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SENATE.
Monvay, June 13, 1921.

The Chaplain, Rev. J. J. Muir, D, D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father, as we turn toward the week and its duties we
desire Thy guidance and that wisdom from above without
which we are liable to make mistakes and go far away from
the line of duty and responsibility. Give us, we beseech of
Thee, Thine own helpfulness this morning and through the
week. For Jesus Christ’s sake. Amen.

The reading clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the pro-
ceedings of Friday last when, on request of Mr. CurTis and by
unanimous consent, the further reading was dispensed with and
the Journal was approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr, Over-
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had agreed
to the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the House to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 1 to the bill (H. R. 6300)
making appropriations to supply deficiencies in appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1921, and for prior fiscal
years, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the House disagreed to the
amendments of the Senate to the bill ' (H, R. 5010) making ap-
propriations for the support of the Army for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1922, and for other purposes, agreed to the con-
ference requested by the Senate, and that Mr. ANTHONY, Mr.
Crasrox, Mr. StEmp, Mr, Sissow, and Mr. HARrrISON were ap-
pointed managers of the conference on the part of the House.

The message further announced that the House had passed a
bill (H. R. 6611) to establish in the Treasury Department a
veterans' burean and to improve the facilities and service of
such bureau, and further to amend and modify the war risk
insurance act, in which it requested the concurtrence of the
Senate.

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
hiad signed the following enrolled bills, and they were thereupon
signed by the Vice President:

H. IN. 2428, An act granting certain lands to Converse County,
Wyo., for a publie park;

H. R. 2466. An act to constitute Fort Worth, in the State of
Texas, a port of entry and to extend to said port the privileges
of section T of an act approved June 10, 1880, entitled “An act
to amend the statutes in relation to immediate transportation
of dutiable goods, and for other purposes”;

H. R. 3018. An act granting the consent of Congress to H. H.
Haynes to construct a dike across Mud Slough on Isthmus Inlet,
in section 23, township 26 south, range 13 west, of Willamette
meridian in Oregon; and

H. R. 5223. An act to exempt from eancellation certain desert-
land entries in Riverside County, Calif,

AVIATION AND ORDNANCE EXPERIMENTS BY ARMY AND NAVY.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Secretary of the Navy, which was ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

NavY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, June 11, 1921,

My Dear Mg, PresiDEN®: A series of aviation and ordnance experi-
ments will be conducted by aircraft and wessels of the Atlantic Ileet
angd units of the Army Air Service off the capes of the Chesapeake dur-
ing the months of June and July, 1921,

The U. 8. 8. Henderson will be used to carry the guests of the Navy
Department to witness these experiments, and, according to present
plans, that vessel will leave Washington, D. C., or its immediate
vicinity in accordance with the following itinerary :

June 20 : Leave Washington a. m. to witness destruetion of ex-German
submarvine U-117 by aircraft and the destruction of U-140, U-111, UB-
I8 by gunfire from destroyers, Return to Washington upon compfet[on.
arriving there p. m, June 23.

June 26 : Embark on Henderson in evening; sail at dayli§ht June 27
to witness the search by aiicraft for the old battleship ex fowa, under
radio control, and bombing of that vessel with dummg bombs. Return
to Washington upon completion, arriving p. m. June 29,

July 12 : Leave Washington a, m. to witness destruction of ex-German
destroyer by aireraft and the destruction of two other ex-German de-
stroye:-rs ]byl nfire. Reiurn to Washington upon completion, arriving
p- m. July s

July 19: Leave Washington a. m. to witness the destruction of the
ex-German battleshi]}. Ogtfriesland by bombing from aircraft and gunfire
from tTm%tIegsgips. eturn to Washington upon completion, arriving

. m. July Y
P It should be noted that this itinerary may necessarily be changed on
account of weather conditions and that the trips may prolonged be-
yond the periods indicated.

The Navy Department takes great pleasure in hereby extending to the
membership of the Senate a cordial invitation to witness these experi-

ments, having in mind that some of the Members, particularly those of
the Committees on Naval Affairs, Military Affairs, and Appropriations,
might be interested in seeing the exercises. Unfortunately, the sultable
accommodations on the Henderson are quite limited, so that I am com-
pelled to ask that the number of Senators who may accept this invita-
tion be limited to 10 for each trip of the Henderson, In order that
final arran, ents may be made and the designated Senaters be ad-
vised of all details concerning transportation, it is requested that the
Navy De ent be informed as soon as possible of the names of those
who desire to attend the exercises on each of the four trips of the
801,

Sincerely, yours,

Hon. Canvix CoOOLIDGE,
President of the Senate.

COUNTRY ELEVATORS AND TERMINAL GRAIN ELEVATORS
NO. 40).

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the chairman of the Federal Trade Commission, trans-
mitting a preliminary report of that commission on the profits of
country and terminal grain elevators, which was referred to the
Gomm(ilttee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be
printed.

Epwix DrNBY,

(8. DbDC.

CALL OF THE ROLL.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum,
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.
The Assistant Secretary called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Ashurst Harreld McNary SBtanley
Borah Harris Myers Sterlin
Brandegee Harrison Nelson Sutherﬁmd
Broussard Heflin New Swanson
Bursum Johnson Norris Townsend
Cameron Jones, N. Mex. Oddie Trammell
Capper Jones, Wash. Overman Underwood
Caraway Kendrick Penrose Wadsworth
Culberson Kenyon Phipps ‘Whalsh, Mont.
Curtis Keyes Pomerene Warren
Dial King Sheppard Watson, Ga.
Dillingham Ladd Shortridge Willinms
Ernst La Follette Simmons ‘Willis
Fernald Lodé:c Smith Wolcott
Fletcher MeCormick Emoot

Gerry McKellar Spencer

Glass McLean Stanfleld

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-five Senators having an-
swered to their names, there is a quorum present.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution
adopted June 7, 1921, by the Board of Aldermen of the City
of New York, N. Y., favoring the granting of leave to land
to immigrants at the various ports of the United States who
sailed prior to the passage of the recently enacted immigration
law, which was referred to the Committee on Immigration.

Mr. STERLING presented six letters and a telegram in the
nature of petitions of sundry citizens of Seneca and Hudson;
sundry members of the Near East Relief Committee, of Fort
Pierre; the vice president of the Bank of Brookings, of Brook-
ings; J. Kidder, pastor Congregational Church, of Nisland:
Gardiner B, Van Ness Co., of Sioux Falls; and Rowland Hill,
of Seneca, all in the State of South Dakota, praying that relief
be afforded the suffering peoples of the Near East, particularly
of Armenia, which were referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

Mr. DILLINGHAM (for Mr. PAGE) presented five petitions
of sundry’ citizens of Essex, Vt., praying for the recognition of
the Irish republic, which were referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

Mr. CURTIS presented a petition of sundry citizens of
Wichita, Kans,, praying that relief be afforded the suffering
peoples of the Near East, particularly of Armenia, which was
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a resolution adopted at the United Conven-
tion of Kansas Postal Employees, at Wichita, Kans.,, on May
30, 1921, favoring the enactment of legislation to further re-
classify postmasters and employees of the Postal Service and
readjust their compensation on an equitable basis, ete.,, which
was referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presenied resolutions of the congregation of the
Methodist Church of Cawker City; the pastor and congregation
of the First Baptist Church of Whiting; the pastor and congre-
gation of the Goff Associated Church, of Gofl; the pastor and
congregation of the First Methodist Episcopal Church of
Wichita ; sundry citizens of Cawker City; and sundry citizens
of Erie, all in the State of Kansas, favoring the calling of an
international conference for the purpose of considering the ques-
tion of disarmament, which were referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations. . :

He also presented nine resolutions of sundry organizations
and citizens of the State of Kansas, favoring the enactment of
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legislation placing an adequate duty on Imported petroleum,
which were referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. WILLIS presented a petition of sundry citizens of Co-
lumbus, Lima, Crookesville, New Lexington, Galloway, Corning,
Nevada, Buckeye Lake, Reynoldshurg, Westerville, Mechanics-
burg, Murray Oity, Galena, Cardington, and Newark, all in the
State of Ohio; and Watertown, N, Y., and Santurce, P. R.,
praying for the recognition of the Irish republic by the Govern-
ment of the United States, which was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a resolution of the American Legion, of
Indianapolis, Ind., protesting against the immediate withdrawal
of United States forces from Germany, which was referred to
the Convnittee on Military Affairs, |

He also presented a resolution of the Council of the City of
Cleveland, Ohio, favoring the encouragement of the United
States Naval Reserve, and that an appropriation be made to
furnish a home for the Cleveland forces, which was referred to
the Committee on Naval Affairs,

He nlso presented a petition of the Council of the City of
Toledo, Ohio, praying for the enactment of legislation to require
passenger boats on the Great Lakes be equipped with wireless
apparatus, ete, for the protection of passengers, which was
referred to the Committee on Commerce.

Mr, CAPPER presented petitions of sundry citizens of Plaza,
N. Dak., and Gridley, Kans., praying for the enactment of leg-
islation to prohibit gambling in grain and cther agricultural
products, which were referred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

He also presented resolutions of the United Leather Workers,
of Kansas City; the pastor and congregation of the First Pres-
byterian Church, of Blue Rapids; the pastor and congregation
of the Methodist Episcopal Church, of Norwich ; the pastor and
congregation of the First Methodist Episcopal Church, of Wil-
more ; the Mount Ida Anderson County Church of the Drethren,
of Mount Ida; the pastor and congregation of the Church of the
Brethren, of Oronoque; the congregation of the Westminster
Presbyterian Church, of Topeka ; the congregation of the Effing-
ham Presbyterian Church, of Effingham; the congregation of
the University Friends Church, of Wichita; ard a resolution
adopted by the Monthly Meeting of Friends, of Liberal, all in
the State of Kansas, favoring the calling of an international
conference for the purpose of considering the question of dis-
armament, which were referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations,

He also presented five resolutions of sundry ecitizens of
Wamego, Alma, and Topeka, all in the State of Kansas, favoring
the recognition of the Irish republic by the United States Gov-
ernment, which were referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

Mr. LADD presented resolutions of the pastor and congrega-
tion of the First Presbyterian Church, of Larimore; the pastor
and congregation of the Preshytery of Fargo, of Pillshury; the
pastor and cengregation of the First Baptist Church, of Grand
Forks; the pastor and congregation of the Methodist Episcopal
Church, of Wimbledon; and the pastor and congregation of the
Methodist Church, of New Rockford, all in the State of North
Dakotna, favoring the calling of an international conference for
the purpose of considering the question of disarmament, which
were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a resolution of the pastor and sundry mem-
bers of the congregation of the Presbytery of Fargo, of Pills-
bury, N. Dak., praying that relief be afforded the suffering peo-
ples of the Near East, particularly of Armenia, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a petition of the committee of Women's
Nonpartisan League Club, of Wing, N. Dak., praying for the
enactment of legislation placing a tariff on farm products, ete.,
which was referred to the Committee on Finance.
~ He also presented a resolution adopted at a mass meeting of
citizens of Devils Lake, N. Dak., June 7, 1921, favoring the rec-
ognition of the Irish republic by the Government of the United
Eitz}tes, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Re-

tions,

Mr., SHEPPARD presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Dennis, Weatherford, Bland Lake, Chireno, and San Augustine,
all in the State of Texas, praying for the enactment of legisia-
tion to prohibit gambling in grain and other agricultural prod-
ucts, which were referred to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry,

Mr. WALSH of Montana presented petitions of sundry eiti-
zens of Kingsley, Malta, Volt, Broadus, and Waska, all in the
State of Montana, praying for the enactment of legislation to
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prohibit gambling in grain and other agricultural products,
which were referred to the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry.

Mr. HARRIS presented resolutions of the pastor and’con-
gregation of the First Christian Church of Savannah; the
National League of Women Voters of Newnan; and the pastor
and congregation of the Liberal Christian Church (Unitarian-
Universalist), of Atlanta, all in the State of Georgia, favoring
the calling of an international conference for the purpose of
considering the question of reduction of armameats among the
?jations. which were referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela-

ons,

Mr. SUTHERLAND presented a resolution of the Berkeley
County (W. Va.) Farm Bureau, favoring the enactment of the
so-called cooperative marketing bill, which was referred to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. ’

He also presented a resolution of the Berkeley County
(W. Va.) Farm Bureau, favoring the enactment of the so-called
truth in fabrie bill, which was referred to the Commiftee on
Interstate Commerce. :

He also presented a resolution of the Berkeley County
(W. Va.) Farm Bureau, favoring the enactment of the so-called
Dowell bill and opposing the so-called Townsend bill, relating
to Federal aid in road construction, which was referred to the
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES.

Mr. FERNALD, from the Committee on Commerce, to which
was referred the bill (8. 136) for the relief of Dr. O, H. Titt-
mann, former Superintendent of the United States Coast and
Geodetic Survey, reported if. with an amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 107) thereon.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, from the Committee on Rules, to which
was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 86) authorizing the
appointment of a commission to confer with the Dominion Gov-
ernment or the provincial governments of Quebee, Ontario, and
New Brunswick as to certain restrictive orders in council of
the said Provinees relative to the exportation of pulp wood
therefrom to the United States, reported it without amend-
ment and submitted a report (No. 108) thereon.

Mr. BORAH, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to which
was referred the bill (8. 775) to confer jurisdiction on the
Court of Claims to certify certain findings of fact, and for
other purposes, reported it with an amendment and submitted
a report (No. 109) thereon.

He also, from the Committee on Interoceanic Canalg, to which
was referred the bill (8. 665) to provide for free tolls for
American ships through the Panama Canal, reported it with-
out amendment.

Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee on Patents, submitted a
report (No. 110) to accompany the bill (S. 1838) to amend
section 4887 of the Revised Statutes, relating to patents,
which had been heretofore reported from the same committee.

Mr, WALSH of Montana, from the Committee on Mines and
Mining, to which was reféerred the joint resolution (8. J. Res.
32) to suspend the requirements of annunal assessment work on
mining eclaims during the years 1921 and 1922, reported it
favorably with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 111)
thereon.

DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION—CONFERENCE REPORT.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I present the conference re-
port on House bill 6300, the deficiency appropriation bill, and
move its adoption.

The Assistant Secretary read the report, as follows:

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on a certain amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 6300) making appropriations to supply deficieneies in ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1921, and prior
fiscal years, and for other purposes, having met, after- full and
free conference have agreed to recommend and do recommend
to their respective Houses as follows:

Amendment numbered 1: That the Senate recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the House to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lien of the matter inserted by the
amendment of the House to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 1 insert the following:

“Provided, That no person shall be employed from the ap-
propriation for the Bureau of Efficiency for the fiscal year 1922
at a rate of compensation exceeding $1,800 per annum except
the following: One at $7,500, one at $06,000, one at $4,250, six
at $4,000 each, three at $3,600 each, one at $3,500, two at $3,250
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each, five at $3,000 each, two at $2,750 each, three at $2,400
each, and five at $2,000 each.”
And the House agree to the same,
F. E. WARREK,
CHARLES CURTIS,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

Jaymes W, Goop,

J. G. CAxNoON,

JoserH 1W. BYRSNS,
Aanagers on the part of the House,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
conference report.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I desire to state that the re-
port is presented with the understanding that the name of the
third conferee on the part of the Senate, the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Grass], should appear on the report. The clerk did
not know he was in at the moment the report was prepared, but
the Senator approves of the conference report.

Mr. HARRISON. Before the report is adopted T wish to ask
the Senator from Wyoming a question. This is the final report
on the deficiency appropriation bill?

Mr. WARREN. It is.

AMr. HARRISON. I was not in the Chamber the other day
when part of the report was adopted. I am wondering if Sen-
ate amendment No. 67 to the bill has been agreed to. That
amendment reads as follows:

The statement of appropriations, etc., for the third session of the
Bixty-zsixth Congress shall include the Army, naval, and second defi-
ciency appropriation acts ed during the first session of the Sixty-
seventh gongmss, and allmi%her appropriations made at the latter
sesgion shall be compiled and published with the statement of appro-
printions for the second session of the Sixty-seventh Congress.

Mr. WARREN. That was agreed to.

* Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator if this has ever
been done at any time before, so far as his knowledge goes,
that, as a matter of bookkeeping, appropriation bills which have
been carried over from one session to a succeeding session have
been charged up to a prior Congress?

Mr. WARREN. They are not charged as up to a prior
Congress. Those appropriations which belonged to the pre-
ceding Congress but which did not pass are simply charged up
to that Congress to which they relate.

Mr. HARRISON. I understand that the naval appropriation
bill has passed at this session of Congress; the Army appro-
priation bill has passed at this session of Congress; and defi-
ciency appropriation bills have passed at this session of Con-
gress. It was revealed as to the last deficiency bill that many
new offices were created by that bill, and that appropriations
were therein made for what are really not deficiencies but for
new expenditures for the fiscal year 1922; but those appropria-
tions are now proposed by the amendment in the pending bill,
us n matter of bookkeeping, to be charged up to the last
session of Congress,

Mr. WARREN. There is nothing in the provisions of the
deficiency bill which eharges up anything except what is neces-
sary to show to the public in one book what has been appro-
priated for the support of the Government in the coming fiscal
year of 1922; that is all. It is merely a matter, as the Senator
from Mississippi states, of bookkeeping.

Mr. HARRISON. In other words, if 10 years later we
should look for the appropriations provided by the first session
of the Sixty-seventh Congress and the appropriations provided
by the last session of the Sixty-sixth Congress, the two defi-
ciency appropriation bills and the Army and the Navy bills
which have been passed in the first session of the Sixty-seventh
Congress would be found as being charged up to the appropria-
tions made in the last session of the Sixty-sixth Congress?

Mr. WARREN. They are simply charged up as appropria-
tions for carrying on the Government in the same manner as
if they had been passed at some time before the 4th of March,
1921.

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; but they were not so passed, and yet
they would be charged up as against the last session of

Congress.
Mr. WARREN. The Senator assumes what the record does
not show. There is no charging up about it. It is simply a

record of what has happened to provide for the expenses of
the Government for the fiseal year 1922, The bills mentioned
should have passed during the last Congress; but failing to
pass two of them before the 4th of Mareh, we have passed them
gince that date. But their standing is the same as if they had
been passed earlier, all being for the 1922 fiscal year except a
part of one bill relating to certain deficiencies in 1921,

Mr, HARRISON, hat is the object, then, if the appropria-
tions are not to be charged up, as a matter of bookkeeping, as
having been passed at the last session of Congress?

Mr. WARREN. It is done to accommodate the Senator from
Mississippi and other Senators, in order to enable them to ascer-
tain exactly what appropriations have been made for the sup-
port of the Government in any given year.

Mr. HARRISON. But that could be ascertained, could it not,
if they were charged up again this session?

Mr. WARREN. The Senator in his investigation could charge
it up as he might choose.

Mr, HARRISON. I anr not investigating; I am merely in-
quiring in order to ascertain what is the object of the amend-
ment, which the Senator has stated is unprecedented.

Mr. WARREN. The ohject of the amendment, I repeat, is to
accommodate the clerks of the two committees, in order that
they may absolutely open and close the books, which are pub-
lished annually, showing the appropriations for each year, as
has always been done.

Mr. HARRISON, Is not there another object of the com-
mittee in incorporating this amendment? 'The Senator's party
has laid so much stress on the fact that they were going to
cut down the expenses of the Government——

Mr. WARREN rose.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator need not answer me until I
have finished, and I have not guite finished, The Senator’'s
party has promised to cut <down appropriations te a great
extent, and because the head of his party did noiy come into
office until the 4th of March and the President of another party
was in office until that time is it not designed that the state-
ment might show to the advantage of the Senator’s party in
the years to come, three years from now, we might say, or next
year, in a campaign, to the effect that these large appropriations
were made while the President of another party was in officey
notwithstanding your party controlled both branches of the
Congress? -

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, the Senator from Mississippj
was absent the other day; hence the fog that surrounds him
and his politics must have some outlet to-day.

Mr. HARRISON. There is not any politics in it unless from
the Senator’s party. I am trying to get the facts.

Mr. WARREN. I allowed the Senator to make his remarks,
and now I hope he will please waif until I have concluded.

I say to the Senator that politics never entered into the con-
sideration of this matter in any way, shape, form, or manner.
The best evidence of that is that Democratic Senators on the
other side of the Chamber were entirely agreeable to the pro-
posal when it came frem the clerks of the respective Appropria-
tions Committees. Al least one of the clerks happens to be a
Democrat, and I presume both of them are Democrats. So
as the matfer stands, if the Senator’s suggestion means nny-
thing, it means that the Demoecrats are more to blame than are
the Republicans for the manner in which this legislation is
framed.

Mr. HARRISON. Why is it, I ask the Senator from Wyo-
ming, that this policy has not been pursued in the years past,
where appropriations have failed in one session of Congress
and the appropriations have been made during the first session
of the succeeding Congress?

Mr, WARREN. It has always been in a similar way when
circumstances were the same. The present circumstances are
different in that one appropriation bill was at the last moment
vetoed because the President thought it too small. The clerk
of the committee and others could not remember any other time
when the military bill was vetoed at the las{ minute and had
to be passed later omn.

Mr. HARRISON. Then the insertion of the provision was
got ;Iue to the fact that there was a change in fhe administra-

on

Mr. WARREN. Not at all in any way.

Mr. HARRISON. I thank the Senator from Wpyoming for
his explanation. It is like I thought it was. And the reasons
for its insertion are as I supposed they were.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Ar. President, when the confer-
ence report was originally considered some days ago I was
called out of the Chamber and did not know that the report
had been presented. I will say that I had nof advised the
chairman of the committee of my absence, so he is not to blame
at all for calling the conference report while T was not present.
However, I wish to ask the chairman a question or two with
reference to one of the items which were put into the bill when
it was pending in the Senate.

I note that the conferees finally agreed with reference to the
Shipping Board item to appropriate $61,000,000 for carrying on
the work of completing the ships now under way; but the
amount whieh the Senate put on for the operation of the ships
during the next year and for the settlement of claims which
may have been adjusted by the Shipping Board under the ship-
ping act was eliminated, and nothing was provided efther for
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the payment of the claims or for the operation of the ships.
According to the statement of Admiral Benson angd those repre-
senting the Shipping Board, they will have nothing on the 1st
of July for the operation of the ships and for the payment of
just claims that have been audited and adjusted by the Ship-
ping Board. I think that is a very unfortunate situation unless
some way is contemplated to take care of it; and I wanted to
ask the chairman of the committee what the conference com-
mittee has in mind as to what can be done, and will be done, to
meet that situation, if anything?

Mr. WARREN, The Senator from Washington is correct as
to the testimony of Admiral Benson. The matter was placed
before the conferees on the part of the House by the conferees
on the part of the Senate with all the force they were able to
command. The House conferees very readily admitted that
the situation as now portrayed by the Senator from Washing-
ton might exist; but they stated that they were unwilling to eon-
sent, and not only unwilling but under no circumstances did they
feel they could consent, to go any further than the $61,000,000
that the House had provided for in the bill. The chairman of
the committee on the other side stated that that was far more
than he would have permitted if he could have prevented it.
The statement made by each one of the House conferees before
we finished was that, owing to the misapplication of the funds,
as they termed it, due in part to the many changes in the
board, they could not and would not go further until a new
board had been appointed and confirmed and had shown in
some of its initial steps that they proposed, in the first place,
greater economy in the hiring of help, the renting of property,
and so forth, and had also given closer attention, as they put it,
to the claims, very many of which are awaiting settlement.
Finally, after we had worked over the matter until, I think, the
third day, it became evident that they would do nothing in the
way of enlarging the amount.

Iaeh one of the three members of the conference committee
on the part of the House—and, of course, what goes on in a
conference committee is not always made public. but I have no
objection whatever, and I do not think they have, to making
public just what happened—each one stated separately for
himself that after a new board was appointed and confirmed
and entered upon the discharge of its duties, if there wns evi-
dence that the Shipping Board intended to proceed with greater
efficiency and more economy, and it then developed that they
needed funds, he would support a further deficiency bill or
further legislation in the way of a joint reselution to provide
the needed funds, but that for the present and in this bill they
were obliged to accept and maintain the action of the Honse as
to the Shipping Board appropriation.

Mr. JONES of Washington. As I understand, the chairman
of the Senate conference committee, then, has to a certain ex-
tent, the assurance from the members of the House conference
committee that if the new board comes in and makes a showing
as to the necessity of money for the purposes of the Shipping
Board, they will be disposed to meet that necessity.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator is correct in that respect. I
may state by name the three members of the conference com-
mittee on the part of the Hounse. They were Mr. Goop, of
Towa, the chairman, Mr. Caxson, of Illinois, and Mr. ByYrxs,
of Tennessee; but, as (he Senator knows, Mr. Goop, the chair-
man of the House committee, on the second succeeding day,
surrendered his place as a Member of the House, so that there
will not be the same three in another conference. The state-

- ment I have made, however, shows the drift of opinion, and
I think the House conferees represented the opinion of a large
number of the Members of the House and probably a majority
of the House, and represented that opinion seemingly without
regard to polities, but as a matter of policy.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I am glad to
have the statement just made by the chairman of the Senate
Committee on Appropriations, who was also chairman of the
Senate committee of conference. I feel that a very critical
situation confronts us with respect to the merchant marine, I
appreciate the natural sentiment that comes up when we realize
what appear to have been the extravagance, the waste, the
incompetency, and so forth, that have characterized the han-
dling of these matters, and yet there are palliating eircum-
stances. I am not going to take the time of the Senate, how-
ever, to 2o into that now. -I am glad to note that the committee
feel disposed, nnd that the House Members feel disposed, if a
showing is made as to the necessity of money to carry on the
operation of our ships, that it will be granted.

Doubtless some of the ships should be tied up for a time,
but many of the ships, even though they may be operated at a
loss at the present time, should be kept going in order to main-
tain and develop routes and to maintain our business in Ameri-
can ships,

It is nothing unusual for a business to be carried on for a
time at a loss. I was talking with a gentleman the other day
who had information with reference to a great British com-
pany, the manager of which stated that his company now is
running behind $2,500,000 a year, and they expeet to run behind
for two or three years, but they are meeting that loss out of
profits made during good times, The Government is going fo
have to do something of that kind, and it is a business proposi-
tion to do it. I feel that it would be far better for us to stop
the construction of some ships rather ghan to stop the operation
of ships,

If we are going to complete ships and then not operate them,
we are going to have a double loss; and if we had to dispense
with any of the Shipping Board appropriation carried by the
bill T would have preferred that a part, at any rate, of the
$61,000,000 be left out, and that the work on new ships be
stopped for a while, and then, after a while, taken up and the
ships finished. But the House provided for the $61,000,000,
and they insisted upon that.

In view of the assurance that was given to the chairman of
the committee and in view of the attitude of the House Mem-
bers, I have no complaint to make as to the action of the Senute
conferees, although I think it is very unfortunate. As I have
said, I am glad to have the assurance of the House Members.

I noted with a great deal of anxiety a statement made some
fime ago by the chairman of the House committee in debate in
connection with the passage of the sundry ecivil appropriation
bill. T have a great admiration for that gentleman: I have no
question as to his patriotism and his very great ability and the
gplendid manner in which he has handled the Appropriations
Committee ; but he took this attitude growing out of the state of
affairs as he contemplated it. I read from page 822 of the
ConcreEssioNAL Recorp of December 30, 1920.

Mr. WARREN. May I interrupt the Senator for just a
moment ?

Mr. JOXNES of Washington, Certainly.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator spoke of the ships tied up. My
information before we went into conference was that all of
the wooden ships. 272 I believe, were tied up.

Mr, JONES of Washington, They ought to be wiped off in
some way.

Mr. WARREN. And, furthermore, that four hundred and odd
of the steel ships were tied up, but later on it appeared, or was
so represented on the House side, that over 600 of the steel
ships are tied up.

Mr, JONES of Washington., I think that is true,

Mr. WARREN. But, as the Senator knows, there are numer-
ous ships belonging to various maritime nations which are like-
wise tied up.

Mr. JONES of Washington. All over the world. - am net
going to discuss the reasons of that, and so forth: but here is
the statement that I referred to, that caused nre a great deal of
anxiety. The action taken here iz in line with this, and noth-
ing could be done more grestly to the satisfaction of our com-
petitors than to follow the policy laid down here.

He said:

We are not golng to ngpro_priute. if I can prevent it, a single penny
out of the Treasury of the United States for next year for this board
that does not know its business, that is wasting the people’s money,
and if they are going to get a2y money they must get it out of the
galvage of the plants,

In other words, the chairman of that committee stated upon
the floor of the House and said to the world and said to our
foreign competitors: “ The Government of the United States -
does not propose to appropriate a penny for the running of its
ships, and if those ships are run they must be run out of money
gotten from the sale of ships or the sale of its property: and if
it does not get enough money to run its ships, its ships will have
to be tied up, and the Government will go out of the business.”

Mr. President, as I said, no more comfort could come to our
competitors from any source whatever than from an adherence
to that policy under present conditions. That seems to have
been the attitude that was taken by this conferee with reference
to this mreasure; but it is hopeful to know that if a showing is
made by the new board that it is absolutely ecessary and de-
sirable, from the standpoint of the public interest, to appropri-
ate some additional money to keep some of these ships running,
as ought to be done, the Congress will respond to such demands.

They do not have very much time to make the investigation.
It will not be long until the 1st of July. T hope they will real-
ize the seriousness of this situation. I shall endeavor fo call
it to their attention; and I hope they will m-ke such a showing
that Congress will see to it that the ships that ought to be run
are run, and that whatever claims are adjusted that are just
and equitable, the Shipping Board under that provision will
be made to pay them.
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I know it was contended some tinre ago that there was $20,-
000,000 on hand, and that $18,000,000 would come in by the
1st of July, making $44,000,000 available to the Shipping Board;
but it was not stated that against this the Shipping Board has
obligations of $80,000,000, so that as a matter of fact there will
not be money to run and operate these ships on the 1st of July,
assuming the statements of the representatives of the Shipping
Board to be correct.

They may be incorrect, but I would rather err upon the side
of keeping our ships going, running, mainfaining our business
than by failure to appropriate the necessary money to take
them out of business entirely and tie them up at the docks and
incur the additional expense of taking care of them.

So T trust that the new Shipping Board will show action that
will .make Congress have more confidence in it and will also
present such a showing here as will warrant us in doing what-
ever may be necessary to keep running the ships that ought to
be kept running even under these adverse conditions.

AMr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I eall the attention of the
Senator from Washington to the fact that another thing that
would be of great comfort to our competitors was the statement
in the press, as soon as the new Shipping Board was announced,
that it had been determined that the Government was to go ont
of the shipping business. There could not be anything more
choice, more desirable in every way, more comforting to our
competitors on the high seas than a statement of that sort. I
think it rather overlooks the fact, however, that it is for the
Congress to defermine what the policy shall be with reference
to that matter rather than for the Shipping Board or anybody
else to do so.

In ihat connection I will inquire of the chairman whether
amendment No. 22 was receded from? It is the Senate amend-
ment on page 17, line 9, which struck out the language in the
House bill:

For the completion of vessels now under construction, fiscal year
1922, $25,000,000.

The Senate struck that out with the idea that the adoption
of amendment No. 93 would take care of that. Did the Senate
recede from that?

Mr. WARREN. I will say to the Senator that that lanzuage
was stricken out because it appeared to refer to the coming year
and was included later on, where we put in $75,000,000.

Mr. FLETCHER. That is what I supposed.

Mr. WARREN. When we went back to take the House pro-
vision those lines were restored, so that it reads as it did in
the House bill.

Mr. FLETCHER. So the Senate receded from that amend-

ment ¥ :

Mr. WARREN. Yes,

Mr. FLETCHER. And it receded also from amendment
No. 937

Mr. WARREN. Yes. In other words, it leaves it exactly as
the bill earvied it when it came from the House.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, before the Senator
from Florida passes from that subject, I desire to say that I
saw a statement in the paper which, as T read it, indicated that
the President of the United States had determined that the
United States should go out of the shipping business; and I
was wondering whether the shipping act confers upon the
President of the United States power to determine whether the
Government of the United States shall or shall not continne to
operate these ships?

Mr. FLETCHER. I think fhcre is no guestion but that no
such power is conferred upon the President, and that state-
ment I regarded as a newspaper comment which was wholly
inconsistent with the President’s public utterances upon that
guestion. He has said from time to time that he proposed to
establish and maintain an adequate American merchant marine.
That was his idea, and I hope he is still standing to that.
What the views of the Shipping Board may be, I do not know,

Mr, JONES of Washington. Mr, President, I do not think we
ought to hold either the board or the President responsible for
statements in the newspapers. I think we will find that many
of these statements are mere surmises, guesses, prophecies, and
=0 forth. I am satisfied that no such policy as that is con-
tenplated either by the board or by the President. They prob-
ably will try to get our shipping into private hands, privately
operated, as Soon as it can be done consistently with the in-
terests of the country. There possibly may be some ships the
operation of which should not be continued; it might be better
for the Government if they should be tied up for a while; but
1 feel that the new board and the President are going to can-
vass the whole sitnation and are not going to act precipitately,
hut are going to try to meet the interesis of the United States
and build up our merchant marine hy proper action,

Mr, JOHNSON. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of a resolution to which there is no objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is a motion pending,

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, I do not want to object, but
I have been sitting here for 40 minutes trying to introduce a
bill from the Treasury Department of great importance that
will have to be passed in the next 10 days.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
conference report,

The report was agreed to.

ORDER OF BUSINESSH,

Mr. LODGE. I ask for the regular order,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Reports of committees are in order,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. From the Committee on Mines
and Mining I report back favorably with an amendment the
Joint resolution (8. J, Res. 82) to suspend the requirements of
annual assessment work on mining claims during the years
1921 and 1922, and T ask unanimous consent for its present con-
sideration.

Mr. PENROSE. I object. Let us have the regular order.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I am quite ready to yield to the
Senator from Pennsyivania to introduce the bill to which he
has referred.

Mr. PENROSE. I shall not cbject later in the day, but I
think now we ought to have the regular order., It is only fair
to other Senators who are waiting for important business to
proceed with the regular order,

Mr. WALSH of Montana, 1 concur wiih the S8enator. I, like
himself, have been waiting here for some time to proceed with
the regular order. If the Senator is desirons of being heard, I
shall be glad to yield to him.

Mr. PENROSE. Let us proceed with the regular order.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The regular order is reports of
comimnittees,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I ask unanimous consent for the
immediate consideration of the joint resolution to which I have
referred.

Mr. PENROSE. I object, Mr, President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is an objection.

Mr. WALSH of Montana., I will renew my request as soon
as the Senator from Pennsylvania gets through.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. JONES of Washington:

A bill (8. 2041) for the relief of J. G. Seupelt; and

A bill (8. 2042) authorizing exchanges of lands within the
Rainier National Forest in the State of Washington ; to the Com-
mittee on Public Lands and Surveys.

A bill (8. 2043) granting a pension to John C. Young (with
accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 2044) granting a pension to Wilbert E. Parsons
(with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 2045) granting a pension to Nancy J. Parker (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. NELSON:

A bill (8. 2046) to amend an act entitled “An act to codify,
revise, and amend the laws relating to the judiciary,” approved
March 3, 1911 ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STERLING :

A bill (8. 2047) granting allowances for rent, fuel, and light
to postmasters of the fourth class, and for other purposes; (o the
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. <

By Mr. PENROSE:

A bill (8. 2048) granting a pension to Anna Louise Jenks
(with aceompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

A bill (8. 2049) for the relief of Jabez Burchard: to the
Committee on Naval Aflairs.

A bill (8. 2050) for the relief of Jacob Nice; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Mr. PENROSE. I introduce- a bill recommended by {he
Treasury Department, which I ask to have referred to the
Committee on Finance, where it belongs, and which must be
passed in the interest of the Government before the 1st of July.

By Mr. PENROSE:

A Dbill (8. 2051) to amend section 3142 of the Revised Statutes,
to permit an increase in the number of eollection districts for
the collection of internal revenue and In the number of col-
lectors of internal revenue from 64 to 74; to the Commitiee on
Finance.

By Mr. WALSH of Montana :

A bill (8. 2052) authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to pay the Columbus Hospital, Great Falls, Mont., for the
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treatment of disabled Government employees (with accom-
panying papers) ; to the Committee on C‘laims.

By Mr. NEW:

A bill (8. 2053) granting an increase of pension to Mary O.
Lester (with accompanying papers) ;

A Dbill (8. 2054) granting an increase of pension to Mary
MeceGowan (with accompanying papez:s)

A bill (8. 2055) granting a pension to Waldo W. Willinms
(with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 2056) granting an increase of pension to Johnson
White (with accompanying papers) :

A bill (8. 2057) granting an increase of pension to Charles
Bess (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 2058) granting an increase of pension to James
M. Vandusen (with acconipanying papers) ;

A bHI (8. 2059) granting an increase of pension to Charles
M. Gregory (with an accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 2060) granting an increase of pension to John
Shinolt (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 2061) granting an increase of pension to Ziba A.

Redding (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions.
A Dbill (8. 2062) granting a franchise for the purpose of

manufacturing and supplying gas and electric current in the
districts of Wailuku and Makawao, county of Maui, Territory
of Hawail;

A bill (8. 2068) to authorize and provide for the manufac-
ture, maintenance, distribution, and supply of electric light and
power within the district of Hamakua, on the Island of Hawall,
Territory of Hawaii;

A bill (8. 2064) to authorize and provide for fhe manufac-
ture, maintenance, distribution, and supply of electric enrrent
for light and power within Kapaa and Waipoull, in the district
of Kawaihau, on the island and eounty of Kanal, Territory of
Hawaii;

A bill (8. 2065) to authorize and provide for the manufac-
ture, maintenance, distribution, and supply of electric current
for light and power within the district of Hana, on the island
of Maui, Territory of Hawaii;

A bill (8. 2066) to authorize "and provide for the manufacture,
maintenance, distribution, and supply of electric current for
light and power within the districts of North and South Hilo
and Puna, in the county of Hawaii, Territory of Hawaii; and

A bill (8. 2067) to ratify, approve, and confirm an act duly
enacted by the Legislature of the Territory of Hawnii entitled
“An act to amend an act enfitled ‘An act to authorize and pro-
yide for the construction, maintenance, and eperation of a street
railway or railways iIn the district of Honolulu, Island ef
Oahu,” enacted by the Legislature of the Republic of Hawaii,
July 7, 1898, and granting a franchise to the Honolulu Rapid
Transit & Land Co. to eperate a street railway in the district
of Honelulu, providing for the operation of the same, and pro-
viding for the purchase of the same by the city and county of
Honolulu ”; to the Commitiee on Territories and Insular Pos-
sessions. -

A bill (8. 2068) for the relief of Edward J. W. Proffitt; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 2069) to authorize the construction of a dam
across the Wabash River at Huntington, Ind.: to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

A bill (8. 2070) authorizing the Miami Indians of Indiana fo
submit claim to the Court of (laims; to the Committee on
Indian Affairs,

By Mr. SMOOT :

A bill (8. 2071) providing for the printinz and distribution
of a list of civilian employees af the Government; to the Com-
mittee on Printing.

EXFORCED NOXNPRODUCTION OF COTTOXN,

Mr. NORRIS. DMr. President, at the request of the Secretary
of Agriculture, 1 desire to introduce a joint resolution that
amends the Agricultural appropriation act. I desire now to
eall ihe attention of the Senators whe come from the cotten
States to this matter.

In the appropriation act which will become effective on the
1st of July there is an item of $554,840 for the eradication of
the pink boll weevil. This joint resolution, if it becomes a
law, will authorize the Secretary of Agrienlture to utilize
$200,000 of that appropriation to reimburze States for expenses
incurred in compensating farmers for losses due to the enforced
nonproduction of cotton.

I nsk that the joint resolution be referred te the Comunittee
on Agriculture and Forestry; and I should like to say to the
Senators direcily interested that as soon as the unfinished
business is disposed of I shall call the Committee on Agricul-

ture and Forestry together, and they
moned to appear before the committee.

By Mr. NORRIS:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 72) for the relief of States in
the cotton belt that have given aid to cotton farmers forced
from the fields in established nonproduction zones through
efforts to eradicate the pink bollworm; to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

THE MEAT-PACKING INDUSTRY,

Mr. WADSWORTH submitted two amendments intended to
be proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 6320) to regulate mter-
state and foreign commerce in live stock, live-stock products,
dairy products, poultry, poultry products, and eggs, and for
other purposes, which were ordered to lie on the table and to
be printed.

will probably be sum-

ASSESSMENT WORK OX MINING CLAIMS,

Mr. WALSH of Montana, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent for the present consideration of SBenate joint reselu-
tion 32, on which I made a report a few moments ago. .

Mr. LODGE, Has the morning business been conduded?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It has not been concluded.

Mr. BURSUM. I would like to ask the Senator from Massa-
chusetts to withhold any objection to the joint resolution which
has just been reported.

Alr. LODGE. I have no objection to it. I desive, if possible,
to have a brief executive session, which I have been asked by
the chairman of the Judiciary Committee to move. 1 merely
wanted to have the morning husiness closed se that we could
have a brief executive session.

Mr. BURSUM. It will not take more than a few minutes to
pass the joint resolutien, and if it is not passed before the
1st of July it will be of no value,

Mr. LODGE. I have made no objection te its consideration.

Mr. BURSUM. It is a measure which vitally affects the
miners of the West.

Mr. WALSH of Moutana. Mr, President, under the existing
law the mining claims must be completed by the 1st of July of
the present year, and there is a very great desire expressed to
have the exemption which has been accorded for the last two
or three years extended for the present year. The joint reso-
lation will aecomplish that purpese. It apparently has the
wnanimous approval of the Senators from the mining States.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Seeretary will read the joint
resolution and the amendment reported by the Committee on
Mines and Mining.

The joint resolution (8. J. Res. 32) to suspend the reguire-
ments of annual assessment work on mining claims during the
years 1921 and 1922 was read, as follows:

Resolved, ete., That the provisions of section 2324 of the Revised
Statntes of the United States, which requires on each mining clalm lo-
eated nnd until a patent has beén issued therefor, not less than $100
worth of labor to be formeﬂ er Im rovements aggregating such
amount to be made each year, be, e gsame is hereby suspended
as to @1l mining claims In the Lnlted Sfates including Alaska, during
the calendar years of 1921 and 1922 : Prorvided, That eve claimant
of any such mining claim, in order to obtain the benefits of this reso-
laution, shall fille or cause to be filed in the office where the location
notice or certificate is recorded on or before December 31, 1921, and
notice of his desire to hold sald mining claim mmder this resolution.

The amendment of the committee was, after the words * min-
ing claims,” at the end of line 8, to strike out the remainder of
the joint resolution and to insert:

In the United States, ucludmg Alaska, during the calend.nr year of
1920, and up to and lncmding the 30th dny n‘ranne, 1921 : Provided,
That every claimant of any such mining clalm in order to obtain the
benefits of this reselution shall file or cause to be filed in the office
where the location notice er certificate is recorded, on or hefore the 1st
day of August, 1921, a notice of his desire to hold said mining claim
under “the pro\tskms of thls resolution. And hereafter the labor re-
q‘:l under the p'mvlsium of section 2324 of the Revised Statutes of

e United States é:lerfonned during each fiscal year, beginning
the 1st day of July and ending on the 30th day of June.

Mr. JONES of Washington. DMr. President, 1 caught from
the reading of the amendment that there is something about ex-
cluding Alaska. I want to know whether Alaska is excluded
from the benefits of this exemption, and if so, why?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That was done on the suggestion
of the colleague of the Senator from Washington, who asserted
that the Alaskan claimants do not desire the exteuslon which
is granted.

Mr. JONES of Washington. I am very much surprised. I
had supposed that there was as much, if not more, necessity for
it in Alaska than in the mining States of the West.

Mr., WALSH of Montana. I am not advised as to the con-
siderations which induced the colleague of the Senator to take
that view. He is the chairman of the Commitiee on Mines
and Mining, and the relation of his State to Alagka is so inti-
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mate that the committee felt persuaded to yield to his judg-
ment in respect to the matter.

Mr. JONES of Washington. The intimate relation of the
State of Washington to Alaska is the one thing which made
that expression catch my eye. Is this a Senate or a House
resolution?

Mr, WALSH of Montana. It is a Senate joint resolution.

Mr., JONES of Washington. I think I shall not ask that it
go over, because of the urgency of the matter; but it will go
over to the House, where that phase of it can be considered.
It wauld seem to me that if any section of the country needs
the relief, it would be Alaska. But the joint resolution can be
passed and the matter will be taken care of in the House,

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Committee on Mines and Mining.

Mr, SMOOT. I would like to have the amendment by way of
a proviso read again.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will again read the
amendment.

The Assistant Secretary again read the amendment.

Mr. SMOOT. I am fearful that if that proviso is enacted
into law at least half of the mining claimants in the West will
know nothing of it by August 1, and it will be of doubtful use
to those who are not advised of the passage of the law with
that proviso.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Let me say to the Senator that
that is the usual provision, and because of the very limited
time before the 1st of July we have given to the claimants the
opportunity to file until the 1st of August.

Mr, SMOOT. There was no such provision in the last exten-
sion.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It was in the prototype of all the
extensions, the acts of 1893 and 1894, y

Mr. SMOOT. I am aware of that, Mr, President, but here
we are within a month and a half of the time when this notice
must be filed in the recorder’s office. I doubt whether one-half
of the miners will ever know of that proviso being in the law,
We have extended the time for the last three years, and with
half of this year passed, it is three years and a half, and it is
just simply an exemption of the work necessary under the law,
I am fearful, if this proviso goes in, the claimants in the large
cities, who see daily newspapers, perhaps will learn of the law
and learn of this proviso; but a majority of the miners of the
United States will know nothing of this proviso being put in
the law, it being different from the extension of the law the last
three years and a half.

Mr. BURSUM. That has been the usual requirement in the
case of other exemptions. In the case of other exemptions by
Clongress it has been usunal to require claimants to file a notice.

Mr, SMOOT. It has been in years past, with the exception
of the last three years. During the war the exemption was
allowed because of the fact that it was impossible to secure
laborers to do the work; and there was only a straight exemp-
tion. Now, we have an exemption with a proviso that if notice
is not filed in the mining district by August 1 they shall not
be entitled to the exemption. .

Mr. BURSUM. It has been customary heretofore for the
miners to file notices. I think the miners will be generally ad-
vised of the requirement.

Mr. SMOOT. I hope the Senate will disagree to the amend-
ment. There is no necessity for it at all.

If we are going to give these men an exemption of the work
upon their mining claims for a year from June 30 of this year,
they should all be treated alike, they should all have the ex-
emption, and no advantage should be given to the man in
the city, who will see the notice printed in full and a state-
ment of what the provision is. It should apply to the miner
who is out on the hills, who perhaps comes into the city but
once in six months, and perhaps never sees a daily paper. I
say, Mr. President, we should disagree to the amendment and
pass the exemption law.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I think the fears of
the Senator from Utah are entirely unfounded, although I am
sure he expresses his firm conviction about the matter. I do
not think there is any danger at all that the man who owns a
mining claim will not learn about this law. They are all inter-
ested in it. They are all inquiring about it. But there is a
particalar reason why the provision should be found in this
particular joint resolution. The exemption has now been ex-
tended for three years and a half, and a great many of these
claims are really abandoned; the owners never intend to go
back and work the claims; they have quit them absolutely. We
should not allow an abandoned claim to lie vacant if anybody

desires to take it, and without a provision of this character no
one would be justified in taking the chance of making a reloea-
tion of it.

This is simply for the purpose of requiring the man who in-
tends to hold his claim to make a formal declaration of his
purpose to do so. Then, if he does not do so, it is open to relo-
cation by the first comer. The fact that we have been extending
this exemption for the last three years, it seems to me, makes
it really almost imperative that some declaration of this kind
of the purpose on the part of the claimant to hold his claim and
to come back and work it again ought to be required.

Mr., SMOOT. Mr. President, if there were six months,
or even four months’ time, there would be no reason for object-
ing to the provision. But nothing that the Senator has said
answers the objection I made to the proviso. I know that if it
is put into the law we will have hundreds of locators, after
they learn that their locations are no good because of this pro-
viso, coming to Congress for relief. There is no necessity at
all to insert the proviso. I think this will be the last extension
that will be granted by Congress; in fact, I want to g4y now
that it ought to be the last extension, If we are going to de-
velop mines in the West we can not develop them by continu-
ously exempting the assessment worlk.

Therefore, Mr. President, it does seem to me that we ought
to give them now the same chance they have had the last three
years and a half, and have it understood now among all the
mining men and the locators of mines that in the future there
shall be no exemption, because if the exemption is continued in
years to come there will be very few mines developed.

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will disagree to the amend-
ment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate as amended,
and the amendment was concurred in,

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, read the third time, and passed. 3

The title was amended so as to read: “A joint resolution to
suspend the requirements of annual assessment work on mining
claims during the year 1920 and up to and including June 30,
1921, and fixing the period during which such work shall be
performed."”

CONDITIONS IN THE COAL FIELDS OF WEST VIRGINIA,

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of Senate resolution 80, providing
for an investigation of conditions in Mingo County, W. Va.
The resolution was reported favorably by the Committee on
Education and Labor and reported favorably by the Com-
mittee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the
Senate. It is satisfactory to the Senators from West Virginia
and has been amended in accordance with their desire,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the resolution? :

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, with due respect for the Sena-
tor from California, for whom I have warm personal regard, I
object to his request. I do not believe in indiscriminate inves-
tigations by Congress of every subject under the sun. I do not
think the subject matter of his resolution is a proper subject of
investigation by Congress. It is a matter which is now in the
hands of the State authorities, the State government, and the
State courts of West Virginia, and I think it should remain
there. I think there are some things in regard to the rights
and funections of the States that Congress should keep its hand
off of until absolute and imperative necessity arises to cause it
to pursue some other course. I do not think that has yet arisen
in this matter, and therefore I object to the request.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I trust the Senator from Mon-
tana will not object to the present consideration of the resolu-
tion. It is satisfactory to the Senators from West Virginia,
to which State it relates, and has been reported favorably by
both committees. An objection will simply require a motion to
take it up; and with the Senator’s protest now on record, will
he not withdraw his objection to the consideration of the Teso-
lution, which relates to another State?

Mr. MYERS. I am always ready to oblige the distinguished
Senator from California when I ean consistently do so, but
I have some fixed views on this subject. I think Congress is

undertaking investigations galore, and spending its time in the
investigation of every subject under the sun, and I do not think
there is any occasion for a large majority of the investigations
upon which Congress expends time and money.

I think the President of the United States took a very wise
course when he refused to interfere in this affair which the
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Senator from California seeks to investigate and relegated it to
the States involved and told them that they must exercise
their proper authority in the premises. If there was nof suffi-
cient ground for the President to interfere, I do not believe
there is sufficient ground for Congress to interfere.

I think there are some things in regard to the rights and
functions of States that Congress should respect and keep its
hands off of. This matter is in the hands of the State of West
Virginia and is being handled by the State courts and the State
executive and the State government, and I believe it to be an
unwise thing for the Congress of the United States to try to
interfere. For that reason I must insist on my objection.

Mr. JOHNSON. Then I move that the Senate proceed to the
immediate consideration of the Senate resolution just referred
to.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to con-
sider the following resolution (8. Res. 80), which had been
submitted by Mr. Jouxsoxy May 24, 1921, and referred to the
Committee on Education and Labor, reported by Mr. Kexyon
without amendment May 26, 1921, and referred to the Committee
to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, as
follows:

Whereas conditions of violence at present exist along the border between

West Virginia and Kentuck{l_; an
Whereas for a long period in the past in the coal flelds of West V

there have been disturbed conditions which have led to turbulence

and violence and bloodshed; an
Whereas the conditions referred to are a menace to orderly democratie

government and to the general safety and welfare of the people living
in the territory affected : Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Senate Committee on Education and Labor, or any
subcommittes thereof, to be appointed by it, is hereby authorized and
directed to make a thorouﬁh and complete investigation of the condi-
tions existing in the coal fields of West Virginia and in the territory
adjacent to the border of West Virginia and Kentucky ; that said com-
mittee agcertain the causes of the reént acts of violence upon said
border and of the conditions which have existed, and do now exist, in the
sald eoal flields, and generally investigate thoroughly the causes which
have led to conditions which have obtained in the past, and which now
exist in said territory, and report its findings and coneclusions thereon
to the Benate,

Tle resolution had been reported May 27 by Mr. CArpER, from
the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of
the Senate, with an amendment, on page 2, to add the following:

The committee or any subcommittee thereof is authorized to sit at
such times and ;l:’ieacas ns it may deem necessary; the expenses of said
investigation to paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate.

The amendment was agreed tfo.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I move, in line 5, page 1, to strike out
the word “and” and insert a comma after the words “ West
Virginia,” the purpose of the amendment being to restrict the
investigation to the immediate territory which has been re-
cently affected.

Mr. JOHNSON. To this anrendment we have no objection.

The amendment was agreed to. .

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
resolution as amended.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, I have some views on this sub-
jeet which I wish at this time briefly to express, whether they
may accomplish any good or not. I fail to see where there is
any cause for the Senate to investigate the subject matter of
the resolution. I fail to see how any good purpose can be
accomplished by it. I fail to see any sound reason for it. I
think it would be a departure from the proper functions of the
national legislative body or either branch of it.

. The coal miners of the district who are involved in the econ-

perfect right to go on strike. If they were dissatisfied with
working conditions or dissatisfied with the wages they were
receiving, or which it was proposed to pay them, they had an
absolute right, as free American citizens, fo cease to labor and
to go on a strike. That is their constitutional privilege. No
one can gainsay them that right. They have exercised it.

If the employers do not see fit to grant the terms or the
wages demanded by the striking miners, they have a perfect
constitutional right as American citizens to refuse to grant
those terms or wages. As a result of the miners going on a
strike, the mining operators have a perfect right to employ other
miners and put them in the places of the striking miners if
they can find other miners who are willing to accept their
terms, It is simply a matter of private contract and mutual
agreement. If other miners take the places of the striking
miners, the mining operators and the miners at work have a
right to look to the State courts and authorities for protection
of the miners who are at work pursuing their avocation. They
have a right to expect protection of the right to private employ-
ment and private agreement between employer and employee.

If there ensue any unlawful disturbance about it, it is a
matter for the State authorities of West Virginia to take
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- Jurisdiction of. If there be any violence or any lawlessness,

it is a matter for the State courts of West Virginia to punish,
It is a matter for the State eourts to adjudicate and for the
parties to the controversy to thrash out in the State courts.
I do not see what Congress can do in the premises. So far as
I can see, Congress is without power. Suppose the Senate
investigates this condition of affairs, what can Congress do
as the result of the investigation? It can not enact any law
governing the right of private contract of employment between
employer and employee. Congress can not enact any legislation
which would abridge the right of contract or remedy the
existing conditions of affairs.

If there be any disturbance there the Federal courts have no
Jurisdiction so long as it is confined within the boundaries of
the State of West Virginia. Iederal courts have no jurisdiction
of offenses against the laws of West Virginia committed on its
territory.

I do not see that Congress can enact any law or pass any
legislation er that the courts of the United States can take any
action which would relieve the conditions there which are com-
plained of. I think that the people who are parties to the con-
troversy should be required to thrash it out amongst themselves,
and if they have occasion to resort to the courts, I think they
should go into the courts of West Virginia, and if there be any
violence or disturbance there that the State courts of West
Virginia can not handle by ordinary processes, then it devolves
upon the governor of the State to proclaim martial law and call
out the State troops. I understand he has done that. What is
the occasion for Congress to get into this matier? Where is
the excuse for Congress to interfere or intervene in this matter?
I do not care who wants the investigation:

Mr. DIAL. Mr. Presiden

Mr. MYERS. I yield with pleasure to the Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. DIAL. Has the governor of West Virginia asked to have
any such procedure instituted?

Mr. MYERS. He asked help from the President of the United
States, and it was refused, and he was referred to his State
authorities. They were virtually told to attend to their own
business and conduet their own affairs without bothering the
United States Government about them. That, I think, was sub-
stantially the President's attitude. The President having re-
fused to take jurisdiction of the matter, those interested have
now resorted to the courts and the State anthorities. T approve
of the action of President Harding. I applaud his action in
declaring that the Federal Government should keep hands off
of this matter until it be thoroughly established that the State
government is not able to cope with it. I think he did a wise
thing,

If there be no occasion for the President to take hold of this
matter, I do not see where there is any call or ocecasion for
Congress to get into it. I do not care who demands the investi-
gation. In this particular instance I have heard, I have read
in newspapers, that both sides want an investigation by Con-
gress; that the striking miners want the investigation and that
the mine operators want it. I do not care if both of them want
the investigation, the public has some rights which should be
considered. An investigation would take time and money.

I am willing to vote to appropriate money for anything which
is absolutely necessary for the conduct of our Federal Govern-
ment and the safeguarding and defense of the welfare of the
people of the country, but surely it is manifest that the absolute
necessities of our Federal Government require appropriations
great enough, and I do not believe in appropriating money for
something from which I can see no good to come and in which
the Federal Government has no legitimate right to interfere or
take any action. I do not believe in appropriations of the peo-
ple’s money merely to gratify every desire to investigate some-
thing.

It costs something to conduct these investigations. If any
good could result from the proposed investigation, I would not
object, if it were constitutional and within the scope of Con-
gress, but when no good can be anticipated and where Congress
has no legitimate right or aunthority to interfere I do not believe
in wasting the time of Congress and the money of the taxpayers
in such matters.

Congress has gone mad about investigating and regulating.
It has a perfect mania for investigation and regulation of
everything under the sun. It has carried its mania enfirely too
far. If Congress would abandon its mania for investigating
and regulating everything and would go to work and expedi-
tiously enact such laws as are absolutely needed for the welfare
of the people of the country, such laws as are within its
province and needed to remedy the evils of the times, and dis-
pense with all of its promiscuous investigating, and adjourn at

e
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an early day, I think the country would be better off and Con-
gress would have the thanks of the people of the country. It
would confer a blessing upon a suffering people.

As I said, I do not care if both sides to this Intrastate con-
troversy want an investigation by the United States Senate, it
is none of their business to want investigations of things over
which the Congress has no jurisdiction, and they should not
have it. Let them resort to the proper authority and seek ap-
propriate remedies. They are asking something to which they
are not entitled. The taxpayers have some rights, .

The parties involved should settle their own controversies and
resort to their State governments for help if they need help in
settling their differences. The public has left some rights.
Even if both sides to this controversy want it investigated, the
rights of the puablic should be considered. I do not believe the
interests of the public would be served nearly so well by the
investigation by Congress of a matter over which Congress has
no jurisdiction, in connection with which it can enact no laws,
and concerning which it can do nothing, as they would be served
if Congress should confine itself to enacting a few needed laws
and then adjourn and go home and let the country and the tax-
payers have a rest.

In New York I understand that the clothing manufacturers
want Congress to Investigate the striking clothing makers’
unions on the charge that they are soviet organizations and
are disloyal. I am opposed to that also. Let the State au-
thorities of New York handle those matters, The State has
facilities for investigating alleged criminality, So I say I do
not care which side demands these investigations, I care not
from whom the demand may come, I think it an unwise, im-
provident, and imprudent course for Congress to pursue, that
of investigating every industrial disturbance and labor strike,
every complaint of employers that strikers are violating their
agreement, and every complaint of employees that employers
are not treating their employees fairly in some respect.

As the President of the United States has refused to take
Federal jurisdiction of this matter, I think it would be improper
and uncalled for for Congress to interfere,

The region involved, I understand, is under martial Iaw at
the present time by proclamation of the governor of West Vir-
ginin. What business have we investigating his proclamation
of martial law? What business have we investigating some-
thing of which the governor of West Virginia has taken juris-
diction and of which the State authorities are in charge?
What right has Congress to interfere when the State autherities
are in control, and it may be said in control by directions from
the President of the United States to regulate their own affairs
and settle their own troubles? I think it would be a futile
and foolish thing for Congress to undertake. We investigate
too much.

