to take
about 2 minutes more in which to con-
clude.

Mr. TOBEY. The Senator has it.
Mr. BRICKER. So, Mr. President, ap-

preciating the opportunity which has
been afforded me to point out only a
few of the fallacies and dangers which
are attendant upon title m, I hope it
may be stricken from the bill. Certainly
it is even more important that it should
be stricken in view of the amendment
which has been suggested by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee
of a minimum of 4 percent, thus tying
upon the occupants and upon the co-
operatives 200 percent of interest before
they will be able to pay out to the Gov-
ernment. It is a curb upon the building
program. It is an inflationary process
which will force up the prices of ma-
terials used in house building. Title HI
is inflationary in that it will pump into
our economy generally a billion dollars,
which will be adedd to, no doubt, in the
years which lie ahead. It is a program
whlcji will curb and hinder and break
down the Government building program
now under FHA and under the GI loan
program, which has built in the last year
a million houses, 50 percent of them in-
sured under those programs; and this
year with in excess of a million more
houses built, practically 50 percent of
them will be insured, if the Congress does
its duty by the housing industry.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I shall be
glad to yield 5 or 10 minutes to the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH 1, or
such part of it as he may wish to use.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Jersey is recognized
for any part of 10 minutes he may choose
to use.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, by way of preliminary to my brief

remarks, I wish to say that I have been
very much impressed by the care and de-
liberation given the pending bill by the
committee. I think we all owe a debt
of gratitude to them. I think It has been
one of the most interesting and stimulat-
ing debates on a vitally Important sub-
ject that we have had here in a long
time.

Mr. President, I have followed with
much interest and considerable concern
the debate on S. 2246, the so-called

* middle-income housing bill, which has
now been reported by the committee in
the form of an additional amendment,
in the nature of a substitute, to S. 2246
as originally proposed.

I want to make it perfectly clear at the
.. outset that I am in sympathy with the

reasonable extension and modification
of the activities of the Federal Housing
Authority. I recognize that the FHA
has, through its mortgage Insurance pro-
gram, made a real and constructive con-
tribution to the rapid building of much-
needed housing in this country. I am
convinced of the social and economic
desirability of decent and adequate
housing for the people of this country.
I supported the Housing Act of 1949 be-
cause I believed that the disgraceful slum
areas in our Nation should be obliterated,
and because I felt that only through
Federal aid could this problem be prac-
tically and successfully solved.

I am particularly concerned, however,
over title HE of the committee amend-
ment to S. 2246, providing for a new
National Mortgage Corporation for
Housing Cooperatives.

In my judgment, title m as recom-
mended by the committee offers an un-
sound and impractical plan which may
jeopardize, rather than be a construc-
tive addition to, our entire housing pro-
gram. My objections to this title are
not based on any opposition to housing
cooperatives as such. On the contrary,
I feel that such groups may make a real
contribution to the continued mainte-
nance of a sound housing program. For
this reason I shall support the substitute
amendment to title n i proposed by the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
TOBEY] and the Senator from New York
[Mr. IVESI which seems to me to offer
a reasonable and practical plan for the
encouragement of cooperative housing.

Mr. President, any legislation which
involves an expenditure of Federal funds
and the assumption by the Federal Gov-
ernment of new and far-reaching com-
mitments should be scrutinized with the
greatest care.

I think, Mr. President, that in the
times through which we are living, that
statement is particularly important.

It should not be passed unless it meets
a demonstrable need, contributes to the
over-all stability of the economy, and
provides for Federal assistance only in
those areas where State assistance, or
private initiative and private enterprise
are not available to meet that need.

I should like to emphasize the point,
Mr. President, that we should at this
time go back to our reliance upon State
initiative and State assistance, and, so
far as we can, rely on private operations,

and, as soon as we can, get away from
the necessity of the Federal Govern-
ment's joining in these programs.

I believe that the substitute TOBEY-
IVES amendment meets these criteria. It
recognizes that the cooperative program
may offer a constructive and progres-
sive way to decrease housing costs and
to enlist the support of groups of people
who are willing to work together and
shoulder the responsibility for making
plans for their own housing and carry-
ing them through to a successful conclu-
sion. It provides for limited Federal as-
sistance to such groups without discrim-
inating against other individuals and
groups. It utilizes the tested financing
principles of our present FHA program.

As I have previously said, I feel in
sympathy with our FHA program, and I
think that to continue the principles of
it is a sound and wise policy.

It provides for continuing study of
the potentialities of housing cooperatives,
so that we may discover the way in which
such cooperative enterprises may best

, contribute to the maintenance of a pro-
perous and adequate housing industry.

On the other hand, title m of the
committee amendment to S. 2246 seems
to me to set up new and cumbersome-
Government machinery that is not only
not necessary but also Inappropriate to
meet the needs of the situation. My
most serious objection to title i n of the
committee, amendment is that it pro-
vides for Government encroachment in
the mortgage-lending field.

I do not want to have the Govern-,
ment in the lending field, if that can
possibly be avoided.

I believe that arrangements for Gov- *
ernment-insured private lending, such
as are utilized under normal FHA pro-
cedures and are provided for In the
Tobey-Ives amendment, would not only
be adequate, but greatly preferable.

We have before us then, Mr. President,
the choice between alternative ap-
proaches to the encouragement of co-
operative housing in the United States.
The Tobey-Ives.amendment offers a rea-
sonable, practical approach, without pro-
viding for further Government en-
croachment in the mortgage-lending
field, without establishing a new Gov-
ernment bureaucracy, without discrimi-
nating against those people who are al-
ready taking advantage of the financing
arrangements under the present and fu-
ture FHA and GI mortgage-insurance
programs and without committing the
Federal Government to the creation of
a large amount of new liability. In all
these respects, Mr. President, it is much
the sounder proposal and I shall sup-
port it.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I would
like to call the attention of the Senate
to an editorial in todays Washington
Post, which I understand has been
placed in the RECORD, which discusses
a number of objections to title III of
the committee amendment and con-
cludes by stating:

The Government has already gone too far
with socially desirable programs that it can-
not finance with the present tax structure
When to this fact is added the danger of up-
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setting the mortgage market with o?eriy lib-
eral credit pushed out through Government
guaranties, the case for rejection of the bill
by the Senate seems to be very strong.

So, Mr. President, I shall support the
Tobey-Ives amendment, and I sincerely
hope it will prevail.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
send to the desk an amendment about
which I think there can be no contro-
versy. It simply makes effective cer-
tain recommendations made by the
Hoover Commission under Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 14.

The amendment would provide that
the Secretary of Labor shall issus stand-
ards, regulations, and procedures, and
make necessary investigations, in con-
nection with the enforcement of the la-
bor standards provisions of the bill. The
actual enforcing authority, however,
would continue to be vested in the ad-
ministering agencies.

The amendment brings the enforce-
ment procedures with respect to the bill's
labor standards provisions into conform-
ity with Reorganization Plan No. 14 of
1950, submitted by the President to the
Congress on March 13, 1950. It is con-
sistent with a recommendation made by
the Hoover Commission that enforce-
ment authority with respect to labor
clauses in public contracts be vested in
the Secretary of Labor.

If Reorganization Plan No. 14 does not
go into effect the amendment will not be
effective.

I have discussed the amendment with
the chairman of the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Departments
and shall not go into further detail re-
garding it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and lie on
the table.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that the Ssnator from New
Hampshire [Mr. TOBEYJ has agreed that
the next 25 minutes be allotted to me.

Mr. TOBEY. Yes; and as much more
time as the Senator desires.

Mr. MAYBANK. I thank the Sena-
tor.

Mr. President, I ask that 15 minutes
be given to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MYERS].

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FREAR in the chair). The Senator from
Pennsylvania is recognized for 15 min-
utes.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, I intend
to give my full support to the Housing
Act of 1950 as reported to the Senate by
the Banking and Currency Committee
in the form of Senate bill 2246. As has
been the case with other legislation pro-
cessed by that committee, under the
chairmanship of the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Carolina [Mr. MAY-
BANK] Senate bill 2246 is a thorough,
realistic, and sound proposal to aid fam-
ilies of moderate income in their efforts
to obtain decent housing under financing
terms which they can afford to pay.

The measure as reported to the Senate,
Mr. President, does not have any trick
provisions that say one thing and mean
another. The bill does not propose a
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huge hand-out or raid on the Federal
Treasury.

What the committee has proposed is
the extension of a time-tested method to
encourage home-building. The most
controversial provision in the bill—in
fact, the only provision over which there
is any real controversy—is title III,
which, as all of us know by now, outlines
a method-by which cooperative and non-
profit rental housing may be developed.

The other features in the bill, the con-
tinuation of the basic FHA insurance pro-
grams, with of course some changes
which now appear desirable in light of
more recent developments, the disposi-
tion of remaining war housing, the now.
adequate mechanism proposed to give
veterans a real opportunity to build their
homes under a revised GI bill, the direct
loans to colleges for needed housing to
be used for students and faculty alike,
and, lastly, of course, the RFC loan pro-
gram to assist in the development of pre-
fabricated housing, are all provisions
which are now pretty much removed from
the realm of disagreement.

The real heart of Senate bill 2246, Mr.
President, is in title III. This provision
is the one by which help will be made
available to that almost-forgotten group
of American families who, in the post-
war period, have found it virtually im-
possible to procure adequate housing
within their means.

When we were debating the low-rent
public housing program adopted by the
Eighty-first Congress last year, I pointed
out that the public housing program was
going to help those whose incomes were
simply on the bottom of the economic
heap, and I also pointed out that there
were then—as there are now—simply
millions of families earning incomes just
above the level which would entitle them
to live in publicly owned rental housing.
I remarked that these people wished to
build their own homes, but could not do
so on the existing market with its high
building costs and prohibitive financing
methods.

It was certainly my understanding
when we passed the public housing bili
last year—and I am confident it was the
understanding of a large majority of
Congress—that we would also face in the
Eighty-first Congress the problem rais-
ed by that great group of families who
were self-sufficient but who at the same
time were priced out of the housing mar-
ket. I felt just as certain then as I do
now that new financing methods could be
worked out to offer real assistance to
families of modest incomes through fi-
nancing methods that were completely in
keeping with our free-enterprise system.
I am completely satisfied that title III
meets all these requirements.

I should like to look back at just a bit
of history, Mr. President. Twenty-five
years ago, the population of the United
States was approximately 115,000,000
people. In that year of 1925 a record
number of 937,000 private residential
dwellings were put under construction.
This stood as the high-water mark for
home construction until last year, 1949,
when for the first time in 24 years the

old record was broken by having begun
construction on more than 1,000,000 res-
idential units.

I think it is important to point out
several things in connection with our
home building efforts in this 25-year pe-
riod. For one thing, construction fell
steadily after 1925, and in the bottom
year of the depression, 1933, less than
one-tenth as many homes were started
as in the year of 1925; to be more exact,
about 93,000.

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

Mr. MYERS. I yield.
Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator is more

familiar with the situation in Pennsyl-
vania than I am, but does the Senator
know that 50 percent of the homes which
were built in the United States last year
and which are expected to be built this
year were built and are going to be built
with Federal aid under one title or an-
other?

Mr. MYERS. Undoubtedly that is
correct.

Mr. MAYBANK. In Pennsylvania, as
I understand, it is a little less than 50
percent.

Mr. MYERS. I believe that is cor-
rect.

Of course, conditions improved^ after
1933, and housing construction picked
up considerably. But the advent of the
war halted progress again, and by the
close of World War II, we were faced
with a tremendous backlog in terms of
housing needs. For one thing, we had
failed for a substantial part of 20 years
even to build enough housing to replace
homes that became uninhabitable as a
consequence simply of wearing out.

Of course, the story is much more
complicated than that. If we assume, as
I do not think is really so, that an annual
building program of 937,000 homes for
115,000,000 Americans in 1925 was suf-
ficient to meet our needs at that time, it
is quite apparent that 1,000,000 homes
in the year 1949 when we had increased
our population by almost one-third, up
to 150,000,000 people, is not adequate to
meet our needs today. In other words,
I do not believe a 10-percent increase in
record housing construction is adequate
to meet a 30 percent increase in popula-
tion.

I firmly believe, Mr. President, that
we must establish as our goal a yearly
production of 1,500,000 homes within the
next 15 years. This is just about half
again what we did last year. This raises
the question, therefore, of what will be
necessary to reach the 2,000,000 goal.

I want to make it clear, too, that I
believe this can be accomplished only
through encouraging the growth of our
home-building industry on a free-enter-
prise basis. This is the way we have
traditionally operated this American
economy of ours, and I know, this is the
way all of us want to continue to operate
in this fashion.

If we look carefully at the types of
housing constructed last year, it is at
once apparent that most of it was priced
far out of reach of one of the most im-
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portant family groups in America. By
this I simply mean that group with 2 or 3
children whose incomes are modest,
ranging from, say, $2,500 a year to about
$4,000. Here, as has been pointed out so
frequently in debate, is the backbone of
this country.

It is perfectly clear that this group
simply cannot undertake financing a
$10,000 to $15,000 home. These families
of moderate income must shop in a mar-
ket ranging from $50 to $70 a month as
the total payment to retire a mortgage
on any home they seek to purchase.

It is pretty clear, Mr. President, that
we did not build many houses in that
price group during the past year when
our home construction exceeded a mil-
lion dwellings.

But it is notonly important to the
moderate-income people that we make
it possible for them to buy a home, but
it is vitally important to our home-build-
ing industry that new markets for hous-
ing are developed if the building indus-
try and the industries which supply ma-
terials and furnishings for homes are
to expand and stay economically sound.

As matters stand how, we are drying
up the market for expensive housing, be-
cause the people who can afford it are
rapidly filling their needs, and are either
satisfied where they live at present, or
have recently acquired a new home.

So it is clear to me, at least, that the
housing market must be opened to
more families, or the entire building in-
dustry will soon start feeling the effects
of a vanishing market.

The major question before us, Mr.
President, then becomes one of examin-
ing the method proposed in title HE to
meet the needs of the middle-income
families. We must inquire as to two
points. First, will title III accomplish the
purpose for which it is intended? Sec-
ondly, is the method proposed in title i n
compatible with our traditional free en-
terprise system? My answer to both
these questions is a very emphatic "Yes."

As to my first question, whether the
encouragement of housing cooperatives
will meet head-on the problem of provid-
ing reasonably-priced housing for mod-
erate income families, I feel this matter
is pretty well conceded even by those
who oppose the cooperative mechanism
itself. It is apparent to anyone who
examines the advantages of the cooper-
ative home-ownership method that
through it great reductions in price of
individual homes are possible through
sayings that can be achieved all along
the line.

When the cooperative acquires an en-
tire tract of land for all the members,
the price of individual lots is greatly low-
ered as compared with prices that would
be required if the lots were purchased
separately. The same kind of savings
result through the quantity purchase of
building materials which a cooperative
may do, and which the individual home
builder cannot do. And by having a
single contract with a builder to erect
all the homes in the cooperative develop-
ment, the unit price of construction can
also be lowered.

Finally, of course, the financing meth-
od proposed in title II gives some real

assistance to the individual family be-
cause the mortgage matures over a 50-
year period instead of 20 or 25 years.
Furthermore, the rates of interest are
considerably lower than those available
through ordinary" financing methods,
which generally range up to 5% percent.

So without any question, the coopera-
tive method can produce housing well
within the means of middle-income fam-
ilies, there is no doubt about it.

So we come down, finally, Mr. Presi-
dent, to my second question: Is the
method proposed in title III compatible
with our traditional free enterprise sys-
tem? And that, after all, is the real
local point of our debate.

As I have already indicated, I am com-
pletely satisfied that the methods set
forth in title in are time-tested and long-
accepted parts of our basic private enter-
prise picture. Now just what is it that
we are dealing with here? First, we are
saying that loans will be available to
assist in setting up a cooperative and in
acquiring the land it will need. This is
the sort of thing which has been done
for years not only in our housing pro-
grams, but in our farm programs, and
in many other measures which have as-
sisted our people initially to organize
themselves into a group to accomplish
some perfectly legal and needed purpose.

Secondly, we are saying that coopera-
tives may borrow money supplied by
private investors to cover the total mort-
gage on the cooperative. This is not
money from the Federal Treasury in the
form of a direct loan to cover the mort-
gage. It is—and I repeat—money raised
from private investors who purchase de-
bentures in the cooperative bank.

Finally, we are saying that Govern-
ment mortgage insurance shall be avail-
able to protect the holders of the deben-
tures against a possible default on the
cooperative mortgage. There is cer-
tainly no Member of Congress who is
not aware that Federal mortgage insur-
ance has proven itself again and again
in the past 15 years in other types of
building programs financed by private
investors. It is true that the FHA mort-
gage was originally criticized, and it was
called socialistic, because some people
thought it would do away with private
enterprise. It would be interesting to
read in newspapers and periodicals of
that time the comments which were
made about the road down to socialism
which we would be taking if we were to
adopt the FHA principle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Pennsylvania
has expired.

Mr. MAYBANK, I yield 3 minutes
more to the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MYERS. It is true that private
lending agencies, or some of them, at first
refused to lend money if the mortgage
was to be covered by FHA insurance.

But that was a long time ago, Mr.
President. Today the lending agencies
will in many cases absolutely refuse to
make a home loan unless the mortgage
can qualify for FHA insurance, and, fur-
thermore, as has been repeatedly pointed
out in the debate on S. 2246, FHA insur-
ance has paid its way and proven itself.
It has today a premium balance about fO

times greater than the total payments
which have been made through mortgage
defaults.

So it is perfectly obvious that the
essential idea of FHA-type insurance has
not socialized anybody; it is obvious that
it has been of material aid both to private
investors in insuring them against loss;
and it is obvious that mortgage insurance
sponsored through our Federal programs
has made it possible for millions of fami-
lies to acquire a home when private lend-
ers would otherwise have turned them
down unless some form of insurance was
provided.

Now, title m visualizes the use of
similar mortgage-insurance methods to
insure the risk of the private investor
who seeks to put his money into the co-
operative program.

So, Mr. President, I submit that the
proposal set forth in title IH is com-
pletely in keeping with our entire free-
enterprise system.

I think there has been a great deal of
confusion on this point. I believe some
of those who have opposed title i n feel
that somehow this will ultimately replace
the private l:nder and private builder
from the housing picture. Nothing could
be further from the truth. In the first
place, the cooperative program is de-
signed for those families who today sim-
ply are not buying homes. The cooper-
ative program is creating a market that
does not exist now. It is not replacing
the private builder and lender who seek
to build housing at a profit from a market
that now exists. The cooperative pro-
gram does not touch that field at all.

I am satisfied that as we gradually
enlarge our home-building industry and
develop along with it new methods of
construction, as I am sure we are doing,
and will continue to do, that the price of
all construction—profit and nonprofit
alike—will gradually give us much more
for our money. The net effect of this
will be more people at work in this vast
business of housing our people. It will
mean a big expansion for building of all
types, and, most important of all it will
move us along faster at the job of build-
ing the homes which'so many of our
people so desperately need.

I am convinced that title i n is the way
we should do this if we are to keep faith
with our veterans, and with all their
fellow Americans who today simply can-
not afford a decent place to live

Mr.MAYBANK. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished junior Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. BENTON] whatever
time he may need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
junior Senator from Connecticut is rec-
ognized for whatever time he may need

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I in-
tend to call up after 4: 30 o'clock this
afternoon, my amendment lettered A
dated March 14, to the committee
amendment to S. 2246.