A committee of the United States Senate is now engaged in
investigating the condition of the railroads of the country,
when I know and I think every Senator in the Chamber knows
the cause of the condition in which the railroads find them-
selves. It is simply because their expenses are disproportion-
ately high to their income; because they are paying out too
much money for operating expenses, and their tariff rates on
freight and passenger traffic do not afford sufficient income to
Justify their expenses. Too much money going out and not
enough coming in. However, that is a matter over which Con-
gress has jurisdiction if it desires to conduct an investigation.
It is a matter which concerns Congress, because it relates to
interstate commerce, a subject over which the Government of
the United States has direct, immediate, and exclusive juris-
diction, If the United States wants to investigate the condition
of the railroads it, at least, has jurisdiction so to do.

There is a resolution pending before the Senate to investigate
the strike of the shipping employees, which is tying up the ship-
ping of the country. While I dissent from the advisability of
it, yet the same objections can not be altogether urged to such
a resolution as can be urged to the pending resolution, because
the United States is directly concerned in its shipping. It is
owner and operator of a large number of wvessels; and the
shipping of the country concerns the commerce of the country,
in addition to the fact that the United States Government is
directly concerned as the proprietor of many of the ships which
are involved in that strike. So Congress has, at least, juris-
diction to investigate that matter, if it may see fit to do so.
It has the interest of a part proprietor. It has the jurisdiction.
The advisability, the justification, is quite another gquestion.

1 do not believe congressional investigations of strikes, as
a rule, do any good. I think the only result is, generally, to
prolong the strike and industrial disturbance. I do not believe
that the investigation of the steel strike a year or two ago did
any good to anybody or accomplished any good purpose what-

"have objected to it.

ever. If I had been present in the Senate Chamber when the
resolution providing for that investigation was called up and
unanimous consent was asked for its consideration, I weald
I think the only result that investiga{on
had was to prolong the strike. It did not effect a settlement of
the strike, but I think it did prolong it. According to well-
authenticated newspaper reports many of the strikers, ignomnt
foreigners who did not understand our form of Government,
were told by designing and unscrupulous leaders that Congress
had taken hold of the strike, and if they would hold out a
little longer it would not be long before the Government would
take over the steel plants and operate them, and then the
strikers would get anything they might want. Those state-
ments were made in current newspaper reports, and I think
they are reasonably to be believed. 'The strike was lead by a
notorious syndicalist. I believe those statements had muech
effect in prolonging the strike and causing the strikers to lose
heavily in lost wages.

If the pending resolution were adopted, and an investigation
were begun, I think, if it had any effect at all, it would simply
have the effect of prolonging the strike and causing the strikers
to lose more heavily. It is a matter which ought to be settled
as a subject of private agreement and according to the right
of private contract between employers and employees; a matter
which belongs to State courts and the government of West
Virginia, if it can not be settled by private agreement amongst
the parties in interest.

For goodness sake, I ask Senators have the States no rights
or functions at all any more? Are the State lines to be simply
obliterated, to be no more than geographical boundaries, just
like the boundaries of counties? Are States to have no sov-
ereign functions at all any more; no right of control over their
affairs and over disturbances within their confines? Are State
courts to have no jurisdiction any more at all over violence,
lawlessness, and disorder within their State boundaries? What
are we going to do with the States of the United States? Are
we to abolish them? We are gradually but surely dolng it,

Mr. DIAL, Mr, President——

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

Mr. MYERS. I yield, with pleasure.

Mr. DIAL. Has there not grown up on the part of the States
a tendency to shirk their responsibilities and to lean too much
on Congress?

Mr. MYERS. Undoubtedly our legislation has had a very
great tendency in that direction. The States are getting so
that they now look to the Federal Government for every:hing.
They are literally becoming so that they look to the Federal
Government to support the people of the States, to support their
State governments, and to take every responsibility off their
hands. There seem to be no more State rights, duties, or re-
gponsibilities.

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President——

Mr. MYERS. I yield with pleasure to the Senator from Ken-
tucky. F

Mr. STANLEY. The Senator from Montana says that the
States are looking to the Federal Government for everything
in the way of the control of their business, the regulation of
private life and official activities, and their spiritual, moral,
industrial, and financial welfare; that all those matters are
attended to by the Federal Government. Why should not the

States look to the Federal Government? Does the Senatep- .

know of anything, from the setting of a hen to the raisinir of o, » * _:9"

flag, that this Government is not deing or is not prepared to do

P

for the Statés and the people thereof?

Mr. MYERS. There is scarcely anything that the Federal
Government is not prepared to do for the States and does not
insist on doing for them, nowadays.

I know that opposing a resolution of this kind is, to some
extent, an ungracious, an unpopular, and a disagreeable thing
to do, and it may not do any good at all; but I have observed
many of these investizations which I thought accomplished no
good, which I thought were positively detrimental and harmful,
and I think the time has come to call a halt., I think we ought
to stop somewhere; I think we ought to draw some line; and I
do not know of a better place fo begin, if we are going to begin
at all, than on the resolution of the distinguished Senatfor from
California.

I do not think that it offers one single pretext for Federal
interference or investigation by Congress.
the interstate-commerce feature which the investigation of rail-
roads now being conducted involves; it does not have the
national and foreign commerce feature as has the shipping
strike investigation which is proposed by the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE].

It does not involve
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I can not see that the sitnation in West Virginia has one
single appeal to or excuse for Federal interference either by
the executive, the legislative, or the judicial branch of the
Federal Government. It is purely an intrastate matter, which
affects the ~ights of employers and employees living within and
doing business within the State of West Virginia. It affects
the government and welfare of the State of West Virginia,
and its legislative, executive, and judicial functions. If troops
should be ealled out, they must be called out by the governor
of West Virginia, so long as the President of the United States
has refused to perform that act; and the governor of West
Virginia has already taken that step, I understand. If the
functions of the courts must be invoked, the right and duty of
acting belong to the courts of West Virginia.

I repeat, I can see no good whatever to be accomplished by
this resolution. I think it would be an unwarranted inter-
ference by Congress with the rights of a State, an idle thing,
a waste of time and money. I know of no constitutional au-
thority for either branch of Congress to investigate a matter
which is purely intrastate and concerns solely the affairs of
the citizens of a certain State.

Of course, I do not suppose there is any way to prevent it
if Congress wants to do it. If Congress wants to spend the
time and money for doing this, I presume there is no way to
prevent it, whether it be » constitutional exercise of authority
or not; but I do not believe there is any consitutional warrant
under our Federal Constitution for it. I do not think that
such activities were contemplated by the framers of our Federal
Congitution or that they are included within its provisions.

1 have no particular objection to the proposed investigation
in this case any more than I had to the investigation of the
steel industry strike a year or two ago, nor to some other in-
vestigations which have been conducted, but I did not happen
to be present when flie resolutions providing for these investi-
gations were called up and adopted. I do happen to be present
when this one is called up, and I feel that it is my duty to
register an objection. I feel that it is time for somebody, how-
ever humbly it may be done, to raise a voice of protest against
the constant tendency of the Federal Government to encroach
upon the rights and duties of the States and to investigate
everything that comes within the jurisdiction of the States.
I do now protest. I raise my voice iIn protest against this
tendency to usurp the rights of the States and to investigate
matters concerning the States which are within the functions
of the States and are no business of Congress whatever. The
protest may not do any good; it probably will not do any
good, so far as material results are concerned; but it will do
me the good of having done what I consider to be my duty in
having raised a voice against what I believe to be a dangerous,
and improper, and a growing practice; a most pernicious prac-
tice. I hope the resolution may be defeated.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, I should like fo
ask the Senator from California a question as to the practical
result which he expects to obtain by the proposed investigation.
I should like to ask my friend from California, in case the com-
mittee finds against the laboring people in that State matter,
what it is Congress can do and what the Senator from Cali-
fornia thinks it ought fo do; and in case the committee should
find against the employers, what could Congress do against the
employers and what would the Senator from California propose
that it should do?

I will remind my friend, who is kind enough to allow me
the interrogation, that in his State he has an irrepressible labor
trouble. He will some day assert the right of California to
manage that labor question according to California’s view of
it, and when that day comes I shall be shoulder to shoulder with
the Senator from California. In the South we have the same
sort of question. Hardly a State is free from it. If we are
now to send commitiees into the State of West Virginia, to-
morrow some man will request or demand that we send com-
mittees into Georgia, Alabama, or Tennessee, as the case may
be. I submit to the Senator from California that when we em-
bark upen that policy we take up our anchor, we turn the ship
afloat upon a shoreless sea, and no one can tell where the vessel
may finally go. .

1 know that the Senator from California is too earnest a
man to deal with trifles or to deal with futilities. T know that
he is earnest and practical, and I therefore invite him to state
to the Senafe what practical results he expects from that inves-
tigation. 4

Mr, JOHNSON. Mr. President, just a word in response to
the distinguished Senator from Georgia.

This is not the ordinary investigation. This is not the inves-
tigation of a mere labor dispute. This is not a choosing of
sides between two contending pariies engaged in an industrial

controversy—not at all. This is an instance where practical
civil war has existed for some weeks past. This is an instance
where there has been practically a suspension of civil rights.
This is an instance where certain private corporations, it is
asserted—I do not say that it is absolutely accurate—have
arrogated unto themselves the powers of government. This is
an instance where a man who is a United States citizen, as
has been reported, can not go into certain territory in West
Virginia unless a hired detective gives him permission to walk
in that territory. I do not know whether those things are
wholly true or not. I do not say they arve all facts, but I do
say they have been asserted; and, on the other hand, there is
the assertion that certain men who labor and toil in the mines
have become armed bands of guerillas, who have infested the
hills of West Virginia and who have shot upon their fellows,
and that these armed bands are carrying on a guerilla eivil
warfare.

Mr. MYERS. My, President, may I ask the Senator a ques-
tion?

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes.

Lﬁr.vMYERS. If all that be true, what remedy can Congress
apply?

Mr. JOHNSON.
you please.

On the one hand, therefore, there is the assertion of the
usurpation of government by private owners of private coal
mines with privately hired private detectives. On the other
hand is the assertion that men who have struck are acting law-
lessly, and with arms are carrying on a civil war against their
fellows.

These are the two different charges. They have led to a situ-
ation that is practically intolerable. We are not going to seek
to control that situation by the arms of the United States—not
at all. We are not asking that the Government of the United
States shall supersede the State government of West Virginia—
not at all. We are going, however, to develop a situation there
which amounts practically to civil warfare, and to put our
finger upon what it is, and what the cause of it is, and in that
fashion putting our finger upon the raw sore, exposing it and
proving and demonsirating what causes it, then we will see
whether or not either State or Nation ean afford a remedy.

I do not contemplate by this resolution any immediate legisla-
tion, it is true. I do not contemplate that we shall do aught
to interfere with the authorities. I do contemplate, howevér,
in a territory where there is practical civil war, and where
civil liberty has been denied American citizens, to discover
what exists and why it exists, and then, if it be possible, either
by State or Nation to apply any cure that may be conceived of.

Let me say to you that this is not a partisan investigation.
The Senator from Montana has well said that it is not asked by
the one side alone. It is desired by all sides, because the
situation is intolerable. The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
SurHERLAND] sits here approving this resolution. His colleague
[Mr, Erxins] does as well. The Committee on Education and
Labor unanimously reports it, The Contingent Expense Gom-
mittee does likewise. Under those circumstances, with a spot
that is intolerable, why should not the United States Senate, if
it can, do as it has done in the past—render a bit of aid, expose
it, and then remedy the conditions which exist?

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, I should like to ask one more
question. I should like to ask if any of the taxpayers who will
have the bill to foot, and who are not parties to the contro-
versy, have asked for an investigation in this case?

Mr. JOHNSON. Does the Senator ask if any such have?

Mr. MYERS. Yes, sir.

Mr. JOHNSON. Why, one man came to me in respect to this
investigation who desecribed himself as a npeutral. FHe owned
six houses. He had a handful of bullets that he said had been
fired into the very room where his wife and his babe were in a
certain town in Mingo County, W. Va.; and as a neutral, as
he deseribed himself, in the quarrel over there, he wanted the
United States Senate to investigate, so that, if it could, it might
lay bare the situation and afford the remedy.

Mr. MYERS., Mr. President, I will simply say to that that I
think it is that man’s duty to look to the State government of
West Virginia for his remedy until it may become impotent and
unable to render him any relief, and then, on a proper showing,
it would be for the President of the United States to fake
action.

While I am on my feet I simply want to-advance one more
thought which I overlooked in my imperfect remarks a while
ago, and that is that the sooner striking employees and em-
ployers who can not come to terms with their employees learn
that they must thrash out and settle their own difficulties and
not rush, one side or the other or both sides, to the Federal

Wait a minute; I have not concluded, if
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Government for help the sooner strikes and lockouts and indus-
trial disturbances in this country will cease.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President, I only wish to say to
the Senate that it is true that both sides to this difference that
exists along the border of West Virginia and Kentucky have
asked for this investigation. An authorized committee of mine
operators representing the Williamson Operators’ Association
came to the Senators from West Virginia first and asked that
an investigation be had into the conditions there which they
regarded as intolerable.

Mr. MYERS. Mr, President, may I ask the Senator a ques-
tion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Stesrinc in the chair).
Does the Senator from West Virginia yield to the Senatfor from
Montana ?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I do.

Mr. MYERS. They algo asked the President of the United
States to interfere, and he refused, did he not?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The governor of West Virginia some
weeks ago asked the President of the United States to send
Federal troops into that territory.

The President declined to send in the troops and suggested
that possibly the State government had not done all that it
could to quiet the trouble there. Since that time the governor
has declared martial law in that immediate vicinity and has
seemed to be handling the situation quite satisfactorily. There
has been very litfle violence, if any, for the past two or three
weeks,

Mr. MYERS. May I ask another question of the Senator?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from West
Virginia further yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. I do.

Mr. MYERS. Why have Congress investigate the trouble if
it be diminishing instead of increasing?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I will say to the Senator that of
course it is for the Senate to decide, in the interest of the
publie, what it shall do in this matter. As T stated, the oper-
ators asked definitely that the investigation be had, and later a
deputation of the Mine Workers' Union came here and asked
the same thing; and there being unanimity of opinion that out-
rages were being committed on both sides—and perhaps there
have been some things done on both sides that were irregular
and violent—it seemed to me that a Senator hearing both of
these sides and these representations, both asking that this in-
vestigation be had. could do nothing else than to assent to it,
or at least not object to it.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator what
is the trouble about the State of West Virginia putting its
finger on the sore?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. As I stated a few moments ago, the
State of West Virginia has put its finger upon the sore. It has
a State constabulary law. We have no militia at this time, We
have not had time to organize our militia in West Virginia
under the reorganization act, but we have a State constabulary
lay*; and almost the entire force-—there are only about 85 or 90
in it—are down in that territory, and, as I stated, they are
handling the situation satisfactorily. There is no violence there
at this time.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, can not the State of West
Virginia make this investigation itself, for itself?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I will say to the Senator that the
people on both sides of this question seem to think that the
United States Government can do it better.

Mr. OVERMAN. The question is, can the legislature do it?

Mr. SUTHERLAND., The legislature is not now in session,
and it did not do it when it was in session. It did not order
such an investigation.

Mr. OVERMAN. The governor can call it in extra session.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from West
Virginia yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr., SUTHERLAND. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. The Senator says that both sides
down in West Virginia, the employers and the employees, think
that Congress can do something. What is the opinion of the
Senator? .

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I will say to the Senator, as to the
remedies to be applied by Congress, that except as a matter
of getting publicity as to the facts in the dispute the chances
are very remote of Clongress being able to do anything,

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Publicity, then, is what is de-
sired?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. DMr, President, in these disputes it is
very difficult to get at the actual facts. Charges are made on
both sides, and unless some impartial tribunal is called into

being before which these contending factions can come, under
oath, and give all the facts, sitting in the same room, facing
each other, and each refuting the arguments of the other, it
seems to be impessible for the public to ascertain what are the
real facts.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, it seems as if the
Senator from West Virginia is proveeding under the idea that
the newspaper press has been Burlesonized again. Do we not
get publicity through the newspapers?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. We get a certain amount of publicity
in the newspapers.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Yes; a very certain amount.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. In West Virginia we think we get too
much of it of a certain kind, sometimes,

I happened to be a member of a similar investigating com-
mittee when I served in the House, and we went out te Colo-
rado to investigate a strike. Congress took no helpful action
as the result of that investigation, or any action at all, but I
believe that when we reached the city of Denver, and within
two hours had representatives of both the contending factions
in a room together, that was the first time during the entire
trouble they had faced each other in the same room, where
each side could hear what the other said and make proper an-
swer and sift the facts down to find ont what had actually
ocenrred.

So, Mr. President, I think about all that ean- be done by
Congress is to give publicity to a hearing held by an impartial
tribunal, where both contending factions can appear and listen
to each other’s evidence and refute it, if possible.

AMr. ONDERWOOD. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield,
I would like to ask a guestion or two.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I yield.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. How much money does the resolution
contemplate shall be spent out of the contingent fund of the
Senate?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I have no means of knowing how
much it is contemplated will be spent, but I should say it
wonld depend very largely upon the length of time it takes to
make the investigation. The chairman of the committee told
me that he expected to go and spend only three or four days
there. If I may judge by a former experience, they will not
get well started with the investigation in two or three days. It
fook the investigating committee of avhich I happened to be a
member six weeks to make the investigation in Colorado.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. How much did the Colorado investiga-
tion cost? ;

Mr. SUTHERLAND. It was pretty expensive, but T do not
think I ever saw the figures.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. A hundred thousand dollars?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. T hardly think it cost that much, but
it must have cost quite a considerable amount, probably
$50,000 or more.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. I would like to ask the Senator whom
he is going to investigate. Are you going to investigate the
miners’ union?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I presume the operators expect us to
investigate the miners’ union and the miners’ union expects us
to investigate the operators.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is what I supposed ; and I presume
each side expects to show the other side up with horns. That
is usually the way they go about it. The miners’ union wants
to show that the operators have horns and have done some-
thing wrong and the operators intend to show that the miners’
union has committted high erimes and misdemeanors.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. That is about the situation.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Does the Senator really think it is
worth while, since the difficulty is over, as I understand, since
there is no immediate hostility down there? The situation has
quieted, has it not?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. It seems to be quiet at this time, but I
will say that it is rather a tense situation, which may break
out at any time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The State authorities have it in hand,
have they not?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. They now have it apparently well in
h

and.
Mr. UNDERWOOD. And the President has refused to inter-
vene?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Yes; with the military forces of the
United States. :

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, of course I recognize the
fact that there are times when it is wise for Congress to in-
vestigate matters concerning the people of the United States;
but we have it from Executive authority, the President of the
United States, that this is not a condiiion in which the Govern-
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ment of the United States ought to intervene, We have it on
the statement of the Senator from the great State of West
Virginia that there is no immediate trouble, but that the trouble
is over; that they have had this fight, and it has quieted down
and peace reigns again.

Mr., JOHNSON. Will the Senator from West Virginia yield
that I may ask the Senator from Alabama a question?

Mr. SUTHERLAND, Certainly.

Mr. JOHNSON. 1 think the Senator from Alabama is not
familiar with the conditions which exist there. It is true that
there is not a pitched battle there every day now, as there was
for a brief period; but it is equally true that law is no longer
existent in that particular territory, except the law of force.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think that is most unfortunate. I
wils in hopes that when the disregard for the law had quieted
down, as usually happens in cases of mobs and mob violence, the
people would come to a sober second thought and conclude
themselves to obey the latv.

I recognize that there are some occasions when an investiga-
tion is helpful. But there has not been anything said here to-
day which leads me to believe that anything belpful would grow
out of such an investigation as is proposed. It is a matter
which the President has said it was not necessary to intervene
in. The Senator from the State in which the trouble occurred
says that what is proposed is to set up a court to let the op-
erator investigate the miners’ union and the miners’ union
investigate the operator. So far as I know that is not likely
to bring about peace. An investigation of that kind is more
likely to bring abeut discord, unless the resolution seeks to lead
to some affirmative action on the part of the Government of the
United States. If it does, I would like to have the Senator tell
us what it accomplishes,

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I believe the Senator who has just
propounded this question was the leader of his party in the
House when the investigation was made into the Colorado mat-
ter, and he knows what it was possible to do and what it was
not possible to do at that time, and he can answer that question
quite as well as I can, or perhaps better.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. When did the Colorado investigation
take place?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. In 1914.1 think it was.

Mr., UNDERWOOD. I was'vot the leader of the House at
that time, as I had come to the Senate.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from West
Virginia yield to the Senator from California?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I yield.

Mr."JOHNSON. I ask the Senator to yield to me for a mere
suggestion. What is conveyed to me is that the conditions
down there, if you want to look at it from the economic stand-
point, have prevented the production of coal, and the coal pro-
duction in that particular territory has been immensely lessened
because of the conditions which exist. That is economic con-
sideration No. 1.

No. 2. The condition there at the present time is not a condi-
tion of peace. but a mere suspension of hostilities, and the
situation, as the Senator from West Virginia has said, is ex-
ceedingly tense. Coal production has not reached what it
should be at all, and the appearance of peace is maintained only
by virtue of the force that is there. To say that an impartial
investigation under the circumstances can not be of any good
would seem to say that there never had been an investigation
which could have accomplished any results.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; I do not agree with the Senator at
all. If I am interrupting the Senator from West Virginia, T
will stop now and wait until he gets through.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Not at all. I am very glad to have

the Senator interrupt.

: Mr. UNDERWOOD. Here is what I am leading to. I do not
say that congressional investigations have not produced resulis
in the past. But take up the proposition which the Senator
from California has advanced. He said that there are two good
reasons why we should have this investigation, one that the
production of coal is retarded, because of this distorbance,
and the other that the only reason why hostilities do not break
out is because there is force there. Analyze that. I know a
great many mining districts in the United States where the
production of coal is not up to the standard, or anywhere near
up to the standard, because of the panic conditions in the United
States.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. If the Senator will allow me on that
point, I will say that the operators who operate in that terri-
tory now claim that their production is normal—that is, that
they are able to fill all the orders they have, and have all the
mwen they need at their mines,

Mr, UNDERWOOD. That part of the investigation, then, is
settled. If they are able to fill all the orders they have to sell
coal, we can not accomplish anything along that line.

Now, along the line of there being hostility between the con-
tending factions, and that it has only quieted because of force,
as I understand it, it is the arm of the State of West Virginia
enforeing the law, preventing men from murdering each other,
which is the force that is complained of. I must say, as far as
I am concerned, I do not need any investigation to tell me to
sustain the lawful arm of the lawful government.

I merely wish to say that if the Senator from West Virginia,
in whose State this investigation is proposed to take place, is
willing to stand here in his place and say on his responsibility
as a Senator that the passage of this resolution in his judgment
would bring about better conditions in his own State than his
own State government can work out if left alone, T am willing
to support his proposition and agree to the payment of the fifty
or hundred thousand dollars it is going to cost. But if we do
not have something affirmative in sight in the way of benefit, I
must say that I am getting mighty tired of spending money out
of an empty Treasury. We might as well recognize the fact
that we can dig holes into the Public Treasury as well as the
executive branch of the Government, and we have had investiga-
tion after investigation in the last two years, costing I do not
know how many millions. They deplete the contingent fund of
the Senate so fast that we can not make an annual appropriation
to keep it up. Every time a deficiency appropriation bill comes
in we have to make another appropriation for the contingent
fund of the Senate. That was not the ecase in the old days; we
made an appropriation for a contingent fund, and in the main
maintained it.

It seems to me that we are getting to a point where we
should not as a matter of course pass such resolutions of in-
vestigation. If we are going to spend between fifty and a hun-
dred thousand dollars out of the Treasury, we ought to know
that some definite result is to be obtained for the good of the
people of West Virginia, at least.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. In reply to the Senator from Alabama I
will say that this trouble had been going on more or less for
a year. About g year ago, or a little more, a strike occurred in
that territory and production was interfered with. Later a
large proportion of the strikers went back to work in the mines,
and since then that has been the cause of the disturbance.
Those who went out on strike formed tent colonies near by,
have been getting support from the national organization of
mine workers, and are maintained there with their families,
Of course, the operators had to have houses in which to put the
new men, and the old ones, of course, had to leave them, and
there has now heen more or less effort on the part of those who
are out on strike, as is always the case in such disputes, to
prevent those who are now employed at those mines from work-
ing. But the operators, and others who are in that territory,
state that they have enough men in the mines to carry on their
mines and fill all the orders they have. Of course, we all know
that the coal business is, like other businesses, very slack at
this time.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, did we not have an investi-
gation of a coal miners’ strike in West Virginia some years ago?

AMr., SUTHERLAND. There was an investigation of the
Cabin Creek, Kanawha County, sirike.

Mr. OVERMAN. The people of West Virginia do not want
Congress to investigate every strike that takes place in the coal
mines of West Virginia, do they?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. DMost of the State of West Virginia is
in a state of absolute peace and quietude, and a condition of
brotherly love is maintainéd throughout the State, although
we have had some of these disturbances. Whether that investi-
gation was helpful or not, I can not say. If this one is under-
taken I hope it will be beneficial, and I believe that the ascer-
tainment of the facts in this ease will be helpful.

Mr. OVERMAN. Helpful to the miners?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Helpful to the public generally in tend-
ing to quiet conditions.

Mr. OVERMAN. If the Senator will say to me that West
Virginia can not handle the question itself, and is impotent, I
shall be very glad to support the resolution.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I call the Senator's attention to the
fact that this is on the border between two States, and the
trouble exists on the Kentucky side as well as on the West Vir-
ginia side. That makes it more difficult for the State govern-
ment to handle it

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 2 o'clock having
arrived the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business,
which will be stated.
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The Reamiya Crerx. A bill (8. 6320) to regulate interstate
and foreign commeree in live stock, live-stock products, dairy
produets, poultry, poultry products, and eggs, and for other
purposes.

Mp. LODGE. The chairman of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary has some nominations that he is very anxious to dispose
of in executive session. I have been waiting all morning to give
him the opporfunity. It will take only about 10 minutes.

Mr. JOHNSON. Will not the Senator let me have the resolu-
tion disposed of? The debate has been concluded.

Mr. NORRIS, If the debate has been concluded——

. Mr. JOHNSON. The debate has been concluded, and I will
ask the Senator if he will not permit the maftter to he sub-
mwitted to the Senate now?

Mr. MYERS. Mr, President, I must object.
regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
resolution goes over.

I call for the
Objection is made, and the

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr, LODGE. I move that the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of executive business.
he motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After eight minntes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened.

ADMIRAT, SIMS'S STATEMENT AND AMBASSADOR ITARVEY'S ADDRESS.

Mr, HARRISON. Mr. President, the morning Washington
Post, on the frent page, carries an article headed **Mis-
quoted,” Sims ecables to Denby.” I will read the article so it
may appear in the Recorn. It is by the Associated Press, as
follows :

Remarks attributed to him in press veports of his recent address
before the English Speaking Union in London, in which he criticized
activities of Sinm Fein sympathizers in this country, were not correctly
quoted and were misleading, Admiral Willlam 5. Bims declared in a
cablegram received yesterday by Secretary Denby,

1 now quofe from the message of Admiral Sims to Secretary
Denby :

‘“NBtatements that were attributed to me,” said the message, * were
not correctly quoted. Context misleadlng and garbled. Report of
statements is incorrect and inferentially wrong. BSiatement actually
made was substantially the same as repeatedly made in public in
America and in my book ‘The Victory at Sea,” and in public address
at meeting held g:r increasing goed relations between the English-
speaking people.”

Mr. President, the report that is stated by Admiral Sims
in this message to Secretary of the Navy Denby to have mis-
quoted him was carried by all the news services of the country
and ig already incorporated in the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp. I
shall not read, but ask that as a part of my remarks may be
included the report of certain Londen papers the morning fol-
lowing the speech of Admiral Sims showing what the repre-
sentatives of their press thought Admiral Sims said at that
time. I think that this is in fairness to the news service and
the newspapers of the country that have carried the dispatch
from London which Admiral Sims says was garbled and in
which he says he is misquoted. If is fair to Admiral Sims also.

1 first desire to have incorporated in the Recorp, and it is not
very long, what the Daily Telegraph of London reported that
the admiral said on that occasion. Then I desire to have in-
corporated also what the Morning Post, an English paper, said,
and also what was stated in the London Times, which, in my
opinion, goes to show that the reperts that were published by
the news services In this counfry were about the same as car-
ried in the London press of that date.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

[8pecial eable to the Washington Post.]
Loxpox, June 12

The day after Admiral Sims’s speech before the Engllsh Speaking
TUnion the Daily Teleﬁrnph reported bim as follows :

*“ 1t had been found necessary on the other side to form as quickly
as possible certain asseciations in order fo counteract very dan-
gerous propaganda by enemies of the two countries. False news was
being put on the wires on beth sides, and that was the sort of thing
tliey were frying to counteract.

* IHe has been abused for certain articles he had published in which
he told the simple truth about the actions of the Binn Fein faction in
reference to troops during the war. Owing to the action of these peo-
ple forces had to be diverted from their legitimate purpose of escorting
American troops and American ships, and that had caused a great
many ships to be sunk and a great many lives to be lost.

STATEAMENT OFTEN MADE,

“ 1Ie had made that statement wherever meetings had been called to
connteract propaganda and lhe intended to keep on making it. He
had never hesitated to say that some Americans and Sinn i’da &
pathizers in America had the blood of English and Amerlean boys on
their hands. , These pmgle were Amerleans when they needed money,
bot Binn Feiners when they were on the platform. They were like the

webra—they were either white horses with black stripes or black horses
Really he stmngl({ suspected that they were asses,
it wag one of the inconveniences

with white stripes.
Each one of these asses had a vote an

of a Republie that American-born citizens found it necessary to cater
for those votes.

“This created a wrong impression on this =ide, but now the peaple
of Great Britain would know hew much confidence to place in an
Irish resolufinrn which was forced by these jackass votes.” [Laughter
and cheers.]

On Wednesday the Morning Iost discussed the speech of Admiral
Sims in detail, "Regarding the part of his speech which Admiral Bims
cabled Secretary Denby had been garbled, the I'ost said:

“1It was their (i, e., the Pilgrims) business to counteract the danger-
oug influences of those who were the enemies of both conntries a to
bring out the truth about and between them.

“In the gress of America, generally, the wrong side was represented
and the right side was not represented.

“In order to ree this and to counteract the dangerous propa-
ganda to which he alluded, further organizations, lie sald, were being
suggested, and this action involved a certain amount of unpopularity
for some people In high position on the other side.

MISREPRESENTATION ALLEGED,

“ e (Admiral Sims) had been greatly misrepresented when it was
alleged that he was opposed to everything Irish and to the whole Irish
nation in an article which he had written.  Ile told the people of
America facts with regard to action of the Binn Fein against them
and their troops during the war, and how a great many lives and ships
were lost on this account through forees being diverted from escorting
merchant ships and other important serviees,

“Th> same influences,” he said, * were at work to-day, carrying on a
war against both America and this country and trying to sap the good
relations between the two nations which had been established while
they were cooperating at sea.

“The sympathizers with Binn Feln in America,” he said, * had the
blood of both British and American boys en their hands. They were
Amerieans when they wanted money, but they were Sinn Feiners when
they were on the platform. They were like the zebra., which was de-
seribed by some as o white horse with black stripes and by others 85 a
blaek horse with white stripes., In Amerlca they knew that these were
not horses at all. He strongly suspected that they were asses, but each
of those asseg had votes, and there were a lot of them., It was neces-
sary that their influence for harm should be counteracted.”

The News and the Chronicle did not report the speech, and the
Daily Aail and the Daily Express printed very brief reports,

LONDON TIMES VERSION.

The Londen Times, in reporting the speech of Admiral Sims, sald,
in part:

‘P]’m; enemies said he opposed the whole Irish nation. Ie was not
golng to speak of the Irish guestion, for it was partly en an American
question, but he had written certain articles in which he told the truth
about the action of the Sinn Fein faction In reference of our troops
during the war. They had not had the materinl to attack directly, so
they bad done so indirectly. Forces had hed to be diverted to deal
with them, with the result that a great many ships and a great many
lives had Dbeen lost.

“ He intended to continue to make that statement,"” he said. * They
had people on the other side, technically American citizens, whe were
carrying on war to-day against America and against Great Britain
and were trying to destroy the good relations between the two countries,

“Po those with Sinn Fein sympathies in America, he said that the
simple truth of the wretched business was that there was the blood
of English and American boys on thelr hands.

“ They were Americans,” he said, * when they wanted money, but
they were Sinn Feiners on the platform. They were like a zebra, either
a black horse with white stripes or a white horse with black stripes.
He suspeeted that they were not horses, but asses, But thefe asses
had votes, and there were a lot of them.

“The consequence was that American-born ecitizens found It neces-
sary to cater for those votes. This was one of the inconveniences of
the Republic which created a wrong impression on this side.

“Those who understood the situatlen, however,” he said. * knew
how mueh importance to attach to resolutions in favor of the Irish
which were forced by those jackass votes’™

Mr. HARRISON. Sinece this remarkable speech was made by
Admiral Sims last Tuesday night and the inguiry went forth
from the Secretary of the Navy for a report as to the correct-
ness of what he said on that oceasion, and no report had come
in answer fo that request from the Secretary, the Secretary
took very appropriate action on Saturday by sending this
cablegram fo Admiral Sims:

Remainder of your leave is revoked. You will return to the United
States immediately and report at once in person to the Heeretary of
the Navy. Acknowledge, ;

So this matter will be heard by the Seeretary of the Navy
on the return te this country of Admiral Sims, and will also
be investigated under a mandate of the Senate by the Committee
on Naval Affairs of the Senate.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President—— .

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mississippl
yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr, HARRISON. T yield.

Mr, MCKELLAR. Did Admiral Shms reply to the first cable-
gram of the Secretary of the Navy before he gof the second
eablegram directing that he should come home? Can the Sen-
ator tell us about that?

Mr., HARRISON. Of course, all I know is what I have seen
in the press. I understand that the cablegram from the Secre-
tary of the Navy which I have just quoted, revoking the leave
of absence granted Admiral Sims and directing him to return
immediately and report to the Secretary of the Navy, was sent
and was probably received by the admiral, although T am mnot
sure about that, before Admiral Sims made the reply carried
in the morning press. All the statements I have seen since
Secretary Denby first cabled to Admiral Sims were to the
effect that he would leave on a certain boat on Wednesday next,
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aecording to his plans; he did not seem to show any haste in
answering the summons.

Mr. President, there has been n great furore.about the so-
called “ jackass speech ™ of Admiral Sims. The impression
seems to be universal throughout the country that it was in
bad taste; that it was Intemperate and was most indigereet
for one gecupying the high official position as head of the Navy
War College and of naval operations in European waters dur-
ing the recent war to have discussed a delicate political ques-
tion in London on that opceasion.

It has been called to the attention of the Senate before
that there was another remarkable speech made on the 19th
of May last by another higher in authority than Admiral
Sims, by one who is closer to the President of the United
States than any one in official life, execept, perhaps, one or
two Cabinet officers and one or two distinguished Senators
here. He was very close to the President in the late cam-
paign, has been close to him since; they were in constant
communication and conference before Col. Harvey was ap-
pointed ambassador and left for London. So the importanee
of the speech that was made at the Pilgrims’ banguet on May
19 by Col. Harvey can not be discounted.

The country accepted it as the views of the administration
not only touching our entry into the League of Nations but as
to other expressions therein. Some went so far as to intimate
and, indeed, to state that the speech evidently had been read
by those high in authority in this country before the departure
of the new ambassador for London. Whether or not that is
true, of course, none of us knows except the President himself
or the Secretary of State. Those statements, however, have
never been denied by the President, the Secretary of State, or
by anyone who is high in authority. There has been no pro-
test, so far as we know, on the part of anyone who is high in
the official kingdom of the present administration to this re-
markable speech of May 19.

I read with a great deal of interest on yesterday an article
which was published in the New York Times. It is a well-
written letter by one Frederick Lynch to the editor of the
Times. I am not going to read all of the letter, but I ask con-
gent to have it incorporated in full in the REcorp in the course
of my remarks. I shall read only a part of the letter, if my
request is granted, and I imagine no one will object to it.

The VIOCE PRESIDENT. Without objection, permission is

granted.

Mr., HARRISON. This letter written by Mr. Lynch is re-
markable for three reasons. The first is that Mr. Lynech, as I
understand, is a Methodist preacher of splendid character and
great reputation ; secondly, that he is or was a Republican; and,
thirdly, because he was present at the Pilgrims’ banquet when
the speech was made by Col. Harvey. In this letter he ex-
presses the impression which was made on his mind and on the
minds of the other bangueters at the time; how it shamed him,
and how badly he felt at hearing such expressions touching the
motives and purposes for our entrance into the war by the
representative of the United States in the highest diplomatic
position of our country; aye, beyond that, from one who had
been designated as the personal representative of the President
of the United States on the supreme council. Occupying that
high pesition, it is no wonder Mr. Lynch was humiliated when
the words fell from the lips of a supposed representative
American that we went into war not for the high ideals that we
had previously indorsed, but because we were afraid not to
fight, and so forth. I shall now read a part of this letter. T
am sorry there are not more Republicans on the other side of
the Chamber to hear it, because this is a Republican speaking to
Republicans as well as to Americans everywhere. Mr. Lynch
sS0ys:

‘A month has nmow passed since Mr. Harvey made his famous first
gpeech in Londen as the American ambassador to the Court of St
James. Had It been Mr. Haryvey speaking simply as a private cltizen
his famous three points would mot have caused the commotion that
they have in Europe; but he ?uke officially, as the ambassador of the
United States, sent to England to spenk for the Nation. Indeed, our
ambasgsador Is generally supposed to have consulted his President or
the King before speaking anything in public,

Mre. Harvey, at the mow famous dinner given him upon his arrival
in London, made three points, and made them very emphatically, both
in words and manner. I happened to hear the speech, and he spoke
as a man who was going to leave no doubt in anyhod);s mind as to just
how he ‘and his Government felt upon the matter, These three points
were (1) that the United States entered the war actuated by motives
of =elf-interest purely and simply, heving no thought whatever of
saving Belgium or Franece, but of saving herself alone. .

- - * * * &« »

No one who was not present at the dinner ean have any idea of the
consternation each one of these statements produced as they followed
one upon the other. As a matter of fact, they so stunned the BHOO
persons who heard them tbat they did not quite grasp the significance
of them. It was not until the next morning, when the people of
Europe read the words in cold type, that the significance came over

them. -Hver since then the British, French, Belgian, and German
papers have been asking: “ Did Mr. fInrve_\r really represent the mind
and feeling of the American people? 1Md the Americans enter the
war actuated by selfish motives only? Was Mr, Harvey right in throw-

ing scorn n American idealism, as he did, all through his speech?
{; ime at the majority for Mr. Harding was a mandate against
@

e of Nations? Do the American people want to have nothin
to do with the League of Nations and have no part in the new wcrlg
order ' These are the gquestions all the journals of Europe—of the
world, for that matter—have been asking for the last month. Is it
not time that we, the American people, ask ourselves the same ques-
tions, nnd see if, upon sober secomd thought, we really agree with
Mr. Harvey and are going to say to the world, * Yes; he spoke the
mind of the American people "?

Mr. Harvey’'s first point, to guote his own words, was as follows:
“TFar mere prevalent until recently was the impression—and this was,
and still is in a measure, sinecere—that we went into the war to
rescue humanity from all kinds of menacing perils. Not a few remain
convinced that we sent our young soldiers across the sea to save this
Kingdom and Franee and‘Italy. That is not the fact. We sent them
solely to save the United States of America, and most reluctantly and
laggardly at that."

L £ L L3 * * *

As I said above, no one who was not present can imagine the con-
sternation with which these words were heard. It must be remem-
bered, in the first place, that Enﬁland did not go into the war to save
England, and if one suggests that even to-dalg in England he is in
danger of being knocked down by the nearest Englishman.

L & ® L L] L ]

The only man that ever dared say of England what Mr. Harvey says
of America is Mr. Bernard Shaw, and evérybody will remember with
what a howl of derision and storm of scorn Mr. Shaw’s naive pamphlet
was received. (All readers of Mr. Shaw know that his general atti-
tude toward life is that of the cynic.) The English people, unless the
are o nest of hypocrites, did not ﬁ] into the war to save England.
Furthermore, I have never met an Englishman or Frenchman who be-
lieved the United States entered the war solely to save herself. I was
interested in the murmur of “ nays’ that I heard about me on the
night of May 19, when Mr. Harvey said we did. But the question now
15, “Do we Americans stand by Mr. Harvey's asseveration and in
chorus say to Hurope what he said as our representative?’ If we do,
let us say so, for the sake of the estimate the world has for us. Eupi-
land and France and Belglum unanimously believe we acted with unsel-
fish motive, urged on by a zeal for righteousness and n desire to avenge
the oppressed and to save the world from Prussinn domination. Ger-
many gid not believe it, and openly called us hypocrites for saying so,
Let-us say openly and frankly which is right,

I may, of course, have very limited experience of men, may huave
touched only select men; but of the hundreds with whom I have come
in contact all entered or supported the war not to save the United
States but to make a great sacrifice for righteousness. My experience
may have been different from that of others, for I was won to the sup-
{).?rt of the war from a final conviction that it was a war for the sav-

£

of the ‘world from the rule of force—what is generally designated
as Prussianism. All my friénds professed to have n led to its sup-
port on the same high, idealistic ground.

& o L

L3 & - L

Mr, President, that was the impression made upon this good
Republican Methodist preacher at the banquet on the night that
the words were spoken by our representative in London,

I ask that the entire letter be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

The letter in full is as follows:

COL, HARVEY'S AUDIENCE,

(By Frederick Lynch.)

Loxpox, Moy 2}, 1921,
To the Eprror oF ToE New York TIMES:
A month has now passed since Mr, Harvey made his famous first
speech in London as the American ambassador to the Court of St,

ames, 1ad it been Mr. Harvey speaking simply as a private citizen,
his famous three points would not have caused the commotion that they
have in Europe ; but he spoke officially as the ambassador of the United
States sent to hns!and to speak for the Nation. Indeed, our ambas-
sador is generally Ited his President or the King
before speaking nngtﬁng in public.

My, Harvey at the now famous dinner given him upon hig arrival in
London made three points, and made them very emphatically, both in
words and manner. I happened to hear the speech, and he spoke as a
man who was going to leave no doubt in anybody's mind as to just
how he and his Government felt upon the mafter.” These three points
were (1) that the United States entered the war actuated by motives
of self-interest purely and simply, having no thought whatever of
saving Belgium or France, but of saving herself alone: (2) that the
great Repu jcan majority was a protest agalnst the League of Na-
tions, a “ mandate” not to have anything to do with it; (3) that
the Unlted States did not intend to have anything to do with the
League of Nations nor with any of -its committees, either formally or
informally.

No one who wis not present at the dinner can have any idea of the
consternation each one of these statements produced as they followed
one upon the other. As a matter of fact, they so stunned the 500 per-
sons who heard them that they dld not quite grasp the significance of
them. ' It was not until the next morning, when the people of Europe
read the words in cold tge. that the significance came over them, Ever
since then the British, ench, Belgian, and German papers have been
a : “Did Mr, Harvey really represent the mind and feeling of the
American ple? Did the Americans enter the war actuated by
selfish motives only? Was Mr. Harvey right in throwing seorn upon
American idealism, as he did, all through his speech? 1Is it true that
the majority for . 'Harding was a mandate agalnst the ue of
Nations? the American Eeop!e want to have nothing to do with
the League of Nations and have no part in the new world order?™
These are the questions all the journals of Burope—of the world, for
that matter—have been asking for the last month., Is it not time that
we, the American people, ask ourselves the same questions and sec if,
upon sober second thought, we really agree with Mr, Harvey and are
mln% g_o? gay to the world: “ Yes; he spoke the mind of the American
people ™',

d to have
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Mr. Harvey's first point—to guote his own words—was as follows:
“Jar more prevalent until recently was the impression—and this was,
and still is, in a measure sincere—that we went into the war to rescue
humanity from all kinds of menacing perils, Not a few remain con-
vinced that we sent our young soldiers across the sea to save this
Kingdom and France and Italy. That is not the fact. We sent them
solely to save the United States of America, and most reluctantly and
laggardly at that.™

As 1 sald above, no one who was not present can imagine the con-
gternation with which these words were heard. It must be remem-
bered, in the first place, that England did not go into the war to save
England ; and if one suggests that even to-day in England he is in
danger of being knocked down by the nearecst Englishman. T happened
to be in the House of Commons the first week of August, 1914, on the
night when England voted to enter the war. I heard the great four
hours' debate. Not a soul from Grey down mentioned England’s taking
the step that was to cost her such agony to save England. It was to
save Belglum, to maintain the honor of the plighted troth, to indicate
righteousness in international relationships, to save Europe from the
inevitable trinmph of the gospel that migHt makes right should the
aggressor triumph. The president of a great university in Bcotland
is reported to have said that practically every student came to him
in the first month of the war to volunteer, and that they did not talk
about fighting for “ King and country " at all, but they all, without
exception, offered thelr lives to save Delgium and vindieate honor,
They were filled with a holy rage against what was goigf on in Europe.

The only man that ever dared say of England what Mr, Harvey says
of America is Mr. Bernard Shaw, and cver{!bodg will remember with
what a howl of derision and storm of scorn Mr. Shaw's naive pamphlet
was received. (All readers of Mr. Bhaw know that his general attitude

. toward life is that of the cynle.) The English people, unless they are
a nest of hypocrites, did not go into the war to save England. Fur-
thermore, I have never met an Englishman or Frenchman who believed
the United States entered the war polely to save herself, I was inter-
ested in the murmur of * nays " that I heard about me on the night of
May 19 when Mr. Harvey said we did. But the question now is, * Do
we Americans stand by Mr. Harvey's asseveration and in chorus say
to Furope what he sald as our representative?" If we do, let us
say so, for the sake of the estimate the world has for us. England
and France and Belgium unanimously believed we acted with unselfish
motive, urged on by a zeal for righteousness and a desire to avenge
the oppressed and fo save the world from Prussian domination. Ger-
many did not belleve it, and openly called us hypocrites for saying so.
Let us say openly and frankly which is right,

I may, of course, have very limited experience of men, may have
touched only select men; Luft, of the bundreds with whom I hs\-e‘come
in contact, all entered or supported the war not to save the United
Btates but to make a great sacrifice for righteousness, My experience
may have been different from that of others, for I was won to the sup-

rt of the war from a final conviction that It was a war for the say-
ng of the world from the rule of force—what is generally designated
as Prussilanism. All my friends professed to have been led to its sup-
port on the same high, idealistle ground.

The second utterance of Mr. Harvey that the American people should
eifther justify or contradict, for the sake of the world, was this: “As

u know, the quesaion of America’s ipurtlclpatlou in the league came
Ketore the people, and the people decided against it by a majority of
7,000,000 out of 25,000,000, A majority of 7,000,000 clearly conveyed
a mandate that could be neither misunderstood nor disregarded.” Here
again the andience at the dinner was nonplused. The English people
had never dreamed that the great vote for Mr. Harding was a mandate
against the League of Nations. They had been told by the American
papers that it was not. They had read about thousands of proleague
Republicans. Prominent Americans had just been saying in London
before Mr. Harvey came that it was not, and that thousands and thou-
gands of those who voted for Mr. Harding believed in the league. But
Mr. Harvey told them no—the vote was a mandate—one the President
could not disregard * without betrayal of its creators and masters.”
Did Mr. Harvey tell the troth or did he misrepresent us to the world?
One should answer this, because all Europe has been greatly surprised
at ihe statement. Personally I thought otherwise. I had hundreds
of Republican friends, who had been ardent proleaguers, who told me
they were going to vote for him as the surest way of getting in. Many
of these friends signed a statement to this effect—a statement that
went all over the Nation and was favorably sustained, to judge by Re-
publican journals, by thousands of HRepublicans. I happen to be a
member of the executive committee of the League to Enforce Peace,
It is made up of those who believe in the League of Nations. Indeed,
they had much to do with shaping the present covenant—DMr, Taft,
Mr. Straus, President Lowell—many more, all good Republicans. They
clung to the league to the end, are still in the organization, but voted
the Republican ticket. Certaln organizations interested in the league
polled the churches not long before the election. The votes in favor
of the United States entering the league were g0 unanimous that the
votes against were not worth considering; but from all I ean learn
about four out of five of these clergymen voted for Mr. Harding.

Finally, Mr. ”ﬂh'ez gald, with great emphasis, that the United
States would have nothing whatever to do with the League of Nations
or anything connected with it. Let me quote his now famillar words,
words that have Protmb]y been read by everybody in the world who
reads : " There stlll seems to linger in the minds of many here, as,
indeed, of a few at home, an impression that in some way or other, by
hook or by crook, unwittingly and surely unwillingly, the United States
may yet be beguiled into the League of Nations. = Now, let me show
you how utterly absurd any such notion is.” (He then refers to the
‘mandate ” of 7,000,000 majority against entering the league.) *“It
follows, then inev[tably and irresistibly, that our present Government
conld not, w{thnut betrayal of its creators and masters, and will not,
I can assure you, have anything whatsoever to do with the league or
with any commission or committee appointed by it or responsible to
it, directly or indirectly, openly or furtively.”

If the two first declarations fell upon the audience like clubs, this
one fell like a thunderbolt. There was simply dead silence. It was
80 contrary to that which everyone was expecting. Mr. Harding had
sald certain things before his election that had awakened hope that in
some way the United States would Enrticipate in the new world order.
Mr. Fred B. 8Bmith and others had been saying the same thing in Lon-
don. Mr. Lloyd-George had seemingly taken for granted that the slow
but final consent of the United States to participate with the supreme
council in settling the war questions meant that she would join in
establishing the new order of peace, in the establishing of the interna-
tional court, the reduction of disarmaments, the dlas&pation of the old
feuds of the world. His address of welcome to Mr. Harvey dwelt upon
three things; and then came Mr, Harvey's slashing ultimatum that
the United States would not associate itself with the other nations of

the world in accomplishing any of these things. Lloyd-George's great
appeal was a noble appeal for disinterested service to the world. Mr,
Harvey’s whole speech gave the impression that America would be
actuated by self-interest alone, He scemed to take particular pains to
make this plain, The impression everyone got was that she was joining
the supreme council simply to protect her own interests, Anyhow,
the statement about the league was given with all the finality of the
last judgment, and was accepted as such by everyome with whom I
gpoke in Europe,

The guestion I would like to raise is this: Do the people of the
United States accept it as final and stand by Mr, Harvey in this state-
ment? (Of course, he would not have made it except on President

Harding's authority, so that it is accepted in all the world as the final
word by the ndm[n[stmtion.) Is it the word of the Ameriean people
to the world? Perhapa I was mistaken in belleving in the idealism of
the American people. TPerhaps they never did have any desire to serve
humanity. Perhaps they are concérned in self-interest only. DIerhaps
they have no interest in world problems. Perhaps those Americans who
have been so Interested in world ecourts, international arbitrations,
Hague conferences, disarmament, cooperative nationalism, world con-
ference, or world problems, a Christian world order, do not represent
the American Fcoplc. I thought they did, but if Mr. Harvey speaks

for us they did not.

Let us answer the question: but before doing so, let us realize just
what it means. All the world, fxcoptinﬁ the United States and Ger-
many (which will soon be in the league), is in an assoclation of nations
whose primary function Is to deal with the great problems and prin-
ciples just mentioned, The day after Mr., Harvey's speech Lord Robert
Cecil, who is not onig a member of the league assembly but is acknowl-
edged to be among the three or four greatest Dritish statesmen, moved
bﬁ Mr. Harvey's remarks, wrote a letter to the London Times to the
effect that the British people must support the league more heartily
than ever, now that America had definitely refused to have su‘_fv rpm'l:
in it, because it was the only thing that would save the world from
future wars and destruction.

FREDERICK LYNCH,.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, will the Ssnator yield to
me for a moment?

Mr, HARRISON. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr, McKELLAR. Some days ago I pointed out the very
great difference between the recent views expressed by the
President and those expressed by Mr. Harvey, but in justice
to everybody it may be recalled that in the Senate on June 8,
1917, then Senator Harding among other things, speaking of a
speech delivered by President Wilson a short time previously,
had this to say on this very interesting subject :

In that simech the President said that we were not in war because
of any particular grievance of our own. In another speech the Presi-
dent has said, and beautifully sald, that we want to make the world
safe for demoecracy. I subscribe to that sentiment, Senators, but I
want to say to you men who are responsible for government in these
trying times that you can not justify this war and you can not unify
the American people in the defense of the American Nation except on
the justifiable ground of defending and preserving American national
rights. If I were in any place other than the Senate Chamber of the
United States, where one might speak with a little more freedom than
the courtesies of this body require to be observed, I would say that
much of the sentiment uttered concerning our part in the war is
balderdash.

I delight in these collateral issues involved. I believe in democracy
Just as much as any man on this floor. I can find my heart thrilled
with the thought of this great Nation taking its part in the main-
tenance of human liberties and the safety of the liberty of the world,

-and I am not a little Impressed by the part of this great Republic in

making sure the guaranties of the best civilization the world has ever
known, But nations called upon to fight must have a more defensible
reason than even these ideals; and the one defensible reason for the
United States of America, back of which every Senator can array him-
self and back of which every Ameriean citizen can and will array
himself, no matter whence he comes, is the defense of American national
rights, the safety of American lives, the maintenance of American honor,
and our freedom to participate in the commerce of the seas.

I call the Senator’s attention to this for the purpose of show-
ing that in 1917 the views of President Harding were sub-
stantially the same as those expressed by Mr., Harvey in his
Pilgrims’ banquet speech. I, for one, am delighted that that
President has changed those views and has now adopted, at
least in the public prints, the views from which I quoted in a
speech I made in this body not long ago.

Mr, HARRISON. The Senator has correctly quoted from the
speech of President Harding, but the President never in any
utterance that he ever made went so far as to say that * we
were afraid not to fight,” that that was the reason we entered
the war; whereas the explanation that our new ambassador to
the Court of St. James has given to the world and to history as
to our reasons for entering the war is that “we were afraid
not to fight."”

Of course, I am surprised that he should make such a state-
ment as that. I should be surprised at any American saying
that we went into this war because we were afraid not to fight;
but, as has already been included in the CoxNGRESSIONAL RECORD,
it would come with much better grace and more appropriately
from this gentleman who now represents our country at the
Court of St. James than from any other American, bécause in
a speech that he made in Charleston, 8. (., to the St. Andrew’s
Society on November 30, 1904, this same gentleman, in discuss-
ing the Civil War and the part that he and his family played
at that time, gave voice to somewhat similar utterances.

Let me read this, so that those who may scan the CoNGrES-
SIONAL REcorp may know what 18 years ago this same individ-
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ual sald about those of his family when the War between the
States broke out—that this man, who now says that our boys
were fighting because * we were afraid not to fight,” once ut-
tered like sentiments touching members of his family in the War
between the States.

I quote from him. He says, in this speech away back in 1904:

The first of my ancestors to arrive In this country landed in Massa-
chusetts in the seventeenth century. The last of my ancestors born in
another country came from Scotland in the nineteenth century.
two grandfathers hewed ont their homes in the wilderness of Vermont
‘mearly a bundred years ﬂifO- In those days the least of evils to be
apprehended was race suiclde, and many were the sons and grandsons
to whom fell the duty and the honor of sustaining the beliefs and main-
taining the traditions of those earnest men,

@ : L] * . -

L L
At the outbreak of the Civil War—

Said Col. George Harvey, and he never got that title by any
service in any real war—

At the outbreak of the Civil War, of my immediate ancestors living,
were two grandfathers, my own father, and nine uncles. They were
northern men., Not one of them had ever crossed the Mason and Dixon
line. They regarded any form of slavery with abhorrence, but not one
of those 12 men ever lifted a hand against his white brother in the
South, From their meager store and from necessity 11 of them fur-
nished the Federal Government with the sums of money fixed for the
procurement of substitutes. One uncle, perhaps the best able of the 12
to do so, absolutely refused and chewed the cud of bitter reflection for
nearly two years in the county jail. I make no boast of their actlon.
I claim for them no credit. hether at that time, under those circum-
gtances, I should have done as they did I do not know, but the facts
are raiig history and constitute the basis of my assertion that I
have an absolute and ungualified right to speak to you men of the South
the words of a fraternal heart.

I commend that part of his speech to the valiant men who
fought in this late war when they read the speech of Am-
bassador Harvey on May 19 at the Court of St. James, when he
said that they went to war because “we were afraid not to
fight ”! They will understand, then, that Ambassador Harvey
is alone in that belief.

So, Mr. President, as intemperate, as indefensible, as inap-
propriate as was the speech of Admiral Sims on last Tuesday
night in London, attempting to voice the sentiment of the
American people because he was at the head of the American
Navy abroad, it ig not nearly as reprehensible, in my opinion,
as the vile slander, as the base insult expressed by Ambassador
Harvey on May 19 against all of those who had a part, it mat-
ters not how small it was, in the late Great War.

I know it is not true that America went to war because she
“ywas afraid not to fight.”

I ean not believe that Pershing's actiong abroad in laying his
plans that brought luster and honor and glory to our flag were
because he “ was afraid not to fight.”

I ecan not believe that the millions of boys throughout the
country, from hamlets and cities and rural sections, volunteered
rtlh?:i': ‘servicea in this war because they “ were afraid not to

g .l

I can not believe that the hundreds of thousands of brave
young men who enlisted in the American Navy and plied the
waters, undergoing every kind of danger, night and day, re-
maining on deck, any moment being subject to attack by sub-
marineg, joined the Navy because they “were afraid not to
fight."

I can not believe that the thousands on thousands of brave
lads in the marines, in the Army, as they sat up night after
night in the trenches in France and Belgium, waiting to charge
or repulse the attacks of German armies, went to war because
they “ were afraid not to fight.”

I can not believe that the spirit of the men—the marines—
who won such glory at Belleau Wood, was prompted by the
thought that they “ were afraid not to fight.”

I can not believe that those gallant and splendid and brave
engineers of the Army, as they withstood the assaults of the
German forees at Chatean Thierry, were prompted by the belief
that they were fighting because they “ were afraid not to fight.”

I can not believe that Sergt. Alvin O, York, one of the greatest
heroes of the war, whose name will be emblazoned on the pages
of American history throughout time, was prompted in render-
ing such gallant service by the thought that “ he was afraid not
to fight.,” I do not believe it, even though the personal repre-
sentative of President Harding in the most important position
now to which a man could be appointed said that we went into
the war because * we were afraid not to fight.” I do not be-
lieve and will not believe that makes it true.

I do mot believe that Col. Whittlesey and the courageous
young men who were with him and under his command in that
sector at Argonne Forest, penned in for three days, I believe,
without food and without water, who, when the truce was
handed to him and he was asked to surrvender, told the Ger-
mans to “ go to hell,” was prompted by the spirit that “ we were
afraid not to fight.,”

I do not believe—and I know that you Senators over there
agree with me—that Quentin Roosevelt, splendid, sturdy, brave
young fellow that he was, the son of a gallant soldier, a great
statesman, and a distinguished man in the Republican Party,
who gave up his life as an aviator in the cause of his country,
and whose remains lie buried now somewhere in France, went
into the war and gave his life in the cause prompted by the
gpirit that he “ was afraid not to fight.” .