In Connecticut we have a very suc-
cessful State home ownership program
which is based upon direct loans at low
interest rates through banks to families
with incomes between $2,500 and $3 700
a year. These loans are insured by the
FHA or by a combination of the FHA
and the VA. Under section 500d of the
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Servicemen's Readjustment Act, the
VA can process automatically combina-
tion loans approved by the PHA which
are made by any Federal Land Bank,
national bank, state bank, private bank,
building and loan association, insurance
company, credit union, or mortgage and
loan company. Obviously the State does
not fall within any one of these classi-
fications, and at the present time each
application must be processed individu-
ally both by the FHA and the VA. This
places an unreasonable burden of work
upon the VA.

The purpose of my amendment would
be to permit loans made under our State
program to be processed in the same
manner in which most other combination
loans are handled. This is the only pur-
pose of the amendment.

Its language has been worked out in
cooperation with the Veterans Admin-
istration. I understand the Chairman
of the committee has no objection to it.

Mr. MAYBANK. I am glad to say, Mr.
President, that it will be a privilege to
me, as chairman of the committee, to
accept the amendment proposed by the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut.
He knows the situation in Connecticut,' of
course, far better than I do, but I know
that what his amendment calls for is
generally needed.

Mr. President, I now yield such time
as he may desire to take, to the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HUMPHREY].

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
the few. moments the distinguished
chairman has yielded to me I should like
to make one or two observations with
reference to the pending measure. First
of all, I should like to have my colleagues
take the veneer off the talk we have
heard this afternoon and the preceding
days. In other words, let us rub off the
polish, let us get rid of the fringe issues
and get down to the substance of what
the debate is all about. It is obviously
over title III. It is obviously over coop-
erative housing.

There are those who would have us
believe that cooperative housing and
cooperative development in America are
something new, unusual, dreadful, dam-
aging, and demoralizing. However, the
Congress has seen fit to provide for the
American farmer to have his rural
electrification cooperative without any
serious injury to American industry,
American standards, or American pros-
perity.

The record of REA cooperative asso-
ciations wherein farmers join together to
own their own electric lines, to own their
own generating plants has been one of
splendid success. In fact, the REA Act
goes much further than the legislation
which is now being considered by the
Senate in the proposed measure. Under
REA there are direct Government loans.
In this legislation, the middle-income
housing bill, there are no direct Govern-
ment loans provided. So I say, let us
take a look at the real issue. Those
issues can be pretty well summarized in
about three categories.

No. 1. Is there a need for middle-
income housing? Is there a need for
a better housing program to meet the

housing needs of that great middle-
income group between $2,500 a year in-
come and $4,500 a year income, which
represents about one-third, I believe, of
the urban families, and an even larger
number of rural families? I doubt if
any Member of the Congress, regardless
of partisan preference, would deny that
there is a need for a better housing pro-
gram for the middle-income group. I
doubt that any Member of the Congress
would deny the desirability of home
ownership. I have heard very few people
say that they think this will be a better
America if more people rent houses from
more landlords.

So I t-Jnk the answer to the first issue,
"Is there a need for more middle-income
housing?" is clearly outlined in the re-
port of the committee. I think the an-
swer has been made again and again by
everybody interested in the home-
building industry. Yes, there is a need,
a clear-cut need for more middle-income
housing.

The second question we automatically
ask ourselves then is this: Does the pend-
ing measure deny private enterprise an
opportunity to meet the housing need?
Does the bill deny the building industry
of America, the private building indus-
try, the private financing industry of this
country, an opportunity to meet the
needs of the middle-income market? I
submit that there is nothing in the pend-
ing legislation that in any way would
curb the activities of the loan companies
or the building and loan associations—
there is nothing in the pending measure
that says to the building industry, "You
cannot build." In fact the pending
measure encourages the building in-
dustry and the lending industry to con-
tinue to meet the housing needs of mid-
dle-income groups or middle-income
families.

The third question we ask ourselves
then is this—and this is the question
which is frequently posed on the floor
of the Senate: Does the bill socialize
housing? Does the bill in any way put
the hand of Government more into the
housing field? Does the bill do some-
thing that we have not already done?
Does the bill, in other words, destroy the
principle, the very meritorious princi-
ple, of individual home ownership? My
answer is clear and categorical. The bill
in no way socializes housing; the bill in
no way destroys the principle of home
ownership; the bill in fact underwrites
individual home ownership and promotes
an interest on the part of the middle-
income group in maintaining, owning,
and using their own housing facilities.

At this point, Mr. President, I should
like to quote from a debate In which I
took part with the executive vice presi-
dent, National Association of Real Estate
Boards, Mr. Herbert U. Nelson. The de-
bate took place in Washington, D. C, at
the Statler Hotel, on the evening of De-
cember 14, 1948. I think my colleagues
will be interested to know what Mr. Nel-
son had to say about cooperative housing.
Mr. Nelson, as the executive vice presi-
dent of the National Association of Real
Estate Boards should be interested in
the building industry. I quote from Mr.
Nelson. He came forward with this sug-

gestion while we were discussing the pub-
lic housing bill:

Mr. NELSON. Mr. HUMPHREY, I agree with
that, and I wanted to mention in this discus-
sion some housing which I saw in Sweden,
this summer, built by the cooperatives, which
helps the white-collar class in that country
very effectively, and which also serves the
low-income group. These are tenant-owned
houses, not only houses, but apartments, and
they are privately owned and operated, but
they are assisted by government loans, and
in some cases by government grants. And
they reach very low rents and they perform.
a yery satisfactory type of * housing. And I
hope we can have this matter as a matter
of discussion when Congress reassembles to
discuss this question.

May I read on the same page another
comment by Mr. Nelson:

The merit of the Swedish system is that it
leads to home ownership, and the occupants
of this housing do not merely become per-
manent wards of the Government, which I
think is one of the handicaps of so-called
public housing. We have done some figuring
on what we could do with this Swedish idea
here if we tried it, and we could get down to
rents as low as $21 a month—that is, pay-
ments in lieu of rent—if a certain amount
of grants were made. And on self-sustaining
cooperatives, we think that if there were
some system of Federal loans, we could get
down to rents of $45 a month.

Now, what does this statement mean?
It means that Mr. Nelson, the paid rep-
resentative of the Real Estate Boards, in
an open debate over the airways of this
land not only is for cooperative housing
but he is for direct Government grants
and loans for cooperative housing. At
least he was on December 14, 1948. I
understand he was severely chastized
some time later, and there was a bit of
retraction in terms of the Federal loans
and the Federal grants. The proposal
which is now before us does not call for
Federal loans, does not call for direct
Federal assistance.

This proposal calls for the middle-
income people to get the same break in
life that the bankers are getting. It ap-
pears to me that the leading newspapers
of this country are being influenced by
the savings and loan companies, the
banking profession, and some of the big
real estate companies. It is an amazing
thing that all at once, after newspaper
after newspaper has supported public
housing—the kind of housing that no-
body can make any money out of—sud-
denly these same papers find something
bad in middle-income cooperative hous-
ing. Yes; cooperative housing that per-
mits private investors to buy debentures
so that cooperatives can borrow money
from a cooperative housing bank and
those loans will be mortgage insured just
exactly as the mortgages of any banking
institution in this country are insured.
What is good for the banks ought to be
good for the cooperatives.

What this ultimately amounts to is
simply this: Cooperative housing loan
interest rates may. provide a yardstick
for all interest rates. Let the junior
Senator from Minnesota go on record
right now. I am for low interest rates.
I have watched America being bled
white by high interest rates. The aver-
age little fellow who tries to build a home
spends half his life paying interest. And
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the lower our interest rates can be and
still maintain the solvency of this coun-
try and the solvency of our financial sys-
tem the better. I am not going to sugar-
coat this issue. I say quite frankly that
a 4y2 percent interest rate on insured
mortgages is too high; and if we can get
the rate down to 4 percent or lower, we
will be doing a service for the country.

Mr. President, I should like to present
for the RECORD an anlysis of how I believe
cooperative housing deserves a lower in-
terest rate, because of the fact that there
is one mortgage, rather than hundreds of
small mortgages. The analysis states
how the servicing charges will be much
less. So I ask unanimous consent to
have printed at this point in the RECORD,
as a part of my remarks, my analysis of
the interest rates and of how I feel that
the cooperative-housing program pro-
vides for more economical building and
more economical financing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GEORGE in the chair). Is there objec-
tion?

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

How CO-OPS SAVE MONET
The reason that I am in favor of this

middle-income legislation Is that in making
cooperative housing a major vehicle for pro-
viding homes for the American people we
are making a significant cost saving tech-
nique available to them. We are all in fa-
vor of any new building material which will
do a job better and cheaper. We put a sec-
tion in the Housing Act of 1949 directing
the HHPA to set up a division to search out
new building techniques to achieve such cost
reduction.

There are four basic vays in which the use
of the cooperative technique reduces hous-
ing costs. I will develop these further, but
let me list them:

1. It makes available for home ownership
the use of multiple building forms hitherto
only available to builders of rental housing.

2. Cooperative housing fully justifies a
lower interest rate, longer amortization, and
hence reduces monthly housing costs.

3. Home ownership makes it unnecessary
to charge against the housing consumer such
fees as vacancy allowances and sale commis-
sions.

4. Home ownership reduces the rate of de-
preciation of the property.

In the first of these four ways cooperative
housing lowers costs. It can be seen that
the savings really amount to something in
that a saving of about a thousand dollars
per family is possible through .the use of the
multiple housing types, particularly the
attached house and garden apartment as
opposed to the one family free-standing
house. This saving is not only the obvious
saving of about one end wall In three, but
adds up to the thousand-dollar figure when
one takes into consideration the reduction
of paving, elimination of unnecessary walks
and individual driveways, the grouping of
garages into parking compounds and the
like. While here I'm stressing the cost re-
duction aspect, It should not be overlooked
that in this cost reduction the housing itself
Is made more spacious, is better designed; the
neighborhood looks better and, with no extra
costs, achieves larger private gardens as well
as common parks and play areas where small
children may play in perfect safety.

The second Item has received a lot of
attention from the bankers. They say that
the reduction of interest rates to cooperatives
is just a bonanza to co-cps and as such
doesn't reflect a genuine cost saving feature

of cooperative home building and ownership.
I submit that just the opposite is the case.
The longer amortization is justified most
simply by the fact that when you write a
mortgage for a corporation—in this case a
soundly organized nonprofit corporation—
you write a mortgage for an entity which
has perpetual life. Hence it becomes entirely
feasible to tie the length of the mortgage
to the life of the building. The bill permits
up to 50 years. This could well be longer.
I am informed that the New York life insur-
ance companies have expressed a willingness
to advance money to cooperatives up to 70
years. In Sweden ferro-concrete buildings
may be amortized up to a hundred years. So
you see, the provisions of the bill are not at
all too liberal, in fact they are to conserva-
tive. Remember, that the Administrator of
the new Cooperative Housing Agency is
directed to see to it that' the construction
In each case will justify the length of amorti- *
zation, that the 50 years is permissive, not
mandatory.

The lower interest rate this bill offers co-
operatives has come In for even more abuse,
equally unjustified. The difference between
the 4V£j percent now required of FHA Insured
houses offered for sale and the suggested
3 percent to cooperatives represents the cost
of collecting and keeping track of a lot of
small mortgages. When you combine all
these little mortgages into one big one there
Is a considerable saving in bookkeeping
alone. Add to this the cost of possible fore-
closure in the case of individual mortgages,
the checking on the state of the property so
that the banker's equity is protected, it can
be seen that the 1% percent interest reduc-
tion offered cooperatives by this bill only
represents a savings achieved by the coopera-
tive. If we do not give this savings to the
cooperative which earns It by its own assump-
tion of the service functions we shall be
simply giving it to the bankers who have
not earned it. If you look closely at their
argument against this phase of -the bill you
can see that what the bankers who have
raised this argument want is a cut—entirely
unearned—just a tribute—for themselves.

The third group of savings are based on the
fact that this is home ownership and as such
the initial share capital and the constantly
accruing equity of the member family takes
the place of the vacancy allowance in rental
housing. While co-op housing will have low-
er vacancy ratios than rental housing since
It will be built to consumer specifications
at honest costs, such vacancy costs as there
may be will be assumed by the member
family just as if he owned a home. In this
respect cooperative housing works exactly as
home ownership. When a family moves, the
cooperative moves in a family on the waiting
list. If there are no families on the waiting
list, the outgoing family's equity takes the
loss until either the dwelling is rented or a
new member is found. Financially this is
exactly like Individual ownership, but since
the co-op is there with its better environment
and organization the outgoing family stands
a better chance of getting a replacement than
if he were alone. Furthermore, the cost of
transferring membership is saved, the cus-
tomary 5 percent real-estate fee Is a posi-
tive saving at this point.

Finally, the cooperator is a home owner
and as such he will take the customary
better care of bis own property than the rent-
er. I need not labor this point; you all
agree with me on this item. But let me just
briefly itemize some of these savings. First,
there won't be the damage in co-op housing
customary In rental projects since the co-
operator knows that if he abuses his home
he will have to make the abuse good out of
his equity when he leaves. So you see, there
is every incentive to keep up the property.
He can do his own Interior painting in ac-
cordance with his ability and wishes with
the cooperative to see that It is done cor-

rectly. Outside maintenance should be by
the cooperative so, as experience has shown
that this is the cheapest in the long run—
the entire neighborhood gets painted when
it needs it, all the roofs are repaired when
necessary, and so forth.

I'm not saying that every cooperative will
achieve these savings in the same manner
or In the same degree. One of the beauties
of this bill is that cooperative housing is a
flexible instrument and can adapt itself to
local conditions and customs.

In closing I want to say that here we have
the most important cost-reduction technique
in housing that this House has considered.
It is economically sound, it gives more hous-
ing to the consumer for less money. What
more can we ask I say, let's pass this bill
now.

Mr. HUMPHKEY. Mr. President,
this is a question as to whether or not
the Congress will support the program
and policy of the financial interests en-
gaged in the loan business, or support
title IH of the pending measure which
meets the needs of millions of our peo-
ple. Mr. President, we are not talking
now about individual dwelling units, but
we are talking about housing to' be pro-
vided by a nonprofit, cooperative asso-
ciation. I submit this type of associa-
tion is worthy of our consideration and
of the helping hand of the Government.
The interest rates which will be forth-
coming will be sufficient to pay back the
costs, to pay the service charges, and to
pay a profit to those who have made the
investment by purchasing the deben-
tures. It is sound business and good
public policy.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. LONG],

Mr. LONG. Mr^Presidenc, I offer and
send to the desk an amendment to per-
fect the amendment which I offered yes-
terday. Ihe amendment deals with the
proposed title 207 of the present bill,
providing that a loan up to 90 percent
may be made on rental units, when the
cost of the average unit does not exceed
$7,000.

Yesterday I explained how, under title
608, builders are building such projects
at anywhere from 80 to 70 cents on the
dollar of the estimated cost, and are
pocketing the difference between 90
cents and the 70 or 80 cents which it
costs them to build those housing proj-
ects.

I understand that an amendment may
be offered in an attempt once again to
place the private-rental housing projects
on the basis of cost, rather than on the
basis of value. If that is done, I shall
certainly oppose it, because I believe we
need to be more and more conservative
with these projects, in order to be sure
that there is actually some cash equity
investment on the part of speculators
who risk so little in building such houses,'
and who have so much to gain from
building them.

Mr. President, in that connection, I
should like to state that I have the as-
surance of many members of the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee— in fact, of
a majority of the members of the com-
mittee—that they will go along with this
amendment.

I certainly hope the Senate will see
nt to reduce to 85 percent the 90-percent
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loan provision for private rental hous-
ing.

In addition, as regards the amount that
the cost of each unit exceeds $7,000, I
would be willing to permit the loan to be
70 percent, rather than 60 percent, of
the estimated value, in order to be a lit-
tle liberal on the higher figure, but to
be sure that in the future there would
be some equity investment in the con-
struction of private rental housing.

Mr. President, briefly, the argument
has boiled down to a few points, insofar
as cooperative housing is concerned. One
of them is the complaint about the low
interest rates which the middle-income
group might have the benefit of if we
pass a cooperative housing bill; and the
statement is made that the veterans are
paying 4 percent and that other groups
are paying 4% percent.

Mr. President, this measure does not
spell out the interest rate which the co-
operatives will pay for their loans. Noth-
ing is said about the interest rate they
will pay. The bill merely says that the
Government will guarantee the mortgage,
just as the Government guarantees FHA
mortgages, and that the cooperatives can
work together, through a corporation for
cooperatives, and can go to the private
lenders and can borrow money at the best
rate they are able to obtain from them.
As the junior Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DOUGLAS] SO ably pointed out, what cer-
tain persons wish to deny the middle-
income group is the ability to go to the
credit market and get their money on
wholesale terms, rather than on retail
terms, in connection with incurring a
debt on which they will pay for the re-
mainder of their lifetime.

Under those circumstances, is it not
proper that many people working to-
gether should be able to borrow on the
wholesale market, rather than on the re-
tail market? Would not it be better and
fair enough to let those persons band
together, so that they could save perhaps
up to 1 percent interest on the amount
of money they will borrow, and on which
they will have to pay interest for the re-
mainder of their lives?

Mr. President, it is bad enough that
the people in such circumstances have
to borrow money and pay any interest,
whether 4 percent or otherwise. So far
as I am concerned, it is not proper to
say that the people in the middle-income
brackets cannot borrow money for less
than 4 percent interest.

Mr. President, we have heard much of
the fact that veterans are having to pay
4 percent interest. So far as I am con-
cerned, I should be glad to support any
reasonable device whereby we might
make it possible for veterans to pay, in
acquiring their homes, less than 4 percent
interest. If we find any way by which we
can help veterans borrow money from
private groups for less than 4 percent
interest, I submit that the same persons
who today are opposing the proposal that
might enable middle-income people to
obtain credit at 3 percent interest, will be
the same ones who will be fighting the
attempts of veterans to obtain money for
anything less than 4 percent.

The, PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Louisiana has
expired.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I should
like to have 30 seconds additional time,
if the Senator from South Carolina will
yield that much additional time to me.

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield 30 seconds -
additional to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, this provision will not

undermine Americanism. On the con-
trary, it will strengthen Americanism,
by making it possible for persons in the
middle-income brackets to own their
own homes, and thereby to acquire an
interest in the private-property system
on which our country is founded.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, as I
understand, an agreement was reached
for the Senator from New York to ad-
dress the Senate at 10 minutes of 4.

Mr. TOBEY. At 13 minutes of 4.
Mr. MAYBANK. And then the Sena-

tor from Illinois [Mr. LUCAS] is to speak.
Mr. TOBEY. Yes; at 17 minutes past

4; and I have given the Senator 3 min-
utes, to go with the 10 minutes he has
from the Senator from South Carolina;
so the Senator from Illinois will have 13
minutes.

Mr. MAYBANK. Then, Mr. President,
I yield the remainder of the time avail-
able to me, other than those 13 min-
utes, to the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee. -

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
has only 18 minutes remaining, and the
Chair understands that he yields 5
minutes to the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SPARKMANL

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, how much
time is the Senator from South Carolina
yielding to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I am
glad to yield to the Senator from Ala-
bama any time I have remaining.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. , President, how
much time does the opposition have re-
maining?

The VICE PRESIDENT. About 11
minutes.

Mr. TOBEY. And how much time do
I have?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Forty-one
minutes.

Mr. TOBEY. Very well. I yield to the
Senator from Washington [Mr. CAIN]
5 minutes, at the present time.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the
time consumed by the discussion we have
just had will not come out of the time
allotted to either side; will it?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Everything
comes out of the time.

Mr. MAYBANK. That is correct; time
Is of the essence, as I realize.

The Senator from New Hampshire has
agreed to yield 3 minutes additional to
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. LUCAS],
as I understand.

Mr. TOBEY. That Is correct.
Mr. President, I now yield 5 minutes

to the Senator from Washington.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator

from Washington is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, the advo-
cates of title HI, or the cooperative sec-
tion of Senate bill 2246, seek—as it'seems
most clear to me—to establish an agency
and a principle affecting the Federal
Government, which in a period of finan-
cial stress cannot be supported by the

facts or defended. If title IH is ap-
proved by the Senate today, it will add
to the prevailing evils of inflation; it
will provide liberalized housing credit
to Americans in large number who now
benefit from housing credit which is both
reasonable and available; it will dis-
criminate between Americans in the
middle-income group; it will give to one
Federal housing agency unfair competi-
tive advantages over another Federal
housing agency, to the possible future
ruin of both; it will encourage Ameri-
cans, by Government largesse and
bounty, to think seriously of living in a
group society, rather than as family
units in a single home, it will mean,
because of the total absence of a proved
need, that no serious consideration will
be given or can be given in the days to
come either to sound money or a bal-
anced budget; and, finally, and most
tragically, it will set the stage and will
clear the decks for special-group re-
quests and pressures for special bene-
fits yet undreamed of, even before the
present session of Congress ends.

Mr. President, on Monday, March 13,
the junior Senator from Washington
spoke at reasonable length in support of
his amendment which would strike from
Senate bill 2246 the provision which would
authorize direct Government loans to
GI's, * or veterans, if you please. Permit
me now briefly to summarize my opposi-
tion to that provision, which is section
512, as set forth on page 108 of the bill.

First, there is more than ample 4-per-
cent GI money available to the veterans
of America, on today's money market.

Second, FNMA is now operating as a
100-percent secondary market, with am-
ple funds, and actually is selling GI sec-
tion 501 loans at a premium.

Third, building costs are down, on the
average, approximately 10 percent, from
a year ago.

Fourth, a recent change in Veterans1

Administration regulations is helpful to
veterans, because a 1 percent origination
charge has been agreed to, in lieu of
certain closing costs.

My fifth reason for opposing section
512 is that no single witness appeared in
support of this provision, nor was there
a word of testimony in support of it from
any Government official or any repre-
sentative of an organized veterans* group
at the 1950 hearings.

Lastly, Mr. President, the bill, H. R.
6070, which was passed by the House of
Representatives in August 1949, and
which is presently on the Senate calen-
dar, contains no such provisions for di-
rect loans to veterans.

I hope' that in due time, this afternoon,
the amendment will prevail. " I feel
strongly about it, because, being a vet-
eran myself, I think it is not contrary
to the facts to state that the average
American veteran, faced as he is with
today's financial problems, considers
himself neither to be entitled to nor de-
sirous of seeking a direct Federal loan
which is not available, and which should
not be made available, to other American
citizens.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Washington has ex-
pired.
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Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
yield the remainder of my time, what-
ever it may be, to the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SPARKMANL

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
has 17 minutes left. The Senator from
Alabama is recognized for 17 minutes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Seventeen minutes,
Rlr. President?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. SPARKMAN. For this' side?
The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes.
Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I yield

to the Senator from Alabama 3 min-
utes of my time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized for 20
minutes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
wish I had time to discuss this highly
controversial measure in the light of our
over-all housing program, because it is
to be taken as a part of the entire pro-
gram. However, in 20 minutes it is
rather difficult to give it "adequate treat-
ment.

Before I begin my discussion, let me
say the Senator from Florida [Mr. HOL-
LAND] has been very much interested in
the proposal to transfer the ownership
of the farm labor camps from the De-
partment of Agriculture to the Housing
Agency. I have had prepared a state-
ment relating to the policy of the hous-
ing agency in disposing of those units,
in case that part of the bill is referred
to. Rather than take time to discuss
it, I ask unanimous consent that it may
be printed in the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

PLOBIDA CAMP SITUATION

There are eight camps in Florida. None
have been sold. They are under the Juris-
diction of the United States Department of
Agriculture. All are being operated under
temporary licensing agreements. Six are be-
ing operated by three local public housing
authorities. The other two (In Dade
County) by a nonprofit assocition of farm-
ers. This association has stated orally that
a housing authority could be organized there
and that they could get along with such an
arrangement very well.

In H. R. 4C09 a section similar to section
205, title IT, S. 22-16, was eliminated by the
House of Representatives In 1949. In re-
sponse to a request by the Florida spokes-
man this section has been further clarified
in the Senate bill by adding the words "Such
projects shall be operated for the principal
purpose of housing persons engaged in agri-
cultural work." While this section provides
the Public Housing Administration with
other disposal methods in addition to that

.specified in the bill the other methods are
only included to provide a method in the
eyent no disposals to housing authorities are
possible. The PHA has given its word to
extend every effort to dispose in this manner
to local housing agencies. This bill provides
for continuing temporary licensing agree-
ments or use permits specifically to allow
for— •

1. Proper rehabilitation of the facilities
prior to transfer.

2. Organization on the local level of local
public housing authorities and arrangements
by such authorities to receive the camps.

PHA has stated such transfer will be made
as early as possible—it has no desire to con-
tinue its direct jurisdiction of the facilities
and only wants to place them in the hands

of local public agencies so that they can be
operated within the framework established
by the United States Housing Act of 1937.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. President, let
me say at the outset that the desire of
our committee, which has jurisdiction
over housing legislation, is to try to make
certain that at least a million housing
units will be built every year. As a mat-
ter of fact, two different congressional
committees, making a study of the prob-
lem, a housing committee of the Sen-
ate, IJbelieve in 1945, and a joint hous-
ing committee in 1948, said it would be
necessary to build at the rate of 1,500,-
000 units a year, in order to catch up
by 1950. During the past year 1,019,000
units were built. It is the highest num-
ber in the history of the country. The
next highest, number was 968̂ 000, in
1925. Most of the predictions are that
1,000,000 units will not be built this year.
Most of those who are engaged in the
building industry and in the finance field
say about 900,000 units will be con-
structed.

Mr. President, if we have a run of
900,000 units a year and no more, there
will continue to be a great housing short-
age. Furthermore, we are going to have
a problem of unemployment, and all the
attendant problems incident to such a
situation.

Much has been said here .about the
appearance of the Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board before the committee.
But nothing has been said that I have
heard thus far about his statement that
it was absolutely essential to the economy
of the country that we maintain a high
level of building activity. He rather
agrees that approximately 1,000,000 units
a year was about what we needed. I
want to read a very brief question I put
to Mr. McCabe, after some discussion of
the subject, and his answer. I said:,,

I believe you would agree with me that
we do not want any great drop in the build-
ing Industry, assuming that things go along
on a pretty stable condition, is not that
right?

Mr. McCabe replied:
That is right.

There was considerably more discus-
sion, but all of it had to do with that very
thing, that we must maintain a high
building level. During the 14 years I
have been in the Congress, I think I can
say that the most vicious, unfair, and
unfounded attack, so far as facts are
concerned, has been made on this par-
ticular piece of legislation that I have
ever seen. I do not believe I have ever
seen a piece of legislation about which
more misinformation was disseminated.
All in the world anyone has to do, who
is familiar with the legislation, is to read
the editorials which have been placed
in the "RECORD today, to realize that the
writers of those editorials do not compre-
hend the legislation, or are purposely
trying to mislead the people.

Mr. President, I want to discuss the
pending subject very briefly. First, let
me say something about the question of
discrimination. I regret that the chair-
man of the committee has felt compelled
to offer an amendment fixing the interest
rate not be less than 4 percent. He felt
it necessary to do that, and I shall go

along with him on the amendment. But
I regret it was necessary to oiler it, be-
cause the arrangements contemplated by
this particular legislation do not justify
a rate of interest of 4 percent, where the
handling of the mortgages is done on a
wholesale basis, and the purchaser of
the securities has no problem of servicing
or processing.

In the report of the committee will be
found the names of four different insur-
ance companies, located in different sec-
tions of the country, whose records we
studied. They all told us that after they
charged for servicing and processing,
they received a yield of approximately 3
percent, or not more than 3-percent in-
terest. That is exactly what we propose
to do, namely, to let the cooperative do
the servicing, and to relieve the mort-
gage buyer or the security buyer of that
expenditure.

So far as discrimination is concerned,
is it not strange that most of the argu-
ments made on the subject of dis-
crimination have been with reference to
the veterans? Yet every single veterans*
organization in the country came
forward to ask for this legislation and to
testify for it. Telegrams have been
placed in the RECORD today saying it is
not discriminatory.

Mr. President, back yonder nearly a
quarter of a century ago, when I was
just starting out as a young lawyer, I
built a home'and I borrowed money. I
paid 6-percent interest. Many mortgages
were then drawing 8-percent interest,
and more amortized over a period of 10
years. I thought it was a good mort-
gage. I managed to pay it. I had to
have a moratorium during that time be-
cause the depression came. A private
insurance company gave me a 3-year
moratorium, which is exactly what we
provide in the pending bill, and about
which so many people complain. Did I
feel that I was discriminated against
because later on interest rates went
down and other people could get more
favorable rates? When private money
was being loaned at 6-percent interest,
and we set up a 4-percent loan for the
GI's of World War II, did I, as a veteran
of World War I, feel that I was dis-
criminated against? Not at all.

I recently happened to pick up a New
York newspaper in which I read an ad-
vertisement of a Federal savings and
loan association. They have 12 different
lending plans, running from 6 percent
down to 3Y2 percent. Do the people who
have to take the 6-percent loans feel
that they are being discriminated
against? No; they are paying for what
they get, and they are getting what they
pay for. That is exactly what we provide
in the pending bill. There is not a dime
of subsidy in the bill, any more than
there is in FHA.

Mr. President, much has been said
about the Federal Reserve Board rec-
ommendations. I do not believe I have
heard anyone mention that Mr. McCabe,
in presenting the statement for the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, said, "We believe
you ought to go into a cooperative hous-
ing program; it should be on a smaller
scaje than the bill now provides. At that
time, the bill provided $2,000,000,000.
So we cut it down, and if the amendment
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offered by the chairman of the commit-
tee, in fact, as a committee amendment
is agreed to, the total authorization will
be $600,000,000. It is not money out of
the Government Treasury; it is the total
authorization.

Furthermore, Mr. McCabe said he be-
lieved provision should be made for tech-
nical advice and assistance, and the bill
makes such provision. He did not like
the guaranteed bonds with which it was
proposed to finance the housing; he said
it ought to follow the FHA insurance
plan. So we changed it, and wrote into
the bill a provision and I should like all
Senators to listen to this, because there
has been more misinformation about this
than any other one thing—we wrote in-
to the bill a provision for financing,
which is identical with the FHA insur-
ance plan. The only difference is that
we build up a higher, a bigger reserve to
protect against losses, than is done in
any part of the FHA program.

FHA title II has been in existence for
15 years, and a reserve of 3V2 percent has
been built up. Title VI, section 608, has
been running for 9 years, and a reserve
of about 2 percent has been built up.
When this will have been operating for
15 years, we shall have a reserve of more
than 15 percent.

Much has been said regarding the long
period of amortization, but nothing has
been said regarding the equities and the
reserve for paying off. In effect, 36 years
is the real program. When we passed
title VI t)f the Housing Act we provided
for a period of 32 years and 7 months.
When we passed section 213 we' provided
for an amortization period of 40 years.
When we lend to the farmers for farm
housing, we lend for 40 years.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Alabama has expired.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, ac-
cording to the announcement made when
I began, I had 20 minutes. I have used
only 10 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is
advised by the clerk that the time was to
run to 3:49 o'clock.

Mr. TOBEY. 1 had 41 minutes. I
gave to the distinguished majority lead-
er 3 minutes. The Senator from
Alabama

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
understood that the Senator from Illi-
nois was to have 10 minutes. When the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. MAY-
BANK] yielded to the Senator from Ala-
bama all his time, that did not leave
any time for any other Senator.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, of
course, if the time has expired, it has
expired. But I understood the Presiding
Officer to say that I had 17 minutes.
Then the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. TOBEY] yielded me 3 minutes, which
made 20 minutes.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, tempus
fugit.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes of my time to the Senator from
Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I hesitate to accept
it, but I should like to add this further
word: The Corporation provided for in
this bill is exactly the same as that pro-
vided under the FDIC bill. It is exactly
the same as the one provided for in con-

nection with the home loan bank. It
is exactly the same kind of a Corpora-
tion. The Government still owns $75,-
000,000 worth of stock in that Corpora-
tion.\

In the name of private enterprise, a
great many persons are fighting this
proposed legislation. The Senator from
Ohio [Mr. BRICKER] had a remarkable
tribute to pay to cooperatives as being
the purest kind of private enterprise. In
this instance the principle involved is
not socialistic, because it is the same as
the principle which applies to FHA. I
call attention to the fact that of all the
big housing programs, this is the only
one which makes any provision whatso-
ever for the Government's ever getting
out of the program. The Corporation
eventually becomes a private corpora-
tion, owned by the persons who own
their homes. There is no other part of
the Government housing program from
which the Government can ever with-
draw. There is no provision for the Gov-
ernment's ever getting out of FHA. Title
n of the FHA law is permanent. There
is no way for the Government to get out
of any of the other programs. I shall
go along with any private group to try
to get the Government out of housing.
This is the first program which has ever
been offered to help to bring about that
situation. The same persons who fought
FDIC and who have fought practically
every new movement are the persons
who are leading the vicious fight against
this proposed legislation.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I yield
30 minutes to the senior Senator from
New York [Mr. IVESL

The VICE PRESIDENT. The senior
Senator from New York is recognized for
30 minutes.

Mr. IVES, Mr. President, in support-
ing the substitute amendment to title
III of Senate bill 2246, which has been
offered by Senator TOBEY and myself, I
call the attention of Senators to our
supplemental views which appear on
pagas 99, 100, and 101 of the committee
report. This expression of our views and
Senator TOBEY'S statement of last Fri-
day represent an important part of my
personal opposition to title m , as it is
now written.

It seems to me that the question of
housing should not be viewed separately,
alone, and apart from the other ele-
ments in our public and private economy.
Neither should any of these matters be
viewed exclusively from the standpoint
of desirability. The question immedi-
ately arises—what is the need and how
much can we afford? Now, these ques-
tions may appear to be somewhat old-
fashioned, but it seems to me that un-
less we begin soon to recognize the in-
trinsic value in the so-called basic vir-
tues and past policies by which our Na-
tion has grown great, someday we are
going to be in for a rude—perhaps disas-
trous—awakening.

In this connection, I read, from a
Washington Post editorial, which I un-
derstand has been inserted in the REC-
ORD:

More important, however, are the over-all
economic objections to the Sparkman bill at
this time. Economy is required to steady
the general economy and to ready it in case

of emergency needs. The Government has
already gone too far with socially desirable
programs that it cannot finance with the
present tax structure.

If there is one thing above all others
which can turn our whole economy into
a tailspin, it is an overextension and
overexpansion of credit, whether it be
private credit or public credit. I have
not forgotten October of 1929. I have
not forgotten the forces which provoked
the financial crash of that year, a crash
resulting in the great depression of the
1930's. I have not forgotten that the
primary cause of that crash was the
overexpansion of private credit. And
let me state here and now that the social
and economic devastation wrought by
an overexpansion of governmental credit
would be infiinitely greater than were
the consequences of the 1929 debacle.
In fact, had it not been for the excellent
condition of our governmental credit in
the 1930's, we should not have been able
to weather the depression as we did.

So, today, as we contemplate so cal-
lously the expenditure of additional bil-
lions—whether they be private or public
obligations—it seems to me we would do
well to pause and consider the direction
we are taking. In a period of prosperity
we are continuing to pile up a national
debt which only a miracle can liquidate
without disaster to the country. With
all the economic traffic lights against ust
we are proceeding to plunge headlong
down that dizzy thoroughfare which
leads to a pot of gold at the foot of a
rainbow where, we are told, our national
income will exceed $300,000,000,000, per-
haps even a trillion dollars. As in a
dream world, we stagger on blindly,
sometimes seemingly in all directions at
once, defying experience and reality.

What memories of 1928 and 1929 come
to mind if one-pauses long enough to
grasp the significance of current trends.
Does anyone remember the predictions
of that great economist, Prof. Irving
Fisher, who said that there was to be no
top to the stock market, no top to values,
no top to prosperity, that we were merely
in the infancy of our great develop-
ment—almost at the very moment when
the crash came? Nor was Professor
Fisher alone in his optimism, for in those
years most unpopular and rare was that
economist who dared to resort to com-
mon sense and to warn of impending
catastrophe.

So now, as we so ambitiously look to
the future of housing, we would do well
to consider where our housing program
is at the moment. The majority com-
mittee report which so strongly advocates
the enactment of the Maybank-Spark-
man version of title III makes little use
of 1949 housing statistics. This is in-
deed unfortunate because 1949 was the
banner year for housing construction
in the United States. Well over 900,000
private housing units were begun and
public building of various sorts brought
the over-all total to more than 1,000,000
units.

Happily, the prospects for 1950 and
even for well into 1951 appear to be ex-
cellent. Even the weather, which has
been mild, has contributed to this end.
The impact of the Housing Act of 1949,
with its provisions for a huge program of
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public housing and slum clearance, will
be felt increasingly during the coming
months.

Data from the Housing and Home Fi-
nance Agency and from the Public Hous-
ing Administration reveal most illumi-
natingly the progress that is being made
under the Housing Act of 1949.

I ask unanimous consent that they be
incorporated in the RECORD at this point.

There being.no objection, the docu-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
MEMORANDUM FBOM THE OFFICE OF THE AD-

MINISTRAT/OB, HOTTSING AND'EOME FINANCE
AGENCY, WASHINGTON, D. C, MARCH 6, 1950

With 49 communities already participating
officially in the new billion-dollar slum-
clearance and urban-redevelopment program,
and a score preparing to participate, the
Housing and Home Finance Agency is now
prepared to handle preliminary-planning
loans as the second step in the program,
HHPA Administrator Raymond M. Foley said
today.

The preliminary loans, for which com-
munities may apply after they have been
granted capital-grant reservations, will per-
mit communities to go forward with initial
planning of specific projects, Mr. Poley said.

Nathaniel S, Keith, Director of the Divi-
sion of Slum Clearance and Urban Redevel-

opment, said that the purpose of prelim-
inary and final advance loans was to yield
the data to enable communities-to enter into
loan and grant contracts with the Federal
Government and get their projects actually
under, way.

The 49 communities which are already
officially participating in the program repre-
sent almost every geographic area of the
country and range in size from the small
town of Robbins, m., which had a 1940 census
population of 1,349, to New York City, which
had a 1940 census population of 7,500,000.
Seven of the cities are under 25,000, nine are
under 50,000, and ten others are under
100,000.

The cities began participation by applying
for Federal-grant aid through resolutions of
their official governing bodies, which ex-
pressed the intention of the communities to
initiate slum-clearance and urban-redevel-
opment projects before July 1, 1951, and to
meet all of the requirements of title I of the
Housing Act of 1949. These requirements
include the planning of projects in accordT
ance with an over-all plan of community de-
velopment, plans for the adequate rehousing
of families displaced by slum-clearance or
urban-redevelopment projects, and the pro-
vision of maximum opportunity for private
enterprise to participate in the redevelop-
ment.

In addition to the 49 communities, 6 other
cities have pending official requests for capi-

tal-grant reservations and more than 20 other
cities have indicated they are preparing
requests. The capital-grant reservations,
which are not final commitments since con-
tracts for Federal aid will be entered into
only on the basis of fully developed specific
projects, are being made out of the first $200,-
000,000 portion of the $500,000,000 capital-
grant fund created for use during 5 years by
the Housing Act.