This statement of Ambassador Harvey is an insult to every
soldier and sailor and marine who helped to win this war,
There is not a mother’s son of them who was prompted by the
thought that they “were afraid not to fight” when he went
into this war and blazoned In letters of gold glory for the
Stars and Stripes. There was not a mother in this land, nor
a woman who went across or stayed here and contributed her
mite to win it and sustain the boys, who thought it was a war
that was being fought because “ we were afraid not to fight.”
There is not a man in this country, I care not how poor and
humble he may be, who bought a Liberty bond or did the
minutest thing to win the war, who believed that we were
fighting simply because “ we were afraid not to fight.”

And so, speaking, as he is, as the high representative of a
great and powerful Government, closer to the President than
anyone else, history will be written and crities of this war
will point to it throughout time that the personal representative
of the President said that it was a war which the United States
entered because “ we were afraid not to fight.”

The pages of American history should be made pure; they
should reveal the truth; and I know no better way in which
to do it than by a resolution which I am going to present and
ask for its immediate consideration to see that the facts are given
to the American people that this foul stain be wiped out. If he
has been wrongly quoted, then history should show it. If he has

-been correctly quoted, he deserves not only a reprimand but a

recall from the high position to which he has been appointed.

Oh, yes; Sims should receive the eriticism that is being poured
on him. Investigation should be made. The Secretary of the
Navy has acted right in his case; but I see no justice in the
proposition that because he slandered a part of the American
people and is to be punished, and drastic and immediate action
is being taken against him, one higher up, who Is guilty of a
more atrocious offense than Sims, whose remarks are more
intemperate, inexcusable, and unjustifiable than Sims’s, should
remain at his post of duty and continue to voice what he claims
to be the sentiment of the American people.

I have waited, and patiently waited, and Americans every-
where have done so, for some voice in authority to be lifted
in protest against this speech that was an insult to those who
voted for the war and to those who helped to win the war,
but not one word publicly has been said by President Harding
gince May 19 by way of calling Harvey to account for that
speech. Nothing has crept into the public print emanating from
the Secretary of State, Mr. Hughes, protesting against that
utterance. I can not believe that they approve of it, What I
want to know is whether or not he truly voiced the sentiment
of the present administration when he expressed that vile
slander against the Government when he said that we went to
war because “ we were afraid not to fight.”

So, Mr. President, if action is taken against Sims, as it should
be, then more prompt and more vigorous action should be taken
against Ambassador Harvey.

It may be true, and I hope it is, that his making of that
speech on May 19 so aroused President Harding and Secretary
Hughes that they cabled to hinr and asked him if he had made
those remarks. It may be that they reprimanded him severely,
and have protested. But we are in the dark about it; the coun-
try is in the dark about it. History will not reveal those facts,
unless we take some action.

So I offer the resolution which I send to the desk and ask
that the pending bill may be laid aside temporarily for the pur-
pose of the immediate consideration of the resolution.

My, President, I ask for the immediate consideration of the
resolution which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Carper in the chair).
The resolution will be read. .

The reading clerk read the resolution (8. Res. 91), as follows:
Whereas Admiral Willlam 8. Sims on_the Tth day_of June, 1921, in an

address to the English Speaking Union at a dinner in the city of

London, is reported to have employed the tollowmﬁ language:

“There are many in our country who technically are Americans,
naturalized and born there, but none of them Amerieans at all. The
are Americans when they want money, but Binn Feiners on the plat-
form. They are making war on America to-day. The simple truth
of it is that they have the blood of English and American hoys on
their hands. They are like zebras, either black horses with white
stripes or white horses with black stripes. But we know they are
not horses; they are asses. Bnt cach of these asses has a vole, and
there are lots of them ™ ; and
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Whereas within a very few hours the Secretary of the Navy, by cable,
requested an explanation of the speech and, failing to receive within a
reasonable time a reply to the request, the admiral's leave of absence
was peremptorily canceled by the Secretary of the Navy and he was
ordered to return to Washington and report personally to the Sec-
retary of the Nayy; and

Whereas the Hon. George Harvey, the ambassador
United States at the Court of Bt. James, on Ma
speech at the Pilgrims’ dinner in the elty of London, employed the
following language:

“ Even to this day at rare intervals an ebullient sophomore seeks
applause and wins a smile by shouting that ‘ we won the war!' Far
more prevalent until recently was the impression—and this was and
still is in a measure sincere—that we went into the war to rescue
humanity from all kinds of menacing perlls,

“ Not a few remain copvinced that we sent our young soldiers
across the sea to save this Kingdom and France and Italy, This is
not the fact. We sent them solely to save the United States of

Aqmrica, and most reluctantly and laggardly at that.

*We were not too proud to fight—whatever that may mean. We
were afraid not to fight. That is the real truth of the matter, and
g0 we came along toward the end and helped you and your allies to
sh:()irteu the war. That is all we did and all we claim to have done ”;
an .

Whereas the remarks of Ambassador George Harvey, touching the rea-
sonsg for our entry into the war do not rpgresent the views of the
Amerlean people and were most reprehensible, and the provocation
for reprimand or his recall is as great, if not greater, than that for
the recall of Admiral Sims: Therefore be it
Resolved, That the Senate of the United States respectfully request

the President of the United States, if not incompatible with the public

interest, to 1'eﬁort to Congress :

First. Whether he was consulted or knew of the qurported speech
of Ambassador George Harvey, made at the Pilgrims' Day dinner on
May 19, 1821, before it was made.

Second. Whether he or, through his direction, the Becretary of
State has protested or reprimanded Ambassador George Harvey for
making the said sgeech or employing such language In said speech,
or whether he or the Secretary of State have undertaken to ascertain
whether the ambassador was correctly quoted in his speech as earried
in the American newspapers,

Third. Whether in the opinien of the President there is as much
reazon and justifiecation for a reprimand or the recall of Ambassador
George Harvey for his Pilgrims' Day speech of May 19, 1821, as for the
reprimand or recall of Admiral Willlam 8. Sims for his speech of
June T, 1921, :

Fourth, And whether the order of the Secretary of the Navy Denby
as follows :

“ Remainder of your leave is revoked. You will return to the United
Btates Immediately and report at once in person to the Becretary of
the Navy. Acknowledge,’ was issued at the directlon or approval of
the I'resident, and why an order by the President or Becretary of State
of similar import is not issved against Ambassador George Harvey.

Fifth. Whether 1the Secretary of State or the President has received
any communications from Ambassador George Harvey to any request
or protest from either the President or Becretary of State, and if
any have been received, for the President to transmit them to the
fenate, if in his possession, or the Becretary of State, if in his
possession.

Mr. HARRISON.
the resolution. -

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I demand the regular order.

Mr. HARRISON. I understand that carries with it an objee-
tion?

Mr. CURTIS. It carries the resolution over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution goes over.
unfinished business will be proceeded with.

THE MEAT-PACKING INDUSTRY.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 6320) to regulate interstate and
foreign commerce in live stock, live-stock products, dairy prod-
uets, poultry, poultry products, and eggs, and for other pur-

representing the
fD. 1621, in a

I ask for the immediate consideration of

The

SES.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, as I stated before, it had not
been my intention to debate the pending bill, because I felt
that it was in reality the same measure which the Senate
passed a short time ago after very full debate. But it seems
that the idea of the Committee on Agriculture, that the Senate
would not care to go into a lengthy consideration of this
subject again, was erroneous. It appears from what has been
=aid and the arguments ihat have been made against the bill so
far that there is a determination to debate it. =

When the committee came into the Senate with this bill, be-
lieving it would not bring about much debate because of the
very slight changes which were made in the Dbill, they did
not refrain from debating it through any fear of what the
necessities of the cnse demanded in legislation, -but they did
it to a great extent out of respect for the Senate, thinking that
it would be almost an imposition to go over all the ground
again, and we are confronted at the threshold by those who
oppose the Senate committee bill with criticism because we
did nor have more hearings. After we had had hearings so
long that it had worn out all the members of the committee,
we are censured now on the floor of the Senate because we
did not have more hearings. That is only one of the methods,
Mr. President, that is resorted to to defeat legislation on this
subject.

Without ascribing it to any Member of the Senate, I say
that the packers will be able to start in now with Hearings and

liold them for the next 10 years without any let up, and if we
had listened to their requests and gone into it again, we would
have spent another two years conducting hearings, going over
the same ground again.

Many of the essential terms of the two bills are the same,
and in an attempt to get the Senate to vote for the bill as it
passed the House many of the terms of the Senate committee
bill are condemned, many of the terms which are being con-
demned being "also in the House bill. So that we are being
harangued about things that are in the Senate committee bill
which are said to be wrong and vicious, many of which are
likewise in the bill as it passed the House, for which you are
expected to vote.

All the influences that can be brought to bear by the great
corporations engaged in the packing business nre now being
brought to bear to secure, if possible, the adoption by the Sen-
ate of the bill as it passed the House. Do not let anybody mis-
understand the issue. If the packers are to have their way
in the vote that must come in this Chamber, then we will vote
down the Senate committee substitute. Vote against the com-
mittee amendment if you want to please the packers. It
might be right to do that. I am only offering that as a sug-
gestion for light, as to where the parties interested in this
legislation are lining up. I may be entirely wrong: the com-
mittee may be wrong. The packers may be entively right, and
I am not finding fault with the man who believes that. I ecan
only say that after these years of investigation I do not believe
it will do any good to strike the packers across the back with
a feather,

Iet me take up some of the provisions in the Senate com-
mittee bill which are assailed; and I would like to say, Mr.
President, as I have said before, that the Senate committee bill
is not the outgrowth of any one particular man’s ideas. There
are some things in it I do not like, and I shall frankiy tell the
Senate about them when we reach them.. I expect myself to
offer an amendment that was defeated in the Committee on
Agriculture while the bill was still there.

One of tle issues that is here at stake is the life of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission. I realize that some Senators, and
many other people, would be glad to wipe the Federal Trade
Commission off the map, and they have the right to that opinion
if they believe that. I am not impunging the motives of the
man who believes it. But I want to say that neither bill is
satisfactory, in my judgment, on that proposition, and those of
you who believe that the Federal Trade Commission is doing
a great work for our people and our country, and want to
retain it, with all its jurisdiction and all its powers, will have
to amend whichever bill passes.

The House bill, in my humble judgment, is muech worse on
that subject than the Senate committee bill. It repeals the
Federal Trade Commission authority to do anything with these
packers, As far as the packing and allied industries are con-
cerned, the House bill repeals the law. I want to read what it
says, and then I will take up what the Senate committee bill
says.

Paragraph (b), section 406, of the bill as it passed the House
reads as follows:

(b} On and after the enactment of this act, and so long as it remaing
in effect, the Federal Trade Commission shall have no ?owor or juris-
diction so far as relating to any matter which by this act is made
subject to the jurisdiction of the Secretary, except in eases in which,
before the enactment of this act, complaint has been served under
section b of the act entitled “An act to create a Federal Trade Com-
mission, to define its powers and duties, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved September 26, 1914, or under section 11 of the act entitled “An
act to supplement éxisting laws against unlawful restraints and monopo-
les, and for other purposes,” approved October 135, 1914,

So, for all practical purposes, excepting only pending cases,
the jurisdietion of the Federal Trade Commission is entirely
taken away. In the bill reported by the Senate commitiee it
is section 5 that limits. Section 5, after giving certain powers
to the courts, the same as the Federal Trade Commission act
gives them, which in reality is only surplusage, because the
same thing is given in other parts of the bill, winds up by
saying:

Upon the taking effect of this act the jurisdiction of the Federal Trade
Commission, in so far as it relates to live stock and live-stock products
in domestie commerce, shall be terminated, except in such cases where
the Federal Trade Commission is directed to make an investigation
by the President, the Secretary of Agriculture, or either branch of

ongress,

As between the two provisions, I very much prefer the Senate
committee provision. It still leaves the Federal Trade Com-
mission subject to be required at a moment's notice to act
when asked by the Senate alone, by the House alone, by the
Secretary of Agriculture alone, or by the President alone. 1In
my judgment, that authority in the law wonld have a great
effect upon any commissioner who might get the office and




1921.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

2487

who was not in sympathy with the act or who was friendly to
the packers, and that condition might come. It was said last
Friday on the floor of the Senate that sooner or later the
commissioner provided for in the Senate bill would be con-
trolled by the packers. That may be. It might also be said
of the Secretary of Agriculture,

It might also be said of the F'ederal Trade Commission, but
it will be several years before the Federal Trade Commission
can be thus controlled, and it would have a good effect, it
seems to me, upon the official, whether it be the Secretary or
the commissioner, who would look after the carrying into effect
of the law, if he knew that if he did not do his duty there
was liable to be a resolution put through the Senate or through
the House, or a request come from the President or the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, that would order the Federal Trade Com-
mission on the trail to make an investigation.

The incumbent of the office of Secretary of Agriculture may
change overnight. He is not selected with regard to his views
on this law or any other one law. He is a political appointee,
appointed according to what the President elect, whoever he
may be, thinks to be the demands of the political situation,
That would be one easy way in which the packers could get a
Secretary who would be friendly, without the President who
appointed him knowing anything about it and without- the
Senate which confirmed him knowing anything about it.

The commissioner provided for in the Senate committee bill
has but one duty to perform. He has nothing else to do except
to look after this situation. He is appointed for his qualifica-
tions and his ability to carry out this law and none other. So

- that when he would be appointed there could be no other

reason given why this man or that man should be appointed
to the office excepting for his qualifications to enforce the
provisions of the particular statute. That is the only thing,

Then in another part of the Senate committee bill is another
safeguard, which provides that the commissioner can be removed
by a concurrent resolutien of the House and the Senate, so that
while he is in office, if he does not do his duty, it is within the
power of Congress, without consulting the President, to remove
the commissioner. I do not know how to place any more safe-
guards around him. I would if I could.

I realize, and I realized it fully after having listened for
many weeks to the tesiimony on the packer situation, that there
is perhaps not another combination of men in the world whose
gilent influence is so great and which extends so fully into
every quarter and every portion of the country and even of
the world. They are connected up with all the great financial
institutions of the United States and with many in foreign coun-
tries. Their operations go on all around the world. They have,
in my judgment, the almost complete control of the main food
products that the American people must buy in order to live.

They are prepared at a moment's notice to send one of their
representatives to a meeting of the Women's Christian Tem-
perance Union anywhere in the United States, and at the same
time send another one to a gambling den or into the barroom
of a saloon or into a church or into a farmers’ meeting or into
a live-stock association meeting, and every one of them will
be an expert. They can cover the country all in the same day
and keep it up all the time, and the people who produce beef
and pork and the people who eat meat pay the bill. If they
control a sufficient gquantity of the product to control the price,
it matters not how many independents there are following along
in their tracks, and there are many. The overbead expense
in keeping this great machine going is nothing to them. It
comes out of us. We pay the money for our own control and
our own undoing.

The evidence, volumes of it, is filled with just those kinds of
activities—looking after a legislature in Albany and one in
Texas at the same time, fighting a pure food bill in Indiana,
Kansasg, and Illinois all at once, spreading their literature in
every home in the way of advertisements in all the magazines
and all the papers, big and little, great and small. The people
who deal in the products or use the products, whether as pro-
ducers or as consumers, pay the bill.

Mr. Swift testified on the witness stand that during that
year, at the rate they were spending money for advertising,
that firm alone would spend $1,700,000 for advertising. There
was not a newspaper in the United States, so far as I have been
able to find, that did not get part of it. At the little country

crossroads and in the great city of New York all of them had |

paid advertisements, and at a time while the company were
dealing in a product the demand for which they could not supply,
They were not advertising to sell their products.
ined hundreds of their advertisements, and most of them said
nothing about anything they had for sale.
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I have exam-

I looked through the New York papers a year or two ago, and
every one of them, as well as Philadelphia and Chieago papers,
was carrying half or quarter page advertisements. I remember
one in particular that ran through them all, as far as I was able
to find, that spoke of nothing except the patriotism of the em-
ployees of the particular packer who was advertising, something
that no one had questioned, something that everybody would be
willing to admit, but it was a way of getting the money out
where they supposed it would do some good.

Mr, KENYON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Goopisg in the chair).
Does the Senator from Nebraska yield to the Senator from
Towa?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. KENYON. In this connection I wish to ask the Senator
about an advertisement I saw in one of our great magazines a
short time ago, a whole page devoted to a eulogy of Judge
Landis, paid for by Wilson & Co. What was the object of that?
Does the Senator have any idea?

Mr. NORRIS. I think the principal object was to get some
money into the hands of the magazines.

Mr. KENYON. Judge Landis was the man who called the
grand jury together in Chicago some years ago and worked out
the indictment of the packers. I wondered just why that ad-
vertisement should carry a eulogy of Judge Landis, and [
thought perhaps the Senator might know.

Mr. NORRIS. No; I do not know, excepting as anyone, I
think, from this mammoth scheme of advertising can know what
the object must be.

I figured out once the amount being spent. I took some Swift
& Co. and Armour & Co. advertisements and figured it out, and
I found that for every hour in the day for every day in the
year there was being paid for advertising, only for that one
item, more than $1,000 an hour. But that is only one branch.
They have an army of men scattered over the country every-
where. They are experts, they are able, they are competent.

I have just happened to think of one advertisement that we °
have all read, undoubtedly. For a long time it ran through
all the papers. It was written in the form of a letter. It
began, * Dear Folks.” The man who did that was a very able
man. His name was signed to it. It usually ran about a col-
umn in length. He wrote a series of letters in regard to Wilson
& Co., always headed “ Dear Folks,” and he told what a wonder-
ful organization and what a wonderful institution this thing
was. There was nothing on its face to show that it was adver-
tising, but, of course, it was. He went on to show, among other
things, how sanitary and how puré everything was, and one of
the slogans that he continued to use was, *“ The Wilson label
will protect your table.” That cost hundreds of thousands of
dollars, and they kept it up. '

It is not only the payment of the paper for the advertising. |
but the man who did the writing was a high-class fellow and
worthy of a big salary, and got one without any doubt.

While all that was going on, right here in Washington under
the shadow of the dome of the Capitol of the country, there was
an agent, a man who represented Wilson & Co., selling the
products of Wilson & Co., who was arrested for violating the
pure food act. He was selling catsup, and, to begin with, it
was news to most people that Wilson & Co. were dealing in
catsup, but they were. He was found guilty. They opened the
cans of catsup. They had five or six of them there, and they
opened them all but one. Every one was short. In fact, after
they had all been opened but the one, the prosecuting attorney
said, “I will agree now to submit the case on that unopened
can and we will open it in the presence of the court. If it is
short, you are guilty, and if it is not, I will dismiss the case.”
They would not do that; but the can was opened and, like the
others, it was short.

The agent of Wilson & Co. in that prosecution was fined the
magnificent sum of $10. I suppose similar cases were in every
wholesale house in every city and in every town almost in the
United States; and all of them were short; yet the same paper
that carried that little notice somewhere on the inside, without
any flaming headlines or anything of that sort, of the trial of a
big packer for a petty offense carried prominently a column
article setting forth how a Wilson label would protect your
table. I only mention it as an instance. It ecould be multiplied
by a hundred thousand.

Mr. President, while I am talking about Wilson & Co. T am
reminded of another matter which perhaps I ought to mention.
Of course, the people pay all the expenses of the packing coms
panies.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield te the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. NORRIS. I deo. )

Mr., SIMMONS, I want to ask the Senator a question. I
was very much interested in the statement made by the Senator
a little while ago with reference to the multitude of agents who
are employed by the packers, all experts, he says, appearing at
all sorts of conventions and meetings and representing, in fact,
the interest of the packers. I wish to ask the Senator if ihis
vast army of experts who are employed to attend different
meetings to use their influence in the behalf of the packers
appear generally as the hired agents and representatives of the
packers, or does the Senator mean to say that they do not make
their employment known?

Mr. NOBRIS. Some of them do and some do not. My own
idea is that those who are in the employ of and getting a salary
direetly from the packers, something of that kind, so far as I
know, do not concea! their identity. Those who have come in
contact with me have not tried to do so.

Mr. SIMMONS. But many others, the Senator thinks, do
conceal their identity?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. SIMMONS. Did the committee in the course of ils in-
vestigations find that the packers employed such agents and
sent them out to engage in this sort of service?

Mr. NORRIS. They send them wherever they need to do so.
Before I conclude I shall give the Senator several instances
where such things have happened.

When the Senator from North Carelina interrupted me I was
about to go a little further into the subject of Wilson & Co.,
but before I conclude I am going to take up the provisions of
the bill which have been assailed and defend them as well as I
ean. Those which I do not think are right T am going frankly
to say to the Senate that I am not myself in faver of.

Wilson & Co. is headed by a very shrewd man. Mr, Wilson
is a very able man. Wilson & Co,, as everybody knows, consti-
tute one of the se-called Big Five. It is not the biggest, but it
has had within the last few years a remarkable history. Tt was
reorganized; some other business was taken over some years
ago-—1 think less than five years ago—and Mr. Wilson was
placed at the hend of it. He was given a salary of $125,000 a
year,

That looks pretty big to 2 man who works for two or three
dollars a day and yet pays 60 cents a pound for bacon. That
salary is what Mr. Wilson gets now unless his salary has been
inereased or diminished. I have not heard of it being changed.
However, that was not all he got when the reorganized company
started out. They made him a present when he became the
president of the company of $100,000 in cash. That added a
little bit to the price of bacon; but that was net all; they also
gave him a bonus of $1,500,000 of the common stock of Wilson

& Co. - :

Mr. NELSON. May I ask the Senator a question?

Mr. NORRIS. 1 yield to the Senator.

Mr. NELSON. Was he a poor man and in needy eircum-
stances?

Mr. NORRIS. I.can notinform the Senator just how poor Mr,
Wilson was; but I do not think there is any occasion for his
being poor any longer. He was alse given, as I have stated, a
bonus of $1,500,000 in common stock, which he himself testified
he would not sell for par, though at that time it was selling
below par. The people have given the company profits enough
in the price they have paid for meat and the lower prices that
the farmer has received for his hogs to make that stock very
valuable.

But that is not quite the end of the story; they also gave him
some more besides. In addition to that they gave him an option
on $3,500,000 worth of commeon stock at $10 per share. He took
up that option—it was worth more than that—by simply selling
a part of it at a high priee and paying for the remainder at a
lower price. He sold none of it for less than $50 a share and
some of it for $§565. He had purchased the stock at $10 a share.
Of course, the stock did not originally cost anything. When he
got through he was the owner of 43,000 shares of stock of the
par value of $4,300,000 which had cost him absolutely nothing,
In 1917 that stock paid a little over 16 per cent in dividends.
That will look good to the farmer who is selling his hogs at
less than cest and to the poor devil who is paying 50 cents a
pound for meat.

In addition to that, Mr. Wilson was getting the poor man’s
salary of $125,000 a year, while he had $100,000 to spend as he
saw fit without making an explanation as to its expenditure.

Mr. NELSON. Mr, Presidenf, was he making any sacrifices
when he accepted the employment at the salary the Senator has
named?

| about the employees who were
| after matters and inguired whether or not they were paid and

A
' is spent in all parts of the country by men w

Mr. NORRIS. No: he probably received an incrense in salary
over the amount he had theretofore heen paid. I am inclined to

think he made great sacrifices working so cheaply and working *

s0 hard at such a small salary ; it probably was a great sacrifice
to him; but he was patriotic; he wanted to help the consmmers
of meat get something cheap to eat, and he was anxious to have
the farmer out on the prairie get a little profit on the hogs and
the cattle that he raised. He made sacrifices, no doubt.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr, President, what made his services so
valuable to this concern?

Mr. NORRIS. He is not an exception to the genmeral rule.
I have heard through the investigation what other packers re-
ceive by way of salary, and I think he averages up with the
rest of them. His services were not particnlarly valuable, but
it was possible for this kind of an operation to be carried on
by men who controlled enough of certain food produects to set
the prices both for the producer and the consumer. This is
only one place where the rake-off takes place. It starts in at
the stockyards, where the farmer first sells his cattle and hogs,
and it runs clear until the consumer buys the product.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to mo
further?

AMr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. NELSON. I should like to ask the Senator snother
question. ]

Mr. NORRIB. Very well

Mr. NELSON. After this man has been so sucecessful, has
he built any libraries or started any colleges or sent any mis-
sionaries to China or to other foreign countries?

Mr. NORRIS. Not that I know of. I suppose he will have
to have an increase of salary before he ean do that. He will
have to ask a little more for meat at one end and pay a little
less for hogs and eattle at the other; then, no doubt, he will he
able to perform that kind of an operation.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Smuaons] asked me

sent to wvarious places to look
made known the faet they were paid. great deal of money
ho do mot appear
as employees of these companies. For instance, there has been
published in the eity of New York for many years a paper
called the National Provisioner. I may be mistaken about the
name, for I am of these matters mostly from memory,
but T think that is the name of a trade paper that goes to fthe
trade in the meat line all over the United States. A man by
the name of McCarthy was the editor, manager, or eontroller
of that publication. Mr. MeCarthy had died before the Senate
hearings took place, but while the hearings were going on there
appeared in the committee room one day a man from New
York, whose name I ¢an not now recall, but he represented the
National Provisioner, and I think he was the successor of Mr.
McCarthy. He was very indignant, very much wrought up,
and wanted to go on the witness stand immediately in ovder
to refute a charge that had been made against the honest name
of Mr. McCarthy. It had been stated that MecCarthy had taken
some money on the side from the packers while he was ruan-
ning the trade publication.

That charge had been heard by the man who desired to go on
the witness stand, and so he went on the witness stand, the
committee laying aside everything else in order that he might
go on. I am not even charging that this man was not honest;
he might have been perfectly honest in everything he said and
did. He said he was an old, confidential friend of McCarthy,
had known him for years, and had been associated with him on
the paper referred to, He resented the idea that against that
man's fair name, after he had passed away, there should go out
throagh the newspapers or in any other way a charge that he
had ever been guilty of any eonduct that was unfair, disrep-
utable, or dishonorable. He said he knew it was impossible for
Mr. McCarthy to get n salary from the packers on the side. He
told what salary he received from the trade paper and how,
when times became hard, his salary had to be imcreased. The
witness might have been perfectly honest in all that he said;
and yet, before he left the witness stand, he was presented with
copies of correspondence between various packers—documentary
evidence, which, by the way, would never have seen the light of
day had it not been for the despised Federal Trade Commis-
sion—which showed that MeCarthy for years had been getting
$5,000 a year from the packers, divided up amongst a eertain
number of the packers; I think three. The ecorrespondence
showed that the three packers—if the number was three, and if
it was mot three it was four-—who had been dividing that up
and contributing proportionately to the amount, had reached
the conclusion that the other big packers ought to bear their
share of it; and so the attorney, who was acting as go-between,

(1
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wrote them and -said, * You have not contributed anything
toward this $5,000 item that other packers have been paying.
This year we will call on you for your share” One of the
packers refused to pay his share, and so they had to go to
others or to make another assessment to get enough to pay
MeceCarthy, and they did so. X

Now the question arises, Why should the packers pay Me-
Carthy anything? What good could he do them? Well, it
developed from the Federnl Trade Commission’s investigation
also that in making some appointments in carrying out the pure
food act Mr. Hoover wrote to the fellow who was running the
National Provisioner, Mr. McCarthy. He was running a trade
paper that went to big and little packers all over, and was sup-
posed to represent them all; and I think it was Mr, Hoover; at
all events it was some governmental official in carrying out one
of our war statutes who wanted to get the names of some little
packers, and he wrote to this man fo get them. He got them,
but he did not get them until after MeCarthy had communicated
with the big packers and submitted the names of little packers
that were satisfactory to them. I suppose he felt that he was
earning some of his salary when he did that.

But, Mr, President, it is worth something to control that
magazine that goes to the trade. Here was this witness, if he
was telling the truth—and I am inclined to think he was—who
was a confidential friend of Mr. McCarthy on the same paper,
associated with him, working under him for years, and, as he
said, he did not know that McCarthy was getting $5,000 a year
on the side. Do you suppose that the packers are paying these
men these salaries without getting what in their judgment is
value received for them?

Why, there was a great lot of trouble down in Fort Worth,
Tex., several years ago, where the packers had a stockyard,
owned, as I remember now, by Armour and Swift. If I have
made a misstatement in regard to any of these details, and
there is any Senator here who knows what the facts are, I shall
be glad to have him correct me. I think it was Armour and
Swift. There was a newspaper there that was unfriendly, just
as in some of the legislatures there was some farmer repre-
sentative that they would have to look out for and get, either
directly or indireetly ; and so they wanted this newspaper.

A man bought it. Nobody knew that he was connected with
the packers. His readers did not know it. The policy of the
paper changed. It was very friendly; and if it had not been
for this despised Federal Trade Commission, you never would
have known the truth.

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Oregon?

~Mr. NORRIS. In just a moment. But they found that this

man had borrowed money of Armour and of Swift; and in one
of his letters, when he wrote to get an extension of the loan
that he had made from them, he called their attention to the
difference in the policy of the paper * before taking and after
taking.”

I now yield to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. STANFIELD, Is the Senator aware that there are
many newspapers in the country that were originated for the
purpose of blackmailing not only packers but other industries
when they go into a community, in order to misrepresent them
before the public and instill ill will against them, and that per-
haps the easlest way to cure that forming of adverse opinion
would be to see that some one that was friendly and fair took
the ownership of that daily paper? 7

Mr. NORRIS. In the particular case of which I speak there
was no blackmailing that I know of, and if the Senator knows
it T should be glad to have him tell it, because I will not
defend blackmailing ; but does the Senator justify this immense
expenditure of money by the packers in order to save themselves
from criticism of newspapers or editorial writers?

Mr. STANFIELD. If the criticism was unfair to the packers,
and detrimental to the best interests of the people.

Mr. NORRIS. They think it is. They never were criticized
in the world but that in their judgment it was unfair.

Mr. KENYON. Mr. President— y

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr, KENYON. On the theory of the Senator from Oregon,
it would be the business of Members of Congress, if they had
the money, to buy up editors and put men in charge of news-
papers who would not ecriticize their acts in Congress. That
would be the ethies of the matter,

Mr. NORRIS. I have heard of men in public life who have
done that.

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr.
yield

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr., STANFIELD. I will say that there is a vast difference
between a man engaged in a business which is not a public
business, where he has invested his capital, and a Senator or
a Representative in Congress. It is not likely that a paper
will blackmail a Representative in Congress in order to induce
him to pay over his money, but that has happened in many
instances with private industries, where they have been held
up by papers, e

Mr. NORRIS. Yes, Mr. President, I have no doubt that is
true. I have no respect for the blackmailer ; but if the expendi-
ture of this money—which has gone, as far as I know, into
every newspaper office in the United States—is because they
were being blackmailed, then that is an indictment against
every newspaper in America that it is a blackmailing sheet,
and, of course, I do not stand for that. I think there are many
papers that receive these advertisements that are not con-
trolled or influenced by them. There are many that keep still
because of them. There are others that become active sup-
porters of the men who furnish the money to pay for these
advertisements.

Mr. KENYON. Mr. President——

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. KENYON. This is enlightening, and may account for
the evidence which the Senator remembers was given before
our committee of the lobby in Washington, and the distinguished
lobbyist who was drawing thousands of dollars from various
corporations, including the packers, and giving all kinds of
dinners and soecial functions in Washington to those high up in
authority. It may have been that that was for the purpose of
preventing any blackmail.

Mr, NORRIS. I suppose so.

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President——

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. STANFIELD. I should like to call the Senator's atten-
tion to the numerous other representatives of industries, such
as our farmers' bureaus and our grange and lumbermen’s or-
ganizations and textile manufacturers’ organizations. In faect,
every principal industry has large organizations that pay. out
money. It takes money to support them; and I should like to
call your attention to the fact that the packer is no excep-
tion to the general rule—that of educating the public. If the
packer were doing something unfair, and misrepresenting him-
self, it would be a different matter; but I have not come in
touch with any evidence or indication that he was doing any
more than attempting to set himself right before the public
and eduecating the public as to the function he was attempting
to perform.

Mr. NORRIS. Will the Senator say that at a time when the
demand for the products of the packing industry was greater
than they could supply, Swift & Co., to be concrete, were
Jjustified in spending $1,700,000 in advertising in every news-
paper in the United States, when they did not ii. any of their
advertisements try to sell anything, because they could not
produce enough to supply the demand that was made on them?
Was that good business, or did they have some other motive?
Was it to prevent the newspapers from blackmailing them, or
was it to blackmail the newspapers and, through them, the
people of the United States?

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr.
yield——

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. 3TANFIELD. I hardly believe that it was for either
purpose. 1 think that perhaps even during the time when the
demand was equal to the entire output of Swift & Co. or
any other packing company they might go along with their
advertising, because they would be aware that there was a
time coming when their product would be in excess of the
demand ; and good business concerns do advertise at all times,
Regardless of whether they are oversubscribed in their product
or not, they continue their advertising.

Mr. NORRIS. Mryr. President, I will submit that proposition
to the American people. As I remember, Mr. Swift said at the
time he was testifying that they had spent $1,700,000 the year
before, and that ac the rate they were going then that one firm
alone would spend that year $2500000 for advertising. I
will submit to the honest American citizens the question as to
whether there is any justification for that kird of extrav-
agance, and as to whether, when we know that these cor-
porations control the food we eaf, we are going to refuse to

President, if the Senator will

President, if the Senator will
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give, as the Senate bill gives, any governmental authority the
right to go into the books, to inspect them, to find out how far
and to what extent this business is going.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr, President——

Mr., NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. SMOOT. I call attention to the fact that many of the
businesses of the Unifed States during the war period spent
more money than was ever spent by them for advertisements in
any preceding year, and more than ever will be spent again.
There was a reason for it, but I never approved of it. I deo
not think It was justified. I do not think they received very
much good from the amount of money they spent; but if the
Senator has followed the Saturday Evening Post, which eon-
tained page after page of advertising during the war period,
there were concerns which did that not because of the fact
that they had more goods to force upon the market but for the
purpose of keeping themselves before the publie, and for this
renson : Every cent of their excess profits, if they had not paid
them out for advertising purposes, with the exception of 20 per
cent, would have had to be paid in taxes to the Government.
The papers have been full of it; and the merchants asked
themselves: “Is it worth one dollar out of every five to put
my name before the American people at this time in a way
that under ordinary circumstances I could not do? ™

Some of the greatest advertisers in the United States during
the war period never have and never will advertise again as
they did then, and it is for this same reason, I will say to the
Senator, that many of the increased wages that were paid for
the simple reason as each reasoned, “ Unless I pay this extra
donation to the head of this department or the head of that
department, the whole of it, with the exception of 20 per cent,
will go to pay taxes, and I think I will get more out of it by
giving it to the head of some of the departments that have been
working for years and years and years as employees of the
institution.” I think the Senator realizes that that was earried
on to an extent that was never known in the world before.

AMr. NORRIS. Now, Mr, President, first let me =ay that no
Senator who is supporting the Senate committee bill is contend-
ing that it will cure all the evils surrounding the packing
industry. The packers are not the only people who have done
this business. They have done it more extensively than any
other people; but if we were frying to convict somebody for
murder before a jury, and the defense came in and said, * This
defendant is guilty, it is frue, but his neighber is likewise
guilty,” it would be no defense for him.

Mr. SMOOT. There is no defense being made for the expend-
iture of the money. I was simply calling attention to a con-
dition whieh existed in this country.

Mr. NORRIS. I am not finding fault.

Mr. SMOOT. I think it was a mistake.

Mr. NORRIS. I understand. I am not criticizing the Sen-
ator from Utah, but I am going on with the statement he
.unkes here, assuming it to be true. HKe has said, and it is a
fact, that on account of the excess-profits tax they did not
have to pay for all of their advertising; that it came out of
the Government of the United-States; that is, that they paid
that much less tax—above 20 per cent, the Senator from Utah
said, which is right. Then, it must follow, if that is the
answer to the packers’ proposition in regard to this expenditure
of meney, that they were making more than 20 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no; the Senator misunderstood me.
Twenty per cent is one dollar out of five, and

Mr, NORRIS. Yes; 20 per cent is one dollar out of five, I
agree to that.

Mr. SMOOT. The cost of the advertisement was but 20 per
cent of the cost. Under the law, only 8 per cent on the eapital
and surplus was exempf, and all above that was excess profits.

Mr. NORRIS. Baut the Senator was right before—thé 8 per
cent is the first bracket. They ean make 8 per cent without
paying any excess-profits tax.

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly.

Mr. NORRIS, And then they pay on a percentage of the next
bracket, a larger percentage on the next one, and so on.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator i wrong. Wherever it comes
into the higher brackets, it all depends on the amount of in-
crease, and S0 per cent is the highest figure.

Mr. NORRIS. I understand; but it goes up just as the in-
come tax does. There is not any dispute about that. I think I
know how it goes up, just as the Senator from Utah knows. We
agree on that, I took the fizures from the Senator from Utah
to begin with, but he does not want those now; he is going
back to 8 per cent.

Mr, BMOOT. Noj; I never said 20 per cent; never intimated
it, and never had it in mind.

Mr. NORRIS. I beg the Senator's pardon. Now, we will
take 8 per cent. Before fhey would pay any excess-profits tax,
they must make 8 per cent net. That applied only, as I remem-
ber, where they did not have a rate on the three prewar years,
did it not? They were allowed to pay an excess-profits tax en
what they made on the average in the three years before the
wWar.

Every one of these packers made a good deal more than 8 per
cent. I will give Senators the percentages of profit of some of
them before I get through.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senater means, I suppose, that in de-
termining the eapital upon which the 8 per cent was allowed,
you took the average of the earnings of the three prewar years?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes,

Mr. SMOOT. That was on the eapital and surplus, not the
exemption. There never was an exemption of more thanp 8
per cent.

Mr. NORRIS. Buf the high rate did not affect their earnings
immediately above 8 per cent. We all know what the fact is.
Let us not try to get the record wrong. There are different
brackets, and they climb up and go up as high as 80 per cent,
I believe. There is not any bracket below 8 per cent. You
do not pay any excess-profits tax if that is all you make. If
you listen to these packers, they will make you believe, through
their experts, as they have tried their best to make the Ameri-
can people believe, that they made only 2 per cent. That was
one of their misleading advertisements.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the packers never adwvertised
that they made only 2 per cent on the capital invested. They
made 2 per cent on the turnover—that is, en the sales—but no
packer I ever knew or heard of ever claimed that they made
only 2 per cent on the capital invested.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the Senator is so anxious io
take care of these packers that he does not let me gef through
with my statement. :

Mr. SMOOT, I will not interrupt the Senator again, I
assure him. :

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator can interrupt me, but I would
Iike to gef through with one statement.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator says I can interrupt him, and
then he objects if I do interrupt.

Mr. NORRIS. T said that they tried to make the American
people believe that they made only 2 per cent, and no main can
take those advertisements, can take that “ Dollar™ advertise-
ment which Swift sent to every newspaper in the United States,
in which was contained a statement that was intended to
deceive the people, and reach amy other conclusion. That is
what the ordinary person would have thought if he believed
what he saw, although if you had analyzed it technically you
wounld find that it said, just as the Senator from Utah sald,
that it was 2 per cent on the turnover. It had not anything to
do with the amount they really make in a year, which might
be nothing and which might be very large.

Mr. STANFIELD. The Senator refers to the “ Dollar ™ ad-
vertisenrent which Swift & Co. sent out showing their profits.
As I remember that, it said, “This is what Swift makes out
of each dollar,” and showed 1.8 cents. Was there anything
misleading or deceptive about that?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes, there was. If the Senator will study it
and consider its meaning to the ordinary person, he will, I am
sure, admit, that it was net intended to do anything else than
make people believe they were not making any money. That
was the objeet of it. Omne of those years Swift & Co., while
they were mraking a 2 per cent turnover profit, declared a divi-
dend of 33 per cent on their net worth, on their eapital stock
and their surplus, a great part of which was never contributed
by them, but was eontributed by the people who buy meat.

When the Senator from Iewa [Mr. Kexvox] interrupted me,
he made a suggestion which reminded me of another man some-
what similar te this MeCarthy, who was at the head of the
National Provisiener, That was a mran by the name of Logan.
Mr. Logan was a newspaper correspondent in Washington. a
very bright and able man., As the Senator from Iowa said, he
was quite conspicuons in society for # while, and yet nobody
has ever charged Logan with lobbying among Members of Con-
gress directly for anyibing. He was a very high-class man.
You would not think the ordinary newspaper cerrespondent
was getting as many salaries on the side as he was,

Now, first, what was he doing? He started in with one paper,
I believe, and his ability soon became acknowledged by a great
many other publications. He was an editorial writer on one
paper in Washington for a while. He was an editorial writer

on the great commercial paper in Wall Street, the Wall Street
Journal, and to my Republican friends let me say he was an
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editorial writer on the American Economist, which we all get
and which a great many Republicans swear by. He was an
editorial writer on the Fourth Estate, a trade publication which
Zoes to practically every newspaper in the United States, where
newspapers would see his editorials.

I am assuming that his editorial writings were ahle. I have
not read them myself, so I am not complaining about them,
and probably would not be able to if I had read themr They
might have been all right. But when a man is an editorial
writer on a great financial journal, and on a paper which cir-
culates altogether among the followers of ome political party,
and another paper which reaches all the newspapers of the
United States, his viewpoint is worth something. It is werth
something to have that man write all these articles from the
right viewpoint. _

What transpired? Ii was found that while he was engaged
in this lucrative business of writing editorials for all these.
publications, this man was getting $500 a month from Swift &
(fo. As far as this bill is concerned that is as far as I ought
to go, probably; but that is not the only corporation which
paid him, and, as a matter of fact, the truth is, when it is
onee understaod and known, the packers and other similar cor-
porations are intertwined and interlinked in all kinds of WaYys.
Logan was getting $500 a month frem Swift & Ce.; but he
was getting §500 a month also from the Standard Oil Co. of
New Jersey; and $500 a month from the Standard Oil Co. of
Indiana: and $700 a month from the Atlantic. Refining Co.,
which is a subsidiary of the Standard Oil Co,, I understand;
and £500 a month from the Freeport Sulphur Co., and $500 a
month from the General Electric Co. With all his writings
for newspapers, and all his salaries from these corporations,
ineluding the packer corporation, he ought to have been able
to keep:the wolf from the door.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, what pretext was offered
for paying him these salaries?

Mr. NORRIS. I am coming to that. Let me say again
that had it not been for this despised Federal Trade Commission
we never would have known that Logan was drawing $500 a
month from Swift & Co. while he was writing editorials for us
to read in a Washington paper, while he was writing editorials
for the bankers of the counfry to read in the Wall Street Jour-
nal, while he was writing articles for the newspaper men of
the country to read in their great trade paper. None of them
ever suspected that this man was being paid on the side by
Swift & Co., by the Standard Oil Co., by the General Electrie
Co., and by the Freeport Sulphur Co, in most cases $500 a
month, and in one case $700 a month,

The question arises, just as the Senator from Arkansas has
propounded, What is the excuse for it? Let every Senator ask
himself the question, What is the excuse for it? Mr. Logan
went on the stand and admitted that he was getting $500 a
monih from Swift & Co,, and when asked to tell what he did
to earn the $500 a month he said that he was an expert adviser
on publicity, and that is how he gof all this money from all
the other corporations which were paying him these large
salaries. But when he was asked to produce a single letter, a
single memorandtum, or a single advertisement that he had
ever written, that he had ever made while he was drawing
this salary, he was unable to do it, and he did not do it.

When Mr. Swift testified, he said the same, that he was
an expert adviser on publicity, and yet in all this great adver-
tlsing scheme about which I have told, in which Swift spent
in one year $1,700,000, nowhere was there a trace or a track of
Logan, and it was admitted that he never wrote an adver-
tisement, not a single one.

But it did happen, and it was disclosed, that Logan did a
good many other things that were not in the line of his employ-
ment. As the Senator from Iowa has suggested; his connee-
tion here—and any man in Washington who has as much
money as he was getting could get almost any kind of con-
nection he wanted—was very high. He gave very fine dinners,
and so forth. But in every instance where there was a letter
from him to Swift & Co. or a memorandum on which Swift &
Co. acted—and there were a good many—it was about some-
thing else, never ahout publicity, never about advertising.

Not in a single instance was there anything of that, sort, but
he gave Swift & Co. notice of what the pure food bill was going
to contain before we knew it in the Senate. Swift & Co. in
Chicago knew before Members of Congress knew what was going
to be provided in the pure food bill, and when we take into con-
gideration that during those stormy days Congress was more
or less a rubber stamp for the President, it can be understood
that he would not have had to consult Congress to know what
Congress was going to do. He sent them valuable information.
He adyised them what to do to get ready for the pure food act.

I do not know how many there were that never were
disclosed, but never yet has it ever been disclosed that he ever
did a thing in the line of what he said and what his employer
said he was getting $500 a month for from Swift & Co.

So, in answer to the Senator from North Carolina and the
question which he propounded quite a while ago, there are a
great many people who are not knewn to be getting salaries whe
are, as a matter of fact, and they are engaged in some other
business. The real reason this money was paid to men like
Logan, not only by Swift & Co. but by these other corporations,
was in order to control the various editorials that he and others
wrote for the various influential and powerful magazines and
newspapers that went inte every bank and every home in the
land, and in addition to which, of course, was the direct in-
formation he obtained as to what was geing to happen in the
way of legislation in Washington.

Now, Mr. President, how are we going to handle this subject?
Are we going to say that these great corporations shall not be
controlled through legislation? It is said there are some things
in the bilk that are harsh. There are things in the bill that I am
SoITy are necessary to have in a bill, but unless we give some
one the right to investigate, unless we give some one in-
quisitorial authority to ge into their books and into their places
of business, we will never find out these things, we will never
be able to legislate, we will never be able to convict them of a
crime. We can not convict $100,000,000 unless we have some
way to investigate behind the scenes and get evidence that can
not be disputed.

That is. all the bill provides. There is not a place in the
Senate committee bill, theugh I think some Senators have
gotten a contrary idea, which provides otherwise than that a man
can not be convicted of a criminal offense until after he has
had his day in court. It is made the duty of the officials of*
these corporations to permit this investigation, and if they
refuse to let the properly authenticated official go in to investi-
gate their books, then they can be brought te trial and that
will be before a jury. There is nothing in the Senate coms-
mittee bill which makes the violation of a rule or regulation
a criminal offemse until after there has been an opportunity to
be heard and until the order is made that they shall desist
and cease any unlawful praetice, and not then umtil they
violate that order, and then they are tried by a jury. If I
could get along with less drastic legislation, I should like to
do it.

Armour & Co. started in 1869 with the investment of $120,000,
and the first year they made $80,000—66% per cent. They got
back practically all of their investment in that year. ‘The next
year they made 245 per cent, and so on down I can give it in
any year except three, which I do not happen to have. One of
the lowest years they ever had was in 1894, T believe, when out
in the western country at least you thanked God if you were
permitted to live, when nobody out there made anything. That
year Armour & Co. made 5.6 per cent. The year 1904 was an-
other year when everybody went to pieces all through the West,
when there was not a farmer west of the Mississippi and east
of the Roeky Mountains who did not lose money, who was not
poorer at the end'of the year than he was at the beginning.
That year Armour & Co. made 4.2 per cent. That seems to be
the lowest they ever went. In one year they made in one year
75 per cent, another year 24 per cent, and then on down 28 per
cent, 77 per cent, 30 per cent, 60 per cent, G0: per cent, 37 per
cent, 34 per cent, 35 per cent, 64 per cent, 43 per cent, 31 per
cent, 7 per cent, 24 per cent, 14 per cent, 13 per cent, 12 per
cent, 18 per cent, 15 per cent, 14 per cent, 10 per cent, 16 per
cent, 16 per cent, and so on; and in 1918 they made 126 per
cent.

Now, let us see about their eapital. They started about 50
years ago with a capital of $160,000. The business has earned
$179,270,000—that was up to 1919, a year or twe ago—of which
$29,866,000 has been paid out to partners and stockbolders and
the balance invested in the business.

The actual contributions of the stockholders—now, get this
and see how much the stockholders have put in—were limited
to the original investment of $160,000, the Kansas City invest-
ment of $10,125,000 in 1900, which was largely property built
up on some unknown original cash investment, and $3,725000
cash received from preferred stock in 1918, The total stock-
holders’ contributions in cash and property did not exceed $14,-
000,000 in 50 years, and the Federal Trade Commisgion say
they were probably much less.

Now, I know that it will be contended that when a business:
like one of these packing concerns makes a big per cent of profit
and sets it aside as surplus that they afterwards bave a right
to isspme stock for it. As a technical legal proposition that is
frue. But they have no moral right to do it provided in the
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nieantime they have been getting reasonable returns on their in-
vested capital.

There has been capital stock issued by the packers in various
amounts which came out of their earnings. One hundred mil-
lion dollars of the capital stock of Armour & Co. came out of
their profits. They got these large per cents of profit that I
have been reading in addition to that. The dividends I have
given you, running up as high as 77 per cent, were paid them
through all these years, and yet in the 50 years in which they
have operated in addition to all that, there has been $100,000,000
contributed by the people that they have capitalized, and upon
which they are now compelling the consumers of the country to
pay what they call a reasonable dividend. Swift & Co. have
$50,000,000 of that kind of capital stock. Wilson & Co. have
$20,000,000 of that kind of capital stock. The Cudahy Packing
Co. have $12,777,000 of that kind of capital stock.

Now let me make reference to Morris & Co.—and this is
interesting when given consideration in connection with the
famous five to four decision of the Supreme Court, in which
stock dividends were held to escape income tax. Just listen
to this: Morris & Co. issued a stock dividend amounting in
round numbers—I figured it out hurriedly here at my desk,
and it may be a few points either up or down—of 1,233 per
cent in 1921. Of course, it will be sald that is nothing, that it
was their money, which it was. They never contributed a
penny of it themselves, but it came out of the producers and
consumers of meat. Thirty-seven million dollars that amounts
to, and no tax to pay. That is a stock dividend.

Mr. SMITH. May I ask the Senator was that an accumu-
lated-stock dividend that went over a series of years?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. KENYON. That was after the decision of the Supreme
Court.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. President, I eould go on almost withont end from the
evidence that has been brought out. I only have given to the
Senate a few illustrations in order to show the general rule.

Mr. STANFIELD. May I ask the Senator a question?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr, STANFIELD. Will the proposed Senate committee
amendment limit the profits of the packers?

Mr. NORRIS. No.

Mr. STANFIELD.- It will not make any difference, or it
should not make any difference, with their earnings at all;
the earnings of the packers might be just the same as now or
they might be 5 per cent or 10 per cent higher or lower?

Mr. NORRIS. There is nothing in the bill which limits the
profits of the packers. The Senator does not want to limit their
profits, I suppose?

Mr. STANFIELD. I was wondering if it did give that relief
or if it was going to give that relief.

Mr., NORRIS. Will the Senator support the bill if we pro-
pose an amendment to limit the profits of the packers?

Mr., STANFIELD. No; not if it should at the same time
limit their efficiency.

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, they would say it would limit their
efficiency. Their efficiency consists chiefly in making big profits,
They are very efficient in that respect.

Mr. President, what does this overhead mean to the packers?
They have nothing te do but to raise meat a cent a pound or
cut down a cent in the price which is paid to the farmer and
it is fixed up in the twinkling of an eye. I have not gone into
the stockyard proposition, where some of the most unheard-of
things have happened, and the people have been helpless.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Staxrierp] asks, Will this
bill limit the profits of the packers? I say, no. We are merely
trying to get where we can obtain real publicity. ;

The Federal Trade Commission, which investigated the pack-
.ers, Mr. President, was put on the rack, and every big business—
not the packers alone, but every other big business, and every
allied financial industry—Jjumped onto the Federal Trade
Commission. They started a propaganda over this country,
that has never before been equaled in any similar transaction,
condemning the Federal Trade Commission. They did not come
forth and deny that what the Trade Commission said was true,
but they condemned the Federal Trade Commission for giving
the information to the people. The people were startled when
the conditions were given publicity.

Mr. President, the Senate committee bill undertakes to
give to the commissioner the right to go into all of the
offices of the packers and to examine their books. It provides
that he can say what system of bookkeeping shall be used and
how the books shall be kept. The bill is drastic in that respect,
but I do not know how to accomplish anything and be less
drastie. If I did, I should do so.

Mr. STANFIELD. Does the Senator from Nebraska mean to
say that the commissioner may establish a different system of
accountancy than the one which the packers have accepted now?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes, sir; that is what I mean.

Mr. STANFIELD. And change all their books?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes,

Mr. STANFIELD. And their method of keeping records?

Mr, NORRIS. That is true.

Mr, STANFIELD. Can the commissioner compel the packers
to make that change repeatedly, or only once? May he change
their books this year and then change them the next year or the
next month?

Mr. NORRIS. I suppose, under the proposed law, he could
change their books repeatedly. That is going to be the argu-
ment; that will be the packers’ argument; that we propose to
give a man authority to come in and change the books, and he
will come in to-day and he will come in to-morrow and he will
come in the next day and change them and will keep that up
forever. That has been the argument which has been made
here against that proposition. It will be further said it is
lgi'oi;lg to cost the packers so much money that they can not

o it.

The facts are that everybody who has looked into the matter
understands that even the Federal Trade Commission, on ac-
count of the packers’ systems of bookkeeping, was unable in
hundreds of instances to ascertain just what had happened,
and we never shall correctly obtain this information until we
provide for the packers, as we provided for the railroads, a uni-
form system of bookkeeping. To say that the man who is going
to provide for the packers a form of bookkeeping—perhaps he will
not change their system ; perhaps he will only make-some slight
modification of it—Iis going to use that power to put the packers
out of business is simply to say that the man who shall be so
charged with earrying out this bill will be a rascal and selected
because he is a rascal. Nobody wants to do that; but if there
is anything in bookkeeping—and every Senator knows there is,
and that bookkeeping sometimes covers up as well as reveals—
somebody must have the authority to provide a uniform system
for all the bookkeeping of these institutions and must compel
them to follow that system. Then their books will show what
actually .takes place,

Now, let me take up the bill. I have taken more time than
I had expected, but I have not yet nearly gotten through with it.
I shall not take the time of the Senate to define the difference
in the two bills in reference to the powers and duties of the
commissioner and the Secretary of Agriculture, That has been
done; I have explained my theory of it. I may be wrong; but
if the Senate bill is passed it will go to conference. Of course,
the Senate conferees would expect they would have to give
way on a good many items. They may have to give way on
that proposition. I am not condemning the House bill because
it provides that the Secretary of Agriculture shall have the
power; but, as I have said before, in my judgment, in yview of
the fact that the Secretary of Agriculture is a political ap-
pointee, selected without his having any especial knowledge of
the subject, with his tenure of office uncertain, subject to re-
moval to-morrow, when a different man woild come in who
knows nothing about the business, the chances are that, with all
the ramifications of the packers through finaneial institutions
and kindred corporations, they will be able to name a Secretary
of Agriculture without the President who makes the appoint-
ment knowing that behind it all and covered up somewhere the
real reason for his appointment is his friendship for the packers,
Everybody has confidence, so far as I am aware—I know I
have—in the present Secrefary of Agriculture. So I am not
speaking of a4 man; I am speaking of a principle only.

I now wish to take up some of the provisions of the bill
which were discussed and have been objected to. If there is
a Senator who thinks any provision of the Dbill is objectionable,
I should be glad to have him interrupt me and inquire about it.
As I said before, I am not responsible for everything that is
in the bill; there are some provisions in it that I had rather
would be cut of it, and I think I shall move to strike one or
two of them out. I am going, on behalf of the committee, to
move to strike out a provision which I think got into the bill
by mistake.

I now take up Title TIT—Duties of packers and operators—
and read as follows:

8Ec. 12. It shall be unlawful for any packer to—

(n) Engage in any unfair or uu{ustly diseriminatory practice or
device in commerce, or in any deceptive practice or device to cheat or
defraud in commerce ; or

(b) Sell or otherwise transfer to or for any other Yacker. or buy or
otherwise receive from or for any other packer, any live stock or Hve-

stock products for the purpose of apportioning the supply between any
such packers, or unreasonably affecting the price of or creating a
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monopoly in the acquisition of buying, sclling, or dealing in Mve stock
or live-stock products in commerce ; or

(¢) Engage or puarticipute in any manner, either directly or in-
directly, In tke business of purchasing, mapunfacturing, storing, or
selling foodstulfs other than llve-stoek _Egoducts. where the effect of
such participation in such business may be substantially fo lessen com-
petition in or to restrain commeree or to tend to create a monopoly in
commerc_e.

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
me again? I should like to ask a question there,

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr, STANFIELD, What do the weords “substantially to
lessen competition ” mean? If by establishing a lesser price
competition avas eliminated, would it be an unlawful act on
the part of the packer to lower prices?

Afr. NORRIS. I should not think se.

Mr. STANFIELD. Th: Senator would not so censtrue the
provision?

Ar. NORRIS. I will say to the Senater as to subsection (¢)
to my mind that is a difficult question and T am not satisfied
whether the subsection ought to be in there or out. There are
some evils which ought to be eorrected, but there are some
dangers in connection with it, T admit. When enough power is
given to a man, as must be given to any man who undertakes
an investigation of the character propesed, to go into these
matters, under the power given him he may do harm, if he
wants to; I admit that; but that is true of all kinds of business,
it is true of every regulation; we ecan not escape it.

The Senate bill provides that amy investigator or Govern-
ment official who acquires any information and discloses it con-
trary to the provisions of the bill is guilty of a misdemeanor
and ecan be sent to the penitentiary and made to pay a fine.
We tried to surround it with all the protection possible.

Now, reading a little further, there are other provisions oa
page 38, which Senators have prebably read, making certain
acts illegal; but, Mr. President, practically every one of those
acts is illegal now ; almost every one of them would be a viola-
tion—I am not sure but that -every one would he a violation—
of the Sherman antitrust law.

The provisions set forth are not much more than a codifica-
tion of existing law. If the bill stopped there it never would
accomplish any good. It is impessible to conviet anybody un-
der such provisions unless there is some way of getting the evi-
dence, and the evidence is all in the possession of the packers.
That is the reason the subsequent sections inust come in the
bill. Further on, in section 14, it is provided that—

No operator shall engage—

That means, in the main, a commission merchant—
in any unfair or unjustly diseriminatory practice—

And so forth ; which is practically the law now.

Section 15 provides:

It shall be the duty of every packer and operator to comply with the
provisions of this act and the rules, regulations, and orders which the
commissioner, with the approval of the Secretary, may from time to
time prescribe in conformity with this act.

1t is made the duty of the packers, in other words, to obey the
rules as well as the law. That is offered as an objection. 1 am
one who has always looked with a jealous eye upon the granfing
of power to convict any man or establish a criminal offense for the
violation of a rule or regulation that is not set out in the stat-
ute; but we can not set out here—no living man could set out
here—every rule and every regulution that will be necessary fo
properly care for this big business. We do not make the violation
of those rules a crime until after a hearing and after a notice
and after an order, upon which the defendant can go to the
Supreme Court of the United States, if he wants o to do. An
order is issued that forbids him to do a certain thing; then if
he violates it he is guilty ; and even then he is {ried by a jury.
All this talk about nmking a rule and somebody being sent to
the penitentiary for its violation when he does not kpnow and
does not have any chance to know anything about it, does not
mean anything; there is nothing like that in the bill,

It is made a crime to hinder an investigation; it is made a
erime to submit a false report. Why should it not be?
made a crime fo prevent the investigator from examining the
books. Why should it not be? If we are going to give the com-
missioner power to examine the books we must make it a erime
to prevent their examination, or he will never be permitted to
examine them ; do not forget that.