A few cities have plans already prepared
and can bypass the preliminary-loan stage,
but most are in an early planning stage and
will seek preliminary advances out of the
$1,000,000,000 loan fund authorized by the act
over a 5-year period, according to their re-
ports to the Housing and Home Finance
Agency.

The purpose of the capital grants, under
• terms of the Housing Act, is to assist cities

in slum-clearance and urban-redevelopment
projects by absorbing up to two-thirds of the
deficit resulting from acquiring slum or
blighted-area land, preparing it for a new
use in accordance with the community's re-
development plan, and reselling it for pub-
lic or private use at its reuse value. The
individual community must pay at least one-
third of the deficit.

The total of capital-grant funds reserved
to the 49 cities is $77,748,650.

The complete list of capital-grant reserva-
tions, with cities classified by States, is as
follows;

State and city

Alabama:
Birmingham
Montgomery-...
Mobile _.

Arkansas: Little Rock..
California:

San Bernardino
San Francisco

Florida:
Daytona Beach
Dade County
Lakeland
Miami . . .
Tampa __
West Palm Beach...

Georgia:
Albany..; __.
Columbus
Savannah

Indiana: Indianapolis...
Illinois:

Chicago
Chicago Heights
Harvey
Pcoria
Robbins
Waukegan

Minnesota:
Minneapolis
St. Paul.

Michigan: Detroit
New Jersey:

Newark
New Brnnswick
Jersey City
Perth Amboy

New York:
Albany „
Buffalo
New York
Schenectady

Ohio:
Cincinnati
Yonngstown

Pennsylvania:
Ambridge
Beaver Falls
Easton
McKeesport

Rhode Island:
Newport
Providence-

Tennessee:
Jackson. _
Knoxvilie
Nashville
Memphis .

Texas:
Corpus Christl
Dallas
Wnco _.

Wisconsin: Milwaukee—

1940 popula-
tion

263,000
78,000
79,000
88,000

43,646
635,000

40,000
195,000
22,000

172,000
108,000
34,000

20,000
53,000
96,000

387,000

3,300,000
22,461
17,878

mi, ooo
1,34!)

34,000

492,000
288.000

1,623,000

430,000"
42,000

301,000
41,000

131,000
676,000

7,500,000
88,000

456,000
16S,000

19,000
17,000
3-1,000
55,000

31,000
254,000

24,000
112,000
167,000
292,000

57,000
294,000
56,000

CSS, 000

Redevelopment agency

Housing Authority of the Birmingham District . . .
Housing Authority, City of Montgomery _ L
Mobile Housing Board _
Little Hock Housing Authority

Housing Authority of the County of San Bernardino
The Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
Housing Authority of the City of Daytona
Housing Authority of the City of Miami. _
Housing Authority of the City of Lakeland
Housing Authority of the City of Miami „ j .I .IJ
Housing Authority of the City of Tampa _ .-. „
Housing Authority of the City of West Palm Beach. _

Housing Authority of City of Albany. _
Housing Authority of City of Columbus..;
Housing Authority of City of Savannah 1. _
Indianapolis Redevelopment Commission _ II'IIII

Chicago Land Clearance Commission
Housing Authority of the County of Cook '. I I I I " " " !

do l .
The Peoria Housing Authority __ J
Housing Authority of the County of Cook " "
Waukegan Housing Authority ""_.

Minneapolis Housing and Redevelopment Authority
The St*. Paul Housing and Redevelopment Authority _ „ ~_l~. I
Detroit Housing Commission I.IIIIIII

Redevelopment Agency of the City of Newark _
Housing Authority of the City of New Brunswick
Jersey City Redevelopment Agency.
Housing Authority of the City of Perth Amboy IIIIIII

Albany-Housing Authority
Buffalo Municipal Housing Authority
The city of New York.. . I I . .
The city of Schenectady IIIIIIIIII
The city of Cincinnati
The city of Youngstown r IIIIIIIII"
Beaver County Urban Redevelopment Authority.
The Beaver FaHs Urban Redevelopment Authority "'.II
Easton Redevelopment Agency _ ^
Housing Authority of the City of McKeesport, Pa , IYYYY1Y.Y"
Redevelopment Agency of Newport j
Providence Redevelopment Authority " " " I I I I I I I I I I I I I I "
Board of Commissioners of the City of Jackson
KnoxTille Housing Authority
Nashville Housing Authority IIIIIIIIII "
Memphis Sousing Authority* _**..»_„.„».....................a........ „ „ „ „ „ „ „ " ** ***

Corpus Christ! Housing Authority.-,
Housing Authority of the City of Dallas.. ——...... . . . . . . .
The city of Waco.
Housing Authority of tbe City of Mflwaukee. ~~~

Amount of
reservation

$2,500,000
938,210
635,180
659, GSO

179,340
2,151,330

Mil, 140
419,580
203.070
666, 610
609,650
195,5S0

200,830
600,000
943,110

2,676,730

14,420,910
132,866
78, M0

700,000
26,110

182,280

2,375,000
1,276, 870
4,311,410

2,212,0S0
141. M0

1,402, MX)
177,170

510, SOO
1,574,010

16,000,000
210,210

3, 742, STO
822, 7M)

155,190
84,500

20;}, 490
538,300

103,390
1,165,570

300,000
1,025,710
1,861,230
2,942,060

506,800
1,758,400

467, ISO
% 498, 440

Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis



1950 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 3433
DATA FROM PUBLIC HOUSING ADMINISTRATION

Applications from local housing authori-
ties have been processed and reservations of
dwelling units approved for over 283,000
dwelling units. This is in excess of the
amounts for which the beginning of con-
struction may be authorized pursuant to the
Housing Act of 1949 during the first 2 years.
Preliminary loans have been authorized by
the President for 262,000 units in 420
localities and funds have actually been ad-
vanced to local housing authorities to cover
the initial preconstruction planning for
170,000 units.

Cooperation agreements between the local
housing authorities and the governing bodies
of the localities have been approved for ap-
proximately 100,000 units. It is contem-
plated that a substantial number of units
will be placed under construction this sum-
mer. Further, it is anticipated that 175,000
family units will have been placed under con-
struction contract by June 30, 1951.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, from these
data it can be reasonably assumed that
if there is any drop in private housing
construction during 1950—a rather re-
mote possibility—public housing and
-other public construction should far
more than make up the difference.
• Insofar as the title i n which is pres-
ently in the bill before us is concerned,
I recently received from Mr. Herman T.
Stichman, the New York State Housing
Commissioner, a statement containing
his ideas about it. Because the state-
ment is so excellent and because Mr.
Stichman is undoubtedly second to no
one in the country as a housing author-
ity I read it:

Instead of eliminating inefficiency and
waste in building methods and preventing
excessive demands, the bill seeks to reduce
carrying charges by providing for the lend-
ing of mortgage money by the Federal Gov-
ernment through the device of a Federal
guaranty, with an annual interest rate which
it appears may be 3 percent, and lengthen-
ing the mortgage period to 50 years, or in the
event of refinancing, to 60 years, with provi-
sions for extending these periods three more
years. This will not cut total actual costs;
it will make them stiU higher so far as the
man paying the bill is concerned.

Increasing the mortgage period from 34 y2
years to 60 years, which would undoubtedly
be availed of under the refinancing provi-
sions of the Maybank-Sparkman bill, would
increase total interest payments by 90.9 per-
cent, almost double; 1. e., by $5,510.62 on a
loan in the principal amount of $10,000 at a
3-percent interest rate, and would effect only
a 22.8 percent reduction in the amount of
carrying charges. Total interest payments
over a 60-year period on such a loan would
amount to $11,574.21, so that the borrower
would be paying $21,574.21 to pay off a
$10,000 loan.

Mr. President, in this connection I
should like to point out that if the
amendment which has been proposed by
the distinguished Senator from South
Carolina, which would require a mini-
mum interest rate on the proposed de-
bentures of 4 percent, were to be agreed
to, these figures would be very materially
increased, and the actual interest rate
for the period involved instead of being
$11,574 would be approximately $16,000,
and the total cost to the buyer instead
of being $21,574, would be about.$26,000.
I continue to read:

Whom would that help? Is that cutting
costs? Increasing the mortgage period to
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50 years would Increase the aggregate of
interest payments by 53.7 percent, i. e., by
$3,255.07 on a similar loan, and reduce
monthly carrying charges only 17 percent.

As I pointed put just now, the change
in the interest rate which has been pro-
posed would upset all these figures, and
very much to the disadvantage of the
homeowner.

Mr. Stichman says further:
There is room for Federal aid in this

essential field of cooperative housing and
reducing home building costs, but the pres-
ent bill gives no real help; it does not cut
costs. Instead, it would increase the aggre-
gate of carrying charges and merely spreads
the heavier burden over a longer period of
years. So far as supposed savings are con-
cerned, there is shadow through the device
of a Government guaranty, which would
bring a lower-annual interest rate but would
carry with it greater aggregate outlay, and
obvious inflationary possibilities today. But
there is no substance. There is no effort
to cut real costs by spurring technological
advances, encouraging efficient building
•practices and definitely and specifically limit-
ing builders' profits, in return for the bene-
fits of the low interest rate and Government
guaranty, which would aid builders. This
would eliminate a continuation of the unfair
and excessive speculative builders* demands
which we have witnessed in other FHA
housing programs.

It is as though the clothing or the radio,
television, or automobile industries, instead
of introducing efficient mass-production
methods to lower true costs and meet com-
petition, had asked t ha t the Government
provide purchasers with direct long-term
Government loans or long-term Government-
guaranteed loans at a similarly devised lower
interest rate to enable such consumers to
buy their products, and then offered the re-
sult as an example of cost savings. The price
would not be cut; the monthly payments
would be lowered, but the purchaser would
be paying more in the long run because of the
higher aggregate of interest over a longer
period of years. That would be a subsidiza-
tion of inefficient methods, just as the pre-
sent bill would subsidize present-day build-
ers1 inefficiencies and excessive demands.
They are equally fallacious.

The bill would demonstrate nothing to the
country at large; the only people who would
receive the benefits, .questionable as they
are in view of the increase in total carrying
charges, would be those living in housing
built under the Federal program. What we
need instead is an open laboratory, just as we
have in New York, to demonstrate how all
building costs can be reduced—whether built
with Federal financing or private financing,
unless it is proposed to have the Federal
Government finance all the housing needed
now and in the future.

New York State's cooperative housing pro-
gram does demonstrate how efficient building
methods can reduce building costs; it proves
that the responsibility for present-day high
costs has been that of certain speculative
builders and not that of labor, because at
Bell Park Gardens, our first pilot project for
800 veterans families now completed in the
Borough of Queens, we have used the same
workingmen, the same materials, paid the
same prices for land, and used the same pri-
vate lenders, but we have been watchful and
efficient and limited the profits to a reason-
able amount.

The bankers have been BO enthusiastic
about our laboratory-housing program and
the hope It offers of stabilizing the home-
building economy that they reduced the In-
terest rate to 3% percent. So productive was
labor at Bell Park Gardens, and so efficient
the contractors, that there will be a dividend

of about $400,000; which we have provided
will go to the cooperators, on the total build-
ing construction cost of about $7,500,000.
This is equivalent to a reduction of about

p $100 in individual down payments per room,
' reducing them to about $140 per room, or to
an appreciable reduction in monthly carry-
ing charges. Those monthly carrying charges
leading to mutual home ownership are now
only a little over $14 per room, including
amortization of the mortgage, interest, heat,
repairs, and maintenance. That is housing
that the forgotten family can really afford.
The contractors are making a good but rea-
sonable profit, and are sufficiently satisfied
that they are looking for more business.

Under the Maybank-Sparkman bill the
contractors would get the additional $400,000
which has been saved under our plan, in-
stead of the cooperators, and the cooperators
would have the privilege of paying almost
double the amount of interest for 60 years,
the remainder of their lives; that is, if they
came from long-lived families.

We have found that most builders are
willing to accept limitations of their profits
to reasonable figures, under our program,
because of the hope it offers of stabilizing
the home-building industry and eliminating
booms and busts. They are anxious to par-
ticipate.

A program similar to that of New York
would provide *a true laboratory of home-
building costs in every State of the Union.

This concludes Mr. Stichman's state-
ment.

However, Mr. President, I personally
object to a basic provision of title m ,
which is perhaps more fundamental
than anything appearing in the joint
statement of Senator TOBEY and myself
or in that of Commissioner Stichman. I
am opposed to the creation of a new
governmental corporation, the purpose
of which is to enter the field of private
enterprise in competition with private
enterprise when there is no genuine need
for this form of governmental intrusion.

This is not a question of governmental
aid for public or private housing. For
many years I have supported this kind
of aid, both in the Legislature of New
York State and in the Senate "of the
United States. I have taken the posi-
tion that in those areas of our economy
where the people need financial assist-
ance and cannot themselves obtain such
assistance through private source, gov-
ernment should provide it. This prin-
ciple is especially applicable in the field
of housing; and in keeping with it, there
have been established the various agen-
cies of Government, both National and
State, to provide funds either directly
or indirectly for the purpose in question.

In the matter under consideration,
however, there need be no lack of Fed-
eral assistance, if the substitute offered
by Senator TOBEY and myself is agreed
to. A broad program of cooperative
housing can be undertaken: through the
utilization of facilities and procedures
which are already available. In fact, to
make more available these facilities, we
provide for a new Assistant Federal
Housing Commissioner to be appointed
by the President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate, and to direct
and stimulate the development of the
cooperative housing program. At the
same time, we would retain the opera-
tion of this program within the Federal
Housing Administration.
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We would emphasize the processes
which are essential to the stimulation
of cooperative housing through provid-
ing means for the establishment of such
private housing corporations as may be
helpful in the advancement of the pro-
gram. We would provide means through
studies and other promotional activity
for the expansion of private cooperative
housing associations or organizations
and for obtaining a maximum amount of
private investment in cooperative hous-
ing.

All these things we would do—and
more—without requiring the establish-
ment of a new governmental corporation
and without making big Government
bigger.

At this point I ask unanimous consent
that there be incorporated a joint state-
ment issued by the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY] and myself,
which gives more detailed information
concerning the substance of our proposal.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is.there ob-
jection?

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
JOINT STATEMENT BY SENATORS TOBEY AND IVES

CONCERNING THE SUBSTANCE OP THE PRO-
POSED SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT TO TITLE III
or S. 2246
We are today proposing a complete sub-

stitute to the Maybank amendment to title
III of S. 2246. In so doing we are seeking to
establish what we believe all of us on the
Banking Committee agree upon, namely, a
sound constructive approach toward the en-
couragement of cooperative housing in
America.

We wish to state that we disagree that the
Maybank proposals to amend title III of S.
2246 are the best or only way to accomplish
what we all seek to do. In fact, we are con-
vinced beyond a reasonable shadow of doubt
that the discriminatory interest rates, the
billion dollars of new Government liability,
and the creation of a new bureaucracy will
in themselves be injurious to the objective
of sound cooperative housing. What we need
is a sound, moderate, constructive program,
and not a financial scheme.

Our amendment falls within the over-all
pattern of FHA mortgage insurance and is in
accord with the views presented to this com-
mittee by the Federal Reserve Board.

•me important points in our proposal are
as follows:

1. The amendment which we are offering
retains the preamble to the Maybank cooper-
ative-housing amendment which was sug-
gested by Senator FLANDERS, indicating our
firm belief in the cooperative program.

2. We have provided for a certain degree of
independence for the new Assistant Federal"
Housing Commissioner, who will direct this
program, by providing for his appointment
by the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate. He will, however, re-
main within the FeCeral Housing Adminis-
tration.

3. We have provided for technical aid and
assistance to cooperatives, and our amend-
ment will make possible the preliminary ad-
vance of funds in the sum of $10,000,000, as
contrasted with $25,000,000 made available
for tl:e same purpose in the Maybank amend-
ment.

4. In order further to encourage and expe-
dite the cooperative housing program, our
amendment provides that the previous cri-
teria applied by the Federal Housing Ad-
ministrAtor, namely, that the principal ac-
tivity cf the mortgagee is lending on or in-
vesting in mortgages and that the mortgagee

has had experience In mortgage investment,
need not be controlling if the Commissioner
determines that such mortgagee can ade-
quately service the mortgage. For example,
labor unions or other nonprofit organiza-
tions which could not meet the previous
criteria and which have funds available can
participate as a mortgagee in this pro-
gram under the expanded definition.

5. To assist in determining additional ap-
propriate and desirable legislative and other
means for encouraging the development of
cooperative and similar housing corpora-
tions and for facilitating the production of
housing by such corporations, our amend-
ment authorizes and directs the Commis-
sioner to undertake and conduct full and
complete studies, including but not limited
to—

(a) Methods for promoting the organiza-
tion of private, regional, and local coopera-
tive housing associations, or similar organi-
zations, to build or operate (or both to build
and operate) housing accommodations, and
(1) to make experience gained in connection
with such housing fully available to. other
such organizations; (2) to consolidate,
wherever feasible, and in the interests of
greater efficiency and economy, the person-
nel and facilities used for the development
and management of cooperative housing;
and (3) to establish and maintain compe-
tent skills and services required to supply to
other such organizations the technical ad-
vice and assistance required in the planning,

'financing, development, construction, ac-
quisition, and operation and management
of cooperative housing.

(b) Methods for securing, from both exist-
ing and untapped sources, the maximum
amount of private investment in housing
developed by cooperative housing corpora-
tions and similar organizations.

(c) 'Methods for reducing costs and
charges to the occupants of cooperative
housing through reduced interest rates on
private housing loans, reduced original cap-
ital costs, lower maintenance and repair
costs, self-help, and other means.

The Commissioner is also directed to re-
port to the Congress, within 2 years after
the date of enactment of this act, the re-
sults of his studies with such recommenda-
tions for legislation or otherwise as he may
deem desirable.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I realize
that the provisions of the original May-
bank amendment have been altered ma-
terially since It was first considered by
the Senate Committee on Banking and
Currency. I realize that its approach
to the problem of cooperative housing is
less ambitious and less dangerous to our
Governments credit than when it was
first offered.

But the fact remains that the notes to
be issued by the corporation which would
be directly guaranteed as to principal and
interest in case of default and which
would be given the same tax status as
that of Government bonds, in effect and
in truth would be Government bonds.
The main difference, I am advised, is
that these guaranteed notes would not
show up in the budget as a Treasury
transaction.

The further fact remains, moreover,
that the Maybank amendment still re-
tains the corporate plan by which to
carry out the cooperative housing pro-
gram. It still retains those character-
istics apparent in the incipient stage of
a malignant growth which later are likely
to expand and absorb all the facilities
and instrumentalities, both public and
private, in the housing field.

It is not just a question of interest
rates, although these rates, through the
operation of the governmental corpora-
tion which is here proposed, might well
be placed at a level that would be injuri-
ous both to public credit and to private
finance, while at the same time being dis-
criminatory with respect to other hous-
ing financing. It is not just a question
of an excessive period of amortization,
much as this excess violates every prin-
ciple of mortgage financing. These in-
ducements to prospective owners of co-
operative housing would prove ultimately
to be either harmful from the standpoint
of the private owner or most trouble-
some for Government itself.

I make these statements, Mr. Presi-
dent, as they appear in my prepared
text, because the low interest rates and
excessive amortization period constitute
the chief inducements in the Maybank
amendment. If the amendment which
is now proposed by the senior Senator
from South Carolina, and which would
require a minimum interest rate of 4
percent on the debentures, were to be
agreed to, and the present title III as
thus amended were to be enacted, the
inducements to which I have referred
would almost disappear, and the May-
bank-Sparkman cooperative housing pro-
posal would become so unattractive as to
be almost worthless to prospective co-
operative home owners.