Now, what is the precedure when the rules and regulations
are violated? Section 20 provides that—

Whenever the commissloner believes that any packer or operator is
viclating any provisiem of this act or any rule, regulation, or order
issued herveunder, he cause netice in ﬂn¥ to be served upon
such packer or aperator, specifying the alleged violations, and—

Now motice, he must be served with a notiee “in writing,"
and it must specifically state what is wrong and the definite

It is

charge must be set forth, just the same as in any other litiga-
tion the bill of complaint originating the action must set ount
‘definitely the charge or complaint—

specifying the alleged violations and requiring such packer or operator
gtaetdtet.ia er’éiig tesﬂg at a hearing before him at a time and place desig-

He fixes a time and notifies him to appear—

and at such time and place the eommissioner shall afford to guch packer
or gperator a reasonable opportunity to be heard in person or by counsel
and through witnesses under su regulations as the commissioner,
with the approval of the Secretary, may preseribe,

What is wrong about that? Need any honest man be afraid
of that? Is there any danger there to the man who has a good
defense to a charge against him that he claims is false? Has
he been punished for a vieolation of a rule or regulation without
any notice, without any opportunity to defend himself?

Now, listen. T read on:

If, after such hearing, the commissioner finds that such packer or
operator has violated any provisions of this act, or of any rule, regu-
lation, or erder issmed hereunder, he shall make a report in writin,
in which he shall state his findings as to the faeis, and shall issue and
cause to be served—

Now, listen. You would think from ihe argmuent that has
been made against this provision in the bill that when the com-
missioner made that finding he was going to send the packer
to jail right off; he saw the penitentiary doors opening right
hefore him, and he was pushed right in without any opportunity
to defend himself, See what the statute says:
and shall issue and cause to be served on such packer or operator—

He is not even under arrest; he is not even in cnstody—
shall issue and cause to be served on such packer or operator an order
requiring such packer or operator—

To do what? To pay a fine? To go to jail? No—
to eease and desist from continuing such violations.

The commissioner finds that the packer has violated the
rule, the regulation, or the order, and the only thing he has
power to do to him is to say, “ Stop! Do not do it any more.”
And if he stops, that is the end of it. Is that viclous? Is
that going to hurt an honest man? Is it sending anybody to
jail for violation of a rule without a trial? Have we so much
sympathy for these great packers that we will not even permit
a commissioner to say, “ Stop doing wrong "'?

Now, let us see what happens after that: ]

Requirlng such Pnoker or operator to cease and desist from ¢on-
tinuing such violations,

That is not bad. Ie there any honest man who is afraid of
that? Will that hurt -even a packer who is so gensitive and
thin skinned?

My, STANFIELD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for
just 2 mement?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. STANFIELD.
SAys:

Or of any rule, vegulation, or order issued hereunder.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr, STANFIELD. Those would be rules that would be made
by this commissioner outside of the law.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; with the approval of the Secretary of
Agriculture,

Mr. STANFIELD. And then they can ask the packing con-
cern to cease.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mpr. STANFIELD. On the opinion of these two people they
can practically enact a law under which the packer will he-
eome A criminal.

Mr. NORRIS. “They will hear the evidence; and I sam not
through with reading the statute. If they find against him he
can go on to the court. He does not need to take their word
or their finding. I think they would be at least as good as a
justice of the peace in an ordinary suit. If T sue the Senator
for $100 before a justice of the peace, and 1 have no right what-
ever to recover, and I go on and get a judgment by false testi-
mony, and he does not appeal it, it becomes as final as though
it were approved by the Supreme Court of the United States;
but there is a method of appeal in the law. The Senator
always assumes that when we are going to do anything with
one of these packers we are trying to do something wrong.

The first law that was ever proposed providing for a justice
of the peace court might have been objected to on the same
ground. They might say: “ Why, suppose a rascal becomes jus-
tice. ‘Suppose he is a bad man and he finds an innocent man
guilty,” Now, that might happen; that is true.

Mr, BTANFIELD. T never have known of a justice of the
]peace promulgating rules of law, or rules that should act as
aws.

Referring back to line 8, on page 43, it
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Mr. NORRIS. Probably a justice does not in all jurisdic-
tions; but there is not a court of record in the United States
that I know of that does not have power to make rules, and if
the Senator goes in there and violates one of those rules the

- court can, if it wants to, send him to jail for contempt. Why,
that is a common thing. Just a few steps down here is the
Supreme Court of the United States, which makes its own rules,
“and if you violate those rules you may subject your client to the
loss of his case, which might mean $40,000,000. The Supreme
Court makes those rules and. it enforces them.

Now, then, this bill goes on and tells about what shall be
done. I do not know that I ought to take the time to read it
all ; but it goes on and provides that if the packer is dissatis-
fied with the decision, he appeals it, and it goes to the circuit
court of appeals, and the circuit court of appeals takes it up
and has a hearing. If that court finds that the matter has not
been tried properly, if it finds that the commissioner has not
done the right thing, it orders it back to the commissioner and
orders him to take more testimony. It practically orders a
new trial, and the case goes back, and new testimony is taken,
and it comes back again to the court. If the court finds it all
“right, the court approves it to begin with. If the court finds
there is nothing to it, that the commissioner is wrong, the court
dismisses it and the man goes free. He has never been in jail.
He has never been in the shadow of a jail. No rule or regula-
tion has ever clouded his countenance.

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

Mr. NORRIS. I do.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I make the request of the Senator with
a good deal of hesitancy, because I do not really feel competent
to discuss the legal phase of the bill ; but may I ask the Senator
this question: Has the circuit court of appeals any jurisdiction
over the reasonableness of the rule laid down by the commis-
sioner?

Mr. NORRIS. Let us see what the statute says.
ing part of section 21 now, at the bottom of page 44:

No such ofder of the commissioner shall be modified or set aside by
the circuit court of appeals unless it is shown by the packer or operator
that the order iz unsupported by the welght of the evidence or was
issued without due notice and a reasonable opportunity having been
afforded to such packer or operator for a hearing, or infringes the Con-
stitution of the United States, or ig beyond the jurisdiction of the com-
missioner.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. Now, I am not referring to the
order, but I am referring to the original rule. Suppose the
commmissioner—now, this may be an exaggerated illustration ;
I do not mean to have it taken word for word, but this point is
brought up, I think, in the question of the Senator from Oregon
in a way; perhaps he had it in mind—suppose the commissioner
issues a rule or regulation which imposes an almost impossible
condition of affairs upon a man engaged in one of these busi-
nesses, The man violates that rule. The commissioner then
gives him a hearing, and it is proved upon the hearing to the
commnrissioner’s satisfaction that the man has violated the rule,
Then may the business man appeal to the court, and bring be-
fore the court the question as to whether that original rule is
not an utterly impossible thing? 5

Mr. NORRIS. Taking the Senator’s illustration, it seems to
me that if T were the judge, and the commissioner had made
that kind of a rule, I would hold that it was beyond the jurisdie-
tion of the cominissioner. The commissioner can not make a
rule that is impossible of performance, and no court would hesi-
tate to set it aside or to hold that he had no jurisdiction to try
a man for a rule that he had no right to make in the first place.
If the rule was contrary to the law, if it infringed the statute,
of course he would have no right to make it. He can not make a
rule that is contradictory to the law. He can not require a
man to perform an impossibility ; and, in my humble judgment,
if the rule were of such a nature that it appeared to have
been made for the purpose of making it difficult to comply with
it, the court would set it aside, or at least it would give all
kinds of opportunity to be heard on it and to carry it out.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Then the Senator thinks that that
phrase, on page 48, line 4, “ beyond the jurisdiction of the com-
missioner,” is the saving phrase in that case?

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, no; I do not think so. I think they are
all saving phrases. * Infringes the Constitution of the United
States ” is another one. I think that would be true if it were
not put in the law. I do not think that adds anything to it.

AMr. WADSWORTH. As the Senator knows, sometimes with

I am read-

the best of intent a Government official will issue a regulation,
and it may be possible to comply with it, but ecompliance with it
imposes such conditions upon the business itself as to discour-
age anybody from going on with the business.
such rulings.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I concede that.

I have heard of

Mr. WADSWORTH. After much argument and trouble, and
the employment of attorneys, and hearings and rehearings, gen-
erally those rules are finally modified if there is nothing to the
contrary in the statute itself. My ecriticism of this would he—
and it is the criticism of a layman, may I again assure the
Senator—that the court is not specifically authorized to pnss
upon the reasonableness of the rule itself.

Mr. NORRIS. I shall have no objection, so far as I am con-
cerned, if the Senator will propose an amendment to provide
for that. I realize, as I have said before—I do not want any-
body to misunderstand me—that in order to earry out this kind
of a law we must confer upon somebody power and authority
that can be abused. Why, Mr. President, that is true of every
executive officer that we have., The President of the United
States, if he wanted to, could get us into war with any country
on earth in less than 30 days, and we could not help ourselves,
Everybody knows that. Why, if we were making a constitu-
tion, and we were as solicitous about the people as some peo-
ple are about the packers when we pass a law, we would say,
“You must not have a President, because he is liable to be a
malicious fool, and to run us into war'"; and you could not
deny it. He might be. There is not a judge on the bench any-
where in any United States court or State court but that could
send innocent men to jail and to prison. Sometimes they do
it, I think; but shall we abolish our judicial system because of
that? When you give a man power, he may abuse it; I do not
care what it is. We have tried to safeguard this power; and
I will support any amendment which, without taking away
the power to make a proper, honest investigation of the packers,
will protect every innocent, honest man anywhere and every-
where.

Mr. President, I am not through, but I want to be able to
finish, and probably it might be as well now as at any time,
since I happen to have that part of the bill before me, to take
up an amendment on page 42. I think there will be no objec-
tion from any quarter. It is in reality a committee amend-
ment. This language I am moving to strike out appeared twice
in the bill, and was to be stricken out in both places, but I find
that when it was printed it was only stricken out in one place.
The amendment is on page 42, line 7, after the word * court,”
to strike out these avords: ;

Each day dvring any rt of which a condition, practice, omission,
or course of actlon punishable under this section is maintained or con-
tinued shall constitute a separate violation thereof and shall be pun-
ished as a separate offense,

I move to strike out those words.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. NORRIS. Now, Mr. President, before the Senate re-
cesses, I would like to say, particularly to the Senator from
New York [Mr. WAapsworTH], who has made a suggestion about
the reasonableness of rules that the commissioner can make,
if there is any danger in it which ought to be corrected, the
committee will not object to any amendment which will make
it certain.

Personally, I think that one of the vital things in this legis-
lation is the taking away of the jurisdiction of the Federal
Trade Commission, and if the Senate committee bill is not
agreed to I shall move to amend section 405 of the House bill
by striking out of said section paragraph (b), which is the one
I read at the beginning of my remarks, which takes away the
jurisdiction of the Federal Trade Commission, and in lieu
thereof inserting the following:

Nothing in this act shall affect or take away any of the powers or
jurisdiction of the Federal Trade Commission,

I think I will offer in effect the same amendment as to see-
tion 5 of the Senate committee bill, to strike out the section
and insert the same language. If I offer those amendinents,
they will not be committee amendments; they will come from
me personally, I offered an amendment to that effect in the
committee and it was defeated.

Mr., McCORMICK. Mr, President, I should like to ask the
Senator if he thinks there is any prospect of a conflict of
jurisdiction between the Department of Agriculture and the
Federal Trade Commission?

Mr. NORRIS. No. The Senate committee bill as it now
reads gives to the Secretary of Agriculture the authority to
call on the Federal Trade Commission to make an investiga-
tion any time he wants to on any of these matters, and that
part of it received his approval, I understand, It is a difficult
matter to know just the right thing to do, and there will be
instances, if we pass either the Senate committee bill or the
House bill, when there will probably be nobody who will in-
vestigate; and that is the reason I am so jealous to retain the
administration and the authority of the Federal Trade Com-
mission,
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T4t us take an instance. Suppose the Federal Trade Com-
mission are investigating the complaint of one manufacturer
of clothing against another for unfair competition, which is
one of the common kinds of work they do. That clothing
is muude of wool, which comes from sheep, and that in turn
comes through the packers. There would be a very serious
question, if we should pass the House bill, as to whether the
Federal Trade Commission would be allowed to make that
investigation, because wool is one of the by-products of the
packing industry, and the jurisdietion is given to the Secretary
of Agriculture by the House bill and to the commissioner by
the Senate committee bill.

thority to ask the Federal Trade Commission to make an in-
vestigation, and they could do it then and save the situation.
But these things overlap, and I am afraid there is grave dan-
ger that the jurisdiction of the Federal Trade Commission in

various things that are on the first blush not connected with |

the meat-packing Industry will be affected and taken away, and
1 ask Senators to consider that seriously.

Mr. CARAWAY. Under the Senate committee bill the by- |

products are no longer under the control of the Secretary or
the commissioner after they cease to be the property of the
packer. So, under the Senate committee bill that conflict can
not arise.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, it was desired by a good
many Senators who are anxious to get away to-morrow that we
vote on this bill to-morrow, but in consultation with several
Senators who are interested in the matter we have reached the
conclusion that it will be an impossibility to get a quorum to-
night, and hence it would be useless to make the request. But
I give notice now that to-morrow when we convene I shall
try tc get an agreement for a final vote on the bill, not so
much on my own account as on the sccount of several Senators
who are anxious to get away.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senate will recess to-night instead of
adjourning?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I shall ask that a recess be taken.

Mr. KENYON. I ask leave to have printed m the REcorp,
in parallel columns, an analysis of the bill as it passed the
House and the Senate committee bill, with the material pointis
of difference. I think it may be helpful to Senators in studying
the bills. While I did not prepare this myself, it Las been
prepured by a gentleman in whom I have confidence,

Mr. NORRIS. Instead of putting it in the Recorp will not
the Senator have it printed in bill form? I had that done with
a compilation I had, but the work was of no consequence what-
ever, because the parallel columns were printed just as the bills
run, and the subjects were not put opposite each other. The
Senator from Iowa has it properly arranged, I undersiand.

Mr, KENYON. It takes up each section and compares it
with the corresponding section in the other bill, and there is a
short résumé. I ask that it be printed in the REecorbp.

Mr. McCORMICK. Do the corresponding sections appear op-
[:Losilteuq,ne another irrespective of their numerical sequence in
the hill?

Mr. KENYON. Yes; that was attempted.

Mr. McCORMICK. That seems to be important for our
understanding of the matter.

Mr. KENYON. It is not a perfect paper, but it will be
helpful.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from Iowa?

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered
to be printed in the Recorn, as follows:

SENATE AND Housk Packer Birvs,
MATERIAL POINTS OF DIFFERENCE.

The Senate committee bill goes so |
far as to give the Secretary of Agriculture the right and_au- |

HOUSE BILL.

(1) In addition to cattle,
sheep, and swine, which are
covered by the Senate bill, in-
clndes—

(n) Horses, mules, and goats.

(bh) When handled in con-
nection with the packer busi-
ness, dairy products, poultry,
poultry products, and eggs.

BENATE EILL.

(1) Forbids any packer, after
two years from date the act
becomes effective, owning or
controlling or having any in-
terest in any stockyard, di-
rectly or indirectly, by com-
munity of stock ownership, or
otherwise, unless the commis-
sioner shall find that such own-
ership or control or interest is
not in violation of the purposes
of the act or that the packer
has been unable, despite due
diligence, to dispose of such
ownership or control or inter-
esf, in which case he may ex-
tend the period.

(2) Does not apply to stock-
yards having an area of less
than 20,000 square feet. The
Senate bill applies to all

(3) Forbids rebates, but ex-
pressly provides that this shall
not prohibit a cooperative asso-
ciation of producers from bona
fide returning to its members,
on a patronage basis, its ex-
cess earnings on their live
stock, subject to such regula-
tions as the Secretary may
prescribe. The Senate bill does
not contain this provision.

(4) Forbids, as to packers,
undue preference to any person
or locality. The Senate bill
does not have this provision.

(5) Makes it unlawful for
any market agency or dealer to
carry on his business at a
stockyard which the Secretary
finds subject to the act, unless
he registers with the Secre-
tary his name and address,
character of business, and
kind of services. The Senate
bill provides for voluntary reg-
istration, as will be indicated
below.

(2) Confers investigational
authority not contained in-the
House bill and broader than
the authority in the annual ap-

propriation act. The provi-
sion is:
Sec. 6. The commissioner,

upon his own initiative or in
cooperation with existing gov-
ernmental agencies, shall in-
vestigate and ascertain the de-
mand for, the supply, consump-
tion costs, and prices of, and
all other facts relating to, the
ownership, production, trans-
portation, manufacture, stor- -
age, handling, or distribution
of live stock or live-stock prod-
ucts, including operations of
and the ownership of stock-
yards, He shall likewise com-
pile and furnish to producers,
consumers, or distributors, by
means of regular and special
reports, or by such other meth-
ods as he Ceems most effective,
information respecting the con-
dition of the live-stock market
and the supply, demand, prices,
and other conditions affecting
the market.

(3) Forbids conspiracy to
prevent any person from com-
peting. This provision is not
in the House bill,

(4) Preserves the powers,
rights, duoties, and obligations
of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion act for the purposes of
this act, but terminates the au-
thority of the Federal Trade
Commission with respect to
live stock and live-stock prod-
ucts except where the commis-
sion is directed to make an in-
vestigation by the President,
the Seeretary of Agriculture,
or either branch of Congress.

(5) Provides for voluntary
registration of packers and
operators. They are entitled to
registration if—

(a) The location, character,
and extent of their accommo-
dations and facilities are found
suitable and adequate for the
proper conduct of their busi-
ness.

(b) Their financial re
sources, credit, and standing
are sufficient to assure safe
conduct of the husiness.

(e) They agree to comply
with and abide by the require-
ments of this provision and the
rules, regulations, and orders
of the commissioner.

Every registrant s required
to conduct his business in a
just, fair, and efficient manner
and to keep accounts and rec-
ords and submit reports to the
comissioner. The reports
shall be open to public inspec-
tion. The commissioner may
make inspections of the places
of business and operation of
registrants.
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(6) Provides that the au-
thority which it confers as to
interstate commerce may be
exercised as (o commerce
wholly within the State when
this is for the pro-
tection of interstate commerce.
This provision is not in the
Senate bill, but probably would
follow as a matter of law, any-
way, under the Supreme Court
decisions,

(7) Requires stockyard own-
ers and market agencies to file
with the Secretary, and print
and keep open to public in-
spection at the stockyard,
schedules showing =all rates
and charges for stockyard serv-
ices, and authorizes the Secre-
tary to prescribe the form of
schedules.

(8) (a) Forbids any changes
in the scheduled rates or
charges except after 10 days’
notice to the Secretary and to
the public, filed and published
as required with respect to the
original schedule.

(b) The motice must plainly
state the proposed changes and
the time they are to go into
effect.

(e) The Secretary is au-
thorized, for good cause shown,
to allow the changes on less
than 10 days' notiece.

(¢1) Upon the filing of sched-
ules for new rates or charges
or o new regulation er practiee
affecting them, the Secretary,

In return for submitting
themselves to the regulations
prescribed for registrants, the
commissioner is required to do
the following things for them:

(a) Furnish to them reports
embodying existing knowledge
of satisfactory and economical
applicants and methods of
food preservation by cold stor-
age, freezing, cooking, dehy-
dration, or otherwise, and of
all improvements in the art,
and to detail experienced per-
sons to advise them.

(b) Cooperate with them in
procuring adequate services by
common carriers,

(¢) Furnish to them all
available information as to
supplies of foodstuffs handled
by them, and the location and
movement and transportation
costs of such foodstufls.

(d) Provide, when requested,
for inspection of live stock,
live-stock products, or perish-
able foodstuffs, received or dis-
tributed by them, to determine
and certify the quality, quan-
tity, or condition thereof. Any
such certificate is made prima
facie evidence in any of the
conrts.

Any certificate of registra-
tion may be revoked by the
commissioner for violation of
the law or any rule, regulation,
or order thereunder, and it is
made a misdemeanor for a per-
son to forge, alter, coun t,
or, without proper authority,
use any certificnte of regisira-
tion. - :

(6) Does not contain a pro-
vision profecting cooperative
associations of producers.

(7T) Penalizes false eniries,
false statements in o return or
report required by the act, al-
tering accounts or records, ob-
structing Government agents in
performing their duties, failure
to answer under oath, or other-
wise, correctly, all questions
being investigated under the
act, or to produce records.

either upon complaint or his
own initiative, upon reasonable
notice, may order a hearing
concerning the lawfulness of
the rate, charge, regulation, or
practice, and, pending the hear-
ing, upon filing with the sched-
ule or delivering to the person
filing it a statement in writ-
ing of his reasons, may sus-
pend the operation of the
schedule and defer the use of
the rate, charge, regulation, or
practice for not more than 30
days beyond the time when it
would go into effect, and may,
extend the suspension for 30-
day periods until the hearing
can be concluded., After the
hearing the Secretary may
make an order finding the rate
unreasonable and prescribing a
reasonable rate.

(9) Authorizes the Secretary
to apply for an injunction to
restrain the violation of an
order appealed to the cirenif
court of appeals,

(10) Authorizes the Secre-
tary to investigate any com-
plaint and make an award of
damages for the recovery of
which suit is authorized to be
instituted.

POINTS IN COMMON,

Both bills prohibit—

(1) As to packers:

(a) Unfair, unjustly discriminatory, or deceptive practices
or devices.

{b) Apportioning the supply by interdealing to restrain come
merce or create monopoly.

(e) Manipulation of prices by interdealing.

{d) Conspiracy to do any of these things,

(2) As to operators:

Unreasonable rates or charges and unfair or unjustly dis-
criminatory or deceptive practices or devieces.

Both require, as to operators, the keeping of accounts and
records and authorize uniform methods to be prescribed.

Both provide for the filing of complaints against packers or
operators, the holding of hearings, and the issuing of orders to
desist from any unjust practice or collecting any unreasonable
charge, for appeals to the circuit court of appeals from any
order, and for review ultimately by the Supreme Court. Both
make the decree of the cireuit court of appeals affirming or
modifying an order operative as an injunction pending final
determination by the Supreme Court, if it is carried that far.

Both penalize the violation of an order which has become
final through failure to take an appeal or by affirmance or
modification by the appellate court, if not carried to the Su-
preme Court, or upon affirmance by the Supreme Court.

Both provide for compulsory attendance of witnesses and
production of records, ete,

ADMINISTRATION.

The House bill provides that The Senate bill is to be ad-
it shall be administered by the ministered by a Federal live-
Secretary of Agriculture, stock commissioner, to be ap-

pointed by the Secretary at a
salary of $7,500 per annum,
and the commissioner is to
enforee the act under the di-
rection of the Secretary, and
may be removed by the Presi-
dent or by concurrent resolu-
tion of Congress for ineffi-
ciency, neglect of duty, or mal-
feasance in office.

The ecommissioner is an-
thorized to appoint such offi-
cers, employees, and agents
and to make such expenditures
to carry on his business as
may be necessary, the appoint-
ments to be made under civil-
gervice rules.
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WHO 18 REGULATED.

HOUSE BILL.

Packers : Meaning persons en-
gaged in the business of—

(1) Buying cattle, sheep,
swine, horses, mules, or goats
for slaughter.

(2) Manufacturing or pre-
paring meats and all edible
products and by-products of the
slaughtering and meat-packing
industry for sale or shipment.

(3) Manufacturing or pre-
paring products and by-prod-
ucts, other than meats and
edible meat-food products, of
the slaughtering and meat-
packing industry for sale or
shipment.

(4) Marketing meats, meat-
food products, live-stock prod-
uets, dairy products, poultry,
poultry products, and eggs.

Note: Certain exceptions in
the definition of packers ex-
clude from the operation of the
bill persons engaged in manu-
facturing, preparing, or mar-

keting live-stock  products,
meats, meat-food products,
dairy products, eggs, etc,

where they do not also buy
live stock for slaughter or man-
ufacture or prepare meats or
meat-food products for sale or
shipment and have not more
than a certain percentage of
financial interest in the buying
of live stock for slaughter, and
manufacturing or preparing
meats or meat-food products
for sale or shipment.
Stockyard owners, market
agencies, and dealers: Meaning
persons engaged in the business
of conducting or operating a
stockyard, persons engaged in
the business of buying or selling
live stock at a stockyard on a
commission basis or furnishing
stockyard services, and per-
sons not a market agency but
who are engaged in the busi-
ness of buying or selling live
stock at a stockyard either on
their own account or as em-
ployees or agents of the vendor
or purchaser.
ACTS MADE

HOUSE BILL,

Packers shall not—

(1) Engage in any unfair
practices,

(2) Make or give undue
preferences to any person or
locality.

(3) Apportion among them-
gelves the supply if the effect
is to restrain commerce or cre-
ate a monopoly.

(4) Manipulate or control
prices or create a monopoly by
selling to or buying from any
othier person or by any other
means.

(5) Conspire, combine, or

agree with any other person to

SENATE BILL,

Packers : Meaning persons en-
gaged in the business of slaugh-
tering cattle, sheep, and swine
or preparing products and by-
products of the slaughtering
and meat-packing industry de-
rived from cattle, sheep, and
swine and owned or controlled
by the packer, for sale, and
persons engaged in the busi-
ness of marketing these prod-
ucts as a subgidiary of or an
adjunct to any such slaughter-
ing or preparing business,

Operators : Meaning persons
engaged in the business of con-
ducting or operating a stock-
yard in which cattle, sheep,
and swine are handled, and
any trader or commissgion man
or other person performing
services with respect to cattle,
sheep, and swine handled in
or in connection with a stock-
yard.

UNLAWFUL,
SENATE BILL.

Packers shall not—

(1) Engage in any unfair or
deceptive practice or device.

(2) Apportion supply or un-
reasonably affect prices or cre-
ate monopoly by interdealing.

(3) Engage in business of
purchasing, manufacturing,
storing, or selling foodstufts
other than live-stock products,
where the effect may be sub-
stantially to lessen competition
or restrain commerce or tend
to create a monopoly.

(4) Conspire, combine, or
agree to apportion territory or
purchases or sales of live stock
or live-stock products or to
control prices thereof, or to do
any act to prevent any person
from competing with them.

(5) Do or abet any forbid-
den act,

do any of the foregoing forbid-
den acts.

(8) Tail to obey any order
of the Secretary of Agriculture
to desist from violating the act
when such order, because of
no appeal or upor appeal and
affirmance, becomes final.

Stockyard owners and market
agencies shall not—

(1) Make any unjust, unrea-
sonable, or discriminatory rate
or charge for stockyard serv-
ices.

(2) Make changes in rates
or charges filed and published
by them except after 10 days’
notice to the Secretary and to
the publie.

(3) Establish, observe, or en-
force unjust, unreasonable, or
diseriminatory regulations or
practices.

(4) Make any rate, charge,
regulation, or practice which
shall cause any undue or un-
reasonable advantage, preju-
dice, or preference as between
persons or localities in intra-
state, intersfate, or foreign
commerce.

(5) Carry on business until
their rates and charges have
been filed and published.

(6) Charge, demand, or col-
lect a greater or less or differ-
ent compensation than the
rates and charges specified.

(7) Rebate; but cooperaiive
associations of producers may,
in good faith, return to their
members, on a patronage basis,
excess earnings on their live
stock, subject to regulation by
the Secretary of Agriculture.

(8) Extend to any person
any services not specified in
their schedules.

Stockyard owners, market
agencies, or dealers shall not—

(1) Engage in or use any
unfair, unjustly diserimina-
tory, or deceptive practice or
device in connection with the
receiving, marketing, feeding,
watering, holding, delivery,
shipment, weighing, or han-
dling of live stock.

(2) Fail to keep such uac-
counts, records, and inemo-
randa as prescribed by the
Secretary of Agriculture.

Market agencies and dealers
shall not carry on their busi-
ness at any stockyard until
they have registered wiilh the
Secretary their name, address,
and character of business.

(6) Own, control, or have
any interest in any stockyard,
after two years from the ef-
fective date of the act, unless
the commissioner shall deter-
mine that such ownership or
control or interest is not in
violation cf the purposes of the
act or that the packer has
been unable, with due dili-
gence, to dispose thereof, in
which ecase the commissioner
may extend the period during
which it may continue.

Operators shall not engage
in any unfair or deceptive
practice or device, or charge,
collect, receive, or demand any
unreasonable charge or rate
for any service performed.
Packers and operators shall
not—

(1) Fail or refuse to make
full and true entries in their
accounts and records,

(2) Make false entries in
their acconnts or records.

(3) Alter, mutilate, cancel,
or destroy any account or rec-
ord.

(4) Make any false or fraud-
ulent statement in a return or
report required by the act.

(53) Hinder, obstruct, or re-
sist Government agents in per-
formance of their duties.

(6) I'ail to answer under
oath or otherwise correctly all
questions being investigated
under the act or to produce
books, papers, records, and
correspondence.

(7) Fail to obey any order
of the commissioner to desist
from violating the act when
such order, because of no ap-
peal or upon appeal and af-
firmance, becomes final,
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BY WHOM EXFORCED,

YOUSE BILL,
By the Secretary of Agricul-
ture;

SENATE BILL.
By the Federal Live Stock

Commissioner, appointed by
the President at $7,500 per
year.

The commissioner is to en-
force the act under the direc-
tion of the Secretary of Agri-
culture and may be removed by
the President or by concur-
rent resolution of Congress for
inefficiency, neglect of duty, or
malfeasance in office.

The commissioner is author-
ized to appoint such officers,
employees, and agents in the
District of Columbia and else-
where and to make such ex-
penditures for carrying on his
business as may be necessary,
all such appointments to be
made under civil-service rules.

The commissioner’s prinei-
pal office shall be in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, but he may
exercise his powers at any
other place,

POWERS CONFERRED.

HOUSE BILL.

The Secretary of Agriculture
may order any stockyard owner,
market agency, or dealer to dis-
continue any unfair, unjustly
discriminatory, or deceptive
practice or device.

In addition to penalties for
failure to comrply with the
order, the Secretary or any
party injured thereby may
apply to the proper Federal
court in an appropriate action
for enforcement of the order.

The Secretary, upon com-
plaint or upon his own initia-
tive, may enter upon a hearing
concerning the lawfulness of
any rate, charge, regulation, or
practice of a stockyard owner
or market agency, and may sus-
pend the operation thereef for
30 days, and after full hearing
thereon he may order the same
permanently disecontinued.

Upon complaint of any per-
son of anything done or omitted
to be done as reguired by the
aet by a stockyard owner, nrar-
ket agency, or dealer, the See-
retary of Agriculture shall re-
quire the stockyard owner, mar-
ket agency, or dealer to file an
answer, and the Secretary shall
make such investigation as
may be necessary, and if he
finds that the complainant is
entitled to an award of dam-
ages he shall make an order di-
recting that it be paid. The
person in whose favor an award
is made may institute suit
thereon in either the Federal
or State courts. The findings
and orders of the Secretary of
Agriculture are made prinm
facie evidence of the facts
therein stated.

The Secretary of Agriculture
may cooperate with any de-
partment or agency of the Gov-
ernment, any State, Territory,
or District or possession, or de-
partment, agency, or political
subdivision thereof, or any per-

SENATE BILL,

All powers, rights, remedies,
duties, and obligations con-
ferred and required by the
Federal Trade Commission
aet are reserved to the Federal
live stoek eommissioner, the
courts, and all persons affected
by this act, except as modified
by this act,

The commissioner himself,
or in cooperation with existine
governmental agencies, is re-
quired to investigate and as-
certain the demand for, sup-
ply, consumption eosts, prices
of, and all other facts relat-
ing to ewnership, production,
transportation, manufacture,
storage, handling, or distribu-
tion of live stock or live-stock
products, including operations
of and ownership of stoek-
yards.

The commissioner shall com-
pile and furnish to producers,
consumers, or distributors, by
means of regular and special
reports, or otherwise, as he
may deem effective, informa-
tion respecting the condition of
the live-stock market, the sup-
ply, demand, prices, and other
conditions affecting the mar-
ket.

The commissioner may com-
pel attendance and testimony
of witnesses relating te any
of his investigations, and he
or any examiner designated hy
him may issue subpenas and
If the pew-

administer oaths.

son in the enforcement of the
act,

The Secretary of Agricul-
ture shall serve a complaint
in writing upon any packer
who he has reason to believe
has violated, or is violating,
any of the provisions of the
act applieable to packers, and
may require the packer to at-
tend and testify. The packer
shall be heard in person or by
attorney and may introduce
witnesses. Any person, for
good cause shown, may be al-
lowed to intervene,

Whenever the Secretary of
Agriculture is of opinion that
any rate, charge, regulation, or
practice of a stockyard owner
or market agency is or will bhe
unjust, unreasonable, or dis-
criminatory, he may—

(1) Determine and prescribe
what will be the just and rea-
sonable rate or charge to be ob-
served thereafter and what
regulation or practice is or will
be just, reasonable, and non-
discriminatory and thereafter
followed.

(2) Order such
operator
violation.

The Secretary of Agricni-
ture may require stockyard
owners and market agencies,
in their schedules, to state
plainly their rates and charges
in detail, and may prescribe
the form and manner in which
they shall be stated.

If the Seeretary finds that
the packer has violated, or 13
violating the provisions of the
act, he shall make his findings
accordingly, and shall order
the packer to cease and desist.
Such order shall be final and
conclusive on the packer un-
less within 30 days the packer
appeals to the cirenit court of
appeals for the ecirenit in
which his principal place of
business is located.

When notified by the clerk
of the cireuit court of appeals,
the Secretary of Agriculture
shall certify to the court all
the papers in the case, and en
application of the Seeretary at
any time thereafter, the court
may issue a temporary in-
junetion against the packer.
Additional testimony may be
taken on order of the eireuit
court of appeals, and such tes-
timony shall be eertified to the
court by the Seeretary when
taken. The decree of the cir-
cuit eourt of appeals, If ad-
verse lo the packer, operates
as an injunetion.

The packer may remove the
case to the Supreme Court of

owner or
to discontinue such

son  summoned disobeys the
subpena, the commissioner
may invoke the aid of the Fed-
eral courts to require attend-
ance and testimony and pro-
duction of books, papers, etc.
Witnesses shall receive the
same fees and mileage as in
the United States courts.

The commissioner, with the
approval of the Secretary of
Agriculture, shall make such
rules, regulations, and orders
as are necessary to carry out
the act, and may ecooperate
with any department or agency
of the Government, or any
State or political subdivision
thereof, or with any person.

The commissioner, with the
approval of the Secretary of
Agriculture, shall fix fair and
reasonable practices, charges,
and rates te be observed by
operators,

The commissioner nmy pre-
seribe uniform systems of ae-
counts and records to be kept
by packeis and operators, and
he and his agents may enter
and inspect the place of busi-
ness of the pucker or operator
and examine their books and
records.

The eommissioner may order
any packer or operator to cease
violating any provisions of the
act, er rule, regulation, or
order thereunder. Such ordepr
shall be final and conclusive
unless within 80 days an appeal
ig taken to the circuit court of
appeals in which their prin-
cipal place of business is
situate.

The clerk of the court shall
notify the conmmissioner as soon
as appeal is taken, and the
commissioner shall forthwith
send to the court all the papers
in the case. The couryr may
order the taking of additional
evidence, and the commissioner
shall transmit the additional
evider<e to the court, If the
decree of the court is adverse
to the paeker or operator, it
chall operate as an injuonetion,

The packer or operator may
have ihe case removed to the
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Supreme Court of the United
States on a writ of certiorari
if such writ is applied for with-
in 60 days.

the United States on a writ of
certiorari within 60 days.

Stockyards which do not
embrace more than 20,000
square feet, exclusive of runs,
alleys, and passageways, are
not included in the act, and
the Secretary is required to
ascertain what stockyards are
'subject to regulation and to
‘give publie notice thereof.

VOLUNTARY REGISTRATION OF PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS,

The Senate bill contains a title designated as above. The
House bill contains nothing like it,

This title, as its heading implies, is not compulsory. The
persons engaged in the businesses covered thereby may or may
not take advantage thereof, as they see fit, If they do take
advantage of this provision, they receive from the Federal
Live Stock Commissioner a certificate of registration to engage
in or carry on that particular business, and they thereby re-
ceive the benefits intended to be conferred thereby.

The husinesses covered are the conduct or operation of
stockyards, the slaughtering of live stock, and the processing,
preserving, or storing of live-stoek products or perishable food-
stuffs,

They are entitled to registration if—

(1) The location, character, and extent of their accommo-
dations and facilities are found suitable and adequate for the
proper conduct of their business.

(2) Their financial resources, credit, and standing are suffi-
cient to assure safe conduct of the business.

(3) They agree to comply with and abide by the require-
ments of this title and the rules, regulations, and orders of
the commissioner.

Every registrant is required to conduet his business in a
just, fair, and eflicient manner, and to keep accounts and
records and submit reports to the commissioner. The reports
shall be open to public imspection. The commissioner may
make inspections of the places of business and operation of
registrants.

In return for submitting themselves to the regulations pre-
scribed by this title, the commissioner is required fo do the
following things for registrants:

(1) Furnish to them reports embodying existing knowledge
of satisfactory and economical applicants and methods of food
preservation by cold storage, freezing, cooking, dehydration, or
otherwise, and of all improvements in the art, and to detail
experienced persons to advise them,

(2) Cooporate with them in procuring adequate services by
common carriers,

(3) Furnish to them all available information as to supplies
of foodstuffs handled by them, and the location and movement
and tation costs of such foodstuffs.

(4) Provide, when requested, for inspection of live stock,
live-stock products, or perishable foodstuffs, received or dis-
tributed by them, to determine and certify the gquality, quantity,
or conditien thereof, Any such certificate is made prima facie
evidence in any of the courts.

Any certificate of registration may be revoked by the eom-
missioner for violation of the law or any rule, regulation, or
order thereunder, and it is made a misdemeanor for a person
to forge, alter, counterfeit, or, without proper authority, use
any certificate of registration.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I offer two amendments, which I would
like to have printed and lie on the table. I wish to call the
attention of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] and the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. KExvoN] and other Senators interested
in the bill to one of the amendments, The Seeretary need not
read them.

The one to which T eall attention is on page 30, commencing
in line 22, The bill now reads:

The term * operator " means any person engaged in the business of
conducting or operating a stockyard in which live stock is handled in
commerce. .

So far, so good; we all know what that means. Then it
goes on:

And nnuy trader or commission man or
ices wholly or partly in commerce with
in or in conmection with a stockyard.

My amendment is to strike out the words * trader or,” and I
have this thought to suggest to the Senator: If the bill means
what I think it does it means to apply the term * operator”
to a trader who is performing services, and traders do not per-
form services, I think there is a misunderstanding about what
a trader is in the stockyards. A trader is a man who buys

othe rson performing serv-
mp&c?eto live stock handled

cattle in the yards on his own account and for his own profit
and sells the cattle, if he chooses to sell them, to anybody. The
bill does not defing the word * trader.” If the word “ trader™
means what I think the committee thought it meant—that is,
\any man who makes it a business to buy and sell cattle in the
' stockyards—it will include thousands: upon thousands of or-
dinary cattle producers.

Mr. KENDRICK. My, President, I ask the Senator from New
York if he does not believe that there should be some definition
of what are known as “ sealpers ” and “ traders™ in the yards,
those who make a business of speculating and dealing in live
stock in the yards?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have given a lot of thought to that,
and having been in the yards a good deal myself, I do not see
how you can draw a definition to include the people to whom
the Senator refers without including every man who buys or
sells cattle,

Mr, KENDRICK., Does not the Senator believe that the defi-
nition might be narrowed to those who make that their principal
business and confine their operations largely to the stockyards?
I have asked the gquestion for very good reasons.

As the Senator knows, some of the bitterest complaints that
have arisen in connection with dealings in the stockyards have
been directed at this very agency, as we call it in the bill, of
buying and selling on speculation.

Mr. WADSWORTH. They do not buy and sell for specula-
tion., They pay cash.

Mr. KENDRICK. Ob, yes, That is what I mean. There is
just that difference of meaning in the same thing. I spoke of
the men who for profit.

Mr, WADSWORTH. We all do that.

Mr. KENDRICK, There has been continuous complaint, and
some of the Senator's very good friends who are connected with
the packing-house industry have told me personally that there
are great abuses existing in places, in spite of the fact that
ordinarily they perform a very useful function. The supposi-
tion is that they take up the surplus when there is a surplus,
and carry it over to days on which there is a shortage.

While they do perform this useful function there has been
bitter complaint, as I have stated, of irregularities on the part
of those traders and scalpers in their dealings with the commis-
sion firms of the yards?

Mr, WADSWORTH. With the commission firms?

Mr, KENDRICK. Yes; unfair practices between the two.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have never heard that. I do not
understand how that can happen.

Mr, KENDRICK. Those complaints have come to me in ¢on-
nection with the matter.

Mr. WADSWORTH. It might very well be true that some
commission men would like to drive them out of business be-
cause they compete with them.

Mr, KENDRICK. I think the commission men find them to
be a very useful part of the trade. As I said, under legiti-
mate conditions, it is a desirable part of the whole system.
There is no question abount that., The only difference between
myself and the Senator from New York is that I would limit
the definition so as not to include the man who comes into
the yard and makes his purchases and goes away with them,
but the man who goes there and sfays there and trades and
makes it a part of his business should by all means be included
in the provisions of the bill

Mr. WADSWORTH. If the Senator desires to do that, his
bill does not accomplish if, because the bill applies, under the
term “ operator,” only to traders who are performing a service.
Traders do not perform any service.

Mr. NORRIS. They are supposed to perform service.

Mr. WADSWORTH. For whom?

Mr, KENDRICK. That is frue, and I have had it called to
my attention before.

~Mr. WADSWORTH. The phrase “performing a service,”
may I say to the Senator from Nebraska, means a service in a
representative capaecity for some other person. A commission
man performs a gervice. The stockyards management performs
a service. It sells services or facilities.

The commission man sells his selling ability, his skill, to
the owner of the cattle and aects as his agent; he performs
services for the owner of the cattle in selling them. The trader,
however, serves no one. He acts entirely on his own account,

Mr. KENDRICK. Yes; that is true.

Mr. WADSWORTH. He represenfs no one but himself,
Take the man who makes it a practice—and there are many
hundreds of those people, though some of these things are not
very pretty to talk about—to buy the dead hogs that are
oceasionally, in fact quite offen, found in the pens. He is
known iun business as a trader, but he does not serve anybody.
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He buys the carcasses and sells them to rendering companies
outside the yards.

Mr. McCORMICK. Does he not buy live stock?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am speaking of just the one kind of
trnder. That is an example. There is another kind of so-
called trader, and I agree with the Senator that they are most
valuable for the yards. If I may inject a personal note I have
often dealt with them. Another kind of traders, and an over-
whelming majority of them are most responsible people, make
it a business to go into the yards themselves and buy loads of
cattle for their own account, not for anyone else, not perform-
ing any service to any one else.. They take title to the cattle.
Then an outside buyer, like myself or the Senator from Wyom-
ing, arrives, looking for a certain kind of animal that he wants
to buy. He may ask the commission man if they have a load or
two of that type, and he may not be able to find among them
just what he wants. He will encounter the trader, and ask the
so-called trader, “ Have you anything of the kind I am looking
for?” The trader then says, *“I think I have, Come around
to pen No. 225 with me,” and he sees the cattle, and buys them
from him: that is all. On the other hand, the trader may take
those cattle which he purchases and ship them out into the
country to fill an order placed with him by a feeder 500 miles
away. He sells them. He is not performing a service.

Mr. CARAWAY, Will the Senator from New York permit me
just a moment?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Certainly.

Mr. CARAWAY. Does not the Senator think, looking at the
entire phrase * performing services wholly or partly in com-
merce,” that it gives a different meaning? Does he not per-
form a service in commerce although he is not serving any in-
dividual? He is a part of the machinery by which the stock
moves from the producer to the final consumer, and he thereby
does perform a service in commerce. That is what the phrase

=ays.

Mr., WADSWORTH. Then, if that is the construction of it,
any man who buys and sells cattle anywhere is performing a
service in commerce.

Mr, CARAWAY. No: because he must buy or sell in a stock-
vard and perform a service in commerce.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Would the Senator say that when I go
to the stockyards to buy some cattle, which, I may say, I some-
times do, I am a trader?

Mr. CARAWAY. No; I do not think so,

Mr. WADSWORTH. Would the Senator say on the ground
that I am performing a service in commerce?

Mr. CARAWAY. I do not think so. That is not the kind
of person this provision reaches, if the Senator from New York
will pardon me, 4

Mr. WADSWORTH. I can not see it any other way.

Mr. KENDRICK. I feel sure that the Senator from New
York, with his intimate acquaintance wihi this industry, under-
stands clearly the difference between the man who comes from
the country and buys and the man who makes it a part of his
business to handle regularly the receipts of the yards—the
man who is a part of the system in the yards and whom we
recognize as such.

I agree with the Senator in thinking that the majority of
them are high-class men. A group of them were in my office
less than a week ago, talking to me about some of the exacting
provisions contained in the bill as it passed the House. I think
some of those provisions should be changed, if we finally adopt
the House bill, and I intend to offer an amendment to that effect
to protect those men. However, they do not deny that they are
a part of the system within the stockyards.

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is perfectly true; they are.

Mr. KENDRICK. I wish to ecall to the Senator's attention
a thing I do not like to do here, because I have refrained from
the time the discussion began from bringing to light the things
within the stockyards that are disreputable and not to the
credit of the great system under which we market our stock,
but one of the things against which there is complaint lodged
is collusion between the commission firm and the trader by
which they share in the profits. I do not know how much
truth there is to that. I have said here previously and I say
now that the great majority of the men in the stockyards, both
the commission men and the traders, are perfectly reputable,
splendid business men of the finest integrity, but I am speaking
of the man who is not of that kind. The difliculty comes in
right there, If these men are not under that supervision they
would escape entirely, and I think they do not ask to escape.

Mr., NORRIS. I do not think they do, but the object of
putting them in is exactly the same as putting the commission
men in.

Mr. WADSWORTH. They do not do the same kind of busi-
ness at all.

Mr. NORRIS. No; they do a different kind of business.

Mr. KENDRICK. They may be, as the Senator from New
York said, not properly defined in the bill.

Mr, WADSWORTH. They are not defined at all.

Mr. KENDRICK. They should be correctly defined and
should not be eliminated from the provisions of the bill.

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS.

A message from the President of the United States, by M.
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that the President had
approved and signed bills of the following titles: '

On June 10, 1921 :

S.1084. An act to provide a national budget system and an
independent audit of Government accounts, and for other
purposes.

On June 11, 1921:

S.1154. An act for the construction of a bridge across the
Des Moines River at or near the city of Dumas, Mo.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED.

The bill (H. R. 6611) to establish in the Treasury Depart-
ment a veterans’ bureau and to improve the facilities and serv-
ice of such bureau, and further to amend and modify the war
risk insurance act, was read twice by its title and referred to
the Committee on Finance.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED.

Mr. SUTHERLAND, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that on the 10th instant they presented to the Presi-
dent of the United States the enrolled bill (8. 86) to amend the
act approved December 23, 1913, known as the Federal reserve
act.

OIL PROSPECTING IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES (8. DOC. NO. 39).

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
message from the President of the United States, which was
read, and, on motion of Mr. Lopge, was, with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations and
ordered to be printed:

To the Senate:

In response to the Senate’'s resolntion of March 10, 1920, re-
questing the President, if not incompatible with the public in-
terests, to inform the Senate—

“First, as to what restrictions, if any, are imposed either
directly or indirectly by France, Great Britain, Holland, Japan,
or any other foreign country, or the dependencies thereof, upon
the citizens of the Unifed States in the matter of prospecting
for petroleum, or in the acquisition and development of lands
containing the same within the territory subject to the jurisdie-
tion and influence of such countries.

‘Becond, if such restrictions exist, what steps have been
taken by the Government of the United States to secure their
removal and equality of treatment in respect of citizens of the
United States.

“Third, if any restrictions are imposed by the Government
of Mexico upon citizens of the United States in regard to the
acquisition or development of petroleum-bearing lands within
its jurisdiction which are not imposed upon nationals or other
foreign countries.

‘ Fourth, if any such discriminating restrictions are imposed
by the Government of Mexico upon citizens of the United States,
what steps have been taken by the Government to secure re-
moval of such restrictions and the equality of treatment in
respect to citizens of the United States.”

1 transmit herewith a report by the Secretary of State, fur-
nishing information requested by the resolution, supplementary
to that embodied in reports submitted May 14, 1920, and April
6, 1921, as far as such information can be supplied compatibly
with the public interest.

WarreN G. HARDING.

(Inclosure: Report by the Secretary of State.)

TaE WHITE HOUSE,

June 13, 1921,
TUG FORK OF BIG SANDY RIVER BRIDGE.

Mr. SHEPPARD. 1 report back favorably without amend-
ment from the Commiftee on Commerce the bill (H. R. 4091)
granting the consent of Congress to the Borderland Coal Cor-
poration to construct a bridge across the Tug Fork of Big
Sandy River, in Mingo County, W. Va., and I submit a report
(No. 112) thereon. I ask for the immediate consideration of
the bill.

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com-
mittee of the Whole, and it was read as follows:




1921.

(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

2501

e it enactedl, ete., That the consent 'of Congress is hereby granted
to the Borderland Coal Corperation, its successers and assigns, to cen-
struect, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto across
the Tug Fork of Big Sandy River, at a suitable to the interests
of navigation, and at or mear Berderland, in the county of Minge, State
of West ¥Virginia, in accordance with the provisions of the act eatltleg
“An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,”
approved March 23, 1 .

gc. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third rending, read the third time, and passed.

RECESS.

AMr. NORRIS. T move that the Senate take a recess unfil to-
morrow at 12 o'clock noen. ]

The motion was agreed to; amd the Senate (at § o'clock and
10 minutes p. m.) took a recess until to-mOIToW, Tuesday,
June 14, 1921, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS.
Ercentive nominalions received by the Senafe June 13, 1821.
Unrrep STATES ATTORNEY, DISTRICT OF NEBRASKA.

James ‘C. Kinsler, of Nebraska, to be United States attorney,
distriet of Nebraska, viee Thomas 8. Allen, whese term has
expired.

Ustrep STATES MARSHAL, EASTERY DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA,

Clarence G. Smithers, of Virginia, to.be United States

marshal, eastern district of Virginia, vice John . Saunders,
resigned, effective July 1, 1921,
CoLLECTORS OF INTERNAL REVENUE.
DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS.

Malcelm E. Nichels, of Boston, Mass., te be collector of inter-
nal revenue for the district of Massachusetts, in place of John
J. Mitchell, resigned.

TENTH DISTRICT OF OHIO.

Charles H. Nauts, of Toledo, Ohio, to be collector of internal
revenue for the tenth district of Ohio, in place of Frank B,
Niles.

DISTRICT OF WISCONSIN.

Alenzo H. Wilkinsen, of Bayfield, Wis., to be collector of in-
ternal revenue for the district of Wiscensin, in place of Burt
Williams, resigned.

SurvEYOR oF Cusrons, CoriEcTioNy DistrICT No. 4.
Herman Hormel, of Boston, Mass., to be surveyor of customs
in customs collection district No. 4, with headquarters at Bos- |

ton, Mass., in place of Joseph A. Maynard.
ASSISTANT APPRAISER OF MEmCHANDISE, ‘CoLiecTioN DisTRICT
No. 4.

‘Osgood C. Blaney, of Bosten, Mass,, to be assistant appraiser
of merchandise in customs collection district No. 4, with head-
quarters at Boston, Mass., in place of Francis X. Quigley.

SUPERINTENDENT oF MINT, PHILADELPHIA, PA.

Freas Styer, of Norristown, Pa., te be superintendent of the
mint of the United States at Philadelphia, Pa., in place of Adam
M. Joyce.

AsSAYER, MINT AT SAN Fraxcisce, CALIr.

John McCabe, of San Franeisco, Calif, te be assayer in the .
mint of the United States at San Francisco, Calif., in place
of John W. Pack.

CoasT GUARD.
LIEUTENANT COMMANDER.

Lieut. William H. Shea, to be lientenant commander in the
Coust Guard of the United States, to rank az such from April
93 1921, in place of Lieut. Commander W. A. Wiley, retired.
Diector Bureavu or Foreies Axp Dosestic CoMMERCE, DEPART- |

MENT OF COMMERCE.

Julius Klein, of Massachusetts, to be Director Bureau of For-
eign and Domestic Commerce, in the Department of Commerce,
vice Roy 8. MacElwee, resigned.

REGISTER oF Laxp Orrice, DuLuTH, MINx,

Robert D. Blackwood, of Duluth, Minn., to be register of the
land office at Duluth, Minn., vice Joseph Winczewski, resigned.

Receiver oF Pusric Moxeys, DurnurH, MINx.
Robert B. Pattersen, of Duluth, Minn., to be receiver of pub-

lic moneys at Duluth, Minn., vice James L. Travers, resigned.

APPOINTMENT I¥ THE RucUurar Aryy oF THE UNITED STATES.
GENERAL OFFICER.
Brigadier general.
. (:.;-glélnobert Emmet Callan, Coast Artillery Corps, from June
F -
PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES,
Captain with rank from July 1, 1920,
First Lieut. Jesse Plez Green, Infantry.
MEDICAL CORPS.
Capiains.
> E;;t")slt Lieut. Walter Francis Tolson, Medical Corps, from June
, 1921,
wf‘iirst Lieut. Hugh Max Bullard, Medical Corps, from June 11,
DENTAL CORPS.
Captain.
First Lieut. John Rudolph Wikeen, Dental Corps, from May
28, 1921.
REAPPOINTMENT I8 THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES.
FIELD ARTILLERY.
First lieutenant acith rank from May 25, 1921.
Clarence Elmer Cartwright, late first lientenant, Field Ar-
tillery, Regular Armny.
First licutenant with rank frem June 7, 1821.
Maxwell Michaux Corpening, late second liewtenant, Cavalry,
Regular Army.
INFANTRY.
First lieutenants with rank from June 7, 1921.
Charles Raymund Gross, late first lieutenant, Cavalry, Regu-
lar Army.
Edwin Clark Maling, late first lieutenant, Infantry, Reguolar
APPOTNTAMENTS, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF TUE
UNITED STATES. ;
ORDNANCE DEFARTMENT,
David Wilson Craig, Field Artillery, with rank from
September 25, 1919,
CHEMICAL WARFARE SERVICE.
mggpt. David Lee Hooper, Infantry, with rank from July 1,
First Lieut. Raymond Henry Reece, Infantry, with rank from
July 2, 1920.
Tirst Lieut. Edward Joeseph Sullivan, Infantry, with rank
from July 2, 1920.
COAST ARTILLERY CORPS.
Maj. Clarence Leslie Gilbert, Field Artillery, with rank from
July 1, 1920.
AIR SERVICE.
Col. Theodore Anderson Baldwin, jr., Infantry, with rank
from April 27, 1021,
Capt. Warner Beardsley Gates, Infantry, with rank from July
1, 1920.
UxIiTED STATES NAVY.
PASSED ASSISTANT PAYMASTER.
Passed Assistant Paymaster Cyrus D. Bishop, of the United

| States Naval Reserve force, to be a passed assistant paymaster

in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, to rank from Angust
8, 1920, in accordance with the provisions of the act of Congress
approved June 4, 1920,

CONFIRMATIONS.
Erecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate Juae 13, 1921,
ATASKA.
GOVERNXOR OF ALASKA.
Scott C. Bone.
BuUReAU oF THE CENSUS.
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF THE CENSUS.
Joseph A. Hill
PusLic LAND SERVICE.
REGISTER OF THE LAND OFFICE AT KALISPELL, MONT.
Robert M. Goshorn.
CoNsSULAR SERVICE.
CONSUL OF CLASS 7.
Leland L. Smith.
AssociaTe Justick, SupkEME CoUrr DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
Adolph A. Hoehling,
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Moxpay, June 13, 1921,

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Almighty God, grant that our citizens everywhere may be
deeply concerned in the cultivation of those national virtues
that shall enable our Republic to go on from strength to
strength. Promote fraternity and cooperation among all of our
citizens through the symbolism of the uplifted flag. May its
individualism appeal to the lowliest and its self-reliance to the
wenkest, and grant that its courage may inspire all, and arch
our land from coast to coast and from border to border with
that sublime optimism of the Christian faith. O Columbia,
Columbia, God shed His grace upon thee that our flag, with
its stars of light and bars of white and the red of our Nation's
sacrifice may ever wave over the land whose God is the Lord.
In Jesus' name. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, June 11, was
read and approved.
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had agreed to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
on the amendment No. 1 of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 6300)
making appropriations to supply deficiencies in appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1921, and prior fiscal years,
and for other purposes.

TERMINATION OF THE WAR.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr. GiLBERT].

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, though a new Member of the
House, I am not obsessed with the belief that my remarks will
have any influence in shaping the course of this legislation.
But however useless the effort, I will, at least, have the satisfac-
tion of protesting against this first selfish, backward, and cow-
ardly step taken by my country.

I want also to use this opportunity to discuss the statement
of our reasons for entering the war made by our ambassador
to England, and state that, so far as Kentucky is concerned, I
can speak authoritatively, that his statement that our aims were
selfish is recklessly untrue.

So holy was our cause considered, such a blessing was to
flow from our victory, that the courthouses were abandoned
and our meetings held in the churches, and with patriotism
godly men and women strove to their utmost, believing they
were opening a way for “peace on earth, good will toward
men,"”

Men from my country went to war believing that Belgium
had died for ecivilization; that France, to whom we owe our
independence and our everlasting gratitude, was bleeding to
death; that the men and women of all Europe were being mur-
dered and ravished by a frightful coalition of German and
Turk. They were told that should they never return their
lives would have been given in beautiful sacrifice for future
peace. Their sons would fight and their daughters weep in
WAars no more.

In many a couniry church I told these stalwart folk, feeling
that T was talking with divine sanction, that in doing our part
we were advancing sacrificially, not selfishly, the Kingdom of
God. We all believed what I told them, and this man who
publishes to the world that we entered the war not to benefit
mankind but because we were afraid not to accuses me of
being a party to a hellish fraud:; and I want to say as forcibly
as my command of language will permit that, whatever Col.
Harvey's motive might have been, so far as my people are
concerned, it is a malicious falsehood.

Every patriot resents it. The great metropolitan Republican
newspapers denounce if.

I will quote the Philadelphia Inquirer:

He deliberately and wickedly misrepresented his country.

And again:

Unless he is forbidden to talk in public on international guestions, he
18 certain to bring discredit on the Harding administration.

What amuses me is that pretended doubt should exist in any
mind that this discredit properly belongs on the Harding ad-
ministration. Who selected Harvey for this most important
diplomatic post? Were not his views that are now so vigorously
denounced well known to President Harding when he selected
him? Was he not also known as one who would at the first
opportunity give volce to his vindietive views? Was he not also
known as a dealer in choice billingsgate and hatred?

If these facts were known, and they were, and yet he was
selected for this most important position, then the Harding ad-
ministration is justly entitled to bear the discredit of having
our beloved country slandered abroad. Can one select a reck-
less, drunken chhuffeur to drive through a crowded thorough-
fare and be blameless for the disaster sure to follow?

How tactless and stupid these remarks were, as well as false,
can only be realized when we remember how in the past other
nations censidered us. Our rich tourists have been the laugh-
ingstock of Europe; they have descended with their gold seek-
ing to purchase a knowledge of art and literature by acquiring
a collection of the works of the old masters. Europe had judged
America by these false types, lavishing in wealth and display
and lacking in refinement and culture. Col. Harvey rises to
assure them that their previous unfavorable opinions were all
correct.

Lest we forget I will remind you of some statements made by
us during the war and which seemingly have been discarded by
the majority, but which I am glad to reaffirm because they were
and yet remain the truth.

When the Great War broke out Europe knew that Ameriea,
with its exhaustless resources, was not in peril, and when under
the inspired guidance of Woodrow Wilson it unselfishly took up
the cause of right and humanity it became the champion of
oppressed peoples, a big brother to the sister nafions, the hope
of a despairing civilization, and a beacon light to wavering
Christianity.