Be all this as it may, Mr. President,
separately and alone, no one of them
contains my major objection to the cor-
porate plan.

It is the combination of these and
other inducements in the corporate plan
which gives to It so dangerous an aspect.
Actively promoted and logically carried
out, and in and of itself and through its
own expansion and repressive influence
upon competing private institutions, It
might set in motion forces in Govern-
ment which would completely supplant
these institutions by usurping their func-
tions and depriving them of business,
with, the inevitable unhappy conse-
quences for depositors in savings bank
and savings and loan associations and
for insurance company policyholders.

I know that it is claimed that already
the Federal Government has invaded the
field of private finance through the es-
tablishment of Federal financial institu-
tions; but I would point out that in these
particular cases such invasion in the first
instance has been occasioned by condi-
tions where private resources were either
inadequate or unavailable.

No condition of this nature would exist
in the field of cooperative housing if the
substitute amendment offered by the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
TOBEY] and myself were to be agreed to.
Ample are the present facilities of our
governmental agencies to meet the re-
quirements of any cooperative housing
program, if these facilities were to be
fully utilized as contemplated by the
terms of the substitute amendment.

As I have stated, I do not differ as to
the principle Involved in Federal aid for
cooperative housing. I do differ on the
question of method. I believe firmly that
the proposal contained in the Maybank
amendment is unwarranted and dan-
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gerous. I believe firmly that the pro-
posal contained in our substitute amend-
ment is wholly adequate to meet the need
for cooperative housing.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, how *
much time have I left?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
Is informed the Senator has 13 minutes
left. That cannot be so, however, be-
cause there is not that much time in all
remaining.

Mr. TOBEY. That .can hardly be so;
I agree.

Mr. LUCAS. I believe the Senator has
10 minutes, Mr. President,

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the Senator from Florida
[Mr. HOLLAND].

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, 1 min-
ute is not a great deal of time in which
to make a statement upon this impor-
tant matter. I do wish to cover two
points as briefly as I can.

First, it has been assumed that ZlA
percent interest rate would be the most
favorable which could be afforded under
this set-up, because that figure is stated
in^the report of the committee.

I call to the attention of the Senate
this sentence from the statement pre-
pared by Mr. Marriner S. Eccles, mem-
ber of the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, which was
placed in the RECORD today by the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT] :

On the other hand, by issuing short-term
debentures the Corporation might get its
money as low a' 1% or 1%- percent, which
might permit a gross rate much lower than
3 percent.

On the second point, Mr. President,
even if the amendment to be offered by
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
MAYBANK], stating a minimum interest
rate at 4 percent, were to prevail, it is
my understanding that the following
wording, which I quote from page 93 of
the bill, would still remain in it:

Such debentures * • • shall be fully
and unconditionally guaranteed as to prin-
cipal and interest by the United States, and
such guarantee shall be expressed on the face
of the debenture.

Mr. President, so long as that expres-
sion remains in the bill I think it is dan-
gerous and unwarranted legislation and
would be a complete departure, insofar
as this Nation is concerned, from tried,
true, and sound methods of financing
housing construction.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Florida has expired.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair

is somewhat confused respecting the di-
vision of time. Does the Senator* from
South Carolina yield time to the Senator
from Illinois? J

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
yield the remainder of the time I con-,
trol to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I also
yield the remainder of the time at my
disposition. "*

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. LUCAS. I first want to com-
ment the able chairman of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. MAY-

BANK], and the able chairman of the
able chairman of the subcommittee, the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]
who have worked so long and so labori-
ously to bring out this housing bill.

Mr. President, the bill which we are
considering today would go far in meet-
ing the critical need of our middle-in-
come families for adequate housing at
moderate cost.

The President, in his message to the
Congress on January 4, 1950, empha-
sized the seriousness of this problem in
these words:

With the help of various Government pro-
grams we have made progress in the last
few years in Increasing the number of homes.
Despite this increase there Is still an acute
shortage of housing for the lower- and mid-
dle-income groups, especially In large met-
ropolitan areas.

At the time the Housing Act of 1949
was enacted, all of us understood that
it did not provide the comprehensive
housing program that was needed It
made great strides- toward meeting the
needs of the lower-income groups of our
society. It did nothing to help the mid-
dle-income families.

The bill now before the Senate is de-
signed to encourage the construction of
housing for the middle-income group.
As has been said by various Members of
the Senate who favor the bill, it con-
tinues many of the fine features of the
FHA. It increases the authorization for
the permanent insurance program and
sets up a workable mortgage insurance
for rental housing. However, the con-
troversial part of this entire bill is the
provision in title i n for housing coop-
eratives.

Most of the criticism of the middle-
income housing bill has been leveled
against those provsions which would en-
courage housing cooperatives.

Title i n establishes the National Mort-
gage Corporation for Housing Cooper-
atives. The Government would supply
the initial capital of $100,000,000. The
corporation would be authorized to have
outstanding at one time an amount in
loans not exceeding $1,000,000,000.

As private capital is subscribed the
Government capital would be retired
until the corporation eventually would
be completely privately financed. I
cannot lay too much stress upon that
particular feature of the bill. In addition
amounts up to $25,000,000 might be
loaned by the Government to assist co-
operatives in formulating plans for
housing projects.

Mr. President, we need only turn to
the experience gained through the oper-
ation of the Home Owners' Loan Corpo-
ration to find proof of the soundness of
corporations of this type.

Sixteen years ago the arguments of
those who opposed the Home Owners'
Loan Corporation were very similar to
the arguments we are hearing now. It
was prophesied that that legislation
would cost $1,000,000,000 at the mini-
mum.

It was said that the home owners'
loan legislation was communistic, that
it was socialistic, just as opponents of
this measure are now saying that the
features involved in this housing bill

are socialistic and communistic. The
statements made at that time were ab-
surd and ridiculous, just as the similar
statements with respect to the pending
measure are absurd and ridiculous to-
day.

Congress was not impressed by these
dire prophecies and established this
Corporation which saved the homes of
millions who were in distress. -This was
a Corporation whose capital was sup-
plied by the Federal Government.
Banks, investment companies, and oth-
ers, who held mortgages which appeared

- insecure, turned those mortgages over
to HOLC and received in return bonds
or cash. In this way $3,530,000,000 of
emergency financing was accomplished
by the Hor e Owners' Loan Corporation.

On June 30, 1949, the deficit, of HOLC
had been entirely wiped out and it had
a surplus of millions of dollars. In-
stead of losing the billion dollars the
prophets of gloom predicted, this Cor-
poration will wind up its operations with
a tremendous profit.

In recent years the HOLC has been
liquidating its assets in an orderly way.
It has been doing this despite the efforts
of Members of the House and the Senate
to speed up that liquidation.

In 1943, a Republican Member of Con-
gress succeeded in amending an appro-
priation bill in order to force the im-
mediate liquidation of the Home Owners'
Loan Corporation. The amendment
passed the House of Representatives, but
it was rejected by the Senate.

An amendment of this type would
have forced that Corporation to transfer
to private investment companies most of
its good mortgages. It has been esti-
mated that such an amendment alone
would have* drained from the Treasury
approximately $400,000,000.

I wish to emphasize to the Members
of the Senate that if these attempts had
been successful, a sound financial struc-
ture would have been converted into a
losing proposition.

Mr. President, here and now, I wish
to prophesy to the Members of the Sen-
ate that if the Congress enacts this
measure, so far as orderly liquidation is
concerned, the same thing will occur
that has occurred in the case of the
Home Owners' Loan Corporation.

When we hear arguments against the
financial soundness of corporations such
as that proposed in this bill, let us keep
in mind the experience we have gained
with HOLC.

I have gone into some detail in de-
scribing the experience we have had
with HOLC because of its similarity to
the Corporation established by the com-
mittee bill. I do so because of the at-
tacks which have been made on this
measure.

The able Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SPARKMAN] in his magnificent speech in
regard to this proposal said that prob-
ably—whether by design or through ig-
norance—there has been more misinfor-
mation spread abroad on this measure
than on any other which has been be-
fore the Congress in a long time.

Mr. President, there are three main
differences between the National Mort-
gage Corporation for Housing Cooper-
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atives and the HOLC, each of which will
substantially reduce the risks of loss be-
low those of HOLC.

In the first place, provision is made
for the compete ownership of this Cor-
poration by private capital. This means
that the Government's funds used as the
original capital investment will be re-
paid in the future. This also lessens the
likelihood that attempts will be made to
force a disorderly liquidation at a tre-
mendous cost to the taxpayers, as has
been attempted with the HOLC.

Second, the Home Owners1 Loan Cor-
poration as a policy took up mortgages
that were poor risks. As expressed in
propoganda of that day, the credit was
not advanced to solvent concerns. Un-
der this measure, the Corporation for
Housing Cooperatives would make loans
to organizations that are financially
sound.

A third safeguard is found in the pro-
vision for building up a reserve, which is
contained in the pending measure.
Through small premium charges, reserve
funds will be accumulated to cover losses
which might occur if individual cooper-
atives default.

Mr. President, this review of the rec-
ord of the HOLC should emphasize to all
Senators the soundness of a financial
program such as this. It is vital that
housing for the middle-income group be
provided. This measure will encourage
the needed construction.

Mr. President, in conclusion, I wish
to repeat what I previously stated, that
the Congress of the United States can-
not go wrong if it takes as a yardstick
the Home Owners* Loan Corporation,
which has been a tremendous success
from the standpoint of the Government
and for the people for whom it has op-
erated, and goes along with the cooper-
ative features of the housing measure
now before the Senate.

If my reasoning is correct, this propo-
sition comes before the Senate at this
time on a stronger footing and on a more
secure basis, from a financial aspect,
than did the Home Owners' Loan Corpo-
ration measure which was enacted by the
Congress some 16 years ago. Everyone
knows that the Home Owners' Loan Cor-
poration has been a complete success,
saving the homes of more than 1,000,-
000 persons, and making millions upon
millions of dollars for the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Mr. President, I sincerely hope that
title m will not be stricken from this
measure. I sincerely hope that the
Tobey-Ives amendment to It will be re-
jected. Let us stand with the committee
which has brought forth such a con-
structive and forward-reaching measure.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:
Aiken Chapman* Flanders
Anderson Chavez Prear
Benton Connally Fulbright
Brewster Cordon George
Bricker Donnell Gillette
Bridges Douglas Graham
Butler Dworshalc Green
Byrd Ecton Gurney
Cain Ellender Hayden
Capehart Ferguson Hendrickson

Hickenlooper
Hill
Hoey
Holland
Humphrey
Ives*
Jenner
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Tex.
Johnston, S. C.
Kefauver
Kera
Kerr
Kilgore
Knowland
Langer
Lehman
Lodge

The VICE

Long
Lucas
McCarthy
McClellan
McFarland
McKellar -
McMahon
Magnuson
Malone
Martin
Maybank
Millikin
Mundt
Murray
Myers
Neely
O'Conor
O'Mahoney

PRESIDENT.

Robertson
Russell
Saltonstall
Schoeppel
Smith, Maine
Smith, N. J.
Sparkman
Stennls
Taylor
Thomas, Okla.
Thye
-Tobey
Watkins
Wherry
Wiley
Williams
Withers

A quorum is
present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], on page 26.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, is that
amendment subject to amendment?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The May-
bank amendment, being in the first de-
gree, is subject to amendment.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, as an
amendment to that amendment, I offer
the .following: Strike out the date "Jan-
uary 31" and insert "February 15."

Mr. THYE. Mr, President, I request,
that I be permitted to associate myself
witlj that amendment to the Maybank
amendment, namely, to change the date
from January 31 to February 15.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
rule, only one Senator can offer an
amendment from the floor. The Senator
from Nebraska has offered the amend-
ment to the amendment of the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President
The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the

unanimous-consent order, all debate has
concluded.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President
The VICE PRESIDENT. For what

purpose does the Senator rise?
Mr. MAYBANK. I rise to propound a

parliamentary inquiry.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator

will state it.
Mr. MAYBANK. If the amendment to

my amendment is adopted, thus chang-
ing the date to February 15 in respect to
the filing of applications, which date is
3 weeks after the time applicants were
notified not to file them, Mr. President,
I ask this question

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I call
for the regular order.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, how
much more money would that cost?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That Is not
a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, debate
Is not now in order, of course.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor-
rect.

What has been stated by the Senator
from South Carolina is not a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, what
would be the cost of the amendment of
the Senator from Nebraska to my
amendment?

The VICE PRESIDENT. No Senator
can engage in debate at this time. The
question propounded by the Senator
from South Carolina is not a parliamen-
tary inquiry on which the Chair can pass.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I demand
the regular order. '

The VICE 'PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Nebraska
to the amendment of the Senator from
South Carolina on page 26.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President
The VICE PRESIDENT. For what

purpose does the Senator from Georgia
address the Chair?

Mr. RUSSELL. I desire to have the
amendment stated. This measure is full
of dates, and I wish to know what date
will be changed by the amendment of
the Senator from Nebraska to the
amendment of the Senator from South
Carolina, if it is adopted.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary wil lstate the amendment offered
by the Senator from Nebraska to the
amendment of the Senator from South
Carolina.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1 of
the amendment of Mr. MAYBANK, in sec-
tion 118 (b) it is proposed to strike out
"January 31, 1950" and to insert in lieu
thereof "February 15, 1950."

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Nebraska to the
amendment of the Senator from South
Carolina on page 26.

Mr. WHERRY, Mr. MAYBANK, and
other Senators requested the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. OfMAHONEY (when Mr. HUNT'S
name was called). I announce that my
colleague the junior Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. HUNT] is temporarily indis-
posed. He is undergoing a check-up at
the hospital and is unable to be present.
If he were present, he would vote "nay."

The roll call was concluded.
Mr. MYERS. I announce that the

Senator from California [Mr. DOWNEY]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EASTLAND] and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PEPPER], and the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGSI are absent on
public business.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr,
LEAHY] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CARRAN], and the Senator from Utah
[Mr. THOMAS] are absent by leave of the
Senate.

I announce further that if present and
voting the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. LEAHY], the Senator from Utah
[Mr. THOMAS], and the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] would vote
"nay."

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
DARBY] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business. If present and vot-
ing, the Senator from Kansas would vote
"yea."

The Senator from Oregon [Mr.
MORSE], and the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. YOUNG] are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT],
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VANDENBERG] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr.
MORSE] is paired with the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. TAFT]. If present and voting
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the Senator from Oregon would vote
"nay" and the Senator from Ohio would
vote "yea/'

The result was announced—yeas 26,
nays 57, as follows:

YEAS—26

Brewster
Bricker
Bridges
Butler
Capehart
Cordon
Donnell
Dworshak
Ecton

Alken
Anderson
Benton
Byrd
Cain
Chapman
Chavez
Connally
Douglas
Ellender
Flanders
Frear
Fulbright
George
Gillette
Graham
Green
Hayden
Hendrickson

Darby
Downey
Eastland
Hunt
Leahy

Ferguson
Gurney
Hickenlooper
Humphrey
Jenner
Knowland
McCarthy
Malone
Martin

NAYS—57

Hill
Hoey
Holland
Ives
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Tex.
Johnston, S. C.
Kefauver
Kem
Kerr
Kilgore
Langer
Lehman
Lodge
Long
Lucas
McClellan
McFarland
McKellar

Millikin
Mundt
Schoeppel
Thye
Watkins
Wherry
Wiley
Williams

McMahon
Magmison
Maybank
Murray
Myers
Neely
•O'Conor
O'Mahoney
Robertson
Russell
Saltonstall
Smith, Maine
Smith, N. J.
Sparkman
Stennis
Taylor
Thomas, Okla
Tobey
Withers

NOT VOTING—13
McCarran
Morse
Pepper
Taft
Thomas, Utah

Tydings
Vandenberg
Young

So Mr. WHERRY'S amendment to Mr.
MAYBANK1 s amendment was rejected.
" The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion now is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK].

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. President
The VICE PRESIDENT. For What

purpose does the Senator rise?
Mr. MCCARTHY. I would like to call

up an amendment which is lying on the
desk, and I would also like to ask unani-
mous consent to have inserted in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at this point a let-
ter from Mr. Omar Ketchum, director
of the national legislative service of
the Veterans of Foreign Wars, together
with a brief explanation.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. LUCAS. I object.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is

heard.
The question is on agreeing to the

amendment offered by the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK].

The amendment was agreed to*
Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I wish

at this time to call up my amendment B.
I ask that it be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will state the amendment.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment as follows:

1. Strike out all of title HE of said bill;
and

2. Strike out all of subsection (f) com-
mencing on line 9 of page 24 and insert the
following subsection in lieu thereof:

••(f) The Commissioner is. authorized,
with respect to mortgages insured or to be
insured under this section, to furnish tech-
nical advice and assistance, in the organiza-
tion of corporations or trusts of the char-
acter described in subsection (a) of this

section and in the planning, development*
construction, and. operation of their housing
projects. In the performance of, and with
respect to, the functions, powers, and duties, -
vested in him by this section, the Commis-
sioner, notwithstanding the provisions of"
any other law, shall appoint an Assistant
Commissioner to administer the provisions
of this section under the direction and su-
pervision of the Commissioner."

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER] .

'Mr. BRICKER. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President
Tlie VICE PRESIDENT. For what pur-

pose does the Senator rise?
Mr. MAYBANK. A point of order,

Mr. President.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator

will state it.
Mr. MAYBANK. I have a perfecting

amendment to title n i which I offered,
to provide a definite interest rate. I
desire to withdraw that amendment,
pending the vote on the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
BRICKER]. I have conferred with the
Senator. Perhaps I may be violating the
rule

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
withdraws the amendment to which he
refers. The Chair would like to state to
the Senator that the amendment to
which he refers was part of the amend-
ment which has just been voted upon,
and which was agreed to.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. MAYBANK. I offered an amend-
ment to title HI, specifically providing
an interest rate of 4 percent on loans to
cooperatives. It is that amendment I
desire to withdraw for the time being.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
was misadvised. The amendment re-
garding the rate of interest was not a
part of the Senator's amendment which.
was agreed to.

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

The VICE PRESIDEJNT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. MAYBANK. After the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. BRICKER] is voted on, I would still
have an opportunity to perfect my
amendment to title HI, would I not?

The VICE PRESIDENT. If title HI
is eliminated from the bill, there will be
no further chance to perfect it.

Mr. MAYBANK. And if it is not elimi-
nated from the bill?

The VICE PRESIDENT. If it is not
eliminated it will be open to amendment.

Mr. MAYBANK Mr. President, I de-
sire to say

.The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
cannot debate the question now. The
Senator has withdrawn his 4 percent
amendment. Therefore, the question is
on agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Ohio. [Mr. BRICKER].
The yeas and nays having been ordered,
the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MCCARTHY, (when his name was
called). On another amendment to the
bill, I have a pair with the senior Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND 1.
However, I understand if he were pres-
ent, he would vote the same as I propose
to vote on this amendment. Therefore,
I shall cast my vote. I vote "yea."

Mr. TOBEY (when his> name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. VANDENBERG]. If he were pres-
ent, he would vote "yea." If I were per-
mitted to vote, I would vote "nay." I
withhold my vote,

Mr. WITHERS (when his name was
called). I have a pair with the senior
Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT]*. If he
were present he would vote "yea." If
I were permitted to vote, I would vote
"nay." I withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,

with respect to the absence of my col-
league, the junior Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. HUNT], I"desire to make the
same announcement that I made before.
In voting on this amendment, he would
vote "nay."

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from California [Mr. DOWNEY]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EASTLAND], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PEPPER], and the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] are absent on
public business.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
LEAHY] IS absent because of^illness.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CARRAN] and the Senator from Utah [Mr.
THOMAS] are absent by leave of the
Senate.

On this vote the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PEPPER] is paired with the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS]. If pres-
ent and voting the Senator from Florida
would vote "nay," and the Senator from
Maryland would vote "yea."

I announce further that if present and
voting the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. LEAHY] and the Senator from Utah
[Mr. THOMAS] would vote "nay."

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. DARBY]
is absent by leave of the Senate on official
business.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr.
MORSE! and the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. YOUNG] are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT]
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VANDENBERG] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] is
paired with the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. WITHERS] and his pair has been an-
nounced previously.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. VAN-
DENBERG] is paired with the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY] and his pair
has been announced previously.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DARBY!
is paired with the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. MORSE]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Kansas would vote "yea,"
and the Senator from Oregon would vote
"nay."
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The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 38, as follows:

YEAS—43

Brewster
Bricker
Bridges
Butler
Byrd
Cain
Capehart
Chapman
Cordon
Donnell
Dwcrshak
Ecton
Ellender
Ferguson
Fulbright

Alken
Anderson
Benton
Chavez
Connally *
Douglas
Flanders
Frear
Graham
Green
Hayclen
Hill
Humphrey

Darby
Downey
Eastland
Hunt
Leahy

George
Gillette
Gurney
Hendrickson
Hickenlooper
Hoey
Holland
Jenner
Kem
Knowland
McCarthy
McClellan
Malone
Martin
Milllkin

NAYS—38
Ives
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Tex.
Johnston, S. C.
Kefauver
Kerr
Kilgore
Langer
Lehman
Lodge
Long
Lucas
McFarland

Mundt
O'Oonor
Robertson
Russell
SaltonstallSchoeppel
Smith, N. J.
Stennis
Thye
Watkins
Wherry
Wiley
Williams

McKellar
McMahon
Magnuson
Maybank
Murray
Myers
Neely
O'Mahoney
Smith, Maine
Sparkman
Taylor
Thomas, Okla

NOT VOTING—15
McCarran
Morse
Pepper
Taft
Thomas, Utah

Tobey
Tydings
Vandenberg
Withers
Young

So Mr. BRICKER's amendment was
agreed to.

Mr, WHERRY. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I move
that that motion be laid on the table.
• The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Ohio.

The motion-to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator desire to have the entire amend-
ment read?

Mr. IVES. No, Mr. President. I
think that is not necessary. I think the
Senate understands what is in the
amendment. It has been well discussed.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. LUCAS. May I inquire what this
amendment does, and where in the bill it"
is to go? Is it an amendment to title
in?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It provides
for a new title, "Cooperative Housing."

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to speak for 1 minute
concerning this amendment.

Mr. BRICKER. Reserving the right
to object, a parliamentary inquiry, Mr.
President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor will state it.

Mr. BRICKER. Is this amendment
offered in the nature of an amendment
to Senate bill 2246, or to the amendment
in the nature of a substitute?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is offered
to the committee amendment which is
in the nature of a substitute for the orig-
inal bill.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I ask for the
same privilege, to explain the reason why
some of us are opposed to the amend-
ment

Mr. LUCAS. - Mr. President, I object.
Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, a par-

liamentary inquiry.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator

will state it.
Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, is not

an amendment of this nature out of
order? '

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is offered
as a new amendment to the bill.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President
The VICE PRESIDENT. For what

purpose does the Senator rise?
Mr. IVES. To explain affirmatively

what the amendment provides for, if it
is not to be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will state the amendment.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the
amendment of Mr. IVES, and read as fol-
lows:

Strike out all of title III and Insert in
lieu thereof the following:

"TITLE III—COOPERATIVE HOUSING

"FUKFOSE

"SEC. 301. The purpose of this title is to
provide an affirmative and vigorous program
of assistance to nonprofit cooperative hous-
ing corporations in the production and man-
agement of housing of sound standards of
design, construction, livability, and size for
adequate family life, in well-planned. Inte-
grated residential neighborhoods (1) by pro-
viding necessary technical assistance and ad-
vice in the organization of such cooperative
corporations and in the planning, financing,
development, construction, and operation of
their housing projects; (2) by making limit-
ed financial assistance, in the form of pre-
liminary advances of funds, available to
soundly organized cooperative housing cor-
porations to enable them'to develop specific
plans for their housing projects; and (3) to
provide mortgage, insurance on liberal terms
for such housing projects.

"ASSISTANT FEDERAL HOUSING COMMISSIONEB

"SEC. 302. The President shall appoint, by
and with the advice and consent of the
Senate, an Assistant Federal Housing Com-
missioner to administer the provisions of this
title (including section 213 of the National
Housing Act, as amended) under the direc-
tion and supervision of the Federal Housing
Commissioner (hereinafter referred to as
Commissioner).

"TECHNICAL AID TO COOPERATIVES

"SEC. 303. To assist In achieving the pur-
poses of this title, the Commission Is au-
thorized and directed to furnish technical
advice and assistance (1) in the organization
of (i) any nonprofit cooperative ownership
housing corporation the permanent occu-
pancy of the dwellings of which is restricted
to members of such corporation, or (il) any
nonprofit corporation organized for the pur-
pose of construction of homes for members
of the corporation; and (2) In the planning,
financing, development, construction, ac-
quisition, and operation and management of
the housing project or projects of any such
corporation.

"PRELIMINARY ADVANCES OF FUNDS

"SEC. 304. (a) To further assist In carry-
ing out the purposes of this title, the Com-
missioner, upon application by a cooperative
or other nonprofit corporation of the char-
acter described in section 303 (1) may make
a preliminary advance of funds to such cor-
poration to assist in the formulation of a
proposed housing project to be eligible for

mortgage insurance under section 213 of the.
National Housing Act, as amended: Provided,
That such preliminary advance of funds
shall be limited to the amounts required for
necessary work preliminary to construction,
and shall In no event exceed an amount equal
to 5 percent of the amount which the Com-
missioner estimates will be the replacement
cost of the housing project when the proposed
improvements are completed: And provided
further, That no such advance of funds shall
be made until the Commissioner shall have
determined that such corporation is a bona
fide nonprofit cooperative ownership hous-
ing corporation or a nonprofit corporation of
the character described in section 303 (1),
that such corporation and its proposed
methods of operation are such as will avoid
its use for speculative purposes or the pay-
ment of excessive fees, salaries, or charges
in ^connection with the housing project, and
that the organization and proposed methods
of operation of the corporation are such as
will encourage the association therein of
persons who will contribute to the sound in-
tegral character and success thereof, provide
necessary leadership therein, and Involve
democratic voting principles."

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President
The VICE PRESIDENT. For what

purpose does the Senator rise?
Mr. MAYBANK. To submit a unani-

mous-consent request.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-

tor will state it.
Mr. MAYBANK. The distinguished

senior Senator from New York stated
that the Senate was familiar with his
amendment, and I was wondering if we
could dispense with the reading of the
entire amendment.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, the only
reason why the amendment is being read
is that the senior Senator from New York
asked unanimous consent to have 1 min-
ute to tell what the amendment provides,
not to argue for it at all, but merely to
inform the Senate of the nature of the
amendment. That request was denied.
Therefore the senior Senator from New
York thought it advisable that the
amendment be read.

Mr. MAYBANK. I thank'the Senator.
Mr. IVES. I should like to make a

request, if it is in order.
The VICE PRESIDENT. It is in order

to request that further reading be dis-
pensed with.

Mr. IVES. I ask that the further
reading be dispensed with and that I be
permitted, In the same breath, to indi-
cate what the amendment proposes.

Mr. WHERRY. One minute?
Mr. IVES. One minute or less.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-

jection to the request, first, of the Sena-
tor from South Carolina that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with? •

Mr. WATKINS. I object.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-

jection to the request of the Senator from
New York that further reading be dis-
pensed with and that he be allowed 1
minute in which to explain the amend-
ment?

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I wonder if it is the
intention of the Senate to permit similar
1-minute expressions to be made about
other important amendments which on
their face may not be clearly under-
stood.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-

jection?
Mr. WHERRY. Regular order.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The regular

order Is, Is there objection? The Chair
hears none.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the

Senator from Washington object?
Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Wash-'

ington objects if it is not the intention
of the Senate to permit similar expres-
sions on other amendments.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I ob-
jected to the request.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the
Senator from Utah has objected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is
heard. The Secretary will proceed with
the reading of the amendment.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, may
we have order?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
will be in order.

The Chief Clerk resumed and con-
cluded the reading of the amendment, as
follows:

"Such advance of funds shall bear interest
at 3 percent and shall be repaid out of
the proceeds of any construction or other
loan obtained for the project by such co-
operative or other nonprofit corporation.

"(b) In carrying out the provisions of this
section, the Commissioner shall (in addition
to his other powers and duties) have (1)
the powers and duties authorized by section
1 of the National Housing Act, as amended,
for the purpose of carrying out any pro-
Visions of that act, and (2) the powers and
duties provided in that act with respect to
property acquired.or to be acquired by the
Commissioner for any purpose .thereunder.

"PROVISION OF FUNDS
"SEC. 305. (a) To obtain funds for prelim-

inary advances as provided in section 304,
the Commissioner may, with the approval
of the President, issue and have outstanding
at any one time notes and other obligations
for purchase by the Secretary of the Treasury
in an amount not to exceed $10,000,000.

"(b) Notes or other obligations issued by
the Commissioner under this title shall be
in such forms and denominations, have such
maturities, and be subject to such terms
and conditions as may be prescribed by the
Commissioner, with the approval of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury. Such notes or other
obligations shall bear interest at a rate de-
termined by the Secretary of the Treasury
taking into consideration the current aver-
age rate on outstanding marketable obliga-
tions of the United States as of the last day
of the month preceding the issuance of such
notes or other obligations- The Secretary
of the Treasury is authorized and directed to
purchase any notes and other obligations of
the Commissioner issued under this title
and for such purpose is authorized to use as
a public-debt transaction the proceeds from
the sale of any securities issued under the
Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and
the purposes for which securities may be is-
sued under such act, as amended, are ex-
tended to include any purchases of such
notes and other obligations. The Secretary
of the Treasury may at any time sell any of
the notes or other obligations acquired by
him under this section. All purchases, sales,
and redemptions by the Secretary of the
Treasury of such notes or other obligations
shall be treated as public-debt transactions
of the United States.

"(c) Funds made available to the Com-
missioner pursuant to the provisions of this
section shall be deposited In a checking ac-
count or accounts with the Treasurer of the
United States. Principal repayments on ad-

vances made under section 304 shall be ap-
plied to the retirement of notes or other
obligations issued by the Commissioner pur-
suant to this section: Provided, That this
requirement shall not be construed as limit-
ing the authority of the Commissioner un-
der section 305 (a). Other receipts and as-
sets obtained or held by the Commissioner in
connection with the performance of his
functions under this title shall be available
for any of his functions thereunder. There
are hereby authorized to be appropriated,
out of any moneys in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, such sums as may be
necessary for administrative expenses of the
Commissioner in carrying out his functions
under sections 303, 304, and 307 of this title.

"SEC. 306. Title II of the National Hous-
ing Act, as amended, is hereby amended by
inserting a new section reading as follows:

" 'COOPERATIVE HOUSING INSURANCE

"'SEC. 213. (a) The purpose of this sec-
tion is to provide an effective program of
mortgage insurance which will make a sub-
stantial contribution toward meeting the
housing needs of American families. The
Commissioner is authorized and directed in
the administration of this section to take
affirmative steps to facilitate and accelerate
operations hereunder and to promptly mod-
ify or eliminate any procedures or require-
ments that prove to be obstacles to the plan-
ning or development of housing projects ac-
ceptable for purposes of mortgage insurance
hereunder. The Commissioner is also di-
rected to administer this section pursuant
to regulations and administrative require-
ments j.,epared for and specifically adapted
to cooperatives, and to avoid the use of rigid
or inflexible standardization in its require-
ments which would prevent cooperatives
from planning their construction to meet
the needs and desires of their members.

*• f(b) In addition to mortgages insured
under section 207 of this title, the Commis-
sioner is authorized to insure mortgages as "
defined in section 207 (a) of this title (in-
cluding advances on such mortgages during
construction), which cover property held
by—

"'(1) a nonprofit cooperative ownership
housing corporation the permanent occu-
pancy of the dwellings of which is restricted
to members of such corporation; or

'•'(2) a nonprofit corporation, organized
for the purpose of construction of homes for
members of the corporation;
which corporations are regulated or re*
stricted for the purposes and in the manner
provided in paragraphs numbered (1) and
(2) of subsection (b) of section 207 of .this
title.

" *(c) To be eligible for insurance under
this section a mortgage on any property or
project of a corporation of the character de-
scribed in paragraph numbered (1) of subsec-
tion (b) of this section shall involve a prin-
cipal obligation in an amount—

"•(1) not to exceed $5,000,000;
" '(2) not to exceed $8,100 per family

unit for such part of such property or proj-
ect as may be attributable to dwelling use,
except that if the Commission finds that
the needs of individual members of the cor-
poration could more adequately be met by
per room limitations, the mortgage may
involve a principal obligation in an amount
not to exceed $1,800 per room for such part
of such project to be occupied by euch
members; and not to exceed 90 percent of
the amount which the Commissioner esti-
mates will be the replacement cost of the
property or project when the proposed im-
provements are completed: Provided, That
(i) such maximum dollar amount shall be
Increased by $9 per family unit or $2 per
room, as the case may be, for each 1 per-
cent of the membership of the corpora-
tion which consists of veterans of World
War n and such maximum ratio of loan to
cost shall be increased by one-tenth of J,

percent for each 1 percent of the mem-
bership of the corporation which consists of
veterans of World War II, if evidence sat-
isfactory to the Commissioner is furnished
to establish that the benefits of such in-
crease will accrue to the members of the
corporation who are veterans of World War
II in the form of the elimination of the
down payment which the corporation would
otherwise require in order to supply the dif-
ference between the amount of the mort-
gage loan and the estimated replacement
cost of the property or project, or (ii) if at
least 75 percent of the membership of the
corporation consists of veterans of World
War II, the mortgage may involve a principal
obligation not to exceed $9,000 per family
unit or $2,000 per room as the case may
be and not to exceed 100 percent of the
amount which the Commissioner estimates as
the replacement cost of the property or
project when the. proposed improvements are
completed. -

"'(d) To be eligible for insurance under
this section a mortgage on any property or
project of a corporation of the character de-
scribed in paragraph numbered (2) of sub-
section (b) of this section shall involve a
principal obligation in an amount not to
exceed $5,000,000 and not to exceed the great-
er of the following amounts:

"'(1) A sum computed on the basis of a
separate mortgage for each single-family
dwelling (irrespective of whether such dwell-
ing has a party wall or is otherwise physi-
cally connected with another dwelling or
dwellings) comprising the property or proj-
ect, equal to the total of each of the maxi-
mum principal obligations of such mortgages
which would meet the requirements of para-
graph (A), paragraph (C), or paragraph (D)
of section 203 (b) (2) of this act if the mort-
gagor were the owner and occupant who had
made any required payment on account of
the property prescribed in such paragraph.

*"(2) A sum equal to 4he maximum
amount which does not exceed either of the
limitations on the- amount of the principal
obligation of the mortgage prescribed by
paragraph numbered (2) (exclusive of clause
(U) of the proviso thereof) of subsection (c)
of this section.

"•(e) Any mortgage insured under this
section shall provide for complete amortiza-
tion by periodic payments within such terms
as the Commissioner may prescribe but not
to exceed 40 years from the beginning of
amortization of the mortgage, and shall bear
interest (exclusive of premium charges for
insurance) at not to exceed 4 percent per
annum on the amount of the principal obli-
gation outstanding at any time. The Com-
missioner may consent to the release of a part
or parts of the mortgage property from the
lien of the mortgage upon such terms and
conditions as he may prescribe and the mort-
gage may provide for such release, and a
mortgage on any project of a corporation of
the character described in paragraph num-
bered (2) of subsection (b) of this section
may provide that, at any time after the com-
pletion of the construction of the project,
such mortgage may be replaced, in whole or
in part, by individual mortgages covering
each individual dwelling in the project in
amounts not to exceed the unpaid balance
of the blanket mortgage allocable to the in-
dividual property. - Each such individual
mortgage may be insured under this section.
Property covered by a mortgage, insured un-
der this section, on a property or project of a
corporation of the character described in
paragraph numbered (1) of subsection (b)
of this section may include such commercial
and community faculties as the Commis-
sioner deems adequate to serve the occupants.

"*(f) The provisions of subsections (d)t
(e), (g), (h), (1), (J), (k), (1), (m), and
(p) of section 207 of this title shall be
applicable to mortgages insured under this
section.
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*"(g) In order to encourage and facili-

tate investment In mortgages insured tinder
this section, a mortgage otherwise eligible
for insurance hereunder may be Insured, not-
withstanding the fact that the principal
activity of the mortgagee is not lending on
or investing In mortgages and the mortgagee
has not had experience in mortgage invest-
ment, if the Commissioner determines that
such mortgagee can adequately service the
mortgage.'

"STUDIES AND REPORT
"SEC. 307. (a) To assist in determining ad-

ditional appropriate and desirable legislative
and other means for encouraging the devel-
opment of cooperative and similar housing
corporations and for facilitating the produc-
tion of housing by such corporations, the
Commissioner is hereby authorized and di-
rected to undertake and conduct full and
complete studies including but not lim-
ited to—

"(1) studies of methods for promoting the
organization of private regional and local
cooperative housing associations or similar
organizations to build or operate (or to both
build and operate) housing accommodations,
and (I) to make experience gained In con-
nection with such housing fully available to
other such organizations, (ii) to consolidate,
wherever feasible and in the Interests of
greater efficiency and economy, the per-
sonnel and facilities used for the develop-
ment and management of cooperative hous-
ing, and (iii) to establish and maintain
competent skills and services required to
supply to other such organizations the tech-
nical advice and assistance required in the
planning, financing, development, construc-
tion, acquisition, and operation and man-
agement of cooperative housing;

"(2) studies of methods for securing, from
both existing and untapped sources, the
maximum amount of private Investment in
housing developed by cooperative housing
corporations and similar organizations;

"(3) studies of methods for reducing costs
and charges to the occupants of cooperative
housing through reduced interest rates on
private housing loans, reduced original cap-
ital costs, lower maintenance and repair
costs, self-help, and other means.

"(b) The Commissioner shall report to the
Congress within 2 years after the date of
enactment of this act the results of his
studies with such recommendations for legis-
lation or otherwise as he may deem desirable.

1 'DEFINITIONS
"SEC. 308. As used In this title (including

section 213 of the National Housing Act, as
amended), the following terms shall have
the meanings, respectively, ascribed to them
below, and unless the context clearly Indi-
cates otherwise, shall include the plural as
well as the singular number:

"(a) The term 'corporation' shall mean
either 'corporation' or 'trust' and references
to members of such corporations shall with
respect to trusts mean the beneficiaries
thereof.

" (b) 'Housing project' shall mean a project
(including all property, real and personal,
contracts, rights, and choses in action ac-
quired, owned, or held by a cooperative hous-
ing corporation in connection therewith) of
a cooperative housing corporation designed
and used primarily for the purpose of pro-
viding dwellings: Provided, That nothing in
this title shall be construed as prohibiting
the inclusion in a housing project of such
stores, offices, or other commercial facilities,
recreational or community facilities, or other
nondwelllng facilities as are necessary appur-
tenances to such housing project.