The world for the first time saw the great American Nation
as we know it to be, and in the short space of one rAministra-
tion—I am proud to say a Democratic one—our Nation became
the beloved of all nations, and in influence and power stood out
like Saul among his brethern.

Alas, under this short Republican régime what a sad spectacle
she presents. I feel like exclaiming with David of old, * How
are the mighty fallen.” Yesterday the proud proclaimer of
unselfish aims, to-day the cowardly remouncer of every noble
impulse. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Yesterday the
eagle bathing his plumage in the sun, to-day the bat seeking the
dark, foul cavern in which to hide.

When this resolution is adopted we abandon our allies and
align with our enemies. Our position as congueror is abandoned
and we accept a position of negotiator.

All questions arising out of the war are to be settled by a
treaty made, if Germany will consent to make it. We can not
force her, for we will be at peace. We then receive no apology
for the past nor promise for the future.

But they say a treaty is to follow. If Germany is the bandit
and robber and tyrant we have said, why not agree to terms
before we unload our guns? Why order our dinner before read-
ing the menu?

No; the only reason for this legislative abortion is to relieve
the Republican administration from the responsibility of its own
folly.

While I consider this resolution infamous in both Congresses,
there was at least a reason for it in the last Congress, for then
the President and the Senate, who constitute the sole treaty-
making power, were in hopeless disagreement, But now the
President and the Senate are in accord, and can any reason be
given why the President does not act? He has made no effort
but to deal in glittering generalities.

You hear so much about enecroaching on the President's pre-
rogatives. It is not so much that that I object to as it is reliev-
ing him of responsibilities placed upon him by the Constitution.
I am tired of his talking on both sides of every question and
acting on neither side of any.

Does he indorse or renounce Harvey's slander on this country?
Like his preelection position on the League of Nations, both
sides claim him,

Is he going to call a conference of the nations to consider dis-
armament? Why does he not issue the eall? T will tell you the
reason : Because he would be told that 48 of the leading nations
of the world are now in conference, and disarmament is their
chief consideration, and they would welcome him into their
conference,

If the President is not satisfied wiith the treaty that all our
allies accepted, why does he not submit one of his own framing
that is better, 20 that we may learn the terms before we declare
the status of war at an end?

A word to some of my Democratic colleagues. The people
are not in favor of this subterfuge where they understand it.

If you will excuse a personal reference, this resolution wus
an issue of my campaign, and I promised my people to vote
against it, my opponent had already voted for it. That and

the League of Nations were the sole issues,
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There is no more enlightened district in the United States
than the district I have the honor to represent, the eighth dis-
trict of Kentucky, and in no district was there a harder fight
made. Every paper discussed the league in every issue. Presi-
dent Harding made five speeches in my distriet, Vice President
Coolidge three, and every prominent Republican available was
sent into it. My opponent, an able speaker, and I made two
speeches a day for six weeks before the election. And that
district, which had gone Republican by 1,600 a year before, and
then represented by a Republican on this floor, on that issue
went 3,000 Democratic. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

It is true that President Harding received a large majority
in the country at large by using the same kind of tactics being
played now, but not on this issue, or on the issue of the League
of Nations, but because he received the votes of those like
Secretary of State Hughes, “ As the surest way of entering in,”
and also the votes of those like Senator Joaxson “As the surest
way of staying out.”

I have known men able to escape taking any side, but he
ig the only man I have ever known with such transcendant
ability as to be considered the champion of every side.
| Laughter and applause on the Democratic side.] It would be
refreshing to the entire country to be able to agree as to where
he stands on some one question.

I would like to know what the terms of peace are going to be,
before I help to make if.

The most eloquent speech I have read on this resolution,
when it was previously before the House, was delivered by the
distinguished Republican from Michigan [Mr. KerLiey]. He
said:

If any man bhad said while the war was in progress that when the
war was over he would be willing to make a separate peace with
Germa.n|y without terms or without guaranties as to the restoration
of Belgium or France, he would not have been safe in any communi

in the United States. What change has taken place that we shoul
propose such a change mow ?

He also said:

This is so inconsistent with everything that has been done, let’s
don’t mar our record.

I am not so apprehensive of that as of the tragedy to result
from the folly of halt.lng the onward progress of civilization for
50 years. He said in conclusion ;

Others may do as they please, but it will never be done with my vote.

Likewise, my fellow countrymen will never grasp the hands
of German officers, murderers of men, and ravishers of women,
allies of Turkish assassins reeking in the blood of disemboweled
Armenian children, as equals, and sit with them as such to dis-
cuss terms of treaty, with my consent. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

Mr, FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Harpy].

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I do not care to discuss
the constitutional feature of this resolution. I oppose it be-
cause, in 8o far as it does anything, it tarnishes our national
honor, and if it affects the legal or peace status at all it is
hurtful to the interests and just rights of our country and
citizens, and brings ald and comfort only to Germany and
German nationals.

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Caapperr] on Saturday
said that this resolution was made necessary by the dismal and
humiliating failure of the Wilson administration to make peace.
The gentleman chose to ignore the fact that the President alone
could not make peace; that only the President and the Senate,
acting in concert, could make peace. The President negotiated
a peace treaty which every other nation but ours, including Ger-
many, has long since ratified. It can not have been wholly bad
since it Is approved by the statesmen and people of more than
80 nations, including all the great nations of Europe save Rus-
sia, and all the leading nations of the western world, including
Australia and Canada, save the United States and disordered
Mexico. Mr. Speaker, the plausible pretext on which g reso-
lution similar to this was urged and passed by Republicans in
May, 1920, was that it was necessary because the Demo-
eratic President and Ilepublican Senate were deadlocked and
could not agree on the terms of peace, and so could not make a
peace treaty in the way clearly authorized and directed by the
Constitution. If that pretext was true in 1920, it is not true
now since we no longer have Mr, Wilson for President; since
the President and Senate are both Republican now. Why have
they not made—why do they not now make peace with Germany
in an undoubtedly constitutional way?

The justice of Mr. Wilson’s appeal in 1918 for the election of
a Congress in sympathy with his administration grows eclear
in the light of events following the Republican victory of that
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year. Had a Democratic Senate assembled instead of a Re-
publican Senate in May, 1919, the treaty would have been rati-
fied, without reservations or with reservations, and all the
great nations, including ours, would have been these last two
years working in harmony for the restoration and healing of
the world. The nations, with renewed faith and hope, based
on absolute harmony and unity of purpose, would have been
two full years along the pathway of reconstruction and pros-
perity. The failure to ratify the peace treaty, with or without
reservations, the failure to make peace, was, as the gentleman
from Kansas said, dismal, because it was complete; made so
by the action of a Republican Senate grown arrogant and bent
on the complete destruction of every Wilson or Democratie
claim to credit for a successful war and a just peace} and it
was humiliating, because by the words and actions of Repub-
lican Senators, and one or two Democratic Senators, more bitter
and vituperative than Republicans, against the President, it
was and is now clear that no treaty which the President could
possibly have brought home from the peace table at Versailles
would have secured ratification by that Senate. And this
for two reasons: First, because of a bitterness never equaled
toward the President, and because under his leadership we had
fought the war to glorious victory, and the credit of a just and
equally glorious peace must not be permitted for personal and
political reasons; and, second, any peace made in keeping with
our avowed purposes when we entered the war and in conjunec-
tion with our allies would of necessity impose mutual and joint
obligations on us and them for the preservation of the rights
and safety and freedom of the world, and the exaction from
Germany of just reparations to us and our allies for her crimes
and injuries. With many, a man or a cause defeated is dis-
credited. Obligations that are heavy are easily made odious.
The treaty of Versailles has been diseredited because its rati-
fication has been defeated, and its obligations are easily made
odious because they are real and substantial.

All the purposes we so loudly proclaimed in 1917 are scouted
and scorned now. We are not interested in European or world
peace or welfare. Even enlightened self-interest fails to move
the party.in power to assume any obligations for preservation
of international justice or human rights outside of the United
States. We turn yellow and abandon all the lofty ideals and
purposes we once professed and gloried in, and endure without
rebuke from the President the shame of having our ambassador
in London, Mr, George Harvey, declare to the world that all our
professions were lies and that we fought only to save our skins.
Few are bold enough to use his words, but many haters of Wil-
son, I fear, are beginning to receive thenr with approval. How
times change, and men change with them. How sordid selfish-
ness and sordid polities debase all that is noble in men. How
they tend to destroy the righteousness that exalteth a nation.

On April 3, 1917, the day after President Wilson delivered his
war message to Congress, George Harvey sent to the White
House the following telegram of congratulation:

A great message of patriotism, evidencing masterful leadership based
upon mutual faith of the President in his country and of the country
in its President. I wag confident as one could be, but even so I was not
¥ epared for so splendid a realization. For the Nation, it is glorious ;
or patriots, inspiring; for the President, noble,

The following paragraphs are from the message referred to
by Mr. Harvey, delivered by President Wilson at a joint session
of the two Houses of Congress on April 2, 1917 :

American ships have been sunk, American lives taken, in ways which
it has stirred us very deeply to learn of, but the ships and people of
other neutral and friendly natlons have been sunk and overwhelmed in
the waters in the same wa There has been no discrimination. The
challenge is to a]I manki.n Each nation must decide for itself how
it will meet it. * Our motive will not be revenge or the vie-
torious assertion of the physical might of the Nation, but only the
vﬁ:ﬂg?g}?n 2! rizht. of human right, of which we are only a single
C

While we do these things, these deeply momentous things, let us be
very clear, and make very clear to all the world what our motives and
our objects are, * * I have exactly the same things in mind
now that I had in mind when I addressed the SBenate on the 22d of
January last; the same that I had in mind when I addressed the Con-
gress on the 34 of February and on the 26th of February. Our object

now, as then, is to vindicate the prineciples of peace and justice in the

life of the world as against selfish and autocratic power and to set u
amongst the really free and self-governed peoples of the world suc
a concert of purpose and of action ns will heneeforth insure the
observance of those principles., * *

We are glad, now that we sgee the faeh with no veil of false pre-
tense about them, to fight thus for the ultimate peace of the world and
for the liberation of its peoples, the German peoples included, for the
rights of nations great and small, and the privilegze of men everywhere
to choose their way of life and of obeédlence. The world must be
made safe for democracy. Its peace must be planted upon the tested
foundations of political liberty. We have no eelfish ends to serve,
We desire no comiuwt. no dominion.

selves, no material compensation for the sacrifices we shall freel
We are but one of the champions of the rights of mankind.

We seek no indemnities for our-
make,
e shall
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be satisfied when those rights have been made as secure as the faith
and the freedom of nations can make them. * * #

It is a fearful thing to lead this great peaeeful lﬂ:ome into war, into
the most terrible and disastrous of all wars, civilization itself seemin
to be in the balance. But the right is more preclous than peace, a
we shall fight for the things which we have always carried nearest our
hearts—for democracy, for the right of those who submit to authority
to have a voice in their own Governments, for the rights and liberties
of small nations, for a universal dominion of right by such a concert
of free ?eoip!es as shall bring peace and safety to all nations and make
the world itself at last free,

Col. Harvey’s telegram on April 8, 1917, expressed not only
his own sentiments but those of nine-tenths of the people of
the United States. The resolution before the House is in keep-
ing with Mr. Harvey's London speech. It shows that the great
party, which came into power in 1918 under loud professions of
being and having been even more loyal to the war policies and
purposes of the President than the Democratic Party, that the
party which in 1918 denounced Mr., Wilson as guilty of a gross
and slanderous imputation when he asked the people to elect a
Congress in sympathy with him, has abandoned all our high pur-
poses, and cares now only that the United States “ save its own
skin " ; that we only secure all the claims and rights pessible for
ourselves, That it repudiates every obligation and leaves our
allies without our aid or cooperation to secure and just
reparation from Germany, to impose proper and just penalties
on her for her crimes, and to make good the high purposes we
boasted as to weaker nations and human rights. It seeks only
to “‘save our own skins™ and to get all the benefits withont
bearing any of the burdens stipulated for us in the treaty of
Versailles. Is it any wonder that with such a party in control
of the Senate the efforts of Mr. Wilson to secure the ratifica-
tion of any treaty of peace was a dismal and humiliating
failure?

Mr. Speaker, I have not the slightest doubt that even to-day
the Senate of the United States, if the treaty of Versailles
were resubmitted to it, can ratify it subject to any reservations
it chooses to make, and thereby make a binding treaty of peace
with Germany, a treaty which would not abandon our allies or
leave them alone to enforce the terms of the armistice which
our soldiers, living and dead, helped to wring from Germany.

The Versailles treaty, so far as it affects Germany, -has never
been criticized by them. They can ratify that part only of the
treaty if they choose, and this they would have already done, it
seems to me, if they have not decided to abandon our allies and
deal separately with Germany. If that is troe, then Germany
has accomplished her great desire and divided finally and com-
pletely her enemies. But if mere pride or hatred of the former
President or politics forbid them to make use of any part of
the already negotiated treaty, they can still preserve our honor
by negotiating a peace with Germany under the terms of the
armistice, in which we may still help our allies, as well as our-
selves, to secure their and our rights.

More than three months have elapsed since March 4, and no
step has been taken by the Republican Party to do either of
these things. The President alone can negotiate a treaty, yet he
has taken no step to negotiate any treaty singly or in conjunc-
tion with our allies. He has been content to express from time
to time vague and general and conflicting thoughts, hardly
amounting to a purpose on the subject. Sometimes he seems
to suggest ratifying the existing treaty with certain reserva-
tions. He voted that way when he was Senator. Sometimes he
seems to suggest that he might negotiate a new treaty. But he
does nothing. Our people grow weary, and in their weariness
the Republican Party. uncertain what to do, how to proceed,
submit this or the Knox resolution, thinking that our people
will gladly accept anything that professes to end the war and
settle all its issues. If it did this and was not covered over
with shame, I myself would vote for it. It does not end the
war; that is ended. It does not settle all its issues or any of
its issues, but it is covered over with shame,

But, Mr. Speaker, what about the resolution itself? First, it
is the fourth bite the Republican Party has taken at one cherry.

On April 1, 1920, Mr. Porter, chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, introduced H. J. Res. 327, which the House
passed. It declared the war at an end, but did not repeal the
resolution on which we entered the war, It recognized how that
simple declaration might endanger the rights and claims of our
Government and people, and so in section 2 it provided that if
Germany did not within 45 days notify the President that Ger-
many also had declared the war at an end, and that she waived
for herself and her nationals all claims against the United
States or their nationals,'as stipulated in the treaty of Ver-
sailles, then the President should proclnim all commercial inter-
course between the two nations prohibited; and it provided
heavy penalties agninst all American citizens who might trade
with this nation, with which we were at peace. It was severe

on our own people, and might hurt us as mueh or more than

Germany. It made no provision for any indemnities or claims
of the United States or of any of our people. Surely, this reso-
lution was impotent; but it passed the House. When it
reached the Senate it was scrapped, and the Senate tried its
hand on making peace.

The Senate struck out the Porter resolution and substituted
for it ome drawn by Mr. Kxox. This was bite No. 2 at the
cherry. It repealed the resolution of April 6, 1917, under
which we fought the war, thereby, in Mr. Porrer’s opinion and
in the opinion of the Republican members of the Foreign Affairs
Committee of the House, withdrawing or apologizing to Ger-
many for our declaration of war, as shown in the committee
report. It then declared the war at an end.

It rejected Mr. PorTER'S embargo and penalizing sections, but
provided that we should hold all the property of Germany or
her nationals until by treaty she arranged to satisfy all claims
of ours and to waive all claims of Germany or its nationals
against us, It also declares we do not waive any rights to any-
thing coming to us under the unratified treaty of Versailles.
The Porter resolution relied on trade prohibition, while the
Knox substitute relied on our holding German property, about
a billion dollars’ worth, to persuade Germany to make a treaty
we wanted. One can not help thinking of the towering figure
of Bismarck when he stood over the French delegates and die-
tated the terms of peace in 1870, and fancying just how the
Kaiser would have made peace had he been ‘rictorions.

This Knox substitute passed the Senate and then went back
to the House, where it was swallowed and passed, apology to
Germany and all, and then went to the President, who vetoed it
on May 27, 1920, on the ground that it placed an ineffaceable
stain on the gallantry and honor of the United States; that it
made peace withont exacting of Germany any righting of wrongs
done to the peoples whom it attacked and whom we professed it
our purpose to aid when we entered the war, or attaining any
of the purposes for which we declared we went to war, and be-
cause it made a complete surrender of the rights of the United
States and severed our relations with our allies so far as Ger-
many was concerned. Thus ended the two resolutions of 1920,
which were defended on the ground that they were the only
way to make peace, since the President and Senate were hope-
lessly deadlocked.

March 4, 1921, Mr. Harding was inaugurated. He and the
Republican Senate seem also deadlocked.

On April 28, 1921, the Senate passed Senate joint resolution
16. It makes the same apology to Germany for entering the
war as did the resolution vetoed May 27, 1920, by repealing
the resolution on which we entered the war and then declares
the war at an end. But it declares we will hold all German
property till Germany makes a treaty with us providing for
satisfaction of all our claims, and, in fact, until Germany
makes all the concessions we ask, notwithstanding any existing
treaty between us and Germrany, This was evidently intended
to prevent our treaty of 1828 with Germany, which was in
force when we went to war, from coming to life when we
made peace. It was really an ex parte declaration that we
would ignore a treaty which by all the rules of law bound us.
In other words, we emulated Germany in making our treaty a
scrap of paper.

I am sure our ex parte declaration or reservation can not
affect any right of Germany or her nationals under any treaty
we had or have with her. All this was taken care of in the
treaty of Versailles by Germany agreeing in that treaty that
she herself wonld settle the claims of her citizens whose prop-
erty we had seized as well as waive all her own claims and
pay all the claims of our Government and our citizens. But this
treaty, not ratified by us, not binding on us, is surely not bind-
ing on Germany. Senate joint resolution 16 says it reserves all
the rights of its citizens which were stipulated by the treaty of
Versailles, though we have not ratified it. Every man in Con-
gress knows such a reservation is absurd. If any of these reso-
lutions effect a legal status of peace, then under international
law all the rights of each nation and its citizens will rest on
international law or on existing or binding treaties hetween
the two nations. It is said that in the prospect of this resolu-
tion passing, lawyers have been retained already to bring suits
for the recovery of property of many German citizens seized
by the United States. In like manner our citizens whose prop-
erty was seized in Germany must go to Gernmany for relief.
A beautiful prospect for thousands of lawsunits and rieh pick-
ings for hundreds of lawyers opens up.

Since April 28 Senate joint resolution 16, having passed the
Senate, has been here in this House waiting for action. Mr,
Porter is again at the bat. He can not stomach its apology to
Germany by its repeal of our war resolution, and so he reports
the present substitute for it which we are considering. This
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is the fourth and last effort, I trust, to solve this German peace
and treaty problem by congressional resolution. This resolu-
tion is shorter, and that much better, than any of its predecessors.
It does not repeal our declaration of a state of war begun by
Germany, and is that much cleaner than the resolution vetoed
by Mr. Wilson and the Knox resolution of this session.

Here is the Porter substitute for Senate joint resolution 16:

That the state of war declared to exist between the Imperial German
Government and the United States of America by the joint resolution
of Congress approved April 6, 1917, is hereby declared at an end.

S8ec. 2. That in making this declaration, and as a part of it, there
are expressly reserved to the United States of America and its na-
tionals any and all rights, privileges, Indemnities, reparations, or advan-
tages, together with the right to enforce the same, to which It or they
have become entitled under the terms of the armistice signed November

, 1918, or any extensions or modifications thereof; or which were
acquired by or are in the possession of the United States of America
by reason of its participation in the war or to which its nationals have
tl{ereby become rgghtl‘uﬂ entitled ; or which, under the treaty of Ver-
sailles, have been stipulated for its or their benefit; or to which it
is entitled as one of the principal allied and associated powers; or
to which It is entitled by virtue of an act or acts of Congress; or
otherwise.

Mr. RogErs, the ranking RRepublican on the Committee on For-
eign Affairs, discussing this resolution, says:

Mr. Speaker, it takes two to make a war, Similarly, it takes two to
end a war, The passage of a peace resolution by the Congress of the
United States is a domestle aet. The action is unilateral and not
bilateral ; therefore in and of itself it can have no international force
or validity.

To that extent he says he agrees with the Demoerats on the
committee who oppose the resolution. He then argues, however,
that if Germany should pass a resolution like this to the extent
of deelaring the war at an end, that would establish by mutual
action an actnal and legal status of peace. -If that be true, it
would be a peace without any terms or conditions binding on
the United States or on Germany, and if a treaty is hereafter
negotiated between them it will be a treaty between two
nations equal in every way, and Germany may utterly reject
section 2 of the resolution, which seeks to reserve all Ameriean
rights stipnlated in the armistice or the treaty of Versailles.
The resolution, therefore, by the confession of its proponents,
accomplishes nothing, but it is an excuse for doing nothing.
The party in power have not the nerve or capacity to make a
just and honorable peace. This resolution seeks only to delude
our people into believing they have done so. Republicans are
hopelessly incompetent to deal with the situation, and any
Democrat who votes with them for this resolution is only
helping them to pull their chestnuts out of the fire; helping
them to fool the people; not helping our people to secure any
right or any benefit or betterment of our condition. The reso-
lution consists of two sections. Section 1 declares the war at an
end. That is a truth, which is neither added to nor taken from
by the declaration. The President declared it first. The decla-
ration accomplishes nothing; it effects no settlement or agree-
ment of or about any matter, thing, question, claim, right, or
wrong growing out of or connected with the war. We will
appoint no representative of our Goverpment to go to Germany,
nor will Germany appeint any representative to come to us
under or by virtue of it. It does not affect our trade or trade
rights in Germany or those of Germany here. These can only
be affected by a treaty when one is made. Under the actual
peace existing and recognized by both countries our interna-
tional trade is as free and untrammeled as it will or can be
under this section.

The only possible effect of section 1 is that we may be
estopped by it from assuming the position of viectors in nego-
tiating a treaty with Germany hereafter and be compelled to
treat as with an equal in all respects. I said the war in fact
had ended. Perhaps that is not quite correct. We have our
troops still occupying German territory under the armistice.
It may be that under this resolution we must at once withdraw
those troops. If and when we do that we will be at peace
absolutely, legally and technically, treaty or no treaty. The
President has had the power to order those troops home all
during these three last months. It may be that, not having the
confidence in the rightfulness of such a course or the courage to
pursue it, he wants this resolution to strengthen his backbone.
I do not know. X

Nations may go to war with a declaration or without de-
claring it, as Germany did with us and with Belgium. In
either case there are two ways of making peace, one by a peace
agreement or treaty; the other by a veoluntary and mutual
cessation of all war acts. Until now the United States and
Germany have not made peace in either of these ways. Ger-
many has quit every war activity toward us, but we still have
our troops on her soil, as I understand it under an armistice
which binds Germany if we insist on it to bear all our expenses
of maintaining them there, amounting to some $250,000,000.

If we now remove them without a further agreement with
Germany, that sum, together with all other claims of our Gov-
ernment or people against Germany, will be left to future

negotiations between two equal sovereign States.

Section 2 of the resolution is more futile and useless than
section 1.

“In making this declaration and as part of it, there are ex-
pressly reserved to the United States of America and ifs nation-
als all rights,” and so forth, * with rights to enforce same "—* to
which they are entitled under the armistice,” and so forth. If
that reservation means anything it means that the loud declara-
tion of peace does not go at all until we have enforced all our
rights of all kinds whatsoever growing out of the war or other-
wise, so that the whole declaration seems to be a sham and a
fraud, made to save the President’s face, he having declared in
the campaign he would have such a resolution passed or made
to meet a widespread clamor for an ending of all war questions
and to fool the people into thinking that this resolution settles
them or some of them. In truth, it settles none of them, but
if acting under it the President withdraws our troops from the
Rhine, all things between us and Germany will be further than
ever from any settlement. ‘

Mr. Speaker, the Republican Party have been since 1918
powerful enough to thwart every effort of President Wilson to
bring back peace and good understanding to the world, but
they have no leadership to fill his place. They have no definite,
conerete policies or principles for the guidance of the ship of
state in domestic or foreign affairs, Their every step is hesi-
tating; their every policy is a makeshift. They do not even
see through a glass darkly.

My greatest prayer is not that they may be hindered but that
they may be helped ; that they may cease to be blinded by par-
tisanship and find wisdom.

God grant that our weary and stricken country and a sick
and wounded world may find healing in a dedication of all that
in them is to higher ideals, nobler lives! May we in domestic
affairs find faith in justice and equity and in international
affairs go forward to the performance of our whole duty toward
all nations, whatever the burdens may be, so that our children
and the whole world in future generations shall not say we
were weighed in the balance and found wanting but must rise
up and call us blessed.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. KExNEDY].

Mr, KENNEDY. Mr, Speaker, it ought to be apparent to
Members of the law-making body, as it is apparent to everyone
else in the country, that an impasse has long since been reached
in the matter of concluding the proposed treaty of peace with
the nations with whom we were lately at war. As a result of
this condition, there remains to be made an official transition
from the status of a war ended to a peace restored. The object
of this resolution is formally and officially to take this step by
the enactment of this plain and simple legislative declaration
which is framed to meet the recommendation of the President
in his recent message to Congress, wherein he stated his readi-
ness to approve a declaratory resolution of Congress to estab-
lish a state of peace with the qualifications essential to protect
our rights.

The pending resolution does precisely what the President rec-
ommended. In scope and purpose it goes no further than it
ought to go in securing the ends desired.

Gentlemen who oppose this measure deny that it is within
the power of Congress to enact legislation declaring the state of
war at an end, and assert that the bill is a usurpation of power
which under the Constitution does not belong to this body.
Their contention seems to be that once Congress has declared
a state of war to exist it has exhausted its power, save in the
matter of furnishing the means to earry on the war; that all
authority over what is to follow a cessation of hostilities is
exclusively swallowed up by the treaty-making power, whetlier
that power functions speedily, successfully, and conclusively, or
whether it fails to function altogether. If this doctrine were
the correct one, then all discussion upon the proposition now
before us should be indefinitely postponed, and the problem of
peace deferred until the treaty, twice rejected already, or some
other treaty shall have been finally accepted and made the
supreme law of the land.

I am not in aeccord with this position, for I am not aware of
any language in the Constitution which restrains the Congress
from doing what this legislation proposes to accomplish. Gen-
tlemen seem seriously to contend that because the Constitution
gives to the President and the Senate the right to make treaties,
provided two-thirds of the Senators present concur, therefore
this legislation is an assumption of power which the House of
Representatives does not possess, YWhen this pending measure
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wus considered by the members of the committee who voted to
report it to the House, this phase of the guestion was carefully
examined and, I believe, the resolution here presented is so
restvicted in language and application that it can not offend
even the most critical specialist in the perplexing study of con-
stitutional limitations.

Gentlemen who are responsible for reporting this resolution
to the House, and I am one of them, disclainr any right on the
part of the House to participate in the negotiatio. of a treaty.
They de not admit, however, that the House has not the right
or that it is not a pressing public duty to deal here with a plain
‘reality which has come into existence after war has long since
ceased and the failure to conclude a treaty has been made plain
to evervbody. [Applause on the Republican side.] What is the
reality which confronts us? It is the reality of peace—a con-
dition which has prevailed for nearly three years, and this
resolution is but a plain recognition of the faet which no one
can deny and which all are ready to proclaim.

The pending resolution is not an encroachment on the treaty-
making power. Nowhere can you find in it, either expressed or
implied, any plan or purpose of negotiation. If it proposed
mutnal action or interchange of terins; if it provided for any
regulation by compromise or compact; if it laid down condi-
tions for the adjustmrent of differences between this country and
Germany, there would be some ground for the contention of
those who dissent from this procedure; but there is nothing of
this character to be found anywhere in the resolution. It does
not contain or even suggest any declaration calculated to put
Congress in the unlawful position of attempting to initiate er
direct the foreign policy of the country. It is confined solely
to the proposition of ending the technical state of war with the
German and Austrian Governments, reserving all the rights
and privileges we now possess or to which we are entitled by
reason of our participation in the war. In this resolution Con-
aress is not addressing Germany or any other nation, nor is it
dictating to the President any line of policy for him to follow.

Termination of war is not a matter that is regulated by the
organic laws of the country. It is regulated by rules of interna-
tional law which assert that war may sometimes be terminated
by a simple cessation of hostilities with no accompanying agree-
ment on the part of the warring nations. Such is the present
sitnation. The state of actual warfare ceased to exist two
and one-half years ago, and by this resolution we officially
recognize the patent fact and propose that the United States
shall end upon its own initiative the anomalous situation of be-
ing any longer technically at war while actually at peace.

What constructive end is accomplished by the passage of this
resolution? It throws off the restraints imposed by the tfech-
nical state of war, and leaves this country free to enter any
agreement it may desire with any other nation or nations.
Pending the arrival at an agreement, diplomatic and consular
relations with the enemy may be restored and American traders
may resume in unrestricted measure their trade relations with
all the world, without being further hampered by the limita-
tions of presidential permits. American business is entitled fo
the full benefits of such relations,

In the discussion which this proposition has evoked it has
been stated—and the minority report reiterates it—that even
if we have the power we should not do what is here proposed,
for the reason that the President can make better terms under
a technical war status than under a legal peace status, This is
a play on words, mere gquibble, and can not be offered as argu-
ment. It has been asserted, too, that the enactment of this
measure will endanger and leave unsettled several important
questions, such as title to ships taken during the war and prop-
erty in the bands of the Alien Property Custodian. The resolu-
tion covers these matters. One of its main purposes is to held
in statun quo whatever rights we have or may be enfitled to
claim against Germany. Nothing is therefore imperiled. On
the contrary, all these rights and advantages are reserved until
our relations with the German Government are finally adjusted.

Mr. COOKRAN, Will the gentleman yield for a guestion?

Mre, KENNEDY, I will

Mr. COCKRAN. Would not that condition exist by the mere
adoption of a declaration that the war is at an end without
these specific statements?

AMr. KENNEDY. I am not so sure the gentleman is right
about that, I have heard the gentleman say either section 2
is a treaty or it is superfluous. I do not believe it is a treaty.
There is no uestion in my mind that the United States, even
though it is not a party to a contract that is made by other
nations or individuals, ean have reserved for it certain rights,
advantages, and stipulations under that contract, dnd what we
propose to do here is merely to reserve those rights. Maybe

this action is superfluous, though I do not exactly think se; at

any rate, I can see no harm in including these reservations in
the resolution. [Applause.] ’

Furthermore, it has been said by those who dissent from this
procedure that the passage of this resolution will, in effect, be
an abandonment of the Allies. The proposed legislation does
not and can not detach us from consultation or deliberation
with any of these powers. It simply puts us upon a legal peace
status toward Germany—a status such as the allied powers now
occupy. They have already made peace with Germany. Can
we not also make a move toward peace, which affects us solely
in our domestic relations? Pass this resolution and we shall
have a state of peace without a treaty of peace. With this
much aecomplished, there is nothing to hinder the President
from proceeding to effectuate a satisfactory settlement. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.]

Nothing proposed by this resolution can endanger the settle-
ment to be made. It is difficult, therefore, to perceive how any
right or association of ours can possibly be prejudiced by its
passage. At all events and under all circumstances we may at
least feel assured that in the final reckoning America will exact
nothing but what is fair and reasonable, and that our differ-
ences will be adjusted only after due examination of ail the
facts and arguments upon which a just, impartial, and honor-
able determination must depend. Germany must see the advan-
tage of a settlement based upon such solid ground and accord-
ingly come to a final agreement without any unnecessary delay.
[Applause.]

Mr. FLOOD. DMr, Speaker, 1 yield 40 minutes to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. CoNxALLY]. [Applause.]

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of
the House, it has been said we are living in a new, day—a time
of new conditions—an era in which old things are passing away.
Warrant for that statement may be found in a situation which
has constrained the Republican administration to present to
Congress the Knox joint reselution, to make and declare peace
with our late enemies, by an act of Congress rather than by the
constitutional means of a treaty, and thus set a precedent which
has never before been set in the history of the Republie.

In April, 1920, a similar resolution passed the House, but be-
fore it was conceived or adopted it was known that it could
not properly mor would receive Executive approval. Certain
of that result, its proponents, desperately driven by partisan
pretense and expedience, sought to induce in the minds of the
people of America the belief that they were sincerely under-
taking to bring into being a state of peace and were thwarted
in that purpose by the President. It was then confessed that
never before in the political history of the United States since
the adoption of the Constitution had Congress undertaken to
make peace with a foreign power.

The present situation strikingly illustrates how vicious and
harmful a precedent established in error may become. A year
ago political strategy dictated a departure from constitutional
processes. Maneunvered by the stress of circumstance into & re-
newed advocacy of such @ course, during a heated presidential
campaign, the Republican Party, that it may seem to vindicate
its prior adoption of error and to mask its former insincerity,
feels compelled now te pursue the same pathway, though it leads
to shame.

On April 8, 1920, in this Chamber, I sought in a carefully
prepared speech to demonstrate by reference to the Constitn-
tion, international law, and court decisions the incompetence
of Congress either to make peace or negotiate a treaty of peace
with a foreign power. Neither time nor inclination will allow
reiteration. Constitutional difficulties avail little with a mad-
dened majority driven by partisan whip and spur.

While I shall net now venture to discuss the constitutional
questions exhaustively, I desire to suggest the basis of the lack
of authority in Congress to make peace or conclude a treaty.
Section 1 of the resolution is as follows:

Resolved, eto., That the state of war declared to exist between the
Imperial German Government and the United States of America h'f the
joint re.sglution of Congress approved April 6, 1917, is hereby declared
at an end.

It has been suggested that Congress having declared war,
“the same power which has the right to declare and carry on
war would seem naturally to be the proper power to make and
econclude a treaty of peace.” The language is from Kent; but
the same author proceeds as follows:

But the disposition of this will depend upon the local con-
stitution of every mation ; and it sometimes happens that the power of
making peace is committed to a body of men who have not the power
to make war. (a) In Sweden after the death of Charles the Twelfth
the King could declare war without the consent of the National Diet,
but he made ce in conjunction with the Senate. (b) So by the Con-
gtitution of the United Btates the President, by and with the advice
and consent of two-thirds of the Senate, may make peace, but it is
reserved to Congress to declare war, This provision in our Counstitu-
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tion is well adapted (as will be shown more fully hereafter) to unite,
in the negotlation and conclusion of treaties, the advantage of talents;
experience, stability, and a comprehensive knowledge of national in-
terest with the requisite secrecy and dispatch.

In the Constitutional Convention the power to declare peace
was expressly denied to Congress.

On August 17, 1787, the convention debated the clause ap-
pearing in the tentative draft as * to make war,” and the fol-
lowing transpired, as will appear in Elliot’s Debates:

Fripay, Aveust 17, 1787.

On the clause, * to make war.”

On the motion to insert * declare,” in place of *‘ make” it was u&reed
to: Connecticut, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia—ayes, 8; New Hampﬂﬁllm—noa 1;
Massachusetts, absent.

Mr. Pinckney’s motion to strike out the whole clause was disagreed
to without ecall of States.

Mr. Butler moved to give the legislature the power of peace, as they
were to have that of war.

Mr. Gerry seconds him. Eight Senators may possibly exercise the
power, if vested in that body, and 14 if all should be present, and may
consequently give np part of the United States. The Senate are more
linable to be corrupted an enemy than the whole legislature.

On the motion for adding * and peace,” after * war,”” it was unanl- .

mously negatived.
Adjourned.

Commenting on the transaction, Mr. Storey said:

In the convention, in the first draft of the Constitution the power was
given merely * to make war.” It was subsequently, an
some struggle, altered to its present form. It was proposed to add the
power “to make peace” ; but this was unanimously rejected upon the
plnln ground that it more properly belonged to the treaty-makin Wer.
'he experlence of Congress under the Confederation of the difficulties
attendant upon vest!n;i the treaty-making power in a large legislative
body was too deeply felt to justify the hazard of another experiment.

Dr. Willilam Rawle, in his view of the Constitution (Phila- |

delphia, 1829, pp. 110-111), remarks:

Treaties, by which gance is completely restored, may, as already
shown, be made by the President and Senate alone, without the concur-
rence and against the will of the House of Representatives,

It has been made a subject of doubt whether the power to make war
and peace should not be the same, and why a smaller part of the
ernment should be intrusted with the latter than the former, Sufficient
reasons mxiagil :&:tsirnly I!:ema:s! s for nfaheo(}ml?:‘ Penm::-s is seldl_%;m
g:cicﬁxdzct of gh?igl“:. of {-aurse, he]on‘gs only to 'E:nmmm and

uate,

Abundant authority may be queted, but I shall not multiply
citations. Reference is made to them in my remarks in CoNeRES-
SIONAL REcorp, page 5352, April 8, 1920. All will admit that the
Constitution vests the treaty-making power in the President
“by and with the advice and consent of the Senate.” None will
contend that Congress is authorized to end war by the making
of a treaty. When confronted by a constitutional objection of
such unquestioned soundness, the only escape for gentlemen
urging the resolution, lies in a flat denial that a treaty is pro-
posed to be made by Congress. It is not, however, contended by
gentlemen on the Republican side that the passage of this reso-
lution will be effectual, because the President is quoted as say-
ing, and the leaders in the Senate are quoted as saying, and gen-
tlemen on the floor of this House have already said, that even
after this reselution shall have been adopted a treaty of peace
must be entered into by the President with the German Govern-
ment.

Assuming for the moment that Congress possesses the power
to do what is proposed, whieh, of eourse, I deny, is it wise or
safe for our interests to do so? What good ¢an be accomplished ?
What harm will result? What are the ends sought? What use-
ful purpose will it accomplish for the people of the United
States? What are the arguments urged a year ago to support
such a plan?

First. The excuse was offered that the President and the Sen-
ate could not agree on terms of peace, and that that constitutional
agency having failed, Congress should exercise a power never
before claimed for it. That claim has no support now. The
President and both Houses of Congress are in entire accord.
Any treaty which the President might make would probably re-
ceive the consent of a willing Senate. Such a pretext can not
now bottom an unconstitutional course by the Congress.

What was the next argument? The desire for peace, the end-
ing of war, the return of the Army from Germany, were next
urged as sufficient ground to support the action.

Mr. Speaker, fighting closed in November, 1918, and has never
been resumed. Hostilities have come to an end. The armies
have returned to the United States and been demobilized, except
the forces in the occupied territory of Germany. The troops
now in Germany may be recalled by the President as econstitu-
tional Commander in Chief whenever he may see fit. If you
want them returned, let the President bring them home. That
bogy no longer stalks abroad to affright the nervous and the timid.

Alr. HARDY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr., CONNALLY of Texas. I do net want to decline, and ¥
think I am coming to what the gentleman has in mind in a
minute.

nd not without |

What was the third excuse? A year ago the cry went out
that peace by resclution must be had to restore trade with Ger-
many. That was and is a specious but hollow appeal. The
United States has for more than a year been trading with Ger-
many to the extent of her ability to buy. I hold in my hand a
letter from Secretary of State Hughes, under date of May 5,
1921, stating that there exists no restriction of trade with Ger-
many except the restriction against the importation into the
United States of dyes, certain chemicals, and coal-tar products
from Germany. Why does that restriction exist? That exists
because the Republican emergency tariff bill, recently enacted,
provides for that restriction. Fancy Republicans urging this
resolution that we may trade with Germany, when the only
impediment to such trade was imposed by a tariff embarzo on
German dyes and chemicals, Listen to the letter:

sz#uunn OF STATE,
Fio: o CeRirE: ashington, May 5, 1921,
House of Representatives,

My Duir Mga. CONNALLY : I have your letter of May 3, 1921, ingniring
as to what, if ang. restrictions are now impoged on trade between the
United States and 'Germany or Austria.

In reply 1 take pleasure in informing you that no restrictions are
now imposed on trade between the United Stafes and Germany and
Anustria ex in the case of property in the hands of the Alien Prop-
erty Cus n, and of sodium nitrate, synthetic organle drugs, syn-
thetic organic chemicals, dyes, and dyestuffs, ineluding crudes and inter-
mediates, allngrodu , whether embraced in the above or net, derived

directly or i Iy from coal tar, including crude intermediate and
W or tgarﬂy finished products, mixtures, and compounds of coal-
| produets.

I am, my dear Mr. CoNNALLY, ;

Very sincerely, yours, Crantes E. HucHES.

Mr. KEARNS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Not now.

Here is a letter from Secretary of Commerce Hoover, of
May 6, 1921, relating to the volume of trade with Germany. If
also discloses that no restriction is placed on exports te Ger-
many. It declares that for 1920 experts to Germany amounted
to $311,437,377 and imports into the United States from Ger-
many amounted to $88,836,380, as against, for 1919, exports of
$92,761,314 and imports of $10,608,141. TFor 1913, exports to
Germany were, in round numbers, $351,000,000. For the first
three months of 1921 they amounted to $118934738. At that
rate they will amount to more than $450,000,000 for 1921, a
greater sum than for 1913, before war had interrupted eur
trade. We are selling Germany now more exports than before
the war. Listen to Secretary Hoover's letter:

DEPARTMENT 0F COMMERCE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, May 6, 1921
Hon. Tos CoNNALLY,
House of Repr tatives, Washington, D. C.

MY Dear COXGRESSMAX : With reference to your letter of May 3, I
am inclosing herewith a statement regarding the trade of the United
Btates with Germa.n{l. prepared by the Burean of Foreign and Domestie
Commerce, which I hope will be of assistance to you.

Yours, faithfully,

Herserr HOOVER,
Secretary of Commerce.
({Inclosure 346351.)

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
Bureau or FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC COMMERCE,
Washington, May 6, 1921

In reply refer to 17T.

Memorandum for Secretary of Commerce :

In r!nlg to letter from Hom. Tom CoxNaLLY, Representative in Con-
gress, under date of May 3, r the ort and expori trade of
United States with Germany and restrictions, if any, on the trade.

There are gueted below the total values of imperts and ex})urtﬁ of
merchandise into and from the United States in its trade with Ger-
many during the calendar years 1919, 1820, and the momths of Janu-
ary, February, and March, 1921 :

Imports. Exports.

$10, 608, 141 $02, 761,314
88,836,280 | 311,437,377
1,630,381 48,812,037
4,952,278 30,619,713
7,367, 780 30, 502, 088
16, 950, 439 118,934, T8

There are no restricticns placed en the exportations from the United
Btates to Germany. The imports of sodium nitrate, synthetle organic
and chemlicals, dyes and dyestuffs, ineluding ecrudes and inter-
m tes, and all products whether embraced in the above or not which
are derived, directly or indirectly, from coal tar, including inter-
medintes and finished products or partly finished preduets, mixtures,
or compounds of coal tar are subject to restrictions. The regulations
erning the importations of these commodities are issued by the
ar Trade Board Section of the Department of State, and if Hepre-
sentative CoNNALLY is desirous of securing a cegy of these regulations
it is suggested that he communicate with that office.

J. Honx
Chief Division of Statistics.
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Germany is gradually recovering her power to buy, and ex-
ports from the United States are growing., A few days ago I
read in the Galveston News of recent arrangements to send
large shipments of cotton to Germany. England, on account
of the coal strike, is taking little cotton, but Germany is be-
ginning to purchase larger and larger amounts. The greatest
impediment to trade in cotton with Germany is the Republican
protective tariff, which prevents her from shipping goods to pay
us for our cotton and raw materials. This act will not repeal
the tariff. If so, it would not be here.

Her trade is reviving. Her ability to buy is coming back.
All she needs is money with which to purchase. This bill
will not coin a single gold mark. We are now selling her all
the goods she can pay for. The trade pretense is too frail a
nail upon which to hang an argument.

Oh, but gentlemen said a year ago, and they are repeating it
now, that we must pass this resolution in order to get rid of
these irritating and annoying war laws. The most appealing
of all contentions made a year ago was that the war laws
should be repealed. On the 3d of March, 1921, a joint resolution
of Congress was approved by President Wilson, H. J. Res, 382,
that wiped off the statute books every single war law that was
written there, except a few laws which a Republican Congress,
which passed that statute, refused to wipe off the books.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] They were terminated
by a resolution of simple repeal without a declaration of peace,
and yet you come now and say that you want to pass this reso-
lution to repeal laws which you refused to repeal only three
months agn. There is no firm ground there upon which to stand.
The word “peace” has a tremendous psychological appeal.
Many seem to think that this resolution will produce some
magical result. But what can it actually do in fact? Let us
strip it of the words and phrases by which it is concealed and
see what it really can do. The resolution will not end the
fighting. It is already ended. The troops in Germany may be
bronght home at the pleasure of the President. It will not
restore trade with Germany—it is already restored so far as
she is able to buy. It will not repeal the war laws—they have
already been repealed.

What, gentlemen of the House, remains to be settled and
determined as issues and outgrowths of the war? What is there
then that remains to be done to restore the United States to the
prewar status? All that remains is the adjustment of the
rights of the United States Government and American citizens
with the German Government. What are those claims and
rights that must be settled? American ships were sunk and
American citizens killed on the public highways of the sea.
Claims for reparation must be adjusted. Many millions of
dollars of property of American citizens in Germany was
seized and held by the German Government. Claims affecting
the sinking of American ships, claims for the loss of American
lives, American property in Europe seized or damaged or de-
stroyed by Germany, German ships and German property in the
United States that were seized by the Government are the ques-
tions remaining to be settled. And what do we find about that?

Senate Document No. 419 (66th Cong., 3d sess.) contains a
report by the Secretary of State to the President, of date
March 2, 1921, respecting claims of American citizens against
Germany as disclosed by the records of the State Department.
I quote from that report certain tables and statements disclosing
the state of such claims. I shall not read the tables in detail, but
will place them in the Recorp for your information.

CLAIMS OF AMERICAN CITIZENS AGAINST GERMANY.

Claims and losses which may be readily classified are herein set forth
in summary, indicating the {tems into which the claims and losses ma
be conveniently classified, the number of claims which has been filed,
the number which is prospective, and the amounts of the claims and the
alleged losses,

Summary of losses—=~Statement o

alleged losses or communications
indicating intention of filing cla

& (without accompanying proof).

Bummary of losses, ete.—Continued.

Claims filed.
%“:‘" Amounts, .
hﬁ‘:" Amounts,
Military requisitions of and | 77 $5,439,530.41,
to property, includ- £3 933,
ing that in ocoupied terri- ... 161 franes.
tory. - 9,680.16 guildera.
..| 4,500 marks.
.| 1,016,422 tanls.
Personal injuries, arrests, de- 2 | $200, p
tentions, expulsions. .
Sequestration cases, damage 82 $6,075,080.05,
:,!? ugtlgl:!;g, xgm &my, in- Ils:l?o francs
tion, forced loans. ?ﬁi’m&’ﬁ s
Miscall , not  included n $5,238,646.85.
above. 186,698.28 marks.
Total of above as stated |._....
itm Py 8 $40,127,915.96.
Other items mentioned above |...... .23,
if converted into dollars at O Sarplioaies
ordinary values of the re-
spective coins, about.
Complete total .......... 635 nsnﬁ 234.48......| 518 | $41,133,231.21.
672,618,713.46 lei....|......
e
Grand ~total of Lo |- <l et .| $221,231,465.69.
claims and statements 672,618,713.46 lei.
of loss or communica-
tions indicating inten-
tion of filing claims.
1 A weight of silver,
2C

r German destruction of property in Rumania at time of German invasion
of Rumania in 1916. Stated in lel, a coin of Rumania; rate of exchange not kns ¥n.
Claims in which no amounts have yet beenstated........._.................... 37
St.:gemenu ;fhl:w t::lg gslt:mts eoml;enﬂng property In (l';;rmany mchhkih
amoun any of these may become ol part
those based upon submarine wmg ............ y ............ ms, ...... u lar y 853

The items included in the foregoing summary which comprise the
prineipal &ajrt of the amounts claimed or losscs alleged are loss of life,
personal uries, vessels sunk in submarine warfare, cargoes lost in
submarine warfare, insurance pald, and premiums paid on war-risk
insurance. Further information regarding these losses and claims is
set forth below under their respective headings. In the statements
which follow the term “ prewar " relates to losses which occurred prior
to the entry of the United States into the war. The term * belligerent "
relates to losses which occurred during the participation of the United
States in the war.

Btatements of alleged losses and claims arising from loss of life.

Number. Amount.
135 |  §15, 865, 756. 02
15 205, 346. T4

150 | 16,071,102.73

! Mainly Lusitania claims.

Statements of alleged losses and claims arising from personal injuries,

Number. Amount.

46 | 81,781,316, 41
40 634,237. 23

4 e e b LA R e S Sl e 86

Btatements of alleged losses and claims of private owners arising from
the ginking of vessels.

2, 305, 553. 61

Amount,

Number.
L R e P L R s 11 | 85,604, 487.93
hEELT P R S R SR T R A e 89 | 23,807, 276. 17
e e e S U S e 100 | 30,411, 76413

Claims filed.
Num- Amoints.
ber, Num-
P Amounts.
Bubmarine war!are' 451 $23,321,243.65,
{Including loss of life, per-l £7,908,
sonal loss of huﬁs,

cargoes 'inz;ﬁs' 1 ef
rsonal efi-
ot Rt e

raiders, and mines. These |
figures do not include hull |
losses for which the United |
States Government ms{ |
be liable through requisi- |
ﬁottil,aﬁgr imurrgmhc ms |
on exce ureau

of War Risk Insi ) |

Insurance losses : Losses by American insurance companies or organi-
gations (including the Bureau of War Risk Insurance) as reported to
the department up to the present time are as follows:

B N T e e $34, 349, 900
Belligerent Ny e S S R e e L g S 50, T34, T13
e e e 85, 084, 613

* L] L] * L] L] L

The Treasury Department has notified the Department of State
that it is desired to make claim to reimburse the Government of the
United States for losses paid on business written by the Burean of
War Risk Insurance.

* - . L - - -




_ pre

1921. CONGRESSIONATL RECORD—HOUSE. 2509
Property belonging to many Americans was selzed by the German ExHiBIT No. 11.
Army at the outbreak of the war, both in Germany and in the countries Recapitulation of American. st AIB S AR skl

invaded by the German Army. A great deal of valuable American
rty in Belgiom was either seized for military purpeses or d
estroyed during theé German occupation of Bel um. Mm:h valual
Ameriean property available for war purposes, such as automobiles,
machinery, and supplies, was promptly taken 'l:ry the German Army,
Ameriean property in northern France was alse lost or dama,

Among the heaviest prewar losses of this character were t ose Sus-
fained by several American corporations which had valuable property
interests in Rumania,

o - - L] L L L

. GENERAL LOSSES OF THE UNITEP STATES GOVERNMENT.

Various items have been communicated to the department as losses
sustained by the Government of the United States as a result of the
war which are not ineluded in the general summary of losses and
(‘lalrmﬁ #s set forth above. These items may be briefly summarized
as follows ;

(,;rgncﬁ, ?Lanitad Stnlas Governmnnt nwnod. {m Exhllnta 5,
atid 7) 4 :

Expeuses of United States Navyresame. ... . .....icceccnaa
War anartmm:z:pensesincad.ng for prisoners of war in

the United States. 4

De ent of Justico in hn.nd]ing eusmy aliens

b R

United States Navy expenses in restoring damaged interned

Germanships. . 4

United States Nsvy dumumge ehar;u inre dxnm.gvad Ger-
vesse -

(No aecount iz taken in this report of the expenses of the Amerfean
Army in oecupicd terrttm-y in Geruny)
G -_ i - o L]
ary losses sustalnal by the Ship: Burd on gecount of sink-
due to submarine warfare are m in three prlucipﬂ. c!a.sw;
?Vessels owned by B-h!pplng Board and not in serviece
Na\s (2) rcgeesitloned American steamers, and (3) requisitlo-ncd Dutch
steamers. Exhibit 10.)

ExHIBIT NoO. 10,
United Stales Shipping Board losses in dollars.

Dead- '
Vessel. weight| Value. | o3RS Location.
(a) Owned — Total -
Council Blnffs_.| 4,200 | $840,000.00 | Nov. 13,1919 | Sunk by mine off Ter-
Florence H..... 5,500 | 082,500.00 | Apr. 17,1918 on at Quiboron
Lako City...... 4,000 | 500,000.00 | Oct. 3,1918 my:hwmmﬁuﬂmy
Waest.
Lake Placid...« 4,200 | 840,000.00 | May 19,1919 | Sunk by mine off Bingo
Light, Sweden.
West Arvada.. 8,500 |1,760,000.00 { June 19,1919 | Mined near Dutch coast.
{‘EOImd-Parﬁal
Englewood 7,323 [1,464,600.00 | Aug. 18,1019 | Strock mine mouth of
Liberty Glo..... 7,500 {1,500,000.00 | Dec. 35,1019 Strfhgkminecﬂi‘m
) Requisitioned—
Omt:lqlm:
Alamanee....... 5,300 (1,103,883, 33 | Feb. 5,1918 | T off Maiden
Atlantie Sun...| 3,800 | 626,728.77 | Mar. 18,1918 | Torpedoed, Atlantic
Carolina........ 4,100 | 937,500.00 | June 2,1918 | Sunk off Delaware capes
by submarine. -
Pinar del Rio...| 4,080 | 776,071.23 | June 9,1918 gt;‘hmrhmﬂ off United
s coast.
Banta Maria....| 8300 [1,483,529.73 | Feh. 25,1018 Twpod:gd off Lorne,
Pyler........... 4,200 | 915,457.50 | May 21918 | Sunk by submarine off
: eoast.
Winneconne....| 3,200 [ 500,912.60 | June &1918 | Sunk by submarine off
Tersey coast.
(c)DChanemdgmm
utch) — Total
Merak.......... 5,250 [1,304,675.03 | Aug. 6,1918 | Sunk by submarine off
Texel 600 [1, 405,864 68 | J 2,1915 | Sunk by subimasise.
........... . un 5
Yeselhaven. ____| 6,203 [1, 524, 009, 77 Fob. 14,1919 buu.kh‘rrgine.

g vesscls destroyed by
nce the beginning of the war,

submarines, raiders, or mincs

Type. Number. |Gross tons.

66 251, 302

14 66, 335

5 51, 303

Lo N R e e O ol Yot LY e A 85! 388,040
3 252

5 im

4 2,071

7| 61,50

157 I 430, 480

AMERICAN INTERESTS IN GERMANY.
treatment of American-owned property of various descriptions

in Germany is a ible source of further claims. Several thousand
American cltlnens ve filed with the department statements deseribing
their property in Germany and M‘g v an estimate of its value. An
abstract of infema.tio furnish department regarding American

interests in Germany follows:
Character ot ro :
Real est p R L A SR e ST A

Debts, tnch:ding accounts and bills receivable____

Estimated values.
$10, 271, 449. 48
39\. 267, 147. 27

P o g
Miscellaneous property_ 19, 910, 371. 1
Inheritances, real, personal, and miscellaneous___ 3, 563, 079. 16
oty ) IS G ) o O, o I DS A 191, 147, 346. 76
By an ordinznce of January 11, 1920, various war measures adopted
by the (;erman Government relati.ng to enemy property in Germany
were repealed
- L a L *
Consequently, while Ameriean citheus, sinr:e Jan 11, 1920, have
been able to obtain the on of real estate 3 riain classes

of personal proj uestrated by the Germ Gov-
ernment, thmr

3
: ve been unable to obstgin the release of eredits, cash,
an

The amaunt of claims which ma
teation of Amerviean property in

Losses by American prisoners of war
Department, some 813 cases in which A;ne cs.n prisoners of war lost
property in Germany or suffered other injuries or losses while pris-
oners have been brought te the attention of the tment of State.
The losses suhmittec] by the War Department were compiled from data
contained in the affidavits of the American military prisoners who were
held in var‘lous prison camps and hospitals in Germany. In addition to
the complaints regarding less of personal property, other grounds of
complaint are cruelty, neglect, lack of food and medicine, {ll treat-
ment, insanitary living conditions, and enforced Iabor. These cases
may e summar as follows :

Number of cases in which value of mm {8 reported_. . 206

Total value of pro| lost as $12, 560. 08
Cases In mﬁelfaneous injurfes are reported but no

exmcted te result from seques-
us et uncertaln.
erence from the War

ountx of claims or logs alleged_ . _____ 464
Cases invol loss of property in which estimates or state-
ments are meamplete- — . . 116

‘Gentlemen of the House, not to mention the unfold millions
of Government property destroyed, claims of Ameriean citizens
against Germany of more than $221,000,000 and 672,000,000 lei
(Rumanian eoin of unknown American value) remain unset-
tled.

That does not include any claims of the United States for the
loss of Shipping Board vessels or for pay of soldiers in the
Army of occupation, or any other governmental claims. But
there are $221,000,000 of private claims of American citizens.
Are you going to pass this resolution and declare a state of
peace and abandon hundreds of American citizens to their fate
to prosecute their own claims against the German Government?
Somebody has got to pay them. If the German Government
does not pay them, will you gentlemen vote $221,000,000 out
of the United States Treasury to pay them? We very properly
refused to permit the Allies to repudiate their debts to us.
Will you gentlemen be more generous with Germany than you
were with the Allies and give her an acquittanece and remis-
sion of her obligations to pay $221,000,000 to American citizens?

The United States has made no claim nor will make any
claim for indemnities to eover military expenses during the
combat period. We were not fighting for gain or conquest, but
under the terms of the armistice, Germany is to reimburse the
United States for the expenses of the Army of occupation in
Germany. Many millions are long past due. - A declaration of
peace will automatically end the armistice and may endanger
that claim.

What else do we find? We find there is approximately
$190,000,000 of American properiy located in Germany. Much
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of that property was sequestered by the German Government,
and the German Government to this date has failed and re-
fused to restore to American citizens their cash or credits in
Germany., What else do we find? The United States, acting
under its rights as a belligerent, sequestered and now holds the
property of enemy aliens. The seizure was authorized only by
a state of war.

The office of the Alien Property Custodian informs me that he
has in his custody now approximately $400,000,000 belonging to
enemy aliens, which was sequestered during the war, This
property was not confiscated; it was merely sequestered in
order to keep it from going to the aid of the enemy. The
Shipping Board informs me that it now holds 40 former German
ships of a total tonnage of 352,887 tons—40 German ships, 16
cargo and 24 passenger vessels. Those ships mostly belong
not to the German Government but to private German corpora-
tions or citizens.

My fellow American citizens—and I speak to you to-day not
purely as partisans, but as citizens of this great Republic, and as
mien charged with a terrific responsibility in these premises—
what do we find with reference to those things that remain to be
settled? Now, can this resolution settle them? They can only
be settled by negotiation, by going into the mass of details to
separate the various kinds of claims for damages, for loss of
life and property, for restitution of property, and by the ascer-
tainment of questions of fact, To secure restitution of American
property held in Germany, to acquire the right to appropriate
German property in the hands of the United States to the pay-
ment of reparation claims of our citizens involves stipulation
that can only be properly and intelligently ascertained by diplo-
matic negotiation. It may require the establishment of tri-
bunals or commissions to fix and determine claims,

What do gentlemen say? They say that a treaty must still
be negotiated after this resolution passes.

The Knox resolution assumes that a treaty will be made. It
undertakes to reserve American rights under the treaty of Ver-
sailles until a treaty can be negotiated, and so forth. Then,
if that be true, what purpose or what benefit will this resolu-
tion produce? What useful office can it fill? Why, the Secre-
tary of State and the President in the case of Mexico refuse
to recognize her until she enters into a treaty, but in the case
of Germany they make peace with her first and talk about a
treaty afterwards. [Applause on the Democratic side.] What
may result? By the passage of this resolution, if it means
anything, we shall immediately be at peace.