"FNMA LOANS ON INSURED MORTGAGES
"SEC. 309. Section 301 (a) of the National

Housing Act, as amended, is hereby amended
by adding the following new paragraph be-
tween paragraph (1) and paragraph (2) and

redesignatlng paragraph (2) as paragraph
*(3)':

"•(2) to make real estate loans which are
accepted for Insurance or insured under sec-
tion 213 of this act: Provided, That no such
loan shall be made by the Association unless
the financial assistance applied for is not
otherwise available on reasonable terms.'".

Strike out all of section 115 of "he bill
beginning on page 19.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from New York [Mr.
IVESL

Mr. IVES. I ask for the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered, and

the legislative clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MCCARTHY (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EASTLAND] . If he were present, he would
vote "nay." If I were permitted to vote,
I would vote "yea." I therefore with-
hold my vote.

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VANDENBERG] . If present, the senior Sen-
ator from Michigan would vote "yea."
If I were permitted to vote, I would vote,
"nay." I therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. WITHERS (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT].
If he were present, he would vote "yea."
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
"nay.*' I therefore withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I

make the same announcement with re-
spect to my colleague [Mr. HUNT] that
I made on the previous vote. If present
my colleague would vote "nay."

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from California [Mr. DOWNEY]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EASTLAND], the Senator from Florida [Mr.
PEPPER] t and the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. TYDINGS] are absent on public
business.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
LEAHY] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CARRAN] and the Senator from Utah [Mr.
THOMAS] are absent by leave of the Sen-
ate.

I announce further that if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. LEAHY], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from Utah
[Mr. THOMAS], and the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] would vote
"nay."

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. DARBY] is
absent by leave of the Senate on official
business.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE]
and the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
YOUNG] are absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT]
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VANDENBERG] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] is
paired with the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. WITHERS], and his pair has been
announced previously.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. VAN-
DENBERG] is paired with the Senator from

Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], and his pair
has been announced previously.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DARBY]
is paired with the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. MORSE]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Kansas would vote "nay"
and the Senator from Oregon would vote
"yea."

The result was announced—yeas 14,
nays 66, as follows:

YEAS—14
Aiken Langer Smith, N. J.
Flanders Lodge Thye
Hendrickson Malone Tobey
Ives Saltonstall Watkins
Kefauver Smith, Maine

Anderson
Benton
Brewster
Bricker
Bridges
Butler
Byrd
Cain
Capehart
Chapman
Chavez
Connally
Cordon
Donnell
Douglas
Dworshak
Ecton
Ellender
Ferguson
Frear
Fulbrlght
George

Darby
Downey
Eastland
Hunt
Leahy
McCarran

NAYS—66
Gillette
Graham
Green
Gurney
Hayden
Hickenlooper
Hill
Hoey
Holland
Humphrey
Jenner
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Tex
Johnston, S. C.
Kem
Kerr
Kilgore
Knowland
Lehman
Long
Lucas
McClellan

McFarland
McKellar
McMahon
Magnuson
Martin
Maybank
Millikin
Mundt
Murray
Myers
Neely
O'Conor
O'Mahoney
Robertson
Russell
Schoeppel
Sparkman
Stennis
Taylor
Thomas, Okla.
Wherry
Wiley

NOT VOTING—16
• McCarthy Vandenberg

Morse Williams
Pepper Withers
Taft Young
Thomas, Utah
Tydings

So the amendment of Mr. IVES was
rejected.

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. President, I
send to the desk an amendment which I
ask to have stated.

I also ask unanimous consent to have
inserted in the body of the RECORD at
this point a letter from Mr. Omar B.
Ketchum, legislative director of the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars, together with
a brief explanation of the purpose of
the amendment.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I am con-
strained to object to the latter request
at this time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is
heard.

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. President, I
ask to have the amendment stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 113t

at the end of title IV it is proposed to
add a new subsection as follows:

(g) By striking out "25 years" in the sec-
ond proviso of section 500 (b) and inserting
in lieu thereof "30 years."

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the'amendment
offered by the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. MCCARTHY],

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. President, on
the amendment I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Wisconsin.

The amendment was rejected.
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I call up

my amendment lettered "D" and ask
that it be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 15,
line 10, it is proposed to strike out "90"
and insert "85."

On page 15, line 14, it is proposed to
strike out "60" and substitute "70."

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. LONG!. [Putting the question.]
The "noes" seem to have it.

Mr. LONG. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JENNER (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT].
If, the Senator from Ohio were present
and voting, he would vote "nay." If I
were at liberty to vote, I would vote
"yea." I withhold my vote. "

The roll call was concluded.
Mr. MYERS. I announce that the

Senator from California [Mr. DOWNEY]
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
HUNT] are necessarily absent.

"The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EASTLAND], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PEPPER], and the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] are absent on
public business.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
LEAHY] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr.
MCCARRAK] and the Senator from Utah
[Mr. THOMAS] are absent by leave of the
Senate.

I announce further that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
TYDINGS] would vote "yea."

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. DARBY] is
absent by leave of the Senate on official
business. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Kansas would vote "yea."

The Senator from Oregon [Mr.
MORSE] and the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. YOUNG] are absent by leave of
the Senate. If-present and voting, the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] would
vote "yea."

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT]
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VANDENBERG] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] is
paired with the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. JENNER] and his pair has been an-
nounced previously.

The result was announced—yeas 61f
nays 21, as follows:

YEAS—61
AIKen
Anderson
Benton
Butler
Byrd
Cain
Capehart
Chapman
Chavez
Connally
Cordon
Douglas
Dworshak
Ellender
Flanders

Frear
Fulbright
George
Gillette
Green
Hendxlckson
Hoey
Holland
Humphrey
Ives
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson* Tex.
Kefauver
Kerr
Kllgore

Knowland
Langer
Lehman
Lodge
Long
Lucas
McClellan
McKellar
McMahon
Magnuson
Malone
Maybank
Milltkln
Murray
Neely

O'Conor
O'Mahoney
Eobertson
Russell
Saltonstall
Schoeppel *

Brewster
Bricker
Bridges
Donnell
Ecton
Ferguson
Graham

Darby
Downey
Eastland
Hunt
Jenner

Smith, Maine
Smith, N. J.
Stennis
Thomas, Okla.
Thye
Tobey

NAYS—21
Gurney
Hayden
Hickenlooper
Hill
Johnston, S. O.
Kern
McCarthy

Watklns
Wherry
Wiley
Williams

McFarland
Martin
Mundt
Myers
Sparteman
Taylor
Withers

NOT VOTING—14
Leahy
McCarran
Morse
Pepper
Taft

Thomas, Utah
Tydings
Vandenberg
Young

So Mr. LONG'S amendment was agreed
to.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I previ-
ously sent to the desk today, a perfect-
ing amendment to my amendment. Was
that a part of the amendment which
has just been voted upon and agreed to?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
does not know.

Mr. LONG. It changes the figure
"$8,100" to "$8,050."

The VICE PRESIDENT. It was not
a part of the amendment which was
read.

Mr. LONG. Then, Mr. President, I
offer that amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
cannot offer an amendment to an amend-
ment which has been agreed to.

Mr. LONG. I offer it as an amend-
ment, which I have sent to the desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It seems to
be offered at a separate place, and it will
be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 16, in
line 14, it is proposed to strike out "8,100"
and insert "8,050."

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, that was
intended to go with the other amend-
ment. It will make a difference of only
$50.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Debate is
not in order.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Lou-
isiana.

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I call up

my amendment initialed "M"; and on
the question of its adoption, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 108,
beginning with line 15, it is proposed
to strike out all through line 17 on page
113.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeaa and nays.

, The yeas and nays were not ordered.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-

tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Washington [Mr.
CAIN],

The amendment was rejected.
Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I call

up my amendment dated 3-14-50—A,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 106,
after line 5, it is proposed to insert the,
following new subsection:

(b) By inserting after "District of Co-
lumbia" in the first sentence of section
500 (<1) a comma and the following: "or by
any State."

On page 106, line 6, strike out "(b)"
and insert in lieu thereof "(c)."

On page 106, line 24, strike out "(c)n

and insert hi lieu thereof "(d)."
On page 107, line 15, strike out "<d>"

and insert in lieu thereof "(e)."
On page 108, line 1, strike out "(e)"

and insert in lieu thereof "(f)."
On page 108, line 15, strike out "(f)"

and insert in lieu thereof "(g)."
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question

is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BENTON 3. [Putting the question. ]

The "noes" seem to have it.
Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I ask

for a division.
On a division, the amendment was

agreed to.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is

open to further amendment.
Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I call up my

amendment initialed "N."
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-

tary will state the amendment.
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 48,

line 24, beginning with the comma fol-
lowing "605 (b)" it is proposed to strike
out all down to and including "606" in
line 25.

On page 49, beginning with line 10,
strike out all through line 7 on page 59.

On page 59, line 8, strike out "Sec.
607" and insert "Sec. 606.".

On page 59, line 9, beginning with the
comma following "housing", strike out
all down to and including the comma
following "act" in line 11.

On page 58, line 3, strike out "607 (b)"
and insert "606 <b>,"

On page 60, line 15, strike out "Sec.
608." and insert "Sec. 607.".

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Washington tMr.
CAIN].

The amendment was rejected.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is

still open to amendment.
Mr. PREAR. Mr. President, I offer

the amendment which I send to the desk
and ask to have stated. I hope the
amendment will be agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will state the amendment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 11,
it is proposed to strike out line 11, and
to insert the following: "with another
dwelling or dwellings: Provided, That the
Commissioner may increase such dollar
amount limitation by not exceeding
$4,500 for each additional family dwell-
ing unit in excess of two located on such
property, or."

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREARL
[Putting the question.]

The "noes" appear to have it.
No. 53 6
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Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I call for
a division.

On a division, the amendment was
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is
open to further amendment.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President
The VICE PRESIDENT. For what

purpose does the Senator desire recogni-
tion?

Mr. MAYBANK. I send to the desk
an amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is
informed that the Senator has sent two
amendments to the desk. Which one
does the Senator want read?

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I de-
sire the amendments to be read in order,
No. 1 and No. 2.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will read the first amendment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 123,
line 11, it is proposed to insert the fol-
lowing as a proviso at the end of section
606; "Provided, That nothing contained
in this section shall* apply to loans guar-
anteed under section 501 of the Service-
men's Readjustment Act of 1944, as
amended."

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from South Caro-
lina.

The amendment was agreed to.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-

tary will read the next amendment of-
fered by the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. MAYBANK].

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 28,
it is proposed to strike out lines 10
through 14, and to insert the following:

SEC. 118. Section 603 (a) of said act, as
amended, is amended by striking out the
period at the end thereof and adding the
following: "And provided further, That, not-
withstanding the first proviso of this sub-
section, mortgages may be Insured under
section 609 and section 611 of this title If
the aggregate amounts of principal obliga-
tions of mortgages insured under said sec-
tions plus the aggregate amount of principal
obligations of mortgages insured under sec-
tion 610 of this titlte do not exceed the limi-
tation contained in said section 610 upon the
aggregate amount of principal obligations
of mortgages insured pursuant to said sec-
tion."

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from South Carolina be permitted 3
minutes in which to explain the amend-
ment. It has not been submitted here-
tofore to the Senate. None of us have
seen it, and we do not know what the
Senator is talking about.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Ohio? The Chair hears none, and
the Ssnator from South Carolina is rec-
ognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
shall be glad to explain the amendment.
FHA mortgage insurance for the manu-
facture of prefabricated houses and for
large-scale modernized construction, and
the manufacture of prefabricated houses,
under section 609 and 611 of the Na-
tional Housing Act, is subject to the
over-all limitations on the amount of
mortgage insurance under title VI, for
which there is no remaining authoriza-
tion. However, the authorization under

section 610 of the act for the FHA in7
surance of mortgages on Government
constructed war housing projects and
Greentown projects sold by the Govern-
ment will continue in effect and is ade-
quate to cover insurance under that
section and also section 609 and section
611. This amendment would therefore,
place insurance pursuant to sections 609
and 611 under the section 610 authoriza-
tion.

I may say to the Senator from Ohio
that yesterday afternoon, when he and
I were debating the bill on the Senate
floor, we had a special meeting in con-
nection with the situation regarding
loans for prefabricated houses, and also
yesterday morning, in the Committee on
Banking and Currency. Yesterday af-
ternoon when our committee met in the
Appropriations Committee room and be-
cause I was unable to be present at the
time, having been occupied on the floor
of the Senate, I requested the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS], who was
present, and the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. FLANDERS], who I think was pres-
ent, and the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FITLBRIGHT], and others, to work out any
necessary amendments which they felt
would be in the interest of the bill. I
understood a majority of our committee
was present when they met in the Appro-
priations Committee room when I was on
the floor of the Senate.

I may say to the Senator from Ohio,
I have followed the bill every step of the
way from its start until now; but yester-
day afternoon I could not attend the
meeting because I was engaged in a de-
bate with the Senator from Nebraska
and the Senator from Ohio. I assumed
that this amendment is what the ma-
jority of the committee had worked out
yesterday.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from South Carolina
yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from South Carolina has
expired.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senator from South
Carolina have 1 minute more, in which
to answer a question.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none. The
Senator from South Carolina is recog-
nized for one more minute.

Mr. MAYBANK. I shall be glad to
answer.

Mr. ROBERTSON. While the Sena-
tor from South Carolina was engaged in
debate on the floor, the remainder of his
committee had answered his call to meet
In the main room of the Appropriations
Committee to consider one or two
amendments to the pending bill.

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. ROBERTSON. One of those
amendments provided that the present
power of the RFC to finance prefabri-
cated houses, such as Lustron, should be
transferred to another agency. Another
amendment was that the so-called FNMA
loans of RFC should be transferred to
another agency. The committee voted
not to endorse either of those amend-
ments. Is that what is involved in the
amendments now pending?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor's time has expired again.

Mr. MAYBANK. I ask unanimous
consent for five additional moments, so
that this matter may be cleared up.

The VICE PRESIDENT. ' Is there ob-
jection to the request? The Chair hears
none.

Mr. MAYBANK. It was my under-
standing that this is the amendment
which our committee worked out yester-
day afternoon.

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

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield.
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I am

a member of the committee, and I was
present during the time about which the
able Senator is talking. If my memory
is correct, the committee voted to do
nothing about the matter, suggesting
that at a later date possibly a bill might
well be introduced to accomplish its
purpose.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, as I
said before, I was not at the meeting.
I understood that this amendment rep-
resented the sentiment of the committee.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, if I
may ask the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina once again, will he tell
us what is in the amendment? I ask
that respectfully, because I am not inter-
ested in knowing about the meeting, but
I would like to know what is in the
amendment.

Mr. MAYBANK. I will say to my
friend, the Senator from Nebraska, I was
on the Senate floor, trying to clear up
section 608 with him at the time. One
of the matters which the committee dis-
cussed proposed to transfer certain pow-
ers of the RFC over prefabricated homes
to the Housing and Home Finance
Agency.

Mr. WHERRY. Is that what Is in the
amendment—the transfer of authority,
which is now being asked to be taken
out of RFC and transferred to the Home
Owners Loan Corporation or to the Hous-
ing and Home Finance Agency?

Mr. MAYBANK. As I understand the
discussion

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

Mr. MAYBANK. I am only too happy
to yield for a question.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to
ask the Senator from South Carolina this
question: After listening to the Senator
from Virginia and the Senator from In-
diana, I Inquire was not the amend-
ment which was just adopted one of the
two the committee decided not to do any-
thing about?

Mr. MAYBANK. No, I beg the Sena-
tor's pardon; the other amendment,
which was just adopted, was not taken
up yesterday afternoon. It was an
amendment which was suggested by the
Veterans of Foreign Wars.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Was that
amendment considered by the committee
and endorsed?

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
want to make certain. I had two minor
amendments relating to loans or insur-
ance for loans for prefabricated houses.
One of them, I was told, was considered
yesterday afternoon when I was In the
Senate. The other was an amendment
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which was suggested sometime ago but
which the committee did not consider.

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

Mr. MAYBANK. I would like to get
the other amendment back, first. I do
not want to make a misstatement.

Mr. SALTONSTAIli. Was the amend-
ment considered yesterday afternoon
considered and recommended by the
committee previously?

Mr. MAYBANK. It was not consid-
ered previously, and it was not recom-
mended by the committee, and neither
was the amendment recommended by the
Veterans of Foreign Wars, which was
just adopted.

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

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the amend-

ment that was handed to me is a differ-
ent amendment, relating to a different
part of the bill. I think the Senator has
the wrong amendment.,

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator

from South Carolina has the floor.
Mr. MAYBANK. Apparently the

amendment which was sent back to me
was not the amendment which the com-
mittee had discussed yesterday after-
noon and to which my remarks concern-
ing committee agreements .were address-
ed. I therefore withdraw the amend-
ment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
withdraws the amendment. The bill is
open to further amendment.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
offer the amendment which I previously
proposed, initialed "G."

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will state the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
(a) On page 24, strike out the period at

the end of line 8 and insert the following:
••except individual mortgages insured pur-
suant to subsection (d) of this section cov-
ering the individual dwellings in the project,
and as to such individual mortgages the
provisions of subsections (a), (c), (d), (e),
(f), (g), and (h) of section 204 shall be appli-
cable."

(b) On page 29, strike out the word "and"
at the end of line 3; and strike out the period
at the end of line 17 and insert a semicolon,
the word "and," and the following:

"(3) by striking out the period at the end
of subsection (d) and Inserting the follow-
ing: 'covering a project described in subsec-
tion (b) of this section, and the provisions
of subsections (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (f),
and (h) of section 604 shall be applicable to
the individual mortgages insured pursuant
to subsection (b) (4) of this section covering
individual dwellings in the project/ "

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama have 3
minutes in which to explain this amend-
ment and that questions may be asked.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I am not going to
object to this request, but this is the last
explanation that will be made.

Mr. BRIDGES. I object.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question

is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from Alabama [Mr.

SPARKMANL [Putting the question.]
The ayes seem to have it

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask
for a division.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. HICKENLOOFER. Had the Chair
not already* announced the result of the
vote?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes, but the
Senator from Alabama was on his feet
asking recognition, and the Chair recog-
nized him. The Senator from Alabama
asked for a division.

The Senate proceeded to divide.
Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is

in the process of counting.
Mr. BRIDGES. Before the Chair an-

nounces the result
The VICE PRESIDENT. For what

purpose does the Senator rise?
Mr. BRIDGES. I ask for the yeas and

nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered, and

the legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. MYERS. I announce that the

Senator from California [Mr. DOWNEY]
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
HUNT] are necessarily absent

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD],
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST-
LAND], the Senator from Florida [Mr.
PEPPER], and the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. TYDINGS] are absent on public busi-
ness.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
LEAHY] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
PREAR] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MYERS] are unavoidably de-
tained on official business.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CARRAN] and the Senator from Utah [Mr.
THOMAS] are absent by leave of the
Senate. '

I announce further that if present and
voting the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. LEAHY], the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MYERS], the Senator from
Florida [Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from
Utah [Mr. THOMAS], and the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] would
vote "yea."

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. DARBY]
Is absent by leave of the Senate on official
business. If present and voting, the
Senator from Kansas would vote "yea:*1

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE]
and the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
YOUNG! are absent by leave of the Sen-
ate, If present and voting, the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] would vote
"yea."

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT]
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VANDENBERG] are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 59,
nays 21, as follows:

YEAS—59
Hoey
Holland
Humphrey
Ives
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Tex.
Johnston, S. O.
Kefauver
Kerr

Alken
Anderson
Benton
Chapman
Chavez
Connally
Cordon
Douglas
Ellender

Flanders
Fulbright
George
Gillette
Graham
Green
Hayden
Hendrickson
Hill

Kilgore
Knowland
Langer
Lehman
Lodge
Long
Lucas
McCarthy
McClellan
McFarland
McKellar

Brewster
Bricker
Bridges
Butler
Cain
Capehart
Donnell

Byrd
Darby
Downey
Eastland
Frear
Hunt

McMahon
Magnuson
Maybank
Murray
Neely
O'Conor
O'Mahoney
Robertson
Russell
SaltonstaU
Schoeppel

NAYS—21
Dworshak
Ecton
Ferguson
Gurney

Smith, Maine
Smith, N. J.
Sparkman
Stennis
Taylor
Thomas, Okla.
Thye
Tobey
Wherry
Withers

Malone
Martin
MUlikin
Mundt

HIckenlooper Watkins
Jenner
Kem

Wiley
Williams

NOT VOTING—16
Leahy Thomas, Utah
McCarran Tydings
Morse Vandenberg
Myers Young
Pepper
Taft

So Mr. SPARKMAN'S amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
send to the desk an amendment » which
was discussed a moment ago, but through
mistake the amendment the committee
adopted yesterday was not offered. I
ask that the amendment be read

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will state the amendment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 123
it is proposed to strike out all of lines 24
and 25; to strike out all of pages 124,125,
126, and 127; and on page 128, to strike
out all of lines 1 through 14 and appro-
priately renumber the succeeding sec-
tions.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT].

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I offer the

amendment, which I send to the desk.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-

tary will state the amendment.
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 108 it

is proposed to strike out all after the
word "effective*1 in line 4 through the
word "subsection" in line 14 and insert
in lieu thereof the words "on January 1
1951."

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from New York.

The amendment was rejected.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is

open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be offered,
the question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the committee as amended.

The amendment as amended was
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
now is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed .
for a third reading and to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question

now is, Shall the bill pass?
Mr. LANGER. I ask for the yeas and

nays.
The yeas and nays were not ordered.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question

is, Shall the bill pass?
The bill (S. 2246) was passed.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the sections will be renumbered
and the titles corrected in accordance
with the provisions of the bill as com-
pleted.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I ask
to have printed in the RECORD a letter
from the American Federation of Labor,
as well as a letter from Mr. Poley, the
Administrator of the Housing and Home
Finance Agency, in connection with the
Tobey-Ives substitute for title ITT.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

AMERICAN FEDERATION OP LABOR,
Washington, D. C, March 14, 1950.

To Each United States Senator:
The American Federation of Labor is

wholeheartedly supporting S. 2246, the mid-
dle income housing bill.

There can be no doubt that additional leg-
islation is needed to meet the acute housing
needs of this group whose incomes are too
high to qualify them for public housing and
too low to afford the new homes being'con-
structed by private builders. Title III of
th3 bill would help meet this need by a
very modest cooperative housing program to
be financed by private funds, entirely with-
out Government subsidy.

Senators TOBEY and IVES have offered a sub-
stitute amendment to title III. No matter
how well meaning their intentions in offer-
ing this substitute, the basic facts are that
it is completely inadequate for meeting this
housing problem. This is why:

1. The substitute does not provide for a
middle-income housing program; in fact, the
rents achievable under its provisions would
average $80 a month, far above the means
of the average middle-income family.

2. Cooperatives would not be able to ob-
tain private financing but instead would
have to rely on direct loans from the Federal
Government, which are specifically provided
for by the substitute. This opens the pro-
gram to all the objections raised by Federal
Reserve Board Chairman Thomas B. McCabe.

3. The program would be seriously handi-
capped by an unfriendly administration.

The enclosed memorandum gives addi-
tional material regarding the substitute. In
behalf of 8,500,000 members of the American
Federation of Labor, I specificaly request
that you vote for S. 2246, as reported by the
Senate Banking and Currency Committee.

Sincerely,
WM. GREEN,

President, American Federation of Labor*

ANALYSIS OP TOBEY-IVES AMENDMENT TO MID-
DLE-INCOME HOUSING BILL, S. 2246

INTRODUCTION
The Tobey-Ives amendment to S. 2246

would strike out title III of the bill, the co-
operative-housing program for middle-in-
come families, introduced by Senator MAY-
BANK and reported out by the Senate Banking
and Currency Committee, and replace it with
an entirely new title based on section 213 of
the bill. This section was designed to pro-
vide cooperative housing for higher-income
families under the usual type of FHA financ-
ing and FHA administration. Although the
Tobey-Ives amendment nowhere specifically
states that it is a program for middle-income
families, it must be assumed that its spon-
sors regard it as a suitable substitute for the
middle-income program contained in the
Maybank title HI.

MAIN FEATURES OP AMENDMENT
Financing: The amendment provides for

financing of FHA-insured mortgages of co-
operative housing projects at a 4-percent

interest rate, plus one-half of 1 percent for
insurance premium, for a 40-year amortiza-
tion period. It also authorizes the FHA Com-
missioner to make preliminary advances of
6 percent of the total cost for planning work
preliminary to construction. Such loans are
to bear interest at 3 percent. Permanent
construction loans are to be obtained from
ordinary mortgage-lending institutions, ex-
cept that the amendment provides that a
mortgage otherwise eligible for insurance
under this section may be insured by an or-
ganization even if its principal activity is not
mortgage lending. Its sponsors have indi-
cated that they have in mind the possibility
that labor unions and other organizations
may have sufficient funds to finance these
projects. The amendment further provides
that if loans cannot be obtained from private
sources "on reasonable terms," the Federal
National Mortgage Association (FNMA) is
authorized to make direct real-estate loans
to housing cooperatives set up under this
section.

Administration: All statutory authority for
the administration of the program is lodged
with the Commissioner of the Federal Hous-
ing Administration. However, the amend-
ment provides that the President shall ap-
point, by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, an Assistant Federal Housing
Commisioner to administer this program un-
der the "direction and supervision" of the
FHA Commissioner.

Types of projects: The amendment pro-
vides for two types of projects—(1) coopera-
tive-housing projects, the permanent occu-
pancy of the dwellings of which is restricted

-to the .members of the cooperative; and (2)
so-called building cooperatives, in which
the cooperative exists only for the purpose of
constructing homes for its members. In the
latter case, both the title to the property and
the mortgage would-be held by the individ-
ual occupants of the homes. Under the first
type of organization, there is no possibility
for any kind of individual ownership. Un-

. der the second type, the cooperative in effect,
ceases to exist after the homes are con-
structed.

Studies: The amendment authorizes the
FHA Commissioner to undertake a series of
studies involving various aspects of coopera-
tive housing and to report to the Congress
the results of such studies within 2 years
after the legislation is enacted.

COMMENTS
1. The amendment does not provide for a

middle-income housing program.
Title III of the Maybank bill very specifi-

cally states that its purpose is to meet the
housing needs of families of moderate in-
come, and it also specifies that the coopera-
tive-housing groups assisted under the legis-
lation must undertake a housing project de-
signed to meet the housing needs of families
of moderate income (p. 72, lines 12-13). In
contrast the Tobey-Ives amendment never
once refers to moderate-income families.
This is clearly understandable because the
amendment simply does not permit con-
struction of housing for middle-income
families.

The following table indicates the monthly
rents which could be achieved for a 4^-room
unit costing $8,000 under the Maybank title
III and under the Tobey-Ives amendment.
Because the interest rate to be obtained from
the private-money market may fluctuate
under the Maybank title III program, figures
have been included for both a 3̂ 4 percent in-
terest rate and zy2 percent interest rate.
The figures for the Tobey-Ives amendment
assume a 100-percent loan to a veterans' co-
operative-housing project under the financ-
ing terms of the amendment, namely 4 per-
cent for 40 years. The figures for the May-
bank title HI project assume a 90-percent

loan for a 50-year amortization period. The
following are the achievable rents:

Debt service
Operating expenses
Keal-estate taxes —
Vacancy allowance
Contingency reserve

Total

Maybank,
title III

3H per-
cent,

50
years

$27.07
24.40
10.67
1.98
1.86

65.98

ZH per-
cent,

50
years

$28.33
24.40
10.67
2.02
1.90

67.32

Tobey-
Ives

amend-
ment,
4 per-
cent,

40
years

i$36.77
2 27.20

10.67
»4.08
U.18

79.90

Includes H of 1 percent for mortgage insurance
premium.

1 Operating expenses are assumed to be midway
between those for a cooperative housing project under
the Maybank title III and an FHA 608 project on the
assumption that the families in the projects under the
Tobey-Ives amendment would require more services
than the lower income families in the projects under
the Maybank title' III but less services than average
families in 608 projects.

' Vacancy allowance is assumed to be midway between
the 3 percent expected for projects under the Maybank
title III program and 7 percent in section 608 projects.

* Because of the greater amount allowed for operating
expenses and vacancy allowance, a contingency reserve
of only 1H percent is assumed compared with 3 percent
for Maybank title III projects.

Only families whose incomes are more than
$4,000 could afford to pay a rent of $80 a
month, assuming that no more than 25 per-
cent of income should be spent for rent
including utilities. Since the middle-third
of American families Include those of in-
come of $2,800 to $4,400 a year, it is clear
that the Tobey-Ives amendment cannot meet
th,e needs of the overwhelming majority of
middle-income families.

2. By providing for direct, loans from the
Federal Government, the Tobey-Ives amend-
ment is open to all the criticisms offered by
Chairman McCabe of the Federal Reserve
Board.

The sponsors of the Maybank title III are
so confident of the ability of the National
Mortgage Corporation for Housing Coopera-
tives to obtain sufficient funds from private
sources to finance the program that they
have made no provision whatsoever for direct
loans to housing cooperatives. Under the
Maybank title III program, the funds to
finance the mortgage lending operations of
the new mortgage corporation would be
dbtained by selling income debentures
(bonds) to private sources. No direct Gov-
ernment lending would be involved; the de-
bentures would not even be directly guaran-
teed by the Federal Government.

The sponsors of the Tobey-Ives amend-
ment, on the other hand, apparently do not
have the same confidence that private funds
will be available for their program. Under
this amendment, the FHA will be insuring
40-year, 4 percent mortgages issued by pri-
vate lending institutions to cooperatives.
However, if this type of mortgage "is not
available on reasonable terms," the Federal
National Mortgage Association (FNMA) is
authorized to make a direct Government
loan under these terms to the cooperative
concerned. (F. 14, lines 12-21 of the Tobey-
Ives amendment.)

What will happen under this provision of
the Tobey-Ives amendment?

Existing cooperatives attempting to ob-
tain financing for their housing projects
have encountered stubborn resistance from
the ordinary type of mortgage lenders.
Chairman McCabe of the Federal Reserve
Board commented on this problem in his
testimony before the Senate Banking and
Currency Committee:

"We understand that cooperative projects
have encountered some difficulty in obtain-
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ing construction loans because of the lack
of familiarity of lenders with this type of
operation. Perhaps some special provision
should be devised to remedy this particular
situation." (Middle-Income Housing Hear-
ings, p. 362.)

The Tobey-Ives amendment contains no
"special provision • • * to remedy this
particular'sltuation." In view of the experi-
ence which cooperatives have had in meet-
Ing this problem, there is no reason to believe
that private lenders will change their policies
and make construction loans to cooperatives.

Under these circumstances, the only way
cooperatives will be able to function under
the Tobey-Ives amendment will be to in-
voke the provisions for direct Government
loans. This will add directly to the current
budget deficit and United States public debt,
creating problems *of debt management and
credit control against which Chairman Mc-
Cabe specifically warned.

Under the existing title i n program, these
problems will not arise. Because the income
debentures of the new National Mortgage
Corporation for Housing Cooperatives will
attract funds from the investment market
(rather than the mortgage market), it can
reasonably be expected that such funds will
be forthcoming. Since no Government
funds would be utilized, there would be no
problems of the public debt or credit con-
trol.

3. The type of administration provided by
the Tobey-Ives amendment would seriously
handicap any cooperative housing program.

The Tobey-Ives amendment would place
administration of the entire program in the
hands of FHA. It is true that a new po-
sition, Assistant Federal Housing Commis-
sioner, would be created, but he would func-
tion under the direction and supervision of
the Commissioner.

Unfortunately, the sad truth is that the
FHA has simply proved itself extremely hos-
tile to cooperative housing. Individual co-
operative projects have found that FHA per-
sonnel and practices have, to use the words
of Senator TOBEY, "thrown stumbling blocks
In the way of FHA cooperative housing"
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, March 10, 1950, p.
3215).

It is extremely difficult to understand how
an agency hostile to cooperative housing
under a 1948 law is suddenly to be made
friendly by the enactment of a new law 2
years later.

Under the Maybank title III program, ad-
ministration would be vested in a new divi-
sion in the Office of the Administrator, Hous-
ing and Home Finance Agency. An even
more preferable method of administration,
one recommended by all labor, veterans, and
public-interest groups, would be to estab-
lish a separate constituent agency (on an
equal level with FHA and the Public Hous-
ing Administration) within the HHFA.

4. The Tobey-Ives amendment contains
none of the incentives to voluntary effort
contained in the Maybank title III.

Instead, it only pays lip service to this
important feature of the program by direct-
ing the FHA Commissioner to make studies
of various aspects of cooperative housing.
The Maybank title III directs the Adminis-
trator of the program to encourage voluntary
efforts on the part of the cooperatives to
assume initiative and leadership and to sup-
ply necessary skills and services through
their own resources so that eventually the
program will be entirely divorced from Gov-
ernment participation or assistance (p. 20,
lines 2-21).

5. The Tobey-Ives amendment is vague as
to the size of the program it contemplates,

Whereas the Maybank title III program
authorizes mortgage loans of a specified
amount (an initial $250,000,000, which may
be supplemented, upon authorization by the
President, by an additional $750,000,000), the
size of the program authorized under tlue

Tobey-Ives amendment Is limited only by the
$1,750,000,000 fund which wil be available for
all FHA housing under title II of the National
Housing Act. ' The only direct limitation on
the size of the program under the Tobey-Ives
amendment is that a revolving fund of $10,-
000,000 is provided for preliminary planning
for cooperative housing projects up to 5 per-
cent of the construction cost. This would
allow initially for the planning of coopera-
tive housing projects up to a total cost of
$200,000,000, which is approximately the same
as the $250,000,000 initially authorized under
the Maybank title i n program. The $10,-
000,000, however, is a revolving fund and
there is no limit on the total amount that
may be used for preliminary loans.

While the sponsors of the Tobey-Ives.
amendment criticize the Maybank title HI
program because of its huge size, actually
their amendment, allows for approximately
the same size initial program as the May-
bank title III, but, unlike the latter, pro-
vides no over-all ceiling on the eventual size
of the program.

6. The Tobey-Ives amendment contains no
adequate safeguards against speculation. "

Both the Tobey-Ives amendment and the
Maybank title III contemplate some kind of
individual home ownership under a coopera-
tive housing program. Under the Maybank
title III, a member of the cooperative can
obtain Individual title to a free-standing
home, even though there is still a blanket
mortgage covering the entire project. There
is a specific safeguard against speculation by
the provision that the cooperative retains the
right to repurchase Individual free-standing
dwellings, even when their occupants have
obtained title to them. On the other hand,
one type of project under the Tofaey-Ives
amendment would be .a nonprofit corpora-
tion organized solely for the purpose of con-
structing homes for its members. However,
once such homes are constructed, the occu-
pant would own it outright, and presumably
would be able to sell it for a speculative profit
if he so desires.

7. The Tobey-Ives amendments provision
for mortgage financing by organizations such
as trade-unions, which are not in the mort-
gage lending field, cannot be effective.

There are very few trade-unions or other
citizens* organizations which have either the
funds or technical knowledge needed to
finance large-scale housing projects.

HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY,
x Washington, D. C, March 13, 1950.

Hon. BUHNET B. MAYBANK,
United States Senate,

Washington, D. C.
DEAR SENATOR MAYBANK: In response to

your request, I submit herewith my views
on the amendment proposed by the Honor-
able CHARLES W. TOBEY, for himself, and the
Honorable IRVING M. IVES, as a substitute for
title III of the additional amendment to
S. 2246.

Based upon my long and Intimate experi-
ence with the FHA and housing generally,
this proposed amendment cannot be appro-
priately considered, In the true sense, as a
substitute for t i t lelH. The objective of this
amendment is stated to be "the encourage-
ment of cooperative housing in America."

The objective of title III is not the en-
couragement of cooperative housing as such.
Its objective is directed to certain problem
areas in the field of middle-Income housing.
Its objective Is the establishment of an effec-
tive means which, without subsidy, can put
the monthly cost of adequate housing within
the reach of many of our families of mod-
erate income, particularly those with two or
more children living in high-cost areas, who
otherwise would be unable to obtain such
housing, even with the additional and Im-
proved FHA aids provided by title I of the
additional amendment. To attain its ob-
jective, it uses the cooperative or nonprofit

form of business enterprise because that is
the only form of private enterprise through
which the savings In financing costs would
certainly Inure directly to the benefit of the
moderate-income families In those problem
areas, in the form of lower monthly costs,
rather than to the benefit of the specula-
tive builders, in the form of additional profits.

Some may have the Impression that the
FHA's authority to insure housing coopera-
tives was first provided in 1948. On the con-
trary, the FHA has always had authority to
Insure housing cooperative^. The Housing
Act of 1948 merely liberalized that author-
ity by providing that, in the case of housing
cooperatives, the Insurance could equal 95
percent of replacement cost, as .compared to
80 or 90 percent of value in other cases.
Last year the Administration recommended
further liberalizations in the FHA's author-
ity to insure housing cooperatives. These
recommendations were designed to enable
veteran members of such cooperatives to
secure the benefits of 100-percent financing.
They were Included In S. 2246, as originally
reported, and they are now included in title
I of the additional amendment, as section 213
of the National Housing Act.

While the FHA has always had authority
to insure housing cooperatives, and that
authority was further liberalized In 1948,
few housing cooperatives have been Insured.
Some have suggested that this is because the
FHA has been unsympathetic to, and has
thrown stumbling blocks in the way of hous-
ing cooperatives. This is not the case. I
wish to state emphatically that the policy of
the Housing and Home Finance Agency, in-
cluding the FHA, has not been, is not now,
and, in the future, will not be unsympa-
thetic to housing cooperatives in any way.
The principal reason why few housing co-
operatives have been Insured by the FHA is
the fact that private lenders have been re-
luctant to finance housing cooperatives*
The FHA is a purely voluntary system avail-
able for use by lending institutions who want
to use it. The FHA cannot compel private
lenders to use the mortgage insurance sys-
tem, or to make any particular type of mort-
gage loan. It can only point the way. This
it has done.

In essence, the substitute amendment is
nothing more than this section 213, to which
there have been added provisions for a new
Assistant Commissioner for this section, to be
appointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate; prelimi-
nary advances for project planning; and a
2-year study of housing cooperatives by the
Federal Housing Commissioner.

It Is my considered judgment, as well as
that of Federal Housing Commissioner Rich-
ards whose advice and counsel I have had in
the preparation of this letter, that the ad-
ditional provisions to section 213 which are
included in the substitute amendment would
not materially increase the effectiveness of
operations otherwise possible under section
213, and certainly do not, in any way, make
section 213 a comparable or adequate substi-
tute for title III. While the further liber-
alizations Included as the new section 213
are desirable additions to the FHA's opera-
tions, they cannot be expected to change
materially the general attitudes of private
lenders, or to result generally in housing at
monthly costs within the means of those
families of moderate income to which title
HI is especially directed.

Sincerely yours,
RAYMOND M. FOLEY,

Administrator.
STUDY OF FUEL RESERVES

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to submit a resolu-
tion to authorize a full and complete in-
vestigation and study of the available
fuel reserves of the United States, with
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