Why does not the President negotiate a treaty, which he must
make now or later? Certainly a declaration of peace by Con-
gress can not make his task easier. To my mind it will surely
make his duty harder. )

What will confront him and the country? If this measure
be effective, the legal status will be that of peace.

There will then be no alien enemy. There will be then no
German enemy. We shall stand on an equality before the
world. The two Governments and their nationals and the
rights of each must be regarded in the light of a legal state
of peace. And what will the President do? The President will
undertake to negotiate a treaty with Germany to settle matters
arising from war. He may propose to retain allen property
until American claims are paid, and Germany will reply to
the President—or if she does not you are providing that she
may reply to the President—"* Why, my dear Mr. President, we
are at peace. You have already solemnly said that we are at
peace. I have no right in time of peace to turn over the prop-
erty of my citizens to you to satisfy a war claim which ter-
minated automatically with the end of the war.”

At the very threshold the President may be met with that
argument.

Already it has been hinted that Germany will claim rights
pnder the treaty with the United States of 1828, In 1799 the
United States made a treaty with Prussia. Article 23 of that
treaty reads as follows:

If war should arise between the two contracting parties, the mer-
chants of either country then residin, the other shall be allowed
to remain nine months to collect their debts and settle their affairs
and may depart rreelf. carrying off all their effects wthout molestaton
or hindrance, and all women and children, scholars of every faculty,
cultivators of the earth, artisans, manufacturers, and fishermen,
unarmed and inhabiting unfortified towns, villages, or places, and in
general all others whose occupations are for the common subsistence
and benefit of mankind, shall be allowed to continue their respective
employments, and shall not be molested in their persons, nor shall
their houses or goods be burnt or otherwise destroyed, nor their fields
wasted by the armed force of the enemy into whose power by the
events of war they ma hagpen to fall, but if anything is necessary
to be taken from them for the use of such armed force the same shall
be paid for at a reasonable price,

In 1828 another treaty was made and article 12 thereof re-
vived and extended articles 23, 24, and others of the treaty of

1799, It will be noted that by the express terms of the treaty it
was to be effective in time of war as well as of peace. The
State Department recognizes that that treaty was in force when
we entered the war.

Before the expiration of nine months after the war was de-
clared the United States seized German property—the property
of German merchants. We molested their property and im-
pounded it under the trading with the enemy act. But it may
be said that war abrogated the treaty. That would not pre-
vent Germany from asserting the contrary. The assertion of
it, peace having been declared, must result in embarrassment
and leave a source of friction for the future.

But wise gentlemen on the Committee on Foreign Affairs
will say that war abrogated the treaty. Let us see if it does.
Do not forget that Germany knows what is in that treaty. Do
not forget that she will recall it to your attention after this
resolution passes. I feel warranted in calling it to your atten-
tion now, because I want you to know what you are doing when
you pass this resolution. Will she fail to point to that clause
of article 24 of the Prussian treaty reading as follows:

And it is declared that neither the pretense that war dissolves all
treaties, nor any other whatever, shall be considered as annulling or
suspending this and the next lgemcedlng article; but, on the contrary,
that the state of war is precisely that for which they are provided,
and during which they are to be as sacredly observed as the most
acknowledged articles in the law of nature and nations.

On the other hand, without a declaration of peace until a
treaty is made, the President, on behalf of the United States,
can without difficulty adjust’ to his satisfaction the many
issues, claims, and reparations that arose from the war. He
may dictate his own terms. As a belligerent we have a right
to retain alien property until Germany settles with our citizens,

In addition to what the treaty of 1828 provides, may not Ger-
many contend that under international law the coming of formal
peace revives the rights of alien enemies to claim their property,
even though it has been sequestered by the State during the war?

Hall, on International Law, in discussing the effects of a
treaty of peace, says:

In a general way it revives all private rights, and restores the
remedies which have been suspended during the war; contracts, for
example, are revived between ?rivate ‘i)ersuns if they are not of such
a kind as to be necessarily put an end to by war, and if their fulfill-
ment has not been rende impossible by such acts of a belligerent
Government as the confiscation of debts due by subjects to those of its
enemy, the courts also are reopened for the enforcement of claims of
every kind.

With reference to the seizure of alien-enemy property, it is
said:

Property belongilng to an enemy which is found by a belligerent
within his own jurlsdiction, except property entering territorial waters
after the commencement of war, ma; g: said to enjoy a practical im-
munity from confiscation; but its diﬂerent kinds are not protected by
customs of equal authority, and although seizure would always now be
looked upon with extreme disfavor, it would be unsafe to declare that
it is not generally within the bare rights of war,

Recourse is not restricted to text writers, Federal judicial
authority is at hand.

During the War of the Revolution many of the States enacted
laws, similar to the trading with the enemy act, under which
the property of British subjects was sequestered and held by
the State. In 1783 a treaty was concluded containing a clause
providing that British subjects should not suffer any impedi-
ment to the collection of British debts. J

The State of Georgia instituted an original proceeding in the
Supreme Court of the United States to enjoin the payment by
a citizen of that State of a debt due to Brailsford, a British
subject, on the theory that the debt had been sequestered and
had thereby become the property of Georgia. The case was sub-
mitted to a jury, which was instructed as to the law by Chief
Justice Jay, in part as follows:

We are also of opinlon that the debts due to Brailsford, a British
subject, residing in_Great Britain, were by the statute of Georgia sub-
jected mot to confiscation but only to sequestration, and therefore
that his right to recover them revived at the peace, both by the law
of natlons and the treaty of peace. (Georgia v. Brailsford, 3 Dallas, 1.)

Bearing in mind the treaty of 1828 with Germany and the
possible contention that it was terminated by the war, the de-
cision of the Supreme Court in Society, and so forth, versus New
Haven, 8 Wheaton, 464, is of interest:

But there is a still more decisive answer to this objection, which is
that the termination of a treaty can not divest rights of property al-
ready vested under it. 4

If real estate be purchased or secured under a treaty, it would be
most mischievous to admit that the extinguishment of the treaty ex-
tinguished the right to such estate. In truth, it no more affects such
fég t.s tl}an.ihe repeal of a municipal law affects rights acquired under

We think therefore that treaties stlpnlatinf for permanent rights,
and general arrangements, and professing to aim at perpetulty, and to
deal with the case of war as well as of peace, do not cease on the
occurrence of war, but are at most only suspend'ed while it lasts: and
unless they are waived by the parties, or new and repugnant stipula-
tions are made, they revive in their operation at the return of
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Vattel, Chitty's edition 1857, page 322, states the rule:

He who declares wur does not confiscate the immovable Rruperty pos-
sessed In his country by his enemy's subjects. B& germlt ing them to
purchase and possess such property he has in that respect admitted
them into the number of his subjects. But the income may be seques-
trated in order to prevent its being remitted to the enemy’s country.

Where is the man who doubts that German citizens will de-
mand the return of their property? Are there not hundreds of
claims for such return now pending with the Alien Property
Custodian? If Germany hesitates to perform obligations which
she has solemnly assumed, will she be timid in asserting claims
that possess the color of lawful rights? So that by the treaty
of 1828 as well as the law of nations the moment this country
declares peace every German alien may go into court, and will
have the right to go into court, and demand the return of his
part of the $400,000,000 of property held by the Alien Property
Custodian. We have the right to retain that $400,000,000 and
say to Germany, * We hold it in pledge to offset your damages
due to American citizens in the sum of $221,000,000.” Will you
pass this resolution and run the risk of surrendering the posi-
tion which the United States may occupy at the council table?

“QOh, but” they say, we can attend to that later.” Who
doubts, gentlemen, but that after this resolution passes the
United States will deal with Germany mnot as a victor, but as
an equal? When she goes to the council table I want my
counfry to be in a position to absolutely dictate the terms of
peace. [Applause on the Democratic side.] I want to give your
and my President the power to settle these matters in the in-
terest of the people of the United States. I do not want him
to be humiliated in dealing with an enemy over whom we have
trinmphed. America should be able to exact as a victor in war
into which she was forced, what she was unable to exact while
she was yet at peace. I shall never vote to make my country
an humble mendicant, cringing and fawning before the enemy
ghe has conquered, to secure unquestioned rights as a matter
of grace. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

With peace formally declared may not Germany and her
nationals demand: Give back my ships! Give back my prop-
erty—my stocks and bonds—my moneys and my lands!

What will you say to American claimants to justify your
course? .

“ 0Oh,” the gentlemen on the majority side say, “ section 2 takes
care of these things. Section 2 reserves all the rights we have.”
Let us see what that does.

Here is section 2:

Sec. 2. That in making this declaration, and as a part of it, there
are expressly reserved to the United States of Amerlea and its nationals
any and all rights, privileges, indemnities, reparations, or advantages,
together with the right to enforce the same, to which it or they have
become entitled under the terms of the armistice signed November 11,
1918, or any extensions or modifications thereof; or which were ac-
guired by or are in the possession of the United étntes of America by
reason of its participation in the war or to which its nationals have
thereby become rightfully entitled; or which, under the treaty of
Versallles, have been stipulated for its or their benefits; or to which
it is entitled as one of the principal allied and associated powers; or
to which it is entitled by virtue of an act or acts of Congress; or
otherwise.

Section 2 undertakes to reserve rights under the armistice,
When peace is declared the armistice is terminated because an
armistice is merely a truce to allow diplomatic negotiation.
“ Oh, but,” they say, “we reserve rights under the treaty of
Versailles.” Let me demonstrate how ridiculous that pretense
is. The proposition that the United States may reserve rights
under a treaty which she has failed to ratify and has repudi-
ated constitutes such a mockery of accepted legal principles
that its assertion by men in high and responsible station is
amazing. A party is not bound by a contract to which it is not
a party. A treaty is a compact or contract between two or
more nations. The United States has refused to ratify the
treaty of Versailles. It has declined to be bound by it, and
having so declined, is not bound. If the United States is not
bound, neither is Germany bound to the United States.

But if you can reserve rights under the treaty of Versailles,
then Germany is bound in some way to us by the treaty of
Versailles. If Germany is required to respect any right or any
assertion which we may make, then she must be bound. The
United States is not bound, because we have repudiated and
heaped with abuse the treaty of Versailles. If the United
States is not bound, then Germany has no right under the
treaty which she can require us to respect. Can it be that
Germany, who has ratified the treaty, can have no rights what-
ever under it as against us, when we, who have not ratified
it, can have rights under it which she is bound to respect?
The existence of a right implies the power to demand it and to
enforce its acknowledgment.

If you can reserve something which you have not, then you
will perform a legislative miracle in this day and time. The

dictionary says that to reserve is to hold on to that which is

your own; to hold it back for a little time. You can not hold
back something which you have not. We now have no rights
under the treaty, because we have never had any rights under it.
* But suppose that we could legally reserve those rights, then
the reservation appearing in section 2 becomes a treaty. When-
ever Congress by legislative act adopts any language or any
clause or any senfence in a compact, in a treaty, or any other
kind of obligation relating to a foreign power, and seeks to
give vitality to it and to base rights upon it, then to the extent
of that language the Congress is entering into a treaty with a
foreign power. Now, let me show you why. If Congress can
adopt any part of a treaty, then Congress can adopt all of the
treaty. If Congress can adopt one line of a treaty which says
that the United States has certain rights in certain property
or that her citizens shall have certain rights, then Congress
can adopt two lines, or three lines, or one hundred lines, or the
whole treaty, and make it a part of the law of this land.

To the extent of such stipulation, it is an undertaking to make
a contract or compact with a foreign Government, the terms of
which are set forth in those clauses of the treaty defining the
advantages and benefits sought to be claimed. Such an act is
tantamount to erasing from the formal text of the freaty all
language except that stipulating the rights and advantages
which are sought to be reserved, and then ratifying by act of
Congress that which remains. By such an act we say to Ger-
many, “We will not agree with you to be bound by certain
sections of the treaty. We do agree with you on those sections
according us rights, and hold you to their performance.” Any
such agreement with a foreign power, though expressed in a
single line, is a treaty. If made by Congress, it is a congres-
sional treaty. It is unknown to the Constitution.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Masox], a member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, stated on this floor some weeks
ago that the Knox resolution infringes the treaty power. The
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. PorTER], on June 11, 1921,
in opening the debate in support of the resolution, said in this
House:

Further, the Senate resolution fixes many terms and conditions of the
trea?' to be made with our late enemies, there unmistakably invading
the Executive's prerogative which vests him with the exclusive inltiative
m. the making of treaties,

Their statements were based upon the fact that the Knox reso-
lution attempts a reservation of rights until a treaty makes
- suiltable provision for the satisfaction of all claims,” and so
forth.

My response to that, gentlemen of the House, is that if Con-
gress can reserve rights in the treaty of Versailles for 1 day
it can reserve those rights for 2 days, or 1 year, or 2 years, or 10
years, or for any other period which it may see fit, even until
the negotiation of some specific description of a treaty, unless
in the meantime those rights are changed or abrogated by an-
other treaty.

This is but another evidence of the absurdity of the attempt
to reserve rights. The clause in the Knox resolution to reserve
them until a particular kind of treaty is made is ineffective,
because when any kind of treaty modifying or settling those
rights is hereafter made and ratified it has the effect to that
extent of repealing the resolution. They are no longer reserved,
becanse they no longer exist. The same is true of the Porter
substitute now being considered. If the Knox resolution is not
constitutional, neither is the Porter substitute.

So you can not stand upon the hypothesis or the theory that
¥you are reserving something in a treaty; because whenever you
do you are thereby making a treaty.

But let me suggest another phase. Suppose you could, under
the Constitution, reserve rights in the treaty, would not the
United States present an unworthy and an unenviable aspect
before the bar of civilization? Would we not forfeit the fair
renown which we have achieved before the world in claiming
the benefits and the rights of a treaty whose obligations we
spurn and cast out?

Would it not neutralize or destroy the splendid opinion which
the world entertains that in entering the war and in fighting
for our rights we were also fighting for the rights of civilization
and for the establishment of liberty and justice and equity
among the nations of the earth? For one I shall not be willing
to put my country in such an attitude before the bar of history.
[Applause.] :

Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, President Harding
was inaugurated on March 4 of the present year. Every mo-
ment since the time he lifted up his hand and took the oath of
office his ample powers under the Constitution have authorized
him to treat through the channels of diplomacy in any manner
that he might see fit with the German Government and other
Governments toward concluding a treaty of peace and toward
settling the multifarious questions that the war has left on out
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doorstep. Why, gentlemen, he has had the unlimited power
and authority, if he saw fit, to submit to the Senate of the
United States the treaty of Versailles with or withont reser-
vations, with or without any league. That treaty is now in his
office. That treaty has been in his office ever since he attained
to the office of President. If he had desired, he could have sub-
mitted to the Senate for ratification the freaty of Versailles
with such reservations as he had in mind when he addressed
this Congress in this Chamber on the 12th of April, 1921, What
did he say then? ~

The wiser course would seem to be the acceptance of the eonn.nu
:i::o.tourrightsnmintuestnnsumdy rov edandtn

existing t of con cto::rl’lﬁ
accomplished by ‘“c'ﬁm‘é’é&'i reservations nnd modmnﬁma
secure our absolute from inadvisable commitments and safe-
guard all our essential interests,

[Applause.] 1

But, gentlemen, let me tell you that when the present Presi-
dent sat in the Senate of the United States he voted for the
treaty of Versailles with the Lodge reservations. Surely he
would not have voted for that treaty with those reservations if
it did not refleet what he thought to be a proper settlement of
the war with Germany.

He certainly would not have voted for the treaty of Versailles
with the qualifying reservations which he did if that did not
represent his eonscientious conviction that it was the kind of
a settlement that this country was entitled to; and if he did,
that treaty is still in his office. Why does he not send it back
to the Senate now, with the reservations which he approved,
and ask the Senate either to approve it or to tie on still more
reservations? He then would be saved the difficulty of a new
negotiation.

But suppose he is not saﬁsﬁed with that. Suppose he has
changed his mind. Suppose he has changed his mind since he
voted in the Senate and since he spoke here in this Chamber
and said that the present treaty was the one upon which to
base our rights. If he has changed his opinion, under the Con-
stitution his powers are broad enough to permit him to throw
the treaty of Versailles in the waste basket, and to proceed
through his great Secretary of State, Mr. Hughes, to negotiate
an entirely new treaty settling all the guestions of peace and
war and trade and all the things that war has left on our hands.
But he has declined to do it. His failure to act is not the fail-
ure of Congress. For that failure he is answerable, and not the
Congress of the United States. For the plentitude of his pow-
ers the Constifution is respounsible, but if there be poverty of
performance he is responsible. [Applause.]

Ah, perhaps the zeal of the President has grown calnr. Per-

the zeal of the campaign was such as to cause him to make
inconsiderate and thoughtless statements about what he would
do with reference to the foreign policles of the United States,
The tremendous responsibilities of the Presidency have sobered
him and brought to him the realization that in his conduect of
our foreign affairs he is the spokesman of the Nation and not
simply of a party and he has grown cautious. The solemn and
stunning knowledge has come to him that difficulties lie in his
pathway, He has found that his pathway is stony. Even
though it is not as stony as that of his predecessor, he finds
it difficult now to do the things for which he blamed the man
who occupied that high station before him. [Applause.] The
President is a man of gracious and pleasing personality, and
inspired by patriotic impulses, and I shall not indulge in
criticism of him except as my duty in considering this resolu-
tion as it affects his functions requires.

The President in his address to the Senate and the Hguse
stated on April 12, 1921 :

To establish the state of technieal ce without further delay I
should approve a declaratory resolution by Co to t‘h.at cﬂ!ect, with
the q cations essential to protect all om- %

Such a resolution should undertake to do no more th.m th'ux to de-
clare the state of peace which all America craves.

The President's haste was then hot. He must have this reso-
lution without further delay, and yet three months have tran-
spired from the beginning of his term and two months of the
session of Congress, and now we have it presented for the
first time. I would like to ask the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania why the delay. What has occurred at home or abroad
to delay the plan for peace? He may answer now if he desires,
Why, he may say, because he wanted to wait until Germany
nrade the first reparation payment. Now, gentlemen, if you
have to wait until she makes the first reparation payment, why,
by the same logic, not wait until she makes the second repara-
tion payment? [Applause on the Democratic side.] And, by
the same logic, until she makes the third. Sirs, if something
transpired across the water, if something transpired in world
affairs a nronth ago which eaused you to hesitate and hold back,
how do you know but something may transpire a month from

now which will make you regret that you ever passed the
resols ution ?

enator Harding, on July 22, 1920, in his speech accepting
the Republican nomination, said

I promise you formal and effective ce so quick] Repuabli
Congress can pass its declaration forp:nnepuhﬂ xtzu%lve F;: si?;‘.

A special dispatch to the Washington Sta: from San Au-
gustine, Fla., where the President elect was at that time, under
date of February 8, 1921, said in part:

When Warren Harding, as President of the United Stai ds his
first message to the extra session of Congress he will nskafg?-' t?:e: imme-
diate of the Knox reaehltlon decl:u'lng the war a Ger-
mm;yand n&?&tggan?&n .t is ﬂbz%u announce

resolution of peace passe y Congress and
approved by himself he will undertake th
treaty with what was once the Gor:mn e&egf‘_t;inﬂon S ot el

’.I;hen a little later the Washington press carried the follow ing
notice:

PRESIDENT HARDING NOT INSISTING UPON HASTY PEACE ACTION.

President is not asking for del tnth adopti
House of a mluﬂon, it wag sald t ezh a m.i?ls?ryat;g:
repnratlongu settlex:set“he is lI;:iot mslstin that there ?ﬁ‘uﬁt b:r o
haste in putting the measure through. . o il

Again, on May 20, the Washington Herald carried this no-
tice:

HARDING URGES ACTION T0 END STATE OF WAR—PEACE RESOLUTION

AWAITS FIRST REPARATION PAYMENT BY GERMANY—CHANGES GUARD

AMERICAN RIGHTS—AVOID EMBARRASSING ALLIES BY ACTING TOO QUICKLY
I8 XOW PLAN.

Establishment of peace with Germany a declaration of Congress,
it is Ieamad, will await Germany's nrstbyrepnratlons S:ymen(i::oto the

'ﬂlo t is scheduled for June 1. e

the B use Forelxntm g t rk'!d : Mhm%
O 0 !ES
e ety e be o el ume work on the resolution,

On May 20 he is getting eautious he is finding a hard, rocky,
briary, and perilous road.

Gentlemen, foreign affairs should never be lowered to the
plane of partisan politics. All Americans should face in one
direction—toward the enemy, or even a friendly power, when
American interests are at stake.

This resolution a year ago was begotten of spite toward Presi-
dent Wilson and a desire to embarrass him before the country.
Even now it is being made the vehicle of unsatisfied partisan
scorn. -

On May 28, 1921, there appeared in the Washington Post the
following :
FRAMES PEACH RESOLUTION—HOUSE COMMITTEE REPUBLICANS AGREE ON
FORM OF MEASURE.
Republican members of the House Foreign Affairs Committee agreed
on the form of a ]
m e S mga!z?o ut.lof;nwhlch will be put before

We there have notice that the Republican majority of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs has prepared a resolution known
as the Porter resolution and will later submit it to the commit-
tee with a demand that it be reported as written. The news-
paper reporter was given more information than was vouch-
safed to the Democratic members of the committee. True to
form, that course was followed, and now under a special rule,
which prevents amendment, it is to be driven through the House
as a partisan measure.

I warn the leaders on the Republican side not to be too
reckless and rash. Considerations that turned your impatience
hurriedly into caution and fear should warn you in the most
solemn manner that you are treading upon dangerous, yea
perilous, ground when Congress undertakes to invade the prov-
ince of treaty or peace making, and obtrudes itself into foreign
affairs whose conduct under the Constitution is vested: in the
President.

There are other complicated matters still unseitled. Presi-
dent Harding has appointed observers on the Reparations Com-
mission, the Supreme Council, and the Council of Amibassadors.
If peace without a treaty is declared, must not they be
recalled ?

Congress has not been advised of the state of foreign and dip-
lomatie affairs, g the President, the Secretary of
State alone acquires full and complete intormatian. Was Secre-
tary of State Hughes called before the Comimittee on Foreign
Affairs to express his views? I direet the question to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania. Why was he not ealled? Will
Congress act without consulting, without hearing the dis--
tinguished Secrétary of State? Will a partisan majority plunge
wildly and recklessly into the dark labyrinth of foreign affairs
without the sanction or wise counsel of Judge Hughes? Will
anyone confend that Secretary Hughes favors this plan? 1If
he does, where and when has he said so? If the Secretary

favored this measure, the report would have informed the House
of his approval.




1921.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

2513

I make the statement that the resolution is unwise and un-
necessary, and for the fact that it is unnecessary I call Senator
Warren G. Harding as a witness. A year ago, on May 15,
when he voted for the Knox resolution, he rose in his place in
the Senate and said:

I do not regard a pronouncement of formal peace as tremendously
essentinl to the welfare of the United States or to the promotion of
our trade relationship with the other nations of the world. 1 do not

k a formal declaration of peace is essential to continued freedom
from hostilities; 1 do not think it possible that Germany is likely to
resume armed warfare against this Republic in two generations to
come ; nor does it seem to me necessary to have this formal declaration,
particularly in this form, in order to resume our commercial relations
with Germany, for they are already more or less resumed, and, in the
very nature of things, trade relations with Germany will be developed
according to the needs of that peagle and our own inclination to trade,

There has been but one way of recovery from war and war waste
since the world began, and that is to work, to produce, and exchange ;
but we need not worry on this side of the Atlantic, for the war-torn
nations of the Old World are just as certaln to seek our favors in trade
as that to-morrow shall come. So the peace resolution is not seriously
involved in a continuation of peaceful relationships.

If it was not necessary a year ago, is it necessary now except
to redeem a rash and unwise campaign pledge that we would
make peace as soon as a Republican Congress could write it?
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

In that address he added:

I think the slgnificance of the passage of this resolution lies in its
reestablishment of the constitutional powers of the American Congress,

He was then anxious to maintain the constitutional powers
of the Congress, of which he was a Member, Has his viewpoint
undergone a change?

The President in his address to Congress on April 12, 1921,
in referring to a peace resolution, said:

In correcting the failure of the Executive, in negotiating the most
important treaty in the history of the Nation, to recogmize the consti-
tutional powers of the Senate we would go to the other extreme,
equally objectionable, if Con or the Senate should assume the
function of the Executive. r highest duty is the preservation of
the constituted powers of each and the lgaromotion of the spirit of
cooperation so essential to our common welfare,

Constitutional processes can not be preserved by a congres-
sional treaty.

The Executive proclaims his jealousy of the presidential
prerogative and warns Congress not to invade it. Let me
suggest that the surest way for the President to prevent Con-
gress from invading his provioce is for the President himself to
exercise his powers and prerogatives,

If the President is fearful that Congress may, in making
peace, invade the domain of his authority, he may find complete
safety by himself making a treaty of peace. That very con-
tingency illustrates the error in the theory that Congress can
make peace. The power, under the Constitution, can not rest
in two places—it can not reside in Congress and also reside in
the President and Senate alone,

If that were true, the President might negotiate a treaty and
submit it to the Senate; failing to receive the necessary two-
thirds of the Senate, he could submit it in the form of a joint
resolution and by a majority of 1 in each House make a treaty
in defiance of the constitutional requirement that two-thirds
of the Senate must concur.

On April 8, 1920, Mr. Rocers, of Massachusetts, ranking
Republican on the Comiuittee on Foreign Affairs, in a
in this House said:

Before qroceed!.ng, however, it may be well to reiterate that a treaty
of peace is unquestionably the normal and the desirable method of
concluding war. I stlll hope that a formal treaty may in the future
be ratified. It is only when for some reason o treat‘v of peace proves
impracticable that recourse is had to other methods. -

n conclusion, I fepeat my regret and chagrin that peaee has not
been attained throug

the normal and far preferable medium of a
treaty.

On that same occasion the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Porrer], the author of this resolution, said: .

It is true that the usual and normal method of terminating a war
status is by a treaty made by the President, by and with the advice
and consent of twu-tE!rds of tge Senate.

Each foreign war of the United States was terminated by
normal method of treaty. The Revolutionary War by the
treaty of Paris, September 3, 1783; the War of 1812 by the
treaty of Ghent, December 24, 1814; the Mexican War by the
treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, February 2, 1848: the War with
Spain by the treaty of Paris, December 10, 1898.. If a return
to normalcy is desirable, the President is free to embrace an
excellent opportunity to make peace in the normal manner.

This Government is now conducting diplomatic negotiations
with other Governments regarding the island of Yap, Shantung,
oil interests in Dutch East India, and American interests in
Mexico; why can not it negotiate a treaty about peace—is it of
less importance than these?

Mr. Speaker, I, too, want to witness the establishment of
peace, a genuine and constitutional peace, a real peace that will

definitely settle the issues at stake and not leave them sus-
pended and undetermined.

Gentlemen of the House, you are about fo do a foolish and
unworthy thing. I want to warn you that what you are about
to do in making peace by this resolution will not fulfill the
duties which we owe to the people of our country. In April,
1917, when Congress in the name of the people of the United
States declared the existence of a state of war, there were
in the mind of the Nation clear and definite purposes. The
heart of America was stirred by a fervid resolve to right the
wrongs that had forced us to draw the sword. There was the
purpose to revenge the loss of American life on the highways
of the sea; there was the purpose of demanding reparation for
American property and American lives. There was the purpose
to fight for high ideals, for the establishment of justice, and
liberty, and equity among the nations of the earth ; there was the
purpose to fight in such a way as to render the enemy so impo-
tent that he never again could challenge the safety of the world.
There was the purposa to serve notice that no other nation
could ever do so with safety. There was the purpose to make
a peace which would last and to have a part in that peace.
Have those ends been accomplished? Where is the man who
has been paid for his ship sunk at sea? Where is the widow or
mother who has had indemnification for the death of loved ones
whose bones even now are washed and rolled by the tireless
tides of a restless sea? Have we so soon forgotten the wailing
cries of little children as with outstretched hands they were
swept beneath the swirling waters of the deep?

Where is the guaranty to the United States that Germany will
disarm and stay disarmed? There is the pledge to the United
States that war, like a bell in the night, shall not again hide-
ously rouse us from the sleep of peace? Did America go to war
simply to prove her prowess at arms? The history of the past
supplied in glorious fashion that proof. Did she go to war like
the gladiator to test the strength of her arm or the temper of
her blade? Was the war simply an international contest to
decide the championship of the world?

No, Mr. Speaker, no such base or sordid motive dwelt within
America’s heart. With lofty purpose and chastened spirit, with
uplifted face, and beckoned on by no low or mean temptation,
the people of the United States and their Government, when
patience could no longer tolerate repeated outrage and wrong,
mustered their gallant hosts and sent them charging across the
fields of Europe to glorious triumph—a triumph of terrific cost
in blood and life and misery and sorrow. America fought an
honorable war. She must not make a dishonorable peace. I
shall never be willing to approach the little mounds above our
heroic dead and place on them this scrap of paper covered with
surrender and repudiation of the cause for which they fought.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

IMMIGRATION.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I desire to pre-
sent a request for unanimous consent, if the gentleman from
Pennsylvania will yield?

Mr, PORTER. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, from the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization I am authorized
to report House joint resolution 153, and I ask unanimous
consent that I may have until 9 o'clock to-night-to file such
report, and that the minority may have until the same time to
do the same,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
under what rule does the gentleman have the right to report
the resolution from the floor of the House?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I am asking unanimous con-
sent to have until 9 o'clock to-night to file a report, and that
the minority may have until that time to file their views. I
am reporting the resolution through the basket.

Mr, RAKER. I do not think we ought to do that.
go into the basket and let it take its usual course.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Very well. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw the request and will file the report through the basket
now.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California objects.

TEEMINATION OF THE WAR.

Mr. PORTER. Mr, Speaker, I yield 20 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BurTon].

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, there are two principal reasons
for the passage of this resolution, one of which appears in the
first section, the other in the second. First, to terminate a tech-
nical state of war which exists, although hostilities have ceased
and our allies have concluded definitive agreéments with Ger-
many, and, second, in order that there may be an unequivocal

Let it
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asgertion of our rights; arising from our participation in the
war, including legislation enacted by Congress, seizures in pur-
suance of that legislation, and also our rights under and by vir-
tue of the treaty of Versailles. Taking these up in their order
an incongruous situation exists. Hostilities have ceased, the
war is at an end, Germany as a military power is prostrate, but
the declaration that war exists is still on the statute books:
What are some of the disadvantages that exist by reason of
“that?

The free play of commerce is hampered. That credit which
Germany might obtain in this country for the purchase of our
abounding surplus of agricultural products and raw material
is forbidden to her, beeause, strictly speaking, war between
States renders illegal any transaction between the nationals of
either party. We have not resumed diplomatie relations, Only a
so-called commissioner acts for us. That attention which consuls
and diplomatic officials could give to the wide range of Amer-
ican interests is lacking. Spain is the: couniry selected for tak-
ing care of our rights. The citizens of neither country can
bring suit in the courts of the other, except for certain specific
purposes very limited in their extent, authorized by the trading
with the enemry act. Still further, we are out of line with con-
ditions under which we should do: everything that makes for
amieable relations.

What are some of the objections to this resolution? It is.
said in the first place that it is unconstitutional, that the sole
right to make peace rests with the President under a treaty to
be ratified by the Senate. Mr. Speaker, we have broken the
fetters of striet construction which restrained us for so many
years. We have come fo realize that in this great expanding
country the Constitution must be a flexible document. It may
be true, as has been said here, that in the constitutional con-
vention a proposition was made that Congress should have the
right to make peace, and this was voted down, but that re-
jection is not conclusive. In that same constitutional conven-
tion a proposition was brought forward by Mr. Madison that a
national bank might be established. That was voted down, yet
in the first administration affer the adoption of the Constitu-
tion a national bank was established. One of the sfrongest
contentions of the strict constructionists in: earlier years was
that there was no right of annexation of foreign territory by
treaty or, in faet, in any other way. Mr. Jefferson said there
‘was “necessity for shutting up the Constitution, or amending
it”; but, as an amendment was not possible, he yielded to the
idea that the object to be secured by the annexation of Loui-
siana justified the means, and so a treaty was entered into,
under which that vast accession was made to our territery. In
all cases but two—Texas and Hawaii—annexation has been by
treaty.

I note that two gentlemen from Texas have stressed the idea
that peace by resolution is invalid. Gentlemen of Texas, I
want to ask you how did your splended State come into this great
array of Commonwealths, making up this Union? [Applause on
Republican side:]

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas.
desire an answer to that?

Mr., BURTON. T must decline to yield. How are we freed
from the deprivation which would oceur if we were without the
eloquence and the patriotism of the Members who come from
that State? President Tyler submitted a treaty to the Senate
in 1844, as Mr, Wilson did in 1919. The former was negotiated
with the independent Republic of Texas, providing for annexa-
tion. The Senate failed to ratify it, and on the following 1st of
March, 1845, a resolution was passed providing under conditions
that Texas might be annexed, and under that resolution and not
by treaty Texas came into this Union. [Applause on Republican
side.]

Mr. Speaker, I am unwilling to concede that this Congress,
nearest to the hearts of the people, has not the right to declare
that peace exists. Suppose we had a President stern and severe,
like some of the despots that have ruled in Latin America, who
desired to continue a war, although the people were against it.
Would the only right of Congress be to refuse supplies? Can
Congress not, having the right to declare war, also exercise the
right to declare peace as well? I am unwilling to concede that
the right does not exist in all cases. But this situation is very
exceptional. Here peace actually does exist. A treaty has been
made by our allies under which Germany has laid down her
arms, a treaty which, so far as regards actual cessation of the
contest, applies to all nations. Our entrance into the great
struggle was not under an ordinary declaration of hostilities,
but under a statement that war had been thrust upon us by the
action of the Imperial Government of Germany. That Govern-
ment has been overthrown. Are we so bound by constitutional

Mr. Speaker, does the gentleman

limitations that Congress, which declared as a statement of fact
that war existed, can not now declare as a statement of fact that
war does not exist? Mr. Speaker, let us throw the constitutional
ent into the wastebasket.

ut it is said that we are untrue to our allies, How are we
untrue to our allies? A treaty has been framed and is in op-
eration., Not for more than a century has there been a treaty
more severe in its provisions. Under it Germany’s resources to
the last farthing, all her most vital political and economie
interests, are subject to the dictation of the conquerors. Our
allies have made haste to take advantage of this treaty in the
promotion of trade and in every possible way. Diplomatic
relations have been restored by all of them. British troops
passing through Germany on the way to Silesia were every-
where greeted with enthusiastic acelaim. A conference has .
been in pregress at Weisbaden having in view the establish-
ment of closer trade relations between France and Germany.

Yet when we were asked merely to submit a proposition from
Germany to the Allies we declined. .

Have we not done enough for Belgium, of which mention has
been made, to merit her lasting gratitude? Have not our mil-
lions of soldiers gone across the sea, our men and women, for
the succor of all these peoples? Have we not done with our
might what we could toward bringing about a lasting peace
which shall be of benefit fo the world? What do gentlemén
want? Do they think that we should send our warships to
Hamburg and to Bremen to bombard German ports? Do they
wish our Army should march into Germany, that our trans-
ports should carry across other troops? That is what you
really mean. What significance is there in a continuance of a
state of war unless armies and navies are to engage in combat?
Face the facts when you say that this resolution ought not to
be passed. [Applause on the Republican side.] Now is the
time when peace should prevail, and we wish to cure conditions
as far as possible in a troubled world. And so we make decla-
ration for peace, declaration that the last trace of this terribly
bloody war must be at an end. It is said that we will have
relinquished certain rights. If we relinguish rights by this reso-
lution we will still be relinquishing rights if the war Iasts for a
thousand years.

No advantages can be lost. In this connection I may say
that the second section here is just as necessary as is the first,
because we reserve our rights and it is mecessary we should
do so. If we did not reserve those rights by express declaration
of the will of the people Germany might urge that the treaties
of 1785, 1799; and 1828, providing for the mutual pretection
of the property of the citizens of each counfry in case of war,
were still binding. Germany might also maintain that the
general rules of infternational law under which the property
of nationals in an enemy country may be safe——

Mr. COCKRAN. How would that claim by Germany affect
us?

Mr. BURTON. Because we by solemn declaration would
wipe out the condition of war, but omit fo claim for ourselves
the results by reason of our participation in: that war.

Mr., COCKRAN. How could we wipe out by deeclaration
here the obligations of a treaty?

Mr. BURTON. Obligations of a treaty—I will come to that
in a moment.

Mr. COCKRAN,. I will wait, I would like to hear it.

Mr. BURTON. There was no justification for our course in
seizing and disposing of enemy property except the very ex-
traordinary nature of the late contest. This country has taken
the lead in regard for immunity of title of nationals in an
enemy country. It has oeccupied that position, but Germany
in the flerceness and brutality of her conduct in waging war, .
by glaring violation of treaties and established rules of inter-
national law, bécame an outlaw, and thus we were justified
in regarding these old treaties as vold and in making seizures
and imposing penalties, altogether out of lime with our tradi-
tional policy. As Seeretary Lansing declared at the outset,
it would be utterly futile to enter into further negotiations
when this country was considering the question as to whether
these treaties had any binding force.

Mr. COCERAN rose.

Mr. BURTON. I really could not yield further. I have such
a short time. It is thus due to the exceptional nature of this
contest and to our exeeptional action in pursuance thereof that
it iz desirable to pass the second part of the resolution.

A treaty is a necessary sequence to this resolution. Mani-
festly the best course would be to become a party to the treaty
of Versailles, no matter how many reservations may be neces-
sary to safeguard our interests, On this subject President
Harding said:
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I o be the acceptance of the confirma-
Ho?mh%f“ésne: :i‘:;nhrt? a;‘:](:fmll:sr?rﬁ'?tst as already 1)1:'0?1(!(3(1 and to engage
gmder e, exleting Teuty, SAEAINK, O Cobereacions ana. modia loms
igc?i%laéeggggztglr abso]ujlnsi‘“r%ed‘:;? from inadvisable commitments and
safeguard all our essential interests.

Germany has not the right of free and independent action in
the control of her foreign, or even of her domestic, affairs. ‘She
is under such supervision and control that whatever agreement
is made with her must have the sanction, or rather the coopera-
tion, of the allied powers, to which she is in great degree sub-
ject. Also, there would have to be a treaty with Germany her-
self. But it is not strictly a treaty of peace that we would
negotiate with that country. It would be a treaty of commerce
and amity, settling these various questions which must arise
between countries after cessation of war, when existing engage-
ments have been annulled. Let us never lose sight of that. An-
other reason for the passage of this resolution is the very con-
siderable delay which naturally will ensue before treaties can
be agreed upon.

Now, I will discuss briefly our right to accept the advantages
conferred upon us by the provisions of the treaty of Versailles,
What was the general aim of that treaty? It was most am-
bitipus. It aimed at a settlement of the affairs of the whole
world and sought to fix relations between countries. That is
manifest net only in the general tenor of the treaty but by‘its
regpective stipulations ; Germany abandons 'rights possessed and
incurs ‘obligations to ‘various countries irrespective of ‘partici-
pation'in the treaty or of their action in ratifying it

Covenants are entered into for the benefit of the principal
allied and associated powers -and the allied and associated
powers, The United ‘States is inc¢luded in both of these groups,
and whenever it is the intention to restrict the rights acquired
to ‘the econtracting rparties -which ratify the treaty it is made
manifest in the body of the instrument. All through there are

provisions pertaining ‘to nsations which either were not parties

in the megotiations or ‘which were parties, but did ‘not ratify.
First, in the armistice of November 11, 1918, appears a demand
for the Telease .of ‘all neutral vessels; a provision ‘that the
Black Sea ports should be evacuated; ‘that restrictions on
neutral vessels engaged .in frade should be ecanceled. When
we examine ‘the treaty itself thereis a section with reference
to Luxemburg under which Germany renounces the benefit of
treaties in her faver entered into with that country. Luzem-
burg wwas not ‘a party to the treaty. There is an agreement
with reference to Denmark, requiring a plebiscite to determine
whether .Schleswig should remain a part of ‘Germany or be
restored to Denmark. The vote was taken, and a majority
favored ammexation to Denmark, and that annexation ~was
carried out. There was - provision with regard to Russia—a
country which by no means -had any participation inthis con-
ference—to the effect that the treaty of Brest-Litovsk should be
abrogated and that Germany should thereafter respect the !in-
dependence of all the territories which were part.of the former
‘Russian Empire. The ‘right was -also reserved to Russia to
obtain from 'Germany 'restitution and veparation based on:the
prineiples of the treaty. 'China was released from payment to
Germany of the balance of the Boxer indemnity:of 1901 and the
German concessions in the eities of ‘Hankow and Tientsin were
surrendered. It was also agreed ‘that eertain astronomical in-
struments belonging to China, taken away from Pekin in 1901,

should be returned. 'China did mot ratify this treaty. Every

one of these agreements is in full force and effect.

Now, 'let ‘me read one or two provisions. Tt is claimed -we
will not:have any opportunity to-obtain indemnity for the cost
since the armistiee of ithe maintenance of our troops in -the
Rhine region. Page 111, article—

Mr, KUNZ. Will the.gentleman yield for a guestion?

Mr. - BURTON. .I will

Mr, KUNZ. If theresolution.is passed, will'the United States |

be bound by the treaties of 1799 and 18287

Mr. BURTON. I think met.
have destroyed -their binding ferce. The general principle is
that ‘an act .of Congress supersedes a treaty. 'Of course, the
other party might by force maintain that the treaty existed,
but Germany is not .in a pesition to do that. At the same
time, in view of the fact fhat these treaties were framed for
the express purpose of determining the rights of private eiti-
zens in ecase of war, we should not leave the door open. That
fact malkes this second section mecessary, giving us the benefit
of all seizures under the acts of Congress.

In the section on page 111 to which I referred, provision is
made for the cogt of eur armies of eccupation, dafter the
armistice and after the treaty, and these charges have priority.

They are preferred claims under article 251, and article 252 safe-. .
|lution do? And in ecalling this to your attention I do so .in

guards our interests as follows:

‘War -and the acts of Congress

The right of each of the allled and associated powers to dispose of
enemy assets and property within its jurisdiction at the date of coming
into ‘force of the present treaty is not affected by the foregelng pro-
visions,

That is, 'we need not turn over property seized by us to any
general fund for reparations. Reparations in general are
secured to us by article 207, of which paragraph (b) is as
follows :

Bubject to any contrary stipulations which may be provided for in
the present treaty, the allied and associated powers reserve the right
to retain and -liguidate all property rights and interests belo g
at the date of the coming into force of the present treaty to German
nationals, or' companies controlled by 'them wwithin their "territories,

And so forth.

Paragraph (d) of the same article validates exceptional war
measures and refers to paragraphs 1 and 3 in an annex to
article 297, These assure the validify of vesting orders for
winding up businesses or companies of German'nationals. Para-
graph 4 of the annex was especially framed with a view to
securing payment of claims growing out of acts committed by
the German Government between July 31, 1914, and the date
when the TUnited States entered the war. This is familiarly
known as the Lusitania paragraph.

In paragraph (i) of article 207 the obligation is imposed
upon Germany to compensate her citizens for property seized in
the following language:

Germany undertakes to compensate her nationals in respect to the
ssati:t :sr rétention of property rights or interests in allied or associated

Mr. Speaker, how much time have I remaining?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has two minutes more.

‘Mr. BURTON, Iregret I am not able to dwell upon this part
of the subject more thoroughly. The total value of enemy. prop-
erty seized by us is estimated. at $350,000,000. This may not be
sufficient to meet just claims for rveparation, but we could
occupy no better situation in this regard if a technical state of
war continues. Have we any advantage in declaring to Ger-
many, “We will not-cease war or make a treaty with you until
you are nearer to annihilation™ ? Are we of that type? Have
we no spirit of mercy? We all recognize the savage campaign
waged by Germany; but Germany is a part of this world, and
will live in'it and will live with us. That country has made a
great confribution to civilization and literature, to mmusie, art,
and science, and has been at the forefront in many branches
of endeavor., They fell under the spell of 'the Hohenzollern
dynasty, and the spirit of jingoism with a desire for world
domination permeated every part of her population. I do not
sympithize with the idea that it was merely thie Junker class
that led to the war. The whole' German people were ébsessed.
[Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gertleman has expired.

Mr. PORTER. Mr, Spedker, T yield to the gentleman five
minutes more.

‘Mr. BURTON. Two or three minutes is all T desire.

Germany should make expiation to the last pfennig which she
is gble to pay for the suffering and ruin which she has wrought.
‘But we ought not to seek to make them permanent serfs.
Maybe the drastic restrictions uwpon the maintenance of an
army and navy imposed by the Allies will turn the attention of
the people to fields of lielpful endeavor. and thus in the indus-
Atrial race 'Germany may make more Tapid rprogress than her
conquerors,

‘First of all, ‘it would seem that there is no proper feeling
‘in ‘Germany that they have been guilty of wrongdoing in the
course they have been pursuing. Nor is there a complete realiza-
‘tion in the minds of ‘the people that they have been defeated.
‘But, with time and a calmer consideration of eternal principles

| of right-and wrong, let us trust that Germany will cherish the

‘traditions of earlier years and those ideals which they have
“loved long since and lost awhile.” [Applause.] :

Mr. Spedker, T yield back the remainder of my time,

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, T yield 10 minutes to the gen-
fleman from Ohio [Mr. Beca].

‘Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, in the
few minutes dllotted to me T want to give some attention to the
objections on the minority side of the House to the passage of
this resolution. _

That the House has two or three times before passed a similar
resolution and then sees fit to pass this one to-day does not
lie with any Torce. That this resolution may be different from
‘the one that may be passed by the Senate seems to me to have
no weight in coming to a con¢lusion as to what aetion should be
‘had at this time.

And, again, the constitutionality of this instrument has been
attacked by men on the Democratic side. What dees the reso-
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order to make clear that section 1 of the resolution does noth-
ing more than recite the finding of a faet. Now, I appeal to
the men on this, the Democratic, side—the men on the other side
of the House, I am sure, already see it—is it possible for the
United States Congress by joint resolution to pass a resolution
of finding of fact that will be unconstitutional?

Now, I will grant if we go into the treaty-making power it is
entirely questionable whether or not it could be unconstitutional
or whether it would stand the test of the courts. But let us
see about that. I submit to the minority membership that when,
under any emergency, this body, in conjunction with the other
body, delegates unusual powers to the Chief Executive of the
country to change existing relations and status between two
nations, it is beyond the power of Congress to interfere in that
relationship.

Hence we are not treading on the treaty-making power
and can not tread upon the treaty-making power if we were
80 to desire. The relationship which was brought about
with Germany, economical and social and international, was
a relationship that was produced by Germany being on the
aggressive side, and the only way that that relationship can
be changed from the status it now finds itself to be in is by
a treaty with the United States, made by the Chief Executive
and ratified by the Senate; and we are not attempting to do
anything to interfere with that power.

The charge has been made that if we enact this peace resolu-
tion we will be forfeiting some of the rights, some of the
privileges, some of the advantages that have accrued to the
United States or to its nationals during the state of war, I
want to ask any man on the minority side how you can forfeit
anything in an agreement in which you are not going to par-
ticipate—even if by the recitation of the reservation we fail
to reserve it, how we can forfeit it in a unilateral contract?

A treaty, if it is anything in the world, is a contract be-
tween nations, and if we have no power to enter into the
negotiation ¢f that treaty, how by the passage of a resolution
could we forfeit any of our rights to be attained under that
instrument?

I submit to you that the only thing left to you is, as the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BurroxN] has recited—the only thing
left to do between the United States and Germany is to settle
the dispute on an economic basis and to establish a new ground
of international relationship between the two countries. Thot
is the only possible thing that can be done.

Suppose two men have a dispute. The dispute may linger
along in the courts for a number of years. If two nations have
a dispute the final adjustment and settlement of that dispute
may last a number of years; but in order to adjust and settle
that dispute it is not necessary that one of those parties keep

- on in a condition of a technical state of war.

It seems to me preposterous to take the position that the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY] takes, that the United
States can get better terms under the final treaty that is made
if we do not pass this resolution, but sit down at the table
with Germany as enemies. Do you mean to say, you men who
expect to vote against this resolution—do you mean to indicate
to me and to this House that you expect the United States to
extract from an enemy something that she would not grant in
any other capacity? The history of the United States is re-
plete with evidence after evidence of generosity on the part of
this Government toward an enemy, or an enemy country, and
every utterance of the Chief Executive prior to March 4 this
year was to the effect that we went into this war on the high
plane of the defense of civilization, and that we asked and
demanded nothing in the way of dollar payment, and that we
were only fighting for a principle, and not for any self-
aggrandizement. If that be the policy of this country—and
I am one who believes that to be the policy of this Nation—
if that be so, even though we are exchanging our technical
status from that of an e¢aemy country to that of a peaceful
country, we have nothing to fear and nothing to lose when we
sit down at the peace table and undertake to negotiate the
settlement of the past claims and differences between the two
nations and adjust a working agreement for the future, be-
cause that is what a treaty amounts to. We can do it as
peaceful nations as well as enemy nations.

I want to say a word regarding the minority report. The
minority report says that the Congress has no right to enter
into a contract between nations. I think I have made that
clear. I think my colleague from Ohio who preceded me [Mr.
Burron] made it clearer than I, that we are not undertaking
to enter into any contract with nations; we are simply reciting
a condition of facts which exist and which no one can deny.

You gentlemen on this side, are you willing to vote that you
do not believe that the termination of a state of war is needed

between the two countries—a mere repeal of a declaration eof
war, a mere declaration of a finding of fact as to the comple-
tion of the war, the finding of the previous fact that we found,
that any peril no longer exists?

They say not one single American citizen will be benefited
by this resolution. I contend that every last American citizen
will be profited by such a result, too long deferred. Millions
of dollars of damage will have accrued to millions of Ameri-
cans. I want to ask the Democratic side—I want to ask the
minority members of the committee—how did any of our na-
tionals gain any material advantage under the war? The only
way that we could gain any material advantage under the war
was to take advantsge of the war condition and buy some
alien property that was offered for sale by the Alien Prop-
erty Custodian. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Ohio
has expired.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MoNTAGUE].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia is recognized
for 15 minutes.

Mr. MONTAGUE, Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the Committee
on Foreign Affairs that it has made an improvement in this
resolution over that of April last a year ago. The Members
who were in the House at that time will recall a very ex-
traordinary omission in that reselution, an omission not found
under the resolution now under consideration, nanrely, a similar
declaration of so-called peace with Austria-Hungary. Why the
omission and why the distinction between Germany on the
one hand and Austria-Hungary on the other no one can under-
stand or explain.

I wish also to congratulate the committee that has adopted
its own resolution instead of that of the Senate, although .I
must admit that if we looked at the matter purely from the
logical viewpoint, coupled with the power of the Congress, the
position of the Senate is more logical than that of the House,
As I understand the jurisdiction of the House, it has no power
to do anything except to concur in the repeal of a resolution
which Congress has heretofore enacted, and I seriously doubt
that Congress has even this jurisdiction when it is invoked to
declare peace,

We have never declared war against Germany; we have
simiply recognized an existing state of war with Germany.
Therefore the logical position is to recognize the end of the
war by the repeal of this declaration of recognition of war.
But the motives that have moved this particular declaration are
to be applauded, for the report of the committee asserts that
it is unwilling to approve any expression that makes an apology,
express or implied, for the war against the Imperial German
Government and Austria-Hungary. ¥

I wish to ecall tothe attention of the House that the first reason
advanced in the report of over a year ago for this declaration
on the part of the Congress was that there was a deadlock
between the Senate and the executive department, the treaty-
making agency of the Government, That was the first reason
and the most stressed reason in the report, and I am sure that
it contained the strongest appeal to the majority of the House.
Then the majority advanced the idea that it was exercising this
extraordinary power because of the deadlock between the Execu-
tive and the Senate. To-day you must bottom your reason for
Your action upon the ground that the Government now is no
longer deadlocked, but that it has broken down. The ordinary
constitutional agencies to bring about peace have not been
called into operation. There is no justification or excuse for
this failure, for the Senate and the Executive, which is the
treaty-making power, is under the entire control of the majority,
and yet after three months these agencies have not funectioned,
and have failed to try to bring about peace, which you affirm is
the most desirable thing on earth.

But what does the majority gain by this resolution? You
do that which you have no authority to do if you do anything,
or you do nothing. This resolution is wholly a unilateral pro-
nouncement. Ivery intelligent citizen knows that the statutes
of the United States have no extraterritorial effect. Congress
may pass resolutions of peace from now until the crack of
doom, and until they are assented to by the Government affected
they are but “ paper and packthread.”

Therefore, if your resolution has any merit it must be assented
to by Germany and Austria-Hungary, and if assented to by
them it practically becomes a treaty, and if a treaty this House
has no constitutional jurisdiction to touch it, for it is a plain

‘invasion of two other constitutional agencies of our Gvernment,

and this plain invasion can not be cured or remedied by the con-
sent of the agencies so invaded.
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But, gentlemen, T now call your attention in the short time
allotted to me to what I think is a grave matter. When by
this resolution you declare peace—and I must dissent from
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr, Campperst], who thinks the
resolution is perfection in phraseology—I think you have not
properly done what you improperly wish to do; to set forth
that a state of peace exists. Congress can not declare peace, it
can not establish peace. Peace, for the purposes of this dis-
cussion, exists by reason of the train of circnmstances, by the
procession of facts, and all the Congress can do is to recognize
this fact, not to establish this fact. You may say that this is
a play upon words; but, gentlemen, sometimes words are things.
If the Congress recognizes peace as a fact, and upon that fact
makes its declaration, there may be some logic in its position;
but when Congress undertakes to establish and declare peace,
it is acting beyond the scope of its agency and beyond its au-
thority and power.

But you declare peace, you contend, because you wish to pre-
pare for and facilitate a treaty of peace. You wish to stimulate

and facilitate the exercise of the treaty-making function, the

real peace-making function, of the Government, is the conten-
tion. But does this resolution accomplish this purpose?
What is one serious effect of the resolution conceding that it
will be operative? War suspends the laws and the rights ex-
isting between the belligerents. This is the setfled American
law and practice save as it may be vaguely modified by the
doctrine of uti possidetis, a variant and precarious reliance for
America. I repeat, Mr. Speaker, that war only suspends the
rights of the belligerents, and when war is over and peace is
declared those rights that have been suspended, namely, the
rights and duties in existence at the date of the declaration of
war, and not at the date of the declaration of peace, are re-
vived. Thus by the very force of the resolution, if it has any
effect at all, you give Germany the rights she had on the day of
onr declaration of recognition of a state of war and deny us
possibly the rights we had at the close of the war. Then Ger-
many will base her rights at the peace table upon her treaty of
1828 and will there and then assert those rights. And what
position will we be in to deny them?

When we sit at the table with Germany we should do so in
no spirit of vengeance, but a mation that has so shocked and
crippled the eivilization of this world is noi likely fo make
satisfactory agreements at the peace table unless we go there
soinewhat panoplied as victors, [Applause.] I am unwilling
to hobble the American Government in such a great transaction.
1 am unwilling that the other nations may negotiate with their
hats on their heads while America must go with her hat in her
hand, a suppliant negotiating upon equal terms with a nation
that has ravaged the civilization of this world. [Applause.]

I would vete here to-day as independently as I voted for
war. There should be mo partisanship in this great matter,
The lack of partisanship that declared war should obtain in
the making of peace. Why mot go back to the normal way of
doing business of this grave and solemn character? Why, for
the first time in the history of the Nation, shall we adopt this
anomalous and unknown course?

It has been asserted in debate that we admitted Texas by a
similar resolution. It is a leng time since I have read the
history of that event, and the distinguished and honorable gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr, Burton] may be correct, but my recol-
lection is that this Government passed a resolution giving the
conditions of admission and that the Texan, government passed
an identical resolution, coupled with an acceptance, which was
an admission of a State in pursuance of the Constitution, and
therefore Texas came into the Union not in conformity to
international law but by virtue of the constitutional require-
ments or conditions appertaining to the admission of new States.
There was no other way by which the admission could have
been accomplished.

Mr, Speaker, what effect can this resolution have? Unless
Germany vasses an identical corresponding statute it can have
no effect whatever. But the consideration of this resolution has
had one good result—it has consumed time. I am pleased that
the chairman of this committee [Mr. PorrTER], in conference
perhaps with administration authorities, has waited thus long
for the consideration of this measure, because the longer we
wait for the consummation of this sort of legislation the better
faith have we kept with our great allies. [Applause.] I have
no doubt of the accuracy of the statement made in this debate
that if we had acted earlier we would have embarrassed the
reparation settlement recently had by the German Government
with the Allies. Of course earlier consideration would have
embarrassed this negotiation and settlement all the more, If
half that is said be true, Mr. Viviani's mission to this country

was accomplished when he persuaded the American Govern-
ment to wait until the Allies cculd meet at the reparation table
and exact a settlement of Germany.

The delay has somewhat relieved us from embarrassment by
resultingly aiding our allies, and I again suggest that a longer
delay will still more help the Allies, unless we promptly deal
with the whole matter by competent diplomacy.

Mr. HARDY of Texas. We have no allies now.

AMr. MONTAGUE. No; we have no allies now; that is very
true and very sad. We had allies when at war, but we throw
them overboard in peace, except that by this resolution we
exact all the advantages accorded in the Versailles treaty, while
ignominiously rejecting all responsibility therein imposed—an
iznoble position for a great idealistic Nafion to take. We
reserve the loot but not the liability.

What should have been done—if I may be so audacious as to
advance the thought—is that as soon as the President took his
seat, he should have sent a commission of able men to the
Allies, and then to the German Government, to see if something
could not be preserved out of the wreck and the ruin, and some-
thing set up to prevent the terrible recurrence. For, gentlemen,
deeper than your peace pronouncement, deeper than your treaty
of Versailles, is the great question of whether or not the states-
manship of this world is willing to confess to the struggling
masses of humanity that it is unable to do something to dimin-
ish the atrocities of war and the frequency of war. [Applause.]
I make the assertion that unless the statesmanship of the hour
does not do something reasonably quick the masses of the
people will believe that that statesmanship is bankrupt in mind
and in conscience, that it has not the mentality or spirituality
to observe or control the great foreces that are washing away
the foundations of civilization. I fear that unless something
is done we may look for a collapse of civilization and the reeur-
rence of the Dark Ages. The alarm bells are ringing. This is
no place or time for partisanship. Its assertion here has been
ignoble and perhaps dangerous. There are too many compliea-
tioms. A congressional enaciment is wholly wrong or inade-
quate. Invoke and employ all of the treaty powers of the Gov-
ernment, and exercise and apply them all in a spirit of the
broadest justice, of the most catholic merey, and of wise ex-
pediency for Germany and for Ameriea, justice to Germany and
loyalty to our great Nation and its holiest ideals. [Applause.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Winriams].

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr, Speaker, my colleague, Senator Masox,
who is a member of the Committee on Foreign Affairs that
drafted this resolution, had expected to make a few remarks
in support of the resolution to-day, but unfortunately he is
detained at the hotel with a rather serious illness, and has
asked me to read a few paragraphs of what he desired to say
in support of that resolution:

“ MY DEAR CoLLEAGUE: Chairman PorTER has arranged for me
to extend my remarks on the peace resolution. I had hoped
until to-dayx to be able to take a few minutes to explain a
point which seems to have escaped most of us who have studied
the best way to declare peace; and if you will give my friends
and colleagues my statement on the main question T will be
very thankful.

“With humility but with very great earnestness I give it as
my opinion that this Congress can not repeal the declaration
of the World War. To attempt to do so would be a legislative
absurdity.

“ The Counstitution, following the Bill of Rights, gave Congress
alone the power to declare a state of war, and so forth. Con-
gress did declare the World War; all branches of the Govern-
ment, including the people, responded. The winning and closing
of the war is an historical fact, and any attempt to repeal it
would be as futile as the passage of a resolution repealing the
action of Congress whereby it, the Congress, submitted any one
of the many amendments to the Constitution of the United
States.

“A declaration of war is not a mere passing of a bill, subject
to repeal at any time in the future, nor is that next highest
duty and power granted to Congress, namely, the right to
submit amendments to the Constitution subject to any congres-
sional limitation after Congress has exhausted its power in
submitting the guestion of amendment.,

“A declaration of war is the greatest power given Congress.
It is not the mere passing of an act affecting private rights er
civil or criminal procedure; on the confrary, it is an act that
changes the relations and conditions of every citizen and of
every nation in the world. To repeal a law says by implica-
tion that the enforcement of the law worked injustice and
unrightness, If we had the power, clearly our people are not
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ready to attempt to make an historical record that the act of
war or any part of its conduct were not both just and
righteous,

“Therefore, my dear colleague, the simple declaration of a
state of peace or that the war is at an end is all that is
necessary. :

“The reservations have been most carefully drawn as a mere
matter of precaution that we would not attempt to invade the
treaty-making power, but reserved all possible rights that could
come to our country by our participation in the war, and we
have carefully guarded against ratifying or approving any-
thing that has come to any American citizen by reason of the
war unless that thing has come to him rightfully. This was
done to prevent anyone from claiming any advantage which
came to him from purchase from the Custodian of Alien Prop-
erty.

-"y Thank you, my dear colleague, for reading this to all my
friends who have been kind enough to listen. In the language
of the immortal Grant, and in keeping with the spirit of the
Master, ‘ Let us have peace.’

“ Sincerely, yours,
“ Witriaym E. Masox.

“Hon. THOMAS S. WILLIAMS,

“ House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0,"

[Applause.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, may I inquire how much time
has been used? i

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has
used 145 minutes and the gentleman from Virginia 160 minutes.

Mr. PORTER. Mr, Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Moores].

Mr, MOORES of Indiana. Mr, Speaker, it has been a privi-
lege which I have highly esteemed to be associated upon the
Committee on Foreign Affairs with the gentleman from North
Carolina, who addressed the House with learning and elo-
quence on Saturday, for whom as a soldier, a distinguished
lawyer, and an eminent statesman I have always held the
highest respect; but when he asserts, speaking of the Consti-
tution, that “not one line can be found in that great instru-
ment which gives to Congress the right and power to declare
peace,” and proceeds to use the following language: * There is
no power given to Congress to declare peace, and that power
can not arise by implication; it is not a legislative power.
This will clearly appear from the minutes of the convention
which framed our Constitution.” * The Supreme Court of the
United States has sustained the position which I have just
stated, that the termination of a foreign war and making
peace does not belong to the legislative body,” and cites the
Anderson and Hijo cases in Ninth Wallace and One hundred
and ninety-fourth United States as his anthority, I feel called
upon to challenge his statement, and to discuss the question
he raises. .

By section 8 of Article I, the Congress is given power “to
declare war,” in connection with the power to * raise and sup-
port armies,” and to * provide and maintain a navy,” as well
as “to make rules for the government and regulation of the
land and naval forces.” Coupled with these powers in the
same section is the authority “to make all laws which shall
be necessary and proper for carrying into execution the fore-
going powers, and all other powers vested by this Constitution
in the Government of the United States, or in any department
or officer thereof.”

This clause has been considered and construed by our
Supreme Court many times, from the time of John Marshall
down. In the Legal Tender cases (12 Wallace, 457, 538), the
court, in the opinion by Mr. Justice Strong, says:

Happily the true meaning of the clause aunthorizing the enactment
of all laws necessary and proper for carrying into execution the express
powers conferred upon Congress, and all other powers vested in the
‘};;%ited t!:}]teadtes, or in any of its departments or officers, has long since

n Be .

It was, however, in the case of McCulloch ». Maryland that the
fullest consideration was g‘lven to this clause in the Constitution grant-
ing auxiliary powers, and a construction adopted that has ever since
been accepted as determining its true meaning, We shall not go
over the ground there trodden. It is familiar to the legal profession,
and indeed to the whaole countr{. Suffice it to say, in that case it was
finally settled that in the gi by the Constitution to Congress of
authority to enact laws * necessary and proper” for the execution of
all the powers created by it, the necessity spoken of is not to bhe
understood as an absolute one. On the contrary, this court then held
that the soond construction of the Constitution must allow to the
National Legislature that discretion with ect to the means by which
the powers it confers are to be carried into execution, which will enable
that body to perform the high duties assigned to it In the manner
most beneficial to the people. Said Chlef Justice Marshall, in deliver-
ing the opinion of the court: “ Let the end be legitimate, let it be
within the scope of the Constitution, and all means which are ap-
propriate, whic

are plainly adapted to that end, which are not pro- '

hibited, but consist with the letter and spirit of the Constitution, are
constitutional.”

The gentleman from North Carolina referred to the minutes of the
convention which framed our Comstitution, stating that it will plainly
appear from them that the power to make peace is not a legislative
power. The minutes of the convention for August 17, 1787, when this
section was adopted, throw little light on the question. Everything
diselosed by the minutes will be quoted :

*The question being taken to strike out the word *‘make, it was

assed in the affirmative. Yeas: Connecticut, Pennsylvania, Delaware,

irginia, Maryland, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia—8. Nay:
New Hampshire—1.

“ It was moved and seconded to add the words ‘and to make peace,’
to the 14th clause; which passed unanimously in the negative.”

From the report of the proceedings In Elliott's Debates, it appears
that Mr. Pinckney oppo originally the vesting of the power to
make war in the legislature upon the ground that it would meet but
once a year; and he further said: “It would be singular for one
authority to make war and another peace.”

After some discussion by Pierce Butler, of South Carolina, with
Messrs. Madison, Gerry, and Sherman as to the desirability of per-
mitting the Executive to make war, and of the difference in meaning
of the words make and declare, Mr. Ellsworth, of Connecticut, after-
wards Chief Justice of the Bupreme Court, remarked that * There is
a material difference between the cases of making war and making
peace, It should be more easy to get out of war than into it. ar,
also, is a simple and overt declaration; peace, attended with intricate
and secret negotiations.”

Mr. Mason was against giving the power of war to the Executive,
because not safely to be trusted with it; or to the Senate, because not
80 constructed as to be entitled to it. He was for clogging. rather than
fadg‘tnt.lng war, but for facilitating peace. He preferred * declare " to
“make.’

“On the motion for adding ‘and peace' after ‘ war,’ it was unani-
mously negatived.”

It is greatly to be regreited that the report of this debate is
so meager, but from this report it is plainly apparent that
what the delegates had in mind was the fact that the Congress
met but once in a yéar, and that the delegates adopted the views
of Chief Justice Ellsworth, briefly but forcibly expressed, that
‘it should be more easy to get out of war than into it,” and
those stated by George Mason, of Virginia, that he was for
clogging rather than facilitating war, but for facilitating peace,

The framers of the Constitution were great men and well-
informed men. To this day their names are household words
throughout the Union, and they were men thoroughly posted in
international as well as domestic law. It will not do to attribute
to them ignorance of the law.

At the time of the meeting of the convention the best-known
authorities on international law in the colonies were the works
of Hugo Grotius (1623) and that of Vattel (1758). From
Grotius I quote: :

The Eeﬂmn who has authority to begin a war is the only one to whom
the right of making peace can properly belong, according to the general
maxim that everyone is the best i?dge in the management of his own
affairs. From hence it follows that public war can be made by the
sovereign power alone on each side, a right which in every kingly
Government is very justly vested in the Crown,

In popular or aristocratic forms of government the right of making
war or concluding peace is generally lod in some public council or
bedy, where a majority of voices may form treaties, conventions, or
resolutions which will be binding on the dissentient part of such council.
All who are bound by a peace, whether approving it or not, are entitled
to its benefits. (Grotius, Rights of War and Peace, Ch. XX.)

To much the same effect is the statement in Vattel, Book IV,
chapter 2.

It would plainly appear from these authorities that under
the views held at the time, the power of making peace was
necessarily incident to the power of declaring war,

The Constitution grants to the Congress the power to declare
war, and also to raise and support armies, fo provide and main-
tain a navy, and to make rules for the government and regunla-
tion of the land and naval forces, and out of abundant eaution
“to make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into execution the foregoing powers.”

Let us consider these words of authority and, not forgetting
the construction given them by our great Chief Justice, nnd
ever since constantly adhered to by the Supreme Court, decide
for ourselves whether at the conclusion of a war, declared by
the Congress, a declaration of peace is not necessary and
proper. I repeat the words of the Chief Justice:

Let the end be legitimate, let it be within the scope of the Constitu-
tion ; and all means which are u% rggrlato, which are plulnlly adapted
to that end, which are not prohibited but consist with the letter and
spirit of the Constitution, are constitutional.

In 2,000 years the great principle laid down by Aristotle, the
most eminent of philosophers, *“The goal of war is peace,” is
still the rule of all civilized nations.

The cases cited by the gentleman from North Carolina do not
bear out his contention.

The gentleman from North Carolina discussed two cases, one
of which was the ease of the United States v. Anderson (9 Wall,,
56, 70), which, like three or four other cases of the same sort,
was based upon the necessity of having the Supreme Court
decide at what time the Clvil War ended. In that case—the
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report ‘of which I have here and from which I shall not
read, a case in Ninth Wallace—the Supreme Court drew atten-
tion to the fact that President Johnson, in August, 1866, had
jssued a proclamation of peace, and coupled with that the state-
ment that the Congress had ratified this by the act of March
2.1867. It appears that Congress was not in session and had
not authorized the proclamation of peace, but that it was after-
wards ratified. :

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Indiana
has expired. :

Mr. PORTER. I yield to the gentleman five minutes more.

Mr. MOORES of Indiana. The Hijo case grew out of the
Spanish War, and all that was decided in that is that a condi-
tion of peace did not exist between the time of the armistice and
the final treaty. I have the discussion, which will be found in
the One hundred and ninety-fourth United States. There was
no condition of peace between Spain and the United States
during the period intervening between the armistice and the
final treaty of peace. That is all there is in that case.

On the other hand, I have a case in Ninth Howard, de-
cided by a unanimous court at a time when Mr. Taney was
Chief Justice and wrote the opinion. The case referred to is
the case referred to by the chairman of the Foreign Affairs
Committee in his argument on Saturday. It was a case involv-
ing the importation of goods from Mexico at a time when Tam-
pico, a Mexican port, was in our possession during the Mexican
War. In that case the Chief Justice says, speaking of the right
of the United States to annex territory—and I shall not. read
as much as I would like to, because my time is short: e

-making power or egis-
Iat:‘?\?et :gggogltl;'.b:ngoinseng?]g ggrtt l:\% fﬂ:agwer cogté)rred on t‘hgT Prgsl-
dent by the declaration of war.

That has been followed up by the Federal court in a case in
which the language which I shall read has been three times
quoted with approval by respectable courts. In the case of the
United States v. One hundred and twenty-nine Packages (27
Federal Cases), Judge Samuel Treat, of "Missouri, was called
upon to decide this great question in the light of Chief Justice
Taney’s opinion, and he did decide it, and I read his words, as
follows: eI

& to peace or war is le, ¢ deter-
i e S o nd ot the Juqidial department. —When the
decision ¥s made, the courts are concluded thereby and bound to amﬁg
the legal rules which belong to that condition, he same power whic
determines the state of war or insurrection must also decide when hos-
tilities have censed; that 1s, when Desce b Eoo als for courts to deter-
g’l%es :a}g g:ﬂfo::l pfe;l&e sf!cggtninaqbie only from the decigion of the
political department.

That was decided in 1862, almost immediately following the
decision by Chief Justice Taney in 1850. A dozen or more au-
{horities from the Supreme Court are then cited. That case
has been followed and the exact language quoted in United
States v. Bales (27 Fed. Cas., 325, 328), a Michigan case, by
Judge Emmons, of the Federal circuit court. It has never
been overruled; it has never been spoken of with disrespect.
It was followed as late as 1906 by Judge Lewis, of Colorado,
in the case of Moyer v. Peabody (148 Fed., 871), and the exact
language given by Judge Treat is used by Judge Lewis. In
conclusion, I read from a case in the Supreme Court of In-
diana, quoting the language of Judge Treat (Perkins v. Rogers,
85 Ind., 124, 167; 9 Am, Rep., 639, 664, 674) :

The war-making power Is by the Constitution vested in Congress,
and the President has no Eower to declare war or conclude peace except
as he may be empowered by Congress.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr, Davis].

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, we readily concede
that there has been and is now a persistent, nation-wide,
righteous demand for peace, We regret that the Republican
leaders have been so long in hearing that demand, and that even
now they hear it so indistinctly. We warn them that this
miserable makeshift will not meet or satisfy that demand.
The reason that some of us are opposed to this resolution is
‘because we are earnestly in favor of real peace. 'We believe
this resolution will simply result in additional delay, pro-
erastination, and a complication of conditions. As has been
stated already, and which has not been seriously controverted,
the question of political expediency is undoubtedly entering
very largely into the introduction and consideration of this
resolution and will influence the action of a great many. In
fiact, some of the individual Members have ddmitted that
although they have no confidence in the virtue or efficacy of the
resolution, vet they are going to support ‘it from the stand-
point of political expediency. One Member stated on this floor
that although he detested this resolution, yet he was going to
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| those reservations whic

support it, and advised other Members to do so upon the
ground that our constituents would misunderstand and miscon-
strue a vote against it. Mr. Speaker, in the first place, I
have a higher opinion than that of the wisdom and ultimate
judgment of my constituents, and, in the second place, 1 think
that those who are disposed to follow a lead of that kind are
misconstruing and misrepresenting the so-called * verdict of
last November,” Several Members have spoken as if the verdict
last November was in favor of this so-called peace resolution.
I respectfully submit that it was not in favor of peace by any
sort of resolution.

The Republican platform nowhere mentions a separate peace
or a peace resolution, although the Knox peace resolution had
passed Congress and was vetoed, the excuse given then for such
a resolution being that we had a Democratic President, who
was unwilling to join hands with the majority in the Senafe.
Even that excuse does not obtain now, because the RRepublicans
are in complete control. As just stated, there is not a word in
the Republican platform adopted at Chicago with regard to a
separate peace with Germany or a peace resolution. On the
other hand, in the said Republican platform the section deal-
ing with the League of Nations and the question of making
peace starts out with this sentence:

The Republican Party stands for agreement among the nations to
preserve the peace of the world.

And it concludes with this sentence:

We pledge the coming Republican administration to such agreements
with the other nations of the world as shall meet the full duty of
ﬁmelrics to civilization and humanity in accordance with American

eals— -

And so forth.

The issue, in so far as the League of Nations and the ques-
tion of peace making entered into the last campaign, is very
correctly stated in a recent editorial in the Washington Evening
Star, which is a Republican paper and very friendly to the pres-
ent administration. In discussing these peace resolutions the
said editorial declares:

Much weight has been attributed to the answer of the American
B:o le in the * solemn referendum ” of last November, and it should

orne in mind that the question then before the Nation was not
“Do you prefer the treaty of Versailles to a separate peace with Ger-
many ?"” but * Do you prefer the treaty of Versallles with or without
the Republican Party deems necessary?”™

This editorial concludes in this wise: .

Scrapping the treaty of Versailles would be unwise in the extreme,

It is difficult to believe that such a course is to be finally adopted by
the administration.

In another recent editorial in the Washington Evening Star,
under the title “ The ‘ Separate Peace ' Again,” it is stated :

Interest in the action of the Senate on Saturday, when the Knox
resolution was passed, centers in the revival by Senator Lobee of talk
concerning a separate ce with Germany.

“If we choose to make peace with Germany by a treaty, which will
Ezobably follow this resolution,” said Mr. LopcEg, * surely we are not

traying them.” By *them " he referred to the powers with whom
we were associated in the war.

So out of the passage of the denatured Knox resolution—a gesture
which accomplished nothing more than the declaration of the fact that
we are no ion%er in armed conflict with Germany—are reborn the grave
misgivings which, prior to President Harding's impressive first message
to ngress, beset America and those with whom we fought shoulder
to shoulder in France. It is the purpose of the United States, while
insisting upon the rights which have been guaranteed it under the
treaty of Versailles, to dodge the complementary obligations and, making
a separate and selfish bargain with Germany, to bid our former allies
to do the best they can without us in the difficulties Into which our
course would plunge them?

Far from being authorized to scrap the treaty of Versailles by the
unqualified verdict of last November, the Republican Party is bound
by that verdict to cling to whatever is good in the League of Nations
and to ratify a modified version of the treaty of Versailles, Seeking
the political control of the Nation for the next four years, talk, by any
gave an extreme few, of a separate peace with Germany was noticeable
only by its absence. President Harding is aware of the resulting obli-
gation—of the fact that the Nation as a whole would regard such &
step as one of unwisdom and dishonor.

These editorials are representative-of innumerable other edi-
torials which have appeared in Republican and independent as
well as Democratic newspapers throughout the United States
prior to, during, and since the last campaign. In fact, during
the recent campaign the Literary Digest sent out questionnaires
and took a poll of practically all the daily newspapers in the
United States, from which it appeared that an insignificant
percentage of such papers favored “scrapping” the treaty of
Versailles and the covenant of the League of Nations, they
nearly all declaring in favor of either the peace treaty without
change or with mild reservations or with the Lodge reservations.

On October 15, some 17 days before the election last Novem-
ber, 31 very prominent Republicans, including two who are now
members of President Harding’s Cabinef, Charles E. Hughes
and Herbert Hoover, gave out a statement in which they told
the friends of a League of Nations that the best way, the most
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effective way, to procure it was to support President Harding,
on the ground that he was for the League of Nations with res-
ervations, for which he had voted as a Senator, and that he
could work in harmony with the Senate, which, it was claimed,
would certainly be Republican. After guoting at length from
the Republican and Democratic platforms, both candidates for
President, and other authorities, that statement stated the issues
in the following language:

The question accﬂrdl?ély is not between a leagune and no league, but
is whether certain provisions in the p league agreement shall be
aceepted unchanged or shall be changed.

The question between the candidates is not whether our country shall
join in such an association. It is whether we shall join under an
agreement containing the exaet provisions negotiated by sident Wil-
son at Paris or under an agreement which omits or some of
those provisions that are very objectionable to great mumbers of the
American people.

That was likewise the attitude of all the Republican * spell-
binders ” during the campaign, with the exception of a few
“bitter-enders.” The controversy hinges around a question of
reservations, The Republican fight was directed against cer-
tain features of the covenant of the League of Nations. Prac-
tieally nobody advocated rejection of the peace treaty itself,
and I never heard of anybody at that time insisting that it
would be the policy of the Republican Party to make a sepa-
rate peace with the enemy.

Consequently, a serutiny of the actual issues involved in the
last campaign discloses the fact that the so-called “ verdict of
last November ” was against a separate peace and against an
effort to make peace by resolution, These faets should be
borne in mind by those Members who are hunting for politieal
cover and who are so anxious to cast a vote of expediency.
For their further consideration, I commend another editorial
which recently appeared in the Washington Herald, which is
in part owned by a member of President Harding's Cabinet, and
whiech is very friendly to the present administration. In dis-
cussing the question of the peace resolution and that of a
separate peace, this editorial stated:

Any suggestion of a separate freaty with Germany is but to put
false hope and an added false gtubbornmess and unrepentance into the
beads of the German leaders.

Such a peace would not affect the treaty of Versailles. That would
still be there and would still bind Germany. BSuch a peace would not
give this (Government any authority or influenee as to the provisions
of that other treaty; it could not nge or medily it in any way. It
wonld range this country alongside of Germany and ently apart
from people with whose armies our Army fought sgde t‘f side in the
war. It would be both a disastrous and disgraceful position, creditable
to neither our common sense nor to our moral sense,

If the Republican Party should undertake such a ce, deserting our
war assoclates, the Democrats would have their time of squaring ac-
counts, and if such a treaty got the required two-thirds vote the Re-
publicans would pay the penalty im 1923,

I fully agree that politics and partisanship should have
played mo part in making peace, but politics and partisanship
were injected into it, both in the Senate and in the House, not
by the Democrats but by the Republicans. Under the Demo-
cratic administration and under the matchless leadership of
Woodrew Wilson politics and partisanship were laid aside, all
parties combined in marshaling the resources of the Nation
to combat Prussianism. Under the inspiring example of Presi-
dent Wilson the Nation was gripped with patriotism. How-
ever, as soon as the war was fought and won, and while e
were seeking to make secure the fruits of our victory, certain
Republican leaders began to play politics in order to destroy
the prestige of President Wilson.

The policy now being pursued by the Republicans can not be
indicted in any stronger terms than by employing the language
used by some of the Republican leaders before they began to
play politics in connection with the important question of peace
making. The present Republican leader of the Senate and
chairman of the Senate Forelgn Relations Committee [Senator
Lopge] publicly proclaimed that any proposition for a separate
peace with Germany would make us “guilty of the blackest
crime.” Again, in the Forum Magazine of June, 1918, Senator
Lopngr said:

If we send our armles and young men abread to be killed and
wounded in northern France and Flanders with no result but this, our
entrance into war with such an intention was a crime which nofhlng
can justify. The intent of Congress and the intent of the ent
was that there should be no peace until we could create a situation
where no such war as this could recur. We can not make
in company with our allles. It would brand us with everlasting d
honor and bring ruin to us also if we undertook te make a separate

peace.
This Porter resolution is much preferable to the Knox reso-
lution, not because it is any more effective but simply because
it is less dishonorable in ifts phraseology. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]
However, there is nothing—there has been nothing since
March 4—to prevent President Harding from proceeding in the

peace except

regular, orderly, constitutional way toward making peace
through the instrumentality of a peace treaty, w_ -ther he de-
sired to take the treaty of Versailles as a basis or to make an
entirely new and separate peace with Germany. There is posi-
tively no reason whatever for not taking as a basis the treaty
of Versailles, which has already been signed by all of our late
associates and allies as well as by the enemy countries, even
though President Harding and the Republican Senate are un-
willing to accept it in its entirety. In discussing his own pro-
posed reservations to the peace treaty, Senator Lopee said:

The other nations will take nus at our own terms, for without us
their league is a wreck and all their gains from a vietorious peace
imperiled.

And yet he and the other Republican leaders now refuse to
join hands with our allies “at our own terms,” even though
“all their gains from a victorious peace be imperiled.” That
statement was sordid and repulsive enough, but the present
policy is more so.

After having been in complete power for more than three
months they now offer this subterfuge. Having repudiated the
treaty of Versailles, this resolution proposes to cling to all the
advantages therein contained. They propose to shirk all the
obligations and responsibilities imposed upon each of the na-
tions who signed ihe treaty of Versailles, but to reserve all the
benefits ; to grab everything and give nothing in return. They
propose to reap where we do not sow. Although we are the
wealthiest and most powerful Nation on earth, yet you are
unwilling for us to play a manly part.

1 deny that such a policy constitutes “Americanism.” [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.] It is blind selfishness, coward-
ice, and dishonor parading in the guise of “Americanism.”
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

This policy is very pleasing to Germany, but very displeasing
to all of our allies. One Member made a very pathetic appeal
to the Democratic Members of the House to support this reso-
lution. If he is seeking votes, I suggest that he submit the reso-
Iution to the German Reichstag, where it would receive a unani-
mous vote; however, it would receive no votes in any of the
legislative assemblies of our late allies.

I repeat that the verdict of last November was not as some
would construe it. There is less reason now for supporting a
resolution of this kind than there was when it was presented
before. The time will inevitably come when the course of the
last administration and the minority members of this Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs in regard to this matter will be fully
vindicated. Some of us are very much in favor of peace, but
we are opposed to cowardly deserting the Allies at the front
door and seeking to sneak into the international back door.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has

expired.

Mr. PORTER. Will the gentleman from Virginia nse some
of his time?

Mr. FLOOD. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. BARKLEY].

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have heard many remarkable

arguments advanced in favor of this legislative stillbirth now
under consideration, but I think the most remarkable was that
to which we listened on last Saturday by the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr, PortER], in which he undertook to justify the action here
proposed on the ground that the Allies had deserted the United
States by making separate peace with Germany and thus foreed
us into a position where we had to shift for ourselves. Such an
argument would be Judicrous if it were not tragie. It ap-
proaches what I used to know in college as a pons asinorunr.

I presume he would have had the allied nations wait in-
definitely to ratify a treaty all had agreed on, while the Repub-
lican Party played miserable politics with it. The condition of
mankind is sad enough at best, but its eondition would have been
unthinkable if all the other nations had pursued the venal dnd
humilinting course which the Republican Party has compelled
this Nation to take. The United States was left, is left now, to
shift for itself. But it was not abandoned and compelled to
shift for itself by England, or by France, or Italy, or Belgium,
or Japan, or any other nation; but the United States Govern-
ment and people have been put in the humiliating position of
having to shift for themselves by the mendacity of Republican
leadership during the past two and a half years. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

In his speech of August 28, 1620, Senator Harding, the Re-
publican candidate then for President, stated that whatever
good there might be in the league covenant should be used in
any association of nations that he himself might attempt to
form. He stated that if there were teeth in the lengue and no
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teeth in his association or in the old discredited Hague tribunal,
the teeth in the league covenant might be transferred to the
association or the tribunal. In other words, what he then ad-
vocated was the extraction of the teeth from the toothsome
league and insert them in his toothless association.

In his inangural address on April 12 he stated that this Gov-
ernment would have no part in the present league, with its
% world government ” and its * superpowers,” But he urged the
ratification of the Versailles treaty with such reservations as
he might deem proper to preserve our independent action. In
other words, we would go in, while at the same time attempting
and pretending to stay out.

In a statement issued by Mr. Herbert Hoover, now Secretary
of Commerce, on February-28, 1920, when he was a sort of omni-
bus candidate for the Republican and Democratic nominations
for President, he made the following assertion:

If the treaty goes over to the presidential election, then I must sup-
port the party that stands for the league.

In an interview in the Washington Star on March 18, 1918,
Mr. Hoover made the following statement :

If we abandon this treaty, we must ask Germany to negotiate a sepa-
rate peace with us. Having thus isolated ourselves from the Allies and
wlthr!ravm any consequential army from Europe, can we suppose that
Germany will accept the Versailles terms from us? Will we resume

hting again? e shall be in the position of a nation which has
abandoned its allies after having made an agreement with them, for the
main lines of the treaty, as dis n]i'uished from the league, are not chal-
lenged even by reservations. Will not the Germans thus effectively
drive a cleavage between us and the Allies? As the Reparation Com-
mission can effectually veto any settlement we make with Germany for
clvilian losses, alien property, and trade matters, shall we go to the
Allies and ask their help?

In a carefully prepared statement, published in the New York
Evening Post, June 25, 1920, Mr. Hoover said:

The treaty of Versailles is the gnaranty of the disarmament of our

reat autocracies, and no European nation is going to risk thelr revival,
ft is a mortgage upon the enemy States, and they are not going to offer
opportunity to Germany, Austria, Hungary, Turkey, and Bu ria to
e at a new peace conference, The Euro-

escape their debts by intri
y o take no risks of seeing chaos from these

pean signatory nations wil
caunses,

The League of Natlons covenant is an essential part of the treaty.

A scparate peace involves a series of negotiations from a d’l‘ss.d-
vantageous position, not only with the enemy but with all the new
States that have been created and with each of the Allies and the neu-
trals who have joined the league, I leave the legal phases of this to
the lawyers, buf I point out some prohibitive reasons—the treaty of
Versailles is the web that holds Europe together to-day.

It embraces a vast network of economlic clauses that vitally concern
our economic well-being. The execution of these clauses is in progress
at the hands of a commission practically controlling the economic fu-
ture of the enemy States. This economic future can be guided impar-
tially in the interest of the whole world, or in the interest of a few
States; and thus against us. Its present attitude is of the latter
character. No treaty between ourselves and the enmemy States can
admit us to this control, for that depends upon our late Allies. If we
enter the reparation commission, we can only do it by ratirylnﬁz the
tre&lty. Statesmanship looking to a separate peace is plain foolishness,
and worse.

Whether it be to-day or 10 years hence, we will, if we want peace,
ratify the Treaty of Versailles in some form.

Will any Republican denounce that statement as untrue? If
it was true when made by the great Secretary of Commerce, is
it any less true now?

In a statement issued by thirty-one prominent Republican ad-
vocates of the League of Nations, on October 15, 1920, in which
they urged friends of the league to vote for Mr. Harding, and
which was signed by Mr. Hughes, now Secretary of State, Mr.
Hoover, Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Root, former Secretary of
War, Secretary of State, and United States Senator, and many
other prominent Republicans, we find the following language:

The question accordingly is not between a league and no league, but
it is whether certain provisions in the pro&)osed league agreement
shall be accepted unchanged or shall be changed.

And these men pledged Mr. Harding to a course of action
which would result in the ratification of the Treaty of Ver-
sailles and the creation of a league of nations embodying the
general principles of the league already in existence, with cer-
tain modifications which they set forth.

Did they know what they were talking about? Did they
speak with Mr, Harding's consent and knowledge? It is hardly
conceivable that they would have issued that statement with-
out consulting him. Two of them are now members of the
President’s cabinet. Are they of the same opinion now? If not,
what has happened to change their views?

In a speech delivered at the commencement exercises of the
University of Pennsylvania by Senator Kxox, he used the fol-
lowing language:

We have reached a point when it is evident the future holds in store
a time when wars shall cease; when the nations of the earth shall
realize a federation as real and vital as that now subsisting between
the component parts of single States; when by deliberate international
conjunction the strong shall uulverﬁn‘lly help the weak; and when the
corporiate righteousness of the world shall compel unright to

2

disappear and shall destroy the habitations of cruelty lingering in th
dark places of the earth. $

It is doubiful whether any stronger argument or statement
was ever issued by any man, publicly or privately, in behalf
of the League of Nations. _

In a speech delivered in the Senate on December 21, 1918,
Senator Lobge said:

If the ce with Germany is to be durable terms must be exacted
which will make it impossible for Germany to break out in upon
the world with a war of conquest. It 1s the duty of the Allies and

the United States to meet and determine what terms they will impose
upon Germany. When this is done the first great step will be taken
toward the establishment of the world's peace. * ¢ * Nothing can
be done unless we work in complete harmony with those who are
assoviated with us in the war against the Central Powers. [ know
very well we had no treaty of alllance technieally with the Allies, but
technicalities are of no consequence in the presence of facis, % = =
We must have common action now in making the peace as we had in
carrying on the war, and this unity between us and the Allies ig the
first essential condition for a successful peace.

That was the language of HeExNrRY Casor LobgeE before the
Republican Party decided to stultify itself for political pur-
poses, before that party had decided to leave this Nation to
shift for itself and pick up whatever crumbs might be left at
the internaticnal table after the other nations secure their
rights under the Versailles treaty.

George Harvey, who is alleged to be a great colonel, but is
acknowledged to be a poor ambassador, says we went to war to
save our skins. Hexry Casor Longe said in that speech in the
Senate that “we went to war to save civilization.” But
whether we went to war to save civilization or merely our
skins, the legislative monstrosity now before this House does
neither. If we went to war to save our skins, we ought not
to leave them nailed to the barn door by surrendering all the
rights we obtained as a result of the war. If we went to war
to save civilization, we ought not to outrage that civilization
by a dishonorable desertion cf every impulse swhich actuated
us in the conflict and every noble purpose for which we sacri-
ficed so much in life and freasure,

We have been told that this resolution will restore peace.
We can not enforce its terms upon Germany. Will it auto-
matically result in the exchange of ambassadors? If so, we
may never have a treaty of peace settling the questions growing
out of the war. Can we reserve under this resolution rights in
the Versailles treaty, which we have never ratified? Does auy-
body suppose that if we have to negotiate a new treaty with
Germany we can do it otherwise than as two peaceful nations
negotiating with each other? To suppose otherwise is to set at
naught human nature and human history. And if Germany
shall refuge to negotiate a treaty with us acknowledging her
responsibility for the war, and acknowledging her obligation to
reimburse our Nation and our citizens for the unlawful destruc-
tion of lives and property, how can we force her to do it? Will
we again break off diplomatic relations and resume the status
of war which this resolution seeks to dissolve?

Not having ratified the treaty of Versailles, the status at pres-
ent is prescribed by the terms of the armistice signed November
11, 1918. It is under that armistice that our troops are in the
occupied territory of Germnany. An armistice is defined to be
a “ temporary suspension of hostilities between two nations at
war.” If this resolution shall, as its defenders claim, result in
restoring the status of peace, then the armistice falls with it,
for there can be no such thing as an armistice between two na-
tions at peace.

Therefore, under any circumstances, under either horn of the
dilemma which this resolution places this Nation in, we are
left at a disadvantage. We are shorn of the fruits of victory
and will be compelled to beg Germany for such terms of peace
as she shall be pleased to grant us and as the Allies will permit
us to have.

The American people are growing restless and anxious to
know what the foreign policy of this administration is to be
and by whom it is to be announced.

Before the election, two members of the present Cabinet,
Secretary of State Hughes and Secretary of Commerce Hoover,
signed a statement issued to the American people, saying that
the only way to get a league of nations was to elect Harding.
He was elected, and they are in his Cabinet. When are we to
have a definite announcement? Have they changed their
minds? Were they mistaken? Mr. Harding in his inaugural
address said this Nation would have nothing to do with the
league; then, in his address to Congress, he said he would
favor the ratification of the Versailles treaty with suitable
reservations. Mr. Hoover says the league is the heart of the
treaty and both must stand or fall together. Mr, Hughes said
in a letter to Senator Hare that he thought the best thing to
do was to ratify the treaty, with certain reservations, which
he outlined. Mr. Taft has many times said the same. So have
Root, Wickersham, and other able Republicans. But our dis-
tinguished colonel, who occupies but does not fill the position
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of ambassador to England, assures the world that we will have
nothing to do with the treaty—openly, secretly, directly, indi-
rectly, in the daytime or the nighttime, world without end,
Amen.

Who speaks for this administration? Is it President Hard-
ing? Is it Hughes? Is it Hoover? Is it Lopge? Is it Kwox?
Is it PorTer? Is it Harvey? The American people are disposed
to be patient and long-suffering, but they would like to hear
some responsible voice on this great subject. It has been six
months since the election, and more than three since the 4th of
Mareh. If it is proposed to ratify the Versailles treaty, why
has it not been resubmitted to the Senate? If it is proposed
to negotiate a new and separate treaty with Germany, why has
it not begun? The American people want peace. We all want
peace—real peace, enduring peace—and we want to restore our
friendly relations with Germany. But the American people
want an honorable and upright peace, a peace which our fight-
ing men won on land and sea, a peace that will restore our
beloved Nation to its proper place in the vanguard of nations,
a peace which will leave no stain of cowardice or betrayal upon
our fair escutcheon. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. MoNTOYA].

Mr, MONTOYA. Mr, Speaker and gentlemen of the Con-
gress, I am very much gratified and honored to be here to-day
as one of the Members of the Congress privileged to take part
in this important question. I bring up, it seems, the rear guard
of the discussion.

The people of my State, when by resolution of the Congress
a declaration of war was made, were ready and eager fo go
to war for the Nation and the flag. And now, at this moment,
1, as the lone Representative of that great State, say that we
are just as eager on this 13th day of June, 1921, by the same
action that declared war, to declare the end of the war by
means of the Porter resolution. Gentlemen, I have very care-
fully listened to the arguments on both sides, the very able and
brilliant arguments made by the minority slde and the majority
side, upon this great and momentous question. But it appeared
to me that we were running in circles, the same as the seats
in this House, and always in the course of the argument landed
under the dome of the Capitol of the Nation, and under the
Constitution of the United States, which gives the power and
the right to Congress to declare war or to declare peace. I am
here, gentlemen, to vote in behalf of the people of my State to
declare the war at an end.

The Porter resolution declaring peace with the Governments
of Germany and Austria-Hungary should have been passed
months ago, for we have been in actual state of peace for
over two years; but owing to an unexpected and unforeseen
situation as to the treaty of peace, called the the treaty of Ver-
sailles, being complicated with an agreement framed by the
Allies called the League of Nations, the treaty and the declara-
tion of peace have been up in the air for many months, and
waited for the decision of the American people at the polls
in November, 1920, which decision was given in thundering
tones by over 7,000,000 votes majority, defeating the so-called
League of Nations and its dangerous purport in entangling the
United States directly and permanently in European affairs.

This decision left the matter to be dealt with by Congress,
under the Constitution, for Congress has the sole power of
declaring war or proclaiming peace. This question is here now,
under a proper ruling adopted by the House, to be disposed of,
not as a political question, political expediency, or any other
camouflage or subterfuge, but as an open question of right, of
justice, demanded by the American people and the world.
Why should this proposition hang fire any longer? Why should
it meet with any delay or opposition from any Member either
of the minority or majority of this House?

We went into the war for the most potent and just reasons in
the world, our honor as a Nation, the honor and prestige of our
glorious flag, the Stars and Stripes, was at stake; we had been
insulted ; our men and women and children had been murdered
on the high seas, not by orders of the German masses or common
people, for they had very little to say under a despotic gov-
ernment, but it was done by the autocratic, ambitious, crazy
power of-the ruler and his despotic government.

The measure was filled, America made its decision, we ac-
cepted the gage, our boys by the hundreds of thousands, by the
millions, responded to the call of the country and flag, our le-
gions were formed under able leaders, 2,000,000 soldiers went
across, united with the Allies for home and the liberty of hu-
manity from the ambitions of tyrants; you all know the rest;
you have heard of the Thermopylae of the war, Chateau-Thierry,
Belleau Wood, the Argonne, Verdun, St. Mihiel drive, and the
hundreds of places, now historic and consecrated ground where

the blood of Americans was shed for the noblest cause in the
world, ancient or modern, for the liberty of humanity from
oppression and vassalage by unprincipled, erazy tyrants.

The American troops, once in action, the American flag once
moving forward against the enemy, mever retreated—such a
word is not known in our Army in Ameriea or elsewhere—but
went forward, pierced, and broke to Hades the so-called im-
pregnable Hindenburg line, went over the top everywhere, and
in a few short weeks helped to land the Kaiser on the chain
gang and into a wood pile in Belgium, ‘as he deserved, and
worse. Some of the newspapers are saying that there may be a
“ nigger in that wood pile,” but I do not believe it. They will
have to assign his majesty fo one of our western forests when
the wood gives out in little Holland. -We will give him a couple
of sections and keep him busy the rest of his natural life,

Now, the job is done. What next? Let us have peace. Let
us have peace with the German people. The world and they
are rid of the main causes of the Great War. Let us have
peace; let us declare it now by voting for the Porter resolution
declaring peace.

New Mexico, like every other State in the Union, in pro-
portion to population was ready at the front when the call
was made. We had no willful slackers in my State: we had a
few conscientious objectors, but I as chairman of the deaft .
board where they appeared took no stock in their claims, I
asked them, “Are you satisfied with this country; are you
happy with your families in this country; are you protected
by our institutions and flag? Then, my boys, go and fight for
that country and flag that protects you.” And they went. On
their return, I have met many of them, and they are the hap-
piest of men, because I decided that they should wear the
American uniform. I, as an American, in common thought with
the American people and with our President, who from his in-
most heart has said at the memorial held for our dead heroes:
“This must not be; war must not be.” Let us have peace; let
us have peace, not the peace of conquest, not the peace of the
grave wrought by mighty armies in devastation, death, tears,
and suffering, but peace as proposed in the United States, by
common consent of the leading nations of the world, headed
by America, a peace by disarmament by turning to the paths
of peace and forgetting war. This can be done and will be
done, because the mothers of America and of the world are
backing the movement,

As New Mexico was to the front when ecalled to arms, New
Mexico, by its Representative, is proud to be at the finish,
bringing up the rear guard in declaring

Let us follow the teachings of the Christ, whose salutation
on all oceasions, public or private, as the good book teaches us,
was: “ Pax vobis "—*" Peace be with you.” Let us have peace.
[Applause.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. KxuTrsox].

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, on April 12 President Harding
appeared before a joint session of Congress and delivered a mes-
sage that has gone down in history as one of the notable state
papers of the Nation. In that document this paragraph ap-
peared :

To establish a state of technical treace without further del:g. 1

on of C to t

should approve a declaratory resolu tha:
with the qualifications essential to protect our %ﬁ'tgu Such rem!uteig%
s declare the state of peace

ghould un e to do no more than thu
which all America craves.

America craves a return to peace that will pernrit of the re-
sumption of full commercial relations with the Central Powers,
and the overwhelmingly large vote cast for the entire Republican
ticket last fall was an expression of the people’s determination
to bring about a technical state of peace at the earliest possible
date, :

Mr. Speaker, the world is war sick, and the fever of unrest
prevailing everywhere is but a manifestation of its weariness.
The great nations are groaning under heavy taxes that will con-
tinue to weigh down mankind for generations not yet born.
“Give us peace and prosperity " is a cry that daily issues from
the throat of humanity, and in passing this resolution, which
formally proeclaims the ending of the state of war, we are heed-
ing the anguished cry of a world writhing in mortal agony. I
only wish to God that this step could have been taken right
after the signing of the peace treaty at Versailles. Think of
the misery and suffering it would have obviated. The failure to
do so can not be charged to Congress, for we passed a resolution
18 months ago declaring the state of war to be over, only to
have it vetoed by that cold and stubborn man who then occupied
the White House. He would have no peace save his kind of
peace, but when the great American people were given an op-
portunity to express their desires they rose en masse and pro-
claimed their abhorence of foreign entanglements and alien
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intrigue. They remembered the admonition delivered by the
iminortal Washington in his Farewell Address and proclaimed
their faith in the wisdom of the policy enunciated by the Father
of his Country.

Great Britain, France, Belgium, and the other allied powers
have long since concluded formal peace and resunredl commercial
relations with Germany and Austria. Only the United States
has failed to do so. Think of the tremendous loss in frade that
our failure to act has cost us. To-day factories are shut down
in every part of the country, several millions are out of em-
ployment, farmers are compelled to sell their products at a great
loss, and actual want and sufféering is the lot.of all too many
who are in no way responsible for conditions now existing.
With the immortal Grant I say, “ Let us have peace.” Let us
resume full relations with the Central Powers that we may find
a market for our surplus preducts. Until we do so the pendu-
lum will not swing toward normaley and prosperity.

Last summer I went to Europe for the purpose of studying
conditions in the war-torn regions of that Continent. After a
careful study of conditions there I arrived at the conclusion
that one of the first requisites to the revival of normal times
in this country was the restoration of Germany and Austria fo
positions where they could help themselves and promptly pay
the indemnities exacted of them by the victors.

That I am not alone in my conclusions is proven by a® article
which in Barron's financial paper, published at Boston
under date of June 6 this year, written from Berlin by its pub-
lisher, C. W, Barron, under the title * European unsettiements.”
Mr. Barron says in part:

EvROPEAN UNSETTLEMENTS—LOOKING INTO GERMANY,
I canvassed the German situation carefully with the Swiss bankers,
Sommarized, the

for this was the ¢ of my trip into Switzerland.
fin were as tm:s:

1% tever may be our i , Germany can not be wiped out.
The Germans havs(ra passed thro these trials before. They had the
Th Years' War and the Seven Years’ War, They can be reduced,
but they can not be extinguished.

ed

“ The military party is quietly in control, but the Hohenzollerns will
:;ever mt:;:‘e Iﬂzck. t!&u can faelﬂtha% the G-antlhm a.r% ntot at heart
BNIOCTA will ea eration to change the spirit of a Germany
brought up under m!lltaryg“i'?ﬂe, and #t will take two generations for
the Germans to think for themselves politically. But despotism is
broken down. .

HELPING THE WORLD,

“To help the world we must help Germany ; the whole body suffers
because Germany is so !lgﬂermnt a member. The patient is Europe,
and at first examination heart is very weak. BStrengthen that and
the other organs will get strong. We don't say it out of leve, but
Germany is the heart of Europe.

“From a business stn:ﬁre!nt. we must remember that Germany is
the only country that p its bills at maturity doring the war and

ulted. Italy and France suspended payment.

“The German is a good spender when he has money and takes natu-
rally to mofor ears and . He 1s also a good family man and
a good father, and except for kaiserism has good common
» sense, is -working and intelligent.

ONLY GERMANY CAN REORGANIZE RUSSIA.

“ Whether Germany makes war will depend upon the wqor-
tunity that offers. ou must force Germany to pay, and the English
and the French need not fear the settlements.

“ The Germans are the only people with location and ability to put
order back in Russia, and if Germany is set going again she will look
to Russia for pmﬁta.bie development rather than to western on.,

“'The Germans will colonize Mush'hig in Russla, and they are the
on]fs' people to do it. The only for Russia is through commerce,

“ Bettle ng this reparations business and the Germans will work like
the devil. heir factories are bl now, but they can do a good deal
more, and they have much yet to do for themselves."

WAR PLANS FALLACIOUE. *

I did not care to enter Germany by the railway train. I wanted to
see the people off the usual routes of travel and out of contact with
foreigners or officialdom. Therefore, after crossing Switzerland east
and west and north and south, and getting a peep into Italy and the
Swiss views of Austria, Czechoslovakia, and Russia, I dropped down the
Rhine Valley and into the Black Forest biv motor.

The roads were surprisingly good, but 1 was astonished to be able to
read the history of the war 30 months after the armistice right in the
faces and limbs of the men, women, and children,

The German children have not the ruddy eomplexions of the English
or the vivacity of the French, but in glmﬂm years I have always
found them rugged and sturdy of limb. My observations from Basel to
Berlin clearly convinced me that the outside world was utterly wrong
concerning Germany.

NO FIGHT IN GERMANY,

It will be a span of more than one gemeration before Germany can
ever fight again with her own men. Her man power is gone and ean
not be reproduced in a generation, Not for 80 years can she contem-
flat? war, and then amother 30 years wonld be to prepare

or it

My first trip to Germany was more than 40 years ago, and on many
trips abroad in the 15 years preceding the war I rﬂipt more time in
Germany than any other country. When I left Paris I had no special
ambition to wisit lin. But I knew well the Rhine Valley, its flelds,
wvillages, and little trout streams desce from the Elack
and the marrow streets by the watercourses where the children ran
barefooted or clicked their wooden shoes against the stones.

In 1911 I saw the war program in railroads camps, and
%-l:}nr:ﬁg: and published that Germany was prepsrfng for a great war in

THE PHYSICAL FACTS.

In 1918 I flew down the Rhine Valley toward Frankfort in a Zep-
elin, and later declared from a study of the financial situation in
erlin that Germany could not afford to to war, as it was now
solidified in finance, shipping, and mercantile organization, with pros-
fairer than had ever before beckonmed any country, to meve for-

ward in the peaceful contest of supglying and expanding human wants.
I had to note the silver in the ndan Tower—the stirrup cup of
war—expanded from 120,000,000 to 860,000,000 marks and the war tax
levy m the capital of the country. Yet for 40 years following the

France, had been rattling the sword and steadil
STl o S T e
m ncia
S ng or business loglc but from
READING WAR HISTORY,

There is no camouflage com the pinched legs of the chi
of the upper Rhine which told me the primary truth., If the ghl}g:::
l‘xrlggn gaen pinched in that rich valley, they can not be better off toward
You can read the history of the war in the faces of the
well ag in the little legs of the children 30 months after the axmm gaﬁle r?ef
You can then understand the desperate game that Germany played with
her women and children after the first defeat at the Eﬂ,ttla of the
Marne settled the issue. This was i:!l.aptI first shock after England
%t&;g&r and 1t1:nils gmseriesot och}h%nertfour years, with
enough in the man power erman
when they broke through the line. - g ot
The English and the French not only received the shock of war in
t had not strength

en-

stahb%mt zesisiantce, h'}fj 1.1:%. mﬁ'lm

enough to press forward. ey he rmany and then they starved
her, The Americans, well 1| m the ', WE

could take the offensive and follow throu:l‘:x i A RO R

STARVED T0 STERILITY.

The Germans put the food to the front to brace the fighting line and
starved the women and children to sterﬂiz.ui Enter any Gem‘nn home,
even in the upper classes, and the women still pinched,
shrunk, and underweight. Walk down the Unter den Linden with
intention to count the war wounded and you are shocked, not at the
number of one legged or one armed or digfigured, al these are
more plentiful than in France or England, which conceals its hospital
sears, but you are shocked at the number of idiots, the shell shocked,
and the nervously strained. I not only saw them, but I had other

le count them. When I asked the American journalists in Berlin
an estimate of how many ple counted in the streets showed the
shock of war either in limb or in countenance, they replied that they

had estimated on the & other person. In England and
France they do not permit the idiotic and heavily sca countenances
but G is mot masking pearance,

to nmar on the her ap
Ehe reasons for appearing poor and weak in every respect. There-
and France they appear and Germany

STILL UXDERFED AND UNDERCLAD,

Nevertheless Germany must be considered for many years as ruined

in man power, child power, and mether power, but not in lands, build-

, or ery, although the lands have been underfertilized for
many years and are not now producing as formerly.

Germany imporis, as before the war, one-half her food, and she is
still underfed. Weomen and children in the streets and at the railway
stations show that they are not only underfed but underclad.

Hverything is * ersatz,’” or substitutes. The substitutes are not
only in the food but in the clothing. 1t is paper everywhere. Not
only the eaper mark but the]mper msrkin is universal, and some of
the best hotels in Germany, the hgghanie, in Baden-Baden, use
pa tableclothe. Women bring forth their babies on paper sheets,
and in the railway trains you are called trm_lbo sl’eledp under cold,
coarse burlap., If a first-class restaurant in in hands you a linen
napkin, you may find it marked Hamburg-American or with the name of
some hotel in southern Franee.

When the linen supply is exhausted, there is no ability in the paper
mark to buy more.

THE BASIS OF THR HATE.

England is hated because in control of the seas she gave starvation
to Germany. Nobody in Germany sees what Germany did to the
English and the French with the introduction of her poison gases,
Germany sees only that all the men went to the fromt and all the
best men were lost and that the women and children were starved.

Germany does not g:t e far-reach effect of this starva-
tion on her future. ly the physicians un and that, and they are
not talking. Baut if you will quietly ask them they will tell you that tens
of thousands of women and girls that should now or in the future be
mothers will never bear children. Years of starvation have made
them sterile.

HORSE MEAT AND TURNIPS.

I met in south Germany one whom I had known many years ago in
London and who, against the protest of business people, had been
interned in the Isle of Wight during three years of the war. He

“T realized that the English had no love for the Hun. But I did
not realize what starvation was uniil I ecame here after the war and
found the people living on coarse turnips, with no bread and no

potatoes. In Cologne they were dying of starvation. Where shops
opened at 8 people were in line from 3 o'clock in the morning waiting
to get a ece of horse meat.”

STILL X0 MILE.

I asked one of the ablest physicians in south Germany—a man with

broadest practice with most wonderful results and whom I had known

years preceding the war—for a view of the sitoation

as respects the physical and moral conditions preceding and following
the armistice.

e replied :

* For two years, :?518—1918, the people had horse meat when they
eould get it and bread made with horse chestnuts. There is no milk
even now, The farmers will not bring it in, because it is under
Government control the farmers are rich and can sell it quietly
and privately to better advantage. During the war there were no
gotxtou for a long time and people lived on coarse turnips, formerly
ed to the cattle. One hundred grams of beef in three weefcs. and of
course nobody could have ment.
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MORAL AND PHYSICAL DEMORALIZATION.

“ There are many rich men in Germany—many more than before the
war, but the ple work hard and have nothing.

“ During the war we had no linen for the wounded. We had to use
paper. e had no sterilized silk or catgut to sew up wounds, It was
a year after the war before we could get medical supplies or even soap.

i Illegitimate births increased very much during the war. Hvery-
body above 15 was in the war, All the fathers were at the front, and

the boys and girls ran wild.
“The moral status was made bad by the war, Everyhodf deceived
but it is now a little better., Sometimes it was im ble to send
If there was anything of value it would

ackages by lgoat or railway.
stoglen. ow the situation is improving. Still nobody wants to
work if he can avold it. Farmers are rich and paid all their debts and
they are not now ambitious to produce, They have sold their products
secretly to get more money than the law allows. They can now be
classed with the rich.
MIDDLE CLASS SUFFERING,

“The worst sufferers at the present time are the middle classes,
teachers, professors, and salaried men. The universities and hospitals
must stop and so must the schools on the present financial basis,

“Talk of war again is nonsense. The ﬁat industrial centers have
been hardest hit by the war and they ve been the seat of our
social or bolshevik troubles. " The industrial workers there see the
difference between the rich and the poor, which is greater now than
before the war, Some people have enormous fortunes and know how
to lie and cheat the government out of its taxes.

“We can not imagine how it is possible for an American working-
man to have a Ford ear. Fifteen marks a day dole for unemployment
in this country is not enough for a man to live on.

X0 FIGHT FOR FIFTY YEARS.

“ But Germany will recover in 20 to 30 years. 8he c¢an not fight
again for 50 years, and does not want to ht. Germany could not
fight if she wanted to. It is Impossible. All her best men are dead.
Only young boys remain. Men who were in the war are now broken,
as you can see by their faces as you walk the streets or visit the
country in any part of Germany.”

I turned from my friend and went over to the bank I had known
before the war. I found It in larger quarters, for banking holds its
own in Germany as everywhere else in the world. Of course, it was
one of those big branches of the very big banks which Germany has
built up. The manager said:

“ We never wished war and we do not wish war now. We have no
money and we have no soldiers. We have government bread cards
still, but there is not enough strength in our food.”

SICKEENING WAR BUDGETS.

From many sources I learned that the field labor of Russian prisoners
kept the Germans allve during the war, and the people of the country
were sorry to have them go home. And they were sorrly. too, after
they got home. Only prisoners, old men, women, and children worked
the fields during the war.

Everywhere you learn that all the men-were at the front, all the best
men were lost and all the women and children starved.

Here in Berlin I am ashamed of my size. I believe I am to-day quite
the largest man in Germany, and I do not weigh 300 pounds.

I have learned thoroughly that which I never suspected at home and
that which I did not come to learn, I was looking to Europe for the
facts of finance, I found physical facts which make the rising war
budgets of England, France, and my own United States supremely
ridiculous.

FRANCE'S OPPORTUNITY.

If France did her du? by God and humanity she would expand her
population and insure the preservation of that clvilization and art
culture which she has represented for so many years. But France is
ambitious only for defense, for her own quiet ease and the pursuit of
ways of pleasure, leisure, and art, The bulwark of a nation’s defense is
motherhood. There is no countertruth to that which declares: “If
strm:ig”be the arms of the mother, the son shall make laws for the
people.

WHAT MIGHT BE.

If France had ambition, energy, and family expansion, she could seize
the present opportunity in Germany's weakened condition to absorb the
industries of the Rhine and become what Germany has n—the in-
dustrial center of Europe. And she would have in addition what the
German with his gutteral “g™ and the Anglo-Saxon with his *“th”
can never have—the sound, the figure, the color, and the form of art
as it Is in beauty of all the divine creation.

France was fed by England, the United States, and by her own fertile
fields, while Germany from her lands could raise onli 50 per cent of
her food. The people of England and France were neither shell shocked
nor starved in comparison with Germany.

MILITARISM DEAD IN BODY AND SOUL.

Writing from Interlaken in Beptember, 1918, after I had viewed the
prison-exchange movements at Derne and from Switzerland had studied
the food conditlons of Germany, I declared: ‘“ When the returns come
in after peace it will be found that Germany's great loss and the basis
of her defeat has not been money, but losses in her man power."”

Many English, as well as American, observers have been of late look-
ing over Germany, and they agree that militarism is dead in Germany
for at least one or two generations. It is dead in the spirit of the
people and dead in the man power.

BURYING MILITARISM.

There are two points in German history that emphasize the death of
war in Germany. They are the funeral of the Kaiserin, which has just
taken place, and the Kopp *“ putsch”™ of a year ago.

In March, 1920, more than 5,000 troolps were sent into Derlin by
Ludendorff for the purpose of reestablishing the old régime. The na-
tional Government quickly and quletly went out. But never was a
Chinese boycott more effective than that of the Berliners against the
military party. Everybody went on strike, officlals, clerks, and office
boys. Nobody would go to work. Nobody would recognize the troops.
Nobody would do anything. Not a shot was fired. In a few Qays the
troops melted away.

MORE POLICE AND LESS ARMY.

The German people may have n monarchy, but never nlpmln mili-
tarism, There i8 no danger from the more than 100,000 police or the
100,000 men in the Reichswehr or national army now allowed by the
Allies for Germany.

The Ge;'mans complain that even this national army is expensive, a
it has to be regular 4 oy " the

y employed, conscription not being allowed
Versailles treaty. N e £ Aowed by, e

The funeral of the Kaiserin at Potsdam offered the first opportunit
for a military parade sinee the war, Three hundred Gemapr? oﬂlcerg
in full uniform, were in line. Everybody was there: all the old and
once popular idols of the people, Hindenburg, b‘a!kenl'myn, Ludendorff,
and the rest. The peoi)le were willing to look at them, but had no
interest in them as milltary men. It was more like a funeral of the
giillltns_tsrty uste{:'dml-& :?i?i eﬁph?lgg of what was nt(i:z tclti?]r in th? strike

8 troops a year ago—tha e pe
through with militarism, 3 S # el B
AMERICAN MILITARISM, »

The people who will regret the passing of militarism from the soil
of Germany dre the wives of the American Army officers who are
already scheming to hold thelr positions here as long as possible,
Officers’ wives in Germany can gay three servants from the gold they
%}t from Amerlea, while in the States they may be able to have none,

ere is a reversal of that sitmation here in the German families,
The socialist government put a tax on servants, increasing it for the
third and fourth servant to the extent that the tax hecame more than
their wage. The result was to turn servants into the street,

The Germans are makin manf experiments and many mistakes in
government, but their sentiment is now akin to that of the Irish who
would rather govern themselves badly than be well governed by others.

GERMANS DRINK LESS.

The Germans are not drinking champagne as the French report.
The Germans are drinking less and not more. The statistics olfp the
French are compiled from the tax labels, The champagne in the
country had to be called up and labeled for tax, but the label does not
altogether mean consumption.

Champagne, as we understand if, is very rare. Hven at the best
hotels German r:lmmpo.{;ne that sells for a third of the French is
what one finds on the bill of fare. A glass of beer now costs 3 marks,
but the consumption here has declined enormously. As the Washing-
ton darkey said, “ It ain’t got no authority whatsoever.,” The Govern-
ment, under its food control, will not give up the grains to put the
food value into heer.

Germany is stlll underdrinking as well as underfeeding, although
many people declare that the German budget could be balanced with a
proper beer tax., Not only has the consumption of alechol deelined
enormously, but coffee of good quality is not to be had. The Germans
sa{ nobody can pay for “ schnapps' now,

t is not ioviting to the German to pay 250 marks for a bottle of
French champagne, It even frightens an American until he figures
that it is under $4.

There are some restaurants with French champagnes, but the Gov-
ernment does not encourage the 1m?ortatlon of Iuxuries of any kind.
Even lobsters have to be smuggled in from Holland in the boitom of
vegetable baskets.

RICH AMERICA.

It is good to come into Germany if only to feel rich. *As rich as
an American ” now has ten times its former force. Many things, even
in Berlin, cost about one-tenth the price in the United States.

I called upon an old friend of many years' standing and he dgrne.te«l
me with surprise, He was rich and well to do in every way and there-
fore could smile, as on surprise he exclaimed ;

at war? 1 expected you later, but not this year.”
I question him by the hour and found him bitter against the
French ; but, like all other Germans, not bitter against the Americans.

The{ seemed to take pride in the fact that neither the French nor the
Eng ish could win the war. He gaid:

“America won the war. The French have robbed us for the last
400 hundred years and are now to tax us. Alsace-Lorraine and Bel-
glom were formerly ours, Now they are sending people out of Alsace
and Lorraine, some at fiyve hours’ notice without their property. Of
late they are dolng better and paying something for the property they
confiscate. One hundred and twenty thousand people have been sent
out of Alsace and Lorraine.

RESENTING THE TAX.

ve millions to Russia, so that she might begin the

ussian interest is paid by the French Government,
w her. It is too much.

“ The nch have 850,000 soldiers. l'ly do they Eeep all these
soldiers and ask us to pay for them¥

“ France sold German coal back to ug cheaper than we could buy it
from the German mines. We have still no wheat bread. The enemy
starved us ont, and you Americans won the war for the French. They
cut off our food, and our children suffered., They had no milk, and
the cows were killed for food. Our bread is now better, although still
expanded by the use of beans. We make beans into bread as well

as into coffee.
THE REAL TAX,

“In the district around my chateau we had 1,300 inhabitants, and
from them sent 300 men to the war. That meant everybody between
18 and 50. We lost 80 men.”

I asked one of the richest men in Frankfort concerning present and
past conditions. He said:

“ There has been tremendous improvement in the ﬁpnst year and a
half. Nobody knows or ever will know what we suffered. They had
us surrounded. Hven my wife and I were starved. I lost 20 pounds
in welght. There was, of course, food to be had, but people in our
position could not afford to buy food. We must stand by the people.”

THE LESSON OF TIIE COW AND THE ROSE.

On thiz year's trip to Europe my first landing for a night's sleep
was at the island of Guernsey to inspect the beautiful lines of highly
tred cattle which have become so important in American dairy farming.
We American tarmers understand something of what has been done
in developing the dairy cow through many generations from the eattle
of the plains and the hills, how milk veins and udders have been ex-
panded, horns have been shortened, and types of head and haunch sym-
metrically changed, all by ecareful development in breeding, North
Easton, Cohasset, and Hardwick, in Massachusetts, and Waterloo, in
Iowa, stand for something in the land of Guernsey illustrative of the
progress of man with animal Hfal‘:ut into his hands.

As 1 walked here through the Tiergarten and Unter den Linden and
noted the pinched, strained, shocked, and scarred faces, 1 could not but
reflect upon the problem of what a prolonged modern war might do for

“The French
war, and now
France pays everybody and expects us to

“Don't you know we are
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humanity. If the dairy cattle of the world shenld be destroyed, it
woulll take many generations again to breed by sclection from the beef
cattle of the plains the motherly milech cow

If the world wzre n ecultivated @srdun of rToses and men went to
war and forgot the rose for a few years, the revert
wholly to the wild rose and the brier. In a few years wu.ld be lost
the frait of & hundred years' development in erossings,
ings, and sports, for the base of the rose is im the wild brier.
dnmfs must stil]l take the root from the forest to properly develop the
Epor

THE SPORTS OF HUMANITY.

Many years ago I heard President Eliot say that
clearness of speech which so markedly characterizes hlm 1 “The benefit
to the race of common school is that it saves the sports of
}uu.:;z]a.n.‘il-y—the rema.rkah].e child of an otherwise £

anrily.”

Had Germany at this time suffered a Thirty Years' War, there would
be not left to tell the tale. The wemen and children that amight
bering idiots, with no groundwork

3 have ever again been brought forth.
But if all the children had been set aside and allowed to grow up in
ignoran how many generations or hundreds of years would 1t bave
taken to have developed a digtinctive type in the human upon
;&:H stock with any ability to hold place in the modern world of in-

The lesson of the Guernsey cow and the garden rose was berne I.n
apon me 68 I looked at the wrecks in this 11-shocked, starved, an
deservedly beaten nation. The Germany of old, that gava its Iitmture.
art, and music to the werld, was swallowed up in the sclentific and

hysical deveiopment that grew a war machine that had its inewitable
u!tagn in self-destruction.

The military root is still in Germany, as it is still in humn nature,
but not from timt root will come the sports of 0 ErOW Some-
thing higher and nobler, the breadth and beauty of wiﬂch must for
years remain unread in the scroll of a future divine provi

We cam here only note the danger that the pride of militarism
may be transferred to the United States, now planning war budgets by
the billion, when a few billiom in credits or ahwuiﬂsomihtily
assist in the restoration of France and a aolution of the peace problems
of Europe.

Mr, PORTER. Mpr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. GoobyxooxNTz].

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Mr. Speaker, within the time allotted
to me I shall address myself, not alone to the resolution, the
passage of which by Congress and with the approval of which
by the President would have the effect of ending the war with
the Germans, but also to certain eognate questions which I
regard as of egual if not of paramount concern to the Govern-
ment and its people.

In November last, after nearly eight years of Democratic
rule, the American electorate, aceording to the forms of an
orderad and free government, decided by a strongly preponder-
ating majority that Demogcratic rule should end and as a corol-
lary that the Republican Party should again be pestored fo
power, thereby investing the latter party with plenary au-
thority as to all matters of national legislation and Federal
administration.

Coupled with that authority were certain i hind-
ing in character, delivered with great emphasls, for it was the
voice of millions of men and women, recording their sentiments
at the polls, who, by an overwhelming majority, proclaimed
Warren G. Enm‘.!ng as President of the United States.

What were those instructions? One was that the covenant of
the league should be east aside, thrown inte the diseards. That
has been done; but I may add that, as one of 435 Members of
(.-ongress,lshxl.l with not a little degree of amxiety, observe,

as well as I may from this great distance, *‘ every littie move-
ment ” of the extra “full crew ™ men who, by our President,
have been appoeinted as American representatives on the repa-
ration and other like European war commissions. We wish for
these gentlemen Godspeed, which term comprehends a safe and
especially an early return to this eountry.

Another instruction was to the effect that peace with Ger-
many should be restored. As it is now, the nations that were
associated with us in the war have concluded treaties of peaee;
but we, in theory of the law but not in peint of fact, are at
war with Germany. This ambiguous condition ought to be
changed. The situation is as anomalous and absurd as it is
expensive, inconvenient, and nnjust to the Ameriean people.

By the enactment into law of the measure before us, the
majority party will have fulfilled its promise as vegards the
establishment of peace.

Mr. Speaker, while we are on the subject of foreign affairs,
and particularly of the war, it is pertinent for me to observe
that the foreign Governments that stand debtor to us to the
extent of $10,000,000;000 are not manifesting a very great
amount of concern—in faet, I presume no concern—as regards
the discharge of the great obligations they are under—in fact,
they have not even paid the interest on the debt. The money
advaneed to such Governments came from the pockets of our
people as the proceeds of Liberty bonds and Victory motes. The
peopls who bought the bonds are borne down under a very
heavy burden of annual interest, necessary for us fo pay on
that debt. Consequently it seems to me as entirely just that

our Government should immediately take steps to enforee the
collection of these vast loans, now standing as mere open ac-
ceounts, but nevertheless obligations of the most solemn char-
aeter, on the books of the Treasurer of the United States. As
germane to this subjeet, may I direct your attention to the
proposition that the Government should by a refunding ar-
rangement or other method, restore the par value of the bonds?
Assuranee was made by those, especially the four-minute men,
who harangued the pecple to buy the bonds that they were
good, but we know very well that they are now selling far
below par.

One cause of the constantly falling price of Government bonds
is due to the action of the international bankers whe for cer-
tain commissions are floodin~ this eountry with foreign securi-
ties. Only the other day an issue of $100,000,000 of Fremch
bonds was dumped on the New York market at an interest
yield of 8 per cent. I am told that the agents of six other
nations have been, and perhaps are now, in New York negotiat-
ing for the flotation of further great issues. Our Goversment
should take cognizance of the situation and maintain the posi-
tion that no foreign honds shall be sold in this country at a
rate of interest higher than 6 per cent—I deubt if they sheunld
be allowed sale at all—in erder to prevent our people from
gambling in securities of very questionable value, and te pro-
tect the integrity of the bonds of our own Gevernment, and of
other domestic securities as well.

To what extent foreign nations may feel grateful for Ameri-
can assistance 1 do not konow. That we have donated vast
sums—probably three billions—fo their charities and have made
Jarge private leans in addition to the Government loans I do
know ; and I therefore feel fhat it is pow high time for fer-
eign peoples to go to work and no longer to consider Amerien
as heing solely an almshouse or one vast eleemesynary insti-
totion, operated for their exclusive benefit. We have obliga-
tions to eur own people; charity must begin at home. The first
duty of a nation, no less than that of the father of the family,
is to provide for its own children. That we should do, and that
we will do, in view of the fact that vast numbers of our inost
deserving workingmen are without employment and fundamental
business enterprises—agriculture, commenree, manufacture, min-
ing, and seafaring, all—in America are now almost stagnant.

It may take fthe world 50 years fe recover from the ravages
of the war. In the meanwhile the mest rigid econewmy in
government, State and Nation, also in private life, should be
practiced. We Republicans promised the peeple to relisve them
of heavy taxation. Will we do it? 'We must admit that we
have a difficult task te perform and we have made slow prog-
ress. We have mot, so far as 1wy knowledge goes, abelished a1
single board or buream or commisgion. We have, I believe,
added some mew ones—for example, the one mlatmg the
packers.

Over in the Senate one or two Members are agitating the
passage of a bill to regulate eoal, and incidentally to provide
some more good jobs. Such regulation would nndonbtedly add
to the cost .of the article.

Before the war an unfailing supply of cheap coal flowed
steadily from the mines to the consumers’ bins; but with war
regulation all has been changed. Thus far this year the mines
have been run at low ebb because censumers have listened to
the siren wveice of demagogues—those who promise the passage
of regulatory laws which will cheapen its price. Coal ean be
bought at the mines on a very close margin of profit. In seme
cases it is sold below eost of mining, but the real cost to the
consumer lies in the transportation charge. Ceal from my dis-
triet, traveling over one of the three railroads to Norfolk and
by boat from there to Boston and distributed from the latter
port to the surrounding region, must bear a rate ranging
around $7 per ton. The Interstate Commerce Comimission regu-
lates the rate. In the old days the railread managers charged
“all the traffic would bear,” but they were too smart, toe goor
business men to charge more than the trafiie would bear.

Artificial laws and regulations, if persisted in, will ultimately
destroy mot alone the great coal industry but likewise great
commercial and manufacturing eunterprises and communities,
sueh as exist in New England and elsewhere as well, in this
United States. In the meanwhile I shall trust to the honor,
wisdom, and ability ef the Republican Party, constituted -of
its members in Congress—=8Senators and Representatives—and
of the administration, headed by our excellent President, War-
ren G. Harding, to gnide amid all vicissitudes the good old
ship of state to a good and safe harbor, as was done by that
party under the matechless and wonderful leadership of ether
men—stars of the first magnitude—Lincoln, Grant, ‘Garfield,
Harrison, MeKinley, Roosevelt, and others—the great dynasty
of Republican Presidents. [Applause.]
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Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 25 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT].

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, it had been mry
sincere wish and earnest expectation that the majority party
in the Congress would forget the promise of a peace by resolu-
tion made by the successful candidate for the Presidency and
not even attempt to make what was the most colossal blunder
of a passion-swept political campaign the law of the land.

I am well aware of the fact that the only definite, specific,
and clearly understandable declaration which the candidate
for the Presidency made during that contest was the pronrise
that there should be such an act just so soon as it conld be
passed by a Republican Congress and signed by a Republican
President. Beyond this he stated that notwithstanding the
fact that he had for years been a member of the Committee on
Foreign Relations of the Senate of the United States, which
committee had been strenuously and successfully thwarting the
Executive in his every effort to adjust international affairs,
yet he, Mr. Harding, had absolutely no plan to offer nor any
specific suggestion to make other than this, and he gave mno
satisfactory intimation as to the fornr of even that resolution.

So far as my knowledge extends, he has not yet offered a
suggestion as to form, except that in his message, delivered to
the House in person on April 12 last, he made it perfectly clear
that it must not be such a resolution as he himself while a
Member of the Senate had voted for and urged. [Applause on
the Democratic side.] In that nressage he demonstrated quite
clearly that there was a decided difference of opinion between
Harding the candidate and Harding the President. In polite
but nevertheless specific language he made it perfectly clear
that Harding the President would brook no interference with
the constitutional prerogative of the Executive. He told us
that we might, with his approval, declare a state of peace, but
that under no circumstances must Congress attempt to fix its
terms and conditions. I quote here the understandable portions
of what he said upon that point. The President said:

To establish the state of techmical peace without further del::;. I
shounld approve a declamtoay resolution by Congress to that effect,
with the qualifications essential to protect all our rights. Such a reso-
Iution should undertake to do no more than thus to declare the state of
peace which all America craves. * * * In correcting the fallure
of the Executive, in negotiating the most important treaty in the his-
tory of the Nation, to recognize the constitutional Eowers of the
Benate, we would go to the other extreme, equally objectionable, if
Congress or the Senate should assume the function of the Executive,

I pause just here long enough to remark that this last sen-
tence is not particularly clear as to its exact meaning. The
fair inference, however, is that the President could not resist
the dpportunity to cast an impolite imputation upon his prede-
cessor, and for this purpose wove into a state paper an expres-
sion which would not have been in very good taste even in g
campaign speech.

At no time did President Wilson seek to thwart the Senate
in the exercise of its constitutional prerogative of ratifying or
rejecting the treaty of Versailles. He advocated with all the
force of his powerful intellect its ratification without substan-
tial change, as was his unquestionable right and as many be-
lieve was his supreme duty in keeping faith with the nations
with whom he had negotiated it. He gave his spirit, his high
mentality, his moral excellence, and actually depleted perhaps
for all time his physical manhood, with devoted and unselfish
vigor and vision that the work of his brain might live, but so
profound a student of government as Woodrow Wilson never
for a moment believed that he could, even had he desired, have
destroyed the senatorial prerogative woven into the fabrie of
the Nation’s fundamental law.

Just what view the President will take of this resolution if
it reaches him in its present form, which if I understand the
interpretation of sections 2 and 4, does unmistakably enter the
domain of negotiation, indirectly it is true, but inevitably,
remains to be seen.

It shall not at least escape the notice of history that as a
Senator and as a candidate he advocated a resolution designed
to interfere with the constitutional prerogatives of his prede-
cessor for which as President he says he will not stand.

I have said that it had been my wish and expectation that
the campaign promise would be forgotten, notwithstanding it
was the only definite one given out touching our foreign policy.
I know that neither a party nor an individual often obtains
credit by breaking its’ or his word, but I think the majority
party could “vell risk the opinion of men and history if it would
forget that shameful promulgation and refrain from placing this
inerasable stain upon the virtue of America’s enterprise. [Ap-
plause on the Democratie side.]

My hope was founded upon the knowledge which most men
now possess of the reasons for that promise and for the action

in the last Congress of passing the peace resolution and com-
mitting the majority party to it.

Those reasons were threefold: First, envy of and enmity
toward the then Chief Executive, Mr. Wilson. Proceeding upon
a predicate of passion and hate the majority were willing then
to go to any length in the effort to humilitate and discredit
him, How narrow and restricted was their vision time and
history will demonstrate;

Second, their inability, moral and intellectnal, to submit a
substitute for his handiwork; and

Third, the determination to clinch for their party at the
November elections the votes of all those elements in Ameriea
who having but recently descended from foreign blood had their
affections placed upon the aspirations of their kinsmen abroad
rather than upon the interests and hopes of America. i

In view of the character of the impulses which lay behind
the action of a year ago, surely it would be an honorable thing
to forget it so soon as history will permit. It ought to be
effaced from the memories of men. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

No necessity for this action has been suggested which can, it
seems to me, possibly appeal to the heart and conscience of
America. We have no precedent for it. Our foreign wars of
the past have been settled by negotiated treaties, with honor to
ourselves and justice to our foes.

Is it possible that the administration finds itself, after full
consultation with what it regards the * best minds of America,”
helpless and hopeless? Has America under Republican leader-
ship reached such a position of inanity and mental vacunosity as
that it is unable to proceed along the lines of honorable diplo-
macy and negotiate a peace of justice and righteousness?

Must we leave the field made glorions by American valor and
sanctified forever by the best blood of an unselfish Nation be-
cause the political leadership of the hour is unable to obtain a
single promise or exact a single pledge giving at least some as-
surance that the things and principles for which our soldiers
suffered and sacrificed and died are to be respected in the
future? [Applause on the Democratic side.]

It has been said in the course of this disenssion that this reso-
lution does not wipe out the record of Chateau-Thierry and
Belleau Wood and the Argonne.

Indeed it does not. Fortunately the luster of those supreme
efforts of American manhood can never be dimmed by parti-
san politieal ineptitude and imbecility. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] But will some one tell me before the debate is
ended what this resolution does toward making the principles
for which men died there the law of the world?

I have thought, sir, that the President's Secretary of State
has within the brief period of his service as such demonstrated
the fine capacity and good judgment with which he has, I think,
very generally been believed to be endowed. By following,
without exception, so far as I have observed, the lines of policy
laid down by the last administration and asserting our national
faith with firmness and courage he has become easily the out-
standing figure of the new administration.

It is hard to make me believe that Mr. Secretary Hughes is
lacking in ability to deal with the big things of the world,
even though he be handicapped by a Harvey and perhaps
humiliated by a Sims. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

But, somehow, the majority in the Congress seem to think
the diplomatic power of the administration futile and insuffi-
cient; and so inaneness is to be crowned with garlands, and
America—our America—is to close the most thrilling chapters
in the annals of man with a peace which should be known in
history as * the peace of incapacity.” [Applause on the Demo-
eratic side. ]

What the valor of our soldiers won on the flelds of glory
the timidity of our alleged statesmen will cast to the winds
of the world, and we shall turn to face the future without a
promise or a pledge, save only, I believe, sections 2 and 4 seek
to place in escrow some $400,000,000 seized from resident Ger-
mans by the Alien Property Custodian and whatever of rights
we have in the German ships that were interned at ports while
we were neutral.

Mr. Speaker, there may be differences of opinion as to what
our soldiers fought for. There ought not to be, God knows,
yet there may be, but I venture to assert that nowhere in
America will you find a soldier or a eivilian who will have the
temerity to declare that they fought for the property of resi-
dent aliens or for German ships, and those things, sir, are all
that this resolution of peace reserves, [Applause on the Demo-
eratic side.]

No, indeed ; you will not have effaced by the passage of this
resolution the glory of the Argonne and Bellean Wood and
Chateaun-Thierry ; that is beyond your reach; but you will have
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quit without gripping by solemn treaty the achievements which
American valor won.

You can not wipe from the face of France the blood stains of
American soldiers, but you can, and apparently are determh}ed
to, take the fateful step which will go so far toward rendering
vain the shedding of that precious blood.

Why should this resolution pass? Its proponents have
adopted the most remarkable attitude upon it that within my
memory has ever been adopted upon any great question. They
lay it before us with a report which says nothing, and follow
it up with arguments which but add to our ignorance of what
the real reasons are, and then say the burden is upon us to
show why it should not pass.

I am compelled to say, having listened to practically every
word uttered in the debate by those who favor it—or perhaps
I should say in justice to them by those who intend to vote for
it—that the strongest reason yet given was given by a gentleman
on my own side of the Chamber, Mr. HunpLEsToN, of Alabama,
who said, in substance, that we should make peace with our
enemies In this way in order that we may the more easily lend
them money, so that they can buy from us. With all deference
to my friend, whose character I respect and whose ability 1
admire, that reason is not sufficient to bring me to its support.

Besides this, what are the reasons? Trade reasons? Except
as to dyestuffs, which we ourselves inhibit, trade with Germany
and with the nations that were Austria-Hungary is limited only
by the capacity of their people to buy. That capacity is not
likely to be increased save as we ourselves increase it.

In order to bring the American troops home? If the Presi-
dent of the United States wishes to scuttle, he may order
them home to-morrow and in all the world there is no power
to say him nay. Germany would doubtless consent as it would
relieve her of the burden of their support.

In order to exchange ambassadors? I am in no hurry about
that. [Applause on the Democratic side.] I know of no Amer-
ican interest in Germany which is not now being amply pro-
tected without an ambassador, and I have an all too vivid
recollection of the last one which Germany had here to lie
awake nights wishing for another to hurry to our shores.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] I have not heard of any
German nationals in America suffering from injustice because
no Von Bernstorff is lcdged in the embassy building here to
serve in the dual capacity of ambassador and spy. [Applause
on the Democratie side.]

Oh, but some say it must be done in order to drive the last
nail into the coflin of the League of Nations. Are you so sure
that such will be the result? In your heart of hearts are you—
all of you—so sure that you wish it so?

You say the people of America spoke the final word of con-
demnation of that historic instrument at the November elec-
tions. Are you quite sure? I am not.

Oh, I know that Mr. Harding, lashed as with scorpions by
certain eminent leaders of his party and a section of the press
which was quite influential with an element of voters believed
to be necessary to his election, declared in his Des Moines speech
that he wanted to turn his back upon the covenant and destroy
it, but are you sure he did it?

I know, too, that he so phrased other utterances both before
and after that declaration of despair and compulsion as that
31 of the most eminent leaders of his party felt themselves able
to issue a document destined to be historic, in which the people
were reassured, and it was solemnly declared, that the surest
guarantee of a league would be his election.

There is some one unique distinetion to be found in the cam-
paigns of every man who has been elected President of the
United States—sometimes more than one,

In the case of Mr. Harding there are at least three.

First, he was elected by the largest majority ever given a
candidate.

Second, he ran upon a platform which was absolutely color-
less except when it was yellow. [Applause on the Democratic
side.] And, third and most unique of all, if his Des Moines
utterance meant what league opponents claim for it, he used
other utterances which enabled 31 of the most eminent leaders
of political thought in America to issue an appeal to the Ameri-
can people in his behalf predicated upon the hypothesis that
they might discredit his pledged word and plighted faith as
expressed at Des Moines, and one of these eminent men is now
the premier of his Cabinet, holding in his steady hands the
matter of our foreign relations. I have forgotten whether the
name of the ambassador to the Court of St. James was among
the 31 immortals or not. =

I think we shall have to wait for a little while even after
this resolution becomes law before we shall be assured that
what is probably the highest achievement ever wrought by
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finite men has perished utterly from the earth, so far as even
America alone is concerned.

I always follow with great interest what my young friend
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisa] has to say. He
comes of good stock, and, as the late President Roosevelt once
said to me in doing a requested favor for a grandson of the

great Confederate eavalry leader, Gen. Bedford Forrest, “ There

ought to be something in heredity, surely.” The gentleman
from New York seems to be a thinker and has not demonstrated
any particular backwardness in giving utterance to his thoughts.
[Laughter.] I heard the gentleman from New York in the last
Congress say that the people at the November election had
declared against any surrender of the Nation’s sovereignty,
and he then proceeded to outline for us his plan of insuring
future peace, which was, in substance, that he would have an
agreement among nations whereby armaments and armies
should be limited, no nation to have, as I remember it, more
than 200,000 soldiers; and then he would have an impartial
committee to see that the agreement was enforced throughout
the world. I do not suppese it lay within the purview of his
dreams that this committee would come wholly from America,
and I could not but puzzle as to just how much of our sover-
eignty we would surrender to sucé a committee. That can be
explained later, perchance.

On Saturday last the gentleman from New York told us that
the American people repudiated the doctrine of sending Amer-
ican troops into foreign lands to decide boundary disputes. I
am sure I have heard that before.

Abe Martin said the other day that Tobias Jordan had given

up his position at the sawmill, but that the idea was not origi-

nal with him. [Laughter.]

The favorite phrasing of Republican stump orators in the last
campaign as they shed the effulgence of their intellectual rays
upon the people was to the effect that America must not become
involved in European troubles growing out of disputes over

- boundary lines in the Balkans. That was a mouth-filling phrase

and sounded well; it touched the hearts of mothers and fathers
everywhere, but serious men must examine it in the light of
history. If we are to profit at all from the past, let us vision
it as it has been, not as we would have had it, and let us real-
ize that only by certain courses shall we be able to make the
future what we would have it.

Since this Republic was created two general wars have con-
vulsed Europe, wars in which practically all the nations of
Europe became involved—the first in the early years of the
nineteenth century, when two young men—Pitt in the cabinet
and Bonaparte in the field—were struggling for European mas-
tery. With the messages and warnings of Washington and Jef-
ferson as to foreign entanglements fresh in our history and
with all our determination as to aloofness we eventually, as the
result of the frictions of that titanic struggle, went into the War
of 1812 with England.

The second came with the recent holocaust. Surely now the
most intense and inveterate enemy of Woodrow Wilson will
not deny that no man in authority in the history of the world
ever tried with finer zest and greater determination to keep
world conditions such as that his nation might be spared the
horrors of engaging in war than did he, but without avail. And
what, sir, was the beginning of that struggle?

On a day in June, 1914, a Prince of the House of Hapsburg,
the reigning family of Austria-Hungary, visits the capital of a
little principality which Austria-Hungary had seized by force
of arms from Serbia following a dispute over a boundary line
in the Balkans. An assassin  shot him to death. The flash
from that pistol set the world on fire; all nations and peoples
everywhere upon the globe were drawn into the vortex of that
awful flame. Its fearful forked tongues ran from the centers
of civilization into the remotest jungles of savagery, consuming
with remorseless wrath the wealth, the substance, and the lives
of men; 10,000,000 died; 10,000,000 others were maimed and
almost lost to the world. Here in America we mustered from
hillside and valley, from crowded city and quiet spaces of rural
retreat, from mansion and cabin, 4,000,000 men. We sent 2.000,-
000 across the trackless waters to do battle in strange lands
and amidst the babel of unfamiliar tongues; we left 100,000
to sleep there under the lilies of France, save only as at the
request of those who loved them some are returned to rest
here, their graves to be forever a mute compelling appeal that
those who come after shall see to it that they made the supreme
sacrifice not in vain. Why? All because of a dispute about a
boundary line in the Balkans, when there was no League of Na-
tions to which to submit the issue.

Oh, Mr. Speaker, is this resolution all that the majority has
to offer to the mothers of America, ns the result of their toils

and tortures? Can the genius of the majority evolve no higher,
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plan? Is this the ripened fruit of national endeavor? * Peace
and we will hold pending settlement four hundred millions of
money and the interned ships!™ s this the end?

Oh, you say no; but it is the power of your actions, not the
foree of your words, which will eontrol. “ It must net be again,”
exclaimed your President and mine over the 5,000 flag-draped
caskels in New York. Ah, do yeun fancy that settles the prob-
lems of the Tuture? Jefferson and Madison failed to prevent
our becoming the victims of European quarrels; the prayers
and patience of Lincoln were unavailing to prevent fratricidal
strife; the gentle and patient MecKinley strove in vain to avert
war ; the heroic and tenacious Wilson could not stay the holo-
caust. Do yon for an instant believe that this resolution and
ihe ipse dixit of Harding are sufficient to change the natures of
men and fix the course of destiny? How absurd! We must
act, not simply declare; we must arise to the evolutions of the
world, the development of the mechanisms of men, the changes
wrought in the secial fabric, if we would even approach a guar-
anty that it will not be again, and must act in the light of
history’s lesson. It does not lie within the power of Mr. Hard-
ing or any other of the sons of men fo still the troubled waters
of the world by stretching forth his hands and, choking with
emotion, say, “ It must not be again ”; nor can Congress guiet
the rolling waves by any exclamation of “ Peace, be still.” The
miracle of Galilee lies beyond our power ; we must act; we must
have a treaiy or treaties; we must have behind it or them
recognized pewer, power sufficient that all men know it must
be respected.

The passaze of this reselution throws away every moral and
physical advantage which we now possess; it places us alone
among nations, with all our vital interests exposed to the «con-
stant menace of a selfish and irritated world.

Surely we do not need to pass it in order to imsure that we
shall ourselves be just im negotiating with Germany and her |
allies. Is there anything in German history or any evidence
in the manifested spirit of present-day Germany which en- |

courages the belief that she will be more likely to make & just
and righteeus treaty after we have threwn every advantage
away? Surely not. By passing it we are but depriving our-
selves and our posterity of all the advantages accruing from a
victory of arms honorably won by eur bravest and .our best
and surrendering, perhaps for all time, the oppertunity which
has been ours and which still is eurs te advance civilization
and to calm at least in measurable degree the awful appre-
hensions of the mothers of men.

As an American Congressman I must be excused from aiding
in such a denouement. [Prolenged applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

The SPEAKER pro tempere. The time of the gentleman
from Tennessee has expived.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 mimutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Rocers].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Massa-
chusetis is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr, ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I shall indulge in ne sarcasm.
1 shall contribute mothing of partisanship te the discussion,
1 shall mot astonish, either by my learning or by my eloquence,
I shall simply try, in the few minutes that I have, to tell this

House why I think it is our duty to pass this resolution to-day.

Mr. Speaker, as it proverbially takes two to make a quarrel,
it takes twe to make a war. Similarly, it takes two te end a
guarrel or a war. The passage of a peace reselution by the
Congress of the United States is a domestic act. The action is
unilateral and net bilateral. Therefore, in and of itself it can
have no international force or validity. To this extent I am in
accord with what I understand te be the views of my Demo-
cratic colleagues on the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

But at this point I take sharp issue with them. The first and
apparently the chief reason given in the views of the minority
for opposing the resolution is, as alleged, because we can not
“by an act of Congress enter into contracts with another
Government,” this being “an invasion of the tfreaty-making
power.” A ftreaty is undoubtedly a comtract betweem two or
more States. So if the proposed resolution constituted an offer
to a contract, the point of the minority weuld perhaps be well
taken. Apparently the minority has fallen into a fallacy, be-
cause it assumes that since this resolution contemplates bi-
lateral action on the one hand by the United States and on
the other hand by Germany, therefore a contract—or a treaty—
is in some way involved. But because both countries mmst aect
before a mutually binding peace shall result, the action does
not become contractual on the part of either. Suppose both
nations simultaneously and independently declared the status

-of war to be ended; that could not be a contract, and yet the

status of peace would be complete. A lapse of time between
the two declarations does not alfer the situation., The Porter
resolution is meither an offer to a contraet nor an sceeptance of
an offer to a contract. Hence, there is no treaty in contempla-
tion and no violatien of the Constitution.

It is instructive in ‘this connection 1e remember that when
we passed a somewhat shuilar reselution a year ago, the Demo-
erats of the House made a great to-de about its constitutionality
and, indeed, rested their case upon that point.

But President Wilson, in vetoing the reselution, ealmly ig-
nored the Democratic contention, He knew it was untenable,
There is even less opportunity for the argument to be plausibly
urged against the measure now before the House.

As T have said, action by Germany ‘as well as by the United
States is mecessary before a status of peace between the two
nations can be a fact. It is the view of some students of the
snbject that Germany has already taken her requisite dction,
in that by ratifying the Versailles treaty she said in effect that
so far as she was concerned the World War was ended—ended
even as against belligerents whe, like the United States, might
not choose to ratify the treaty—at the moment when the treaty
by its terms became fully eflective. Peossibly this view is sound.
At all events it is so held by eminent authority, and I for one do
not feel willing to dismiss it as unsound. Tf it is sound, of
course the enacting of the pending resolution unguestionably
ends the war.

But let us assume for the sake of argument that it is not
sound. Let ns assume that Germany has yet to @o her part in
reestablishing peace with the United States. It by mo means
follows, as charged by the minority, that fhe passage of this
peace resolution is useless. Hven on this theory it is the first
necessary step toward a peace status. Affirmative action by
Germany on this theory must be taken thereafter. It thus be-
comes at once mecessary to inguire whether ‘Germany desires the
restoration of techmical peace. In an effort to give an accurate
answer ito this question T have for the 1ast six months been
aking constant inguiries of diplomats, business men, and pub-
lic officials, many of whom have themselves recently been in
‘Germany. I have mever yet found a man—American or Eure-
pean—who does net strongly believe that Germany will instantly
take the step necessary for the restoration of technical peace, if,
indeed, it has not already done so. Everyone has mgreed that
this is true; and while action of the future can not be stated
as a present fact, I strongly believe that the United States is
justified in acting npon the theory that ‘Germuny only waits the
opportunity to bring abeut the ending of the war by any uct
within her power.

But admitting all this—and I think most thoughtful observers
of both parties do admit all this—what advantages will come to
the United States as a result of the restoration of technical
peace that she does not now enjoy? My Democratic colleagues
are prome—and the gentleman who has just taken his seat [Mr,
GameerT of Temnessee] is no exception—to minimize the useful-
ness of the restoration eof peace hy joint action of the United
States and ‘Germany. >y call attention, for example, to the
fact—and it is a fact—that our exports to Germuny are of sub-
stantially the same volume as in the years prior to 1914. "They
cite other similay facts tending to prove their point.

S0 we are confronted, and T think we are in duty bound to
meet the challenge—so we are confronted by the guestion, What
is really to be gained by the United States by the resumption of
a peace status? I do not agree with the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Garrerr] that the restoration of diplomatic réla-
tiens is of small account or even undesirable. I think the re-
sumption of those relations is of great importance. It repre-
sents the established and the historic way by which two
nations engage in intercourse with each other. Of course—I am
glad to assert it, glad to admit it, or whatever you like—the
first tangible result will be that the United States will send
forth to Germany an ambassador and his diplomatic assistants
and various censuls general, consuls, and other suberdinates.
When our consular offices in the Central Powers were closed
Jjust before we entered the war there were T3 representatives
of the United States in those offices in Germany and 32 in
Austria-Hungary. Thus more than 100 Americans, working
for American interests, were in the two countries of Germany
and Austria-Hungary in 1917. Since that time and up to this
moment we have had no formal diplomatic or consular repre-
sentation in either country. Of course, we have had commis-
sioners in Berlin, Vienna, and Budapest, and these commission-
ers have had a few assistants, some of them holding a consular
status and ethers holding a diplomatic status. But the rela-
tionship between these officers and the eountry in which they
are located is purely informal and unofficial. Useful as they
have been, the situation is a most unsatisfactory one and falls




1921.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

2529

far short of bringing to the United States the advantages which
lie open to us. For purposes of comparigon it should be remem-
bered that every one of the principal allied powers is repre-
sented in the Central Power countries by a completely organ-
ized staff of diplomatic and consular representatives.

For the past four years the interests of the United States in

Germany have been handled by Spanish diplomats and consuls,
I have no doubt they have done their work well and faithfully.
But their first duty is to their own couniry. The interests of
the United States are necessarily secondary. I believe that the
time has long since come when American citizens should repre-
sent the United States of America in Germany, Austria, and
Hungary. Let me illustrate by one small incident one of the
results which flow from the present situation. Hamburg is of
course one of the great ports of Europe and of the world. Sup-
pose an American in Hamburg desires to ship certain goods on
an American vessel from Hamburg to some other port. He
must have his invoice certified by a consular officer.

Naturally, he would go to the American consul. But there
is no recognized American consul in Hamburg. Therefore he
must go to the Spanish consul, certify to his invoice, and pay a
fee of $2.50. The fee thus received is retained by the Spanish
consul and is lost for all time to the Treasury of the United
States. A returning consular officer has recently told me that at
the port of Hamburg alone 25,000 invoices were certified by the
Spanish consul in the last year. This means a tidy little rey-
enue of $062,500 lost to the United States in one port and on a
single item of business. Probably the total fees thus lost per
year, with the present volume of trade, would amount to at
least half a million dollars.

But after all, in spite of the inconvenience to the American
shipper, and in spite of the revenues lost to the United States,
the intervention of the Spanish consul makes feasible the trans-
action of export business, though in a somewhat abnormal way.
In other respects, however, this subterfuge can not be utilized
at all. Many Federal laws and many State laws require that
a document executed abroad must be executed before an Ameri-
can consul. It has been held that a Spanish consul acting as
American consul does not comply with the requirements of
these laws. Thus such instruments as deeds, powers of attor-
ney, mortgages, and many other documents affecting the trans-
fer of rights or property as well as other business transactions
can not be attested in Germany at all. The inconvenience to
the business world js instantly apparent.

Congress has taken cognizance of this situation in at least
two instances. Section 5 of public law 366, approved March 3
last, provides:

That all applications for patent filed since August 1, 1914, in which
the oath was executed before or authenticated by a consular officer, or
other representative qualified to administer caths, of a Government act-
ing In the interest o? the Government of the United States, shall haye
the same force and effect as if said oath had been executed by the
applicant before a consular officer of the United States.

This seems to care for the situation as far as patents are
concerned, by allowing the Spanish officer to act. A similar
situation has developed in connection with the execution of
pension claims. On May 16 last the House of Representatives
passed the Knutson bill, similar in purport to the patent sec-
tion just quoted, to empower the Spanish consul to act in pen-
sion cases, But there are many classes of transactions as to
which Congress has not acted and perhaps could not effectively
act. We are trading with Germany—trading in considerable
volume—and yet there continues, without warrant or reason,
the small vexations for which the excuse long ago disappeared.

There are many other considerations, some of them very
momentous, which unite to urge upon Congress the importance
of restoring technical peace. Central Europe for a generation
will be a battle ground of trade. Our sister nations are laying
their plans with consummate care for the acquisition of trade
advantages. We have scarcely begun. We can scarcely begin
while our diplomatic and commercial interests are theoretically
and to some extent practically in the hands of Spain. I want
to see a great ambassador sent forth from the United States to
Berlin, surrounded by s competent forece of men trained in
diplomacy and business. Not until this moment comes will the
United States leave the starting post in the race for trade.
The opportunity before us may be measured by the volume of
trade of the present moment, which has come to us almost
without the asking. If a earefully nurtured trade with the
€entral Powers were developed, a very large fraction of the ex-
port problems of the United States would disappear.

There is one quaint suggestion of the minority which, in con-
clusion, I desire to notice briefly. It is suggested that the pass-
ing of a peace resolution in some way constitutes a separate
peace and involves a degree of moral turpitude because of the
alleged desertion of our allies. Of course, the fact is that we

are now engaged in a separate war, and that the objective which
we seek is to rejoin our allies in that peace status which they
have already enjoyed for nearly {wo years. Some of the prin-
cipal statesmen of Greai Britain and France have in public
addresses recognized, and even approved, the precise course
which we are now following. Certainly since April 21, when
Secretary of State Hughes replied so explicitly to the German
request that the United States mediate in the matter of repara-
tions, I think there can not be a shadow of doubt either in Ger-
many or elsewhere in Europe that the United States is loyal
to her war associates and to her international obligations. Un-
der the circumstances criticism on this ground seems captious,
if not absurd,

The country is justly tired of a war status. Not a single
argument can be advanced against the propriety of ending the
war status. It is a solemn duty and obligation upon the Con-
gress of the United States fo do its part toward bringing about
the restoration of peace, The resolution before the House does
this briefly, simply, and adequately. It is difficult for me to
understand how any patriotic American can bring himself to
vote against it. [Applause.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. FArgrcHILD].

Mr, FAIRCHILD., Mr. Speaker, I have no set speech and
nothing prepared, but I do not want the vote to oceur on this
joint resolution without availing myself of the opportunity to
briefly suggest some of the reasons influencing me to vote for
it—reasons which have impelled me to urge and advocate it
from the very first.

I want to say I regretted very much—I felt a keen feeling of
personal disappointment—when I discovered, first in the For-
eign Affairs Committee and then again on the floor of the House
on Saturday and to-day, that my friends on the other side of
the aisle have permitted partisanship to enter into this question
which concerns the international relations and the welfare of
our country. It is in great contrast to the nonpartisan support
the Republicans unitedly gave to a Democratic President in
time of war. It is in great contrast to the united support which
I recall a Republican majority, when I was a Member of the
Fifty-fourth Congress during Cleveland's term, gave to a
Democratic President in international affairs in time of peace.
When Cleveland’s Venezuelan message v.48 read to a Republican
House in that Congress, party lines entirely disappeared. We
unitedly supported a Democratic President in making war.
Why will you not equally support a Republican President in
making peace? I heard the gentleman from Virginia complain-
ing, and I think other Democrats were heard to complain, be-
cause, ag they pretended, partisanship had entered into the dis-
cussion of this resolution by the Republican inembers of the
Foreign Affairs Committee in that they framed the resolution
without any consultation with the Democratic members. Why,
Mr. Speaker, it was the very evident partisanship of the Demo-
crats that we attempted to avoid. In their attitude on this reso-
lution they have justified our fears. It was well known,
and it was demonstrated on Saturday and again to-day, that
they, or most of them and their leaders, had announced that
they were against the resolution.

In an effert to ecarefully perfect the phraseology of the reso-
lution, how was it possible to include in conferences to that end
those who were against the very purpose? The resolution in-
cludes two propositions. Intense partisanship has blindly led
the Democratic leaders in this House to oppose both of them.
In international affairs this is to be deplored.

The first proposition is, Shall Congress adopt a resolution to
declare peace? The Democrats were against that. The second
proposition is, Shall we add to that resolution a paragraph that
will retain the status quo as to American rights? And they
were against that. And yet they talk about partisanship!
When we were in favor of the resolution to declare peace, when
we were in favor of adding to that resolution a proper reserva-
tion to protect American rights, the only remaining thing was
to carefully phrase the resolution to carry out that intent. In
the phrasing of such a resolution we conld not be aided by call-
ing into consultation men who were against the prime purpose
of the resolution itself. We could not make progress by calling
into consultation men who were against the first section, a decla-
ration of peace by resolution of Congress, and who were also
against the second section, to protect American rights by reser-
vations maintaining the status quo. The Republican members
who were in consultation spent days in perfecting the resolution,
exercising great care, and mayhap excessive caution, in framing
a resolution international in scope and one that would avoid
encroachment upon the constitutional rights of the President.

This much we believe we have accomplished. The status quo
is maintained, entirely avoiding any chance expressions of new
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affirmative legislation. Peace is declaved without any encroach-
ment upon Executive prerogative. The original resolution that
was introduced contained affirmative expressions, expressions
that might be construed as new affirmative legislation, but when
you read the resolution as finally reported to the House of
Representatives you will find that every word of the reserva-
tions is carefully limited to retain only the status quo. Partisan-
ship should not have entered into that.

I for one have been in accord with the suggestion that we
should not repeal the resolution of April G, 1917, declaring a
state of war. -I do not entertain the fears expressed by some
that a repeal of that resolution might be construed as a
repudiation of the war. I do not in that regard fully share
the fears of my esteemed friend, the chairman of the Foreign
Affairs Committee. If the original war resolution had been
a declaration of war no possible misconeeption could result from
its repeal. But the trouble is—and to this extent I am in
accord with the concern expressed in the report of the Foreign
Affairs Commitiee, a report fo which as a member of that com-
mittee I have willingly lent my adherence—that the war resolu-
tion was not a resolution declaring war against Germany. It
was a resolution that declared that a state of war existed,
thrust upon us by the Imperial German Government. I for one,
if it can be avoided, would not wipe from our statute books that
statement of a historical fact.

But the reason I prefer the form of the House resolution
ijs because it has been declared in this House that under the
Constitution of the United States of America Congress has not
the power to declare a state of peace as it has the power to
declare a state of war. When that challenge is made I for one
want to have the challenge met, and I want, when this resolu-
tion is enacted into law, it to be a resolution which announces
the fact for all future time that Congress has the power to
declare peace as well as the power to declare war. If there
has been no precedent in the past, I want that precedent es-
tablished now, and I do hope that my friends in the Senate who
believe that Congress has the power to declare peace will show
themselves willing to surrender the form of the Senate resolu-
tion which implies that Congress has not that power. It is
that implication to which I am opposed. Let us meet the issue
squarely., Let us write on the statute books a resolution that
for all future time will stanc¢ as a precedent declaratory of the
proposition that the Representatives of the people have the
power under the Constitution not only to declare that a state
of war does exist, but also to declare the corollary that a state
of war does not exist.

The form of the Senate resolution, and that I fear is the
reason for it, is a concession to the argument that Congress did
not have the power to declare peace, and it therefore invokes the
power of Congress to repeal any act that it has passed. Of
course, Congress has the power to repeal any act that it has
passed, but when this resolution becomes a law I hope it will
be in a form that will say unequivoeally and without subter-
fuge that Congress has the power to declare peace. Now, that
the issue is raised we ought not to set a precedent, even by im-
plication, that any President of the United States, although he
has not the power to declare war, nevertheless has the sole
power to declare peace. Let us assert otherwise in a form that
will say it without qualification or contrary inference that a
declaration of peace as well as of war rightfully rests with
the Congress of the United States of America. [Applause.]

Now, I do not know that I have the time, but in connection
with the suggestion about reservations, in connection with the
suggestions regarding the effect of the reservations, Mr, Speaker,
it seems to me that many of those who have spoken here on this
subject do not fully appreciate the force of unilateral agree-
ments, how far they may extend, and what position it puts the
country in when we have enacted a unilateral agreement and
that enactment has been accepted by another conntry.

A unilateral agreement when accepted by another country
becomes international, with all the binding force and effect of
a treaty, but with the important qualification that it is
binding only so long as both parties consent to adhere to it.
Either party can withdraw from the arrangement at any time.
It may be said to be in the nature of a revocable agreement,
revocable at the pleasure of either party and without notice.
Bach party retains full freedom of action. This distinction
is important in its bearing upon the question of invasion of the
treaty-making powers of the President with the advice and
consent of the Senate. An international contract from which
this country might not withdraw without guilt of violation of
contract is a treaty, and the negotiation and making of such
a compact devolves upon the President, with the advice and
consent of the Senate. A unilateral agreement—a subject of
domestic legislation and domestic repeal, although it may be of

4 nature to become, through acceptance of another power, of
international scope—has never been considered an encroach-
ment upon the Executive treaty-making power, probably because
of the very fact that it remains within the domain of domestic

-legislation, subject at all times to repeal by the legislative body

which enacted it, Such is the nature of provisions of tariff
acts, which accord certain privileges to other nations adhering
to the reciprocal clauses of such an agreement. No one ever
pretended that any such provisions of a tariff act invaded the
treaty-making power of the Executive. Let me quote from
Fiore's International Law, Codified, section 920

A State which, by unilateral aet, has assumed an international obli-
gation is bound to carry out what it has volontarily undertaken to do
rr not to do, so long as it does not revoke the act by which it bound

Now, bearing in mind that under international law it will,
until superseded by a treaty declaring otherwise, always be in
the power of Congress to revoke the act embodied in this joint
resolution, let us proceed with the argument. The moment
this joint resolution is enacted into law Germany may signify
her acceptance. It would be an acceptance if in reliance upon
the resolution she sent to this country an ambassador and
consuls, received our accredited ambassador, and permitted the
entry of our consuls. The negotiation of a treaty would thus
be greatly facilitated, but if we met with an obdurate Germany,
it would always be open, until a ratified treaty decreed other-
wise, to repeal the declaration of peace and the status quo ante
would be restored.

Now, for a moment let us talk about the armistice and then we
may recur to the status created by the unilateral agreement em-
bodied in the peace resolution.

The same aunthority on international law from which I have
already quoted refers to an armistice as follows:

(See. 1T75) An armistice may be concluded for a time either fixed
or indeterminate. In the latter case it shall be fully operative unti’
denounced by one of the be ts.

Nevertheless, even when the armistice shall have been concluded for
an indeterminate period or shall have been extended indefinitely, it can
?ﬂer be teaé;simnated to peace, nor can the state of war be considered as

So long as peace is not concluded, hostilities may be remewed—it
would not require either a new object of dispute, new formalities, or a
new declaration of war: notification of the ending of the armistice
would be sufficient to renew and continue the hostilities interrupted. It
is necessary to bear these principles in mind, because both in the rela-
tions of public internal law and in those of international law, during
the armistice, however long protracted, the law of war, not the law of
peace, must be applied, v

I have thus quoted at length because it has seemed to me that
our present status—the status until this joint resolution has
been enacted into law—is under the armistice, and not a status
created merely by the cessation of hostilities, and therefore a
status of something more than mere technical war.

If this armistice status should become nrerged into a treaty
of peace, the state of war would be irrevocably at an end. It
would require a new declaration of war or hostile acts of ag-
gression to restore war conditions. It would be a new war. But
if this armistice status becomes merged into a unilateral
agreement as embodied in the resolution of peace, accepted by
Germany in sending to us her accredited ambassador, if she
failed to adhere to our demands, fo the reservations forming a
part of the resolution of peace, we would be well within our
rights to repeal the peace resolution and thereby proceed with
hostilities. It would not require a declaration of war, It would
not be a new war. It would be returning to the status of war
by our right to repeal our own unilateral agreement. What,
then, becomes of all the argunrents against this resolution that
we are surrendering our power to enforce terms against Ger-
many? We wish nothing but just terms, and that I for one
believe Germany is ready and willing to accord to us. The ulti-
mate arrangement will be facilitated by the resumption of
diplomatic relations.

This joint resolution will be effective, and it has my hearty
support because—

(a) It will create an immediate status of peace.

(b) Because acceptance by Germany involves every portion
of the resolution, including the reservations.

(¢) It paves the way to a treaty of amity and commerce,

(d) It makes possible the immediate resumption of diplomatic
relations and thereby facilitates the negotiation of a treaty.

(e) It will immediately give to our commerce and to our
citizens the benefit of consuls in Germany, in Austria, and in
Hungary. >

(f) The reservations are notice to the Allies as well as to Ger-
many consistent with the attitude our State Department has
taken in previous notes and with all of our rights as in said
reservations set forth.

(g) It will pave the way to the prompt return of all of our
soldier boys now with the armies of occupation by virtue of the
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armistice. When the armistice has beem superseded by this
peace resolution there will be no authority of law to keep our
soldiers in Germany and they must be returned.

(h) It will prevent for all time the return of the Versailles
treaty to the Senate with or without reservations. It being a
peace treaty, when peace is declared by resolution the door
will be forever closed to the resurrection of that abominable
eareass. The reservations were only a partial index fo ihe
iniquities of the league.

The issue of the last campaign was fully comprehended by the
voters. It was whether George W: 's immortal Fare-
well Address or Woodrow Wilson's un-American League of
Nations should be thrown in the scrap heap. By more than
7,000,000 majority the voters decided against the Wilson league.
[Applause.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Hicks). The time of the
gentleman has expired. The time remaining is 1 hour and 14
minutes. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has 26 minutes
and the gentleman from Virginia 38 minutes.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, considerable time
was taken up by unanimous-consent talk about the time the
resolution was being considered fixing the time for the vote at
4.80 o'clock to-day. There is a general demand on both sides
of the House for a little additional time. Therefore I ask that
the time for a vote be fixed at 5 o'clock instead of 4.30 this
afterncon, and that the additional time be equally divided be-
tween the gentleman from Penmnsylvania [Mr. PorteEr] and the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Froon].

Mr, GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I call attention to the fact that
when the gentleman from New York [Mr. Loxpox] was given
unanimous consent to proceed for 15 minutes, ag I undersitand
it, that was not to be taken out of the allotted time, and there
was an understanding then that the time would be extended to
4.45 o'clock.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Then this would be merely in
keeping with that definite understanding.

Mr. GRIFFIN. So that it would be 30 minutes more.

Mr, CAMPBELL of Kansas. This is for the purpose of fixing
the hour at 5 o’clock.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Kansas
asks upanimous consent that the order for taking the vote on
the resolution be set at 5 o'clock instead of 4.30, and that the
additional time be equally divided between the gentleman from
Pennsylvania and the gentleman from Virginia. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr, HUDDLESTON, Reserving the right to object, there are
some gentlemen on the Democratic side who want to speak in
behalf of the resolution who have not been able to get time
from the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. PORTER. That is the purpose of this request.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. 1 think this additional time ought to
be given to those on the Democratic side who want to speak in
behalf of the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Reserving the right to object, I ask the
gentleman to incorporate that in his request.

Mr, CAMPBELL of Kansas. I understand that is to be done.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, That all of the additional time
be so allotted?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Yes.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Oh, no.
his time from Mr. Froop, did he not?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. No; I got it from the gentlema.n on
the other side.

Mr, FLOOD. I am yielding time on that side to gentlemen
who are opposed to the resolution.

Mr.liEl'UI)DLESTON. The gentleman would not yield to me
any time,

Mr. FLOOD. I am not yielding time to gentlemen on that
side who are in favor of the resolution.

AMr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I understand that some addi-
tional time may be yielded to the Democratic side of the House.

Mr. HUDDLESTON, I am compelled to insist that some ar-
rangement be made to take care of gentlemen on the Democratic
gide who are in favor of the resolution.

Mr, CAMPBELL of Kansas. I think I can say that that
arrangement has been made.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

Alr. HUDDLESTON.
to get some information.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I demand the regular order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The regular order is demanded.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Then, I object.

%‘Ir.k GRIFFIN. Then, I understand the time runs to 4.45
o'clock.

The gentleman had

Is there objection?
I reserve the right further to object,

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. No; until 4.30.

Mr. PORTER. Will the gentleman from Virginia now yield
some of his time?

Mr. FLOOD. BMr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from California [Mr, Lza].

Mr. LEA of California. Mr. Speaker, I regret that I can not
joln in supporting a resolution that is presented in the name

of restoring peace to the world. I desire to suppert all help-
ful legislation proposed, but this resolution, in my judgnrent,
is more harmful than helpful.

It provides no remedy. It accomplishes nothing. It creates
no new status. We have been at peace sinee November 11,
1918, and its barren declaration.at this late hour is a childish
ateuzdity. It makes no war settlement. It simply declares the
fact that we are at peace. It will not take a single soldier out
of an American uniform. Our war army has been demobilized
for nearly two years. It renews no trade. During the last
¥Year our exports to Germany have been over $3860,000,000, the
greatest of our history. What we need is not a barren declara-
tion of peace but actual peace setflements with the warring
countries,

On principle this resolution is indefensible; It establishes
no right in our favor. It forgives our transgressor without
indemnity or admission of his wrong. It binds the United
States and does not bind Germany. We can not legislate for
Germmany. As it takes two nations in eombat to make war,
so it takes two nations in agreement to make terms of peace.
By this resolution we tie the hands of the United States and
leave those of Germany free.

This resolution is a half-caste method of ma.kmg peace that
has no precedent among the practices of intelligent nations
and is nnworthy of our great Government. Under the Constitu-
tion the President, with the eoncurrenee of the Senate, is
given the sole power to malke treaties and settle our interna-
tional affairs. KEvery diplomat, every lawyer in the world,
knows that no peace settlement can be made by the method
here proposed. It can have no value except in the minds
of those who are deceived by it. It is trifling with the great
question of peace and world restoration.

What is the problem of the world? It is to restore stability,
confidence, and security. There are a dozen ways of making
peace, but there is only one end to be accomplished. That end
is to restore security and stability to the warring countries.
The resolution adds confusion and uncertainty and instability
by emphasizing a separate peace, division among the Allies,
and a seeming indifference of the United States to the insta-
bility and distress of Europe. In other words—words instead of
action.

It is a continuation of the exasperating policy of eonfusion,
doubt, and uncertainty that for 18 menths has turned Europe
and the world from hepe to gloom. America needs to prove to
the world that she is “ faithful in peace to the inwnortal prin-
ciples which guided her in war.” Ameriea ean not afford,
after having made a glorious trinmph in war, to make an inglo-
rious settlement in peace,

Whatever reason has existed for attempting to make peace
in this fashion has passed away. During the last Congress
President Wilson and the Senate unfortunately failed to agree
and that was urged as a justification of this method of attempt-
ing to make peace. No such inharmony now exists. They are
the agencies created by the Constitutien to make peace settle-
ments. As there is no sufficient reasen for their failure to func-
tion, there is no reason why this House shonld uswrp their
functions.

Let President Harding, with the aid of his able Secretary of
State, as he has a right to do, negetiate a treaty witheut inter-
ference of the Senate. When the time comes, let the Senate
perform its unquestioned authority by either ratifying, modi-
fying, or rejecting the treaty so negotiated. Congressional
acglon in advance is not only eofficious, but harmful as well as
fatile.

OUR POLICIES UNDEFIXED,

Outside of routine matters, making a freaty of peace in set-
tlement of our world problems involves but three fundamental
questions: First, shall the United States enter a league or an
associntion of nations for the purpose of preserving the peace
of the world and preventing future wars; seeond, shall the
United ,States participate with our allies in the postwar
problems of enforcing the peace treaty and restoring Europe;
and third, reparations to be enforced against Germany for the
destruetion of lives and property of people of the United
States and our Government.

Our attitude on these questions is undetermined. While we
have debated, hesitated, and delayed Europe waited on us, and
for the lack of our helpful participation passed from a situa-
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tion of political, financial, and moral hopefulness to one of
dissension, depression, confusion, instability, and despair. The
treaty of Versailles provided for the voice of America in the set-
tlement of postwar problems. We finally rejected that treaty
and have provided no substitute. The warring nations, includ-
ing Germany and Austria, looked to us for participation, ad-
vice, moderation, for our harmonizing influence and for a bul-
wark of justice and stability in the restoration of Europe. The
first need of Europe was not our money or our soldiers, but the
aid of our moral prestige.

In his opening message to Congress, the President declared:

In the existing League of Nations * * * this Republic will have
no part. . ¥

This definite statement seemed to eliminate the League of Na-
tions from the question of settlement and made it no longer a
source of confusion, delay, or impediment in making peace.
Having so determined, the President did well to so declare.
Proceeding with his message, the President declared in favor of
an “ association of natlons” concerning which he said:

We yearn for this new instrument of justice.

Having added certainty to the situation by disearding the

Lengue of Nations, the President added more confusion and un-
certainty by declaring for an association of nations.
. There is no inherent difference in a League of Nations and an
association of nations. The suggestion that we reject a League
of Nations and create an association of nations assumes that
names and forms are of more importance than substance, No
effective association of nations for the preservation of peace
will ever be established that does not contain the fundamentals
of the League of Nations, regardless of whatever name it may
be called. The fundamental idea of the League of Nations is
conference and understanding between nations, arbitration, a
world court of justice, disarmament, and cooperation to protect
weak nations, and to prevent aggressive wars. The language of
the instruments provided for these purposes may vary, but the
fundamental purposes are the same, If it be the real purpose
of the United States to participate with other nations in at-
tempting to preserve the peace of the world and prevent wars,
the only practical method of doing it is to cooperate in the exist-
ing League of Nations, composed of 48 nations, upon terms
‘agreeable to the United States.

President Harding’s frank recognition of the need and justice
of an association, or League of Nations, after having given much
thought to the subject, must be regarded as entirely commepd-
able. Nevertheless, negotiating another league or association
with those 48 nations and others is wholly impracticable.

Nobody supposes there are going to be two associations of
nations. A declaration on the part of the United States that
we propose to initiate an association of nations would in effect
be a declaration of our purpose to destroy the existing league
and establish another organization of unknown and doubtful
value not wanted by any other nation and contrary to the desire
of all allied countries. Such a declaration would weaken and
render more difficult the work of the existing League of Nations,
and add to the confusion and dismay of the world. Such a
declaration carries nothing of helpfulness. If proposes a pro-
gram of further delay, confusion, and uncerfainty.

To-day we can go to the leaders of this House, to the leaders
of the Senate, to the White House—we can go to the diplomats
of every friendly nation, and nowhere can we find an answer to
the question: Is America going to participate with the other
nations in restoring stability or in preventing future wars?

This confusion and uncertainty as to our attitude should
cease., If we will do nothing to assist in the restoration of
Europe, it is better to so declare. Let us at least help the world
by clearly defining our purposes.

Over seven months ago our President was elected to lead us
in a prompt settlement of our peace problems. Each month
since the world has waited to hear him define our policies as
the spokesman of the world’s greatest Nation. Yet two years
and a half after the war the policy of America is undefined. If
she has a policy of restoration, it is a secret unknown to all.
We have passed through seven months of accumulating uncer-
tainty and depression. In a less time our former President
negotiated and completed a treaty acceptable to 48 nations, cov-
ering the most complicated situation ever involved in a treaty
of peace, and presented it to the Senate for ratification.

EARLY S8UCCESS OF PEACE NEGOTIATIONS. -

The war inevitably left heavy burdens upon the world. The
need of the world was the greatest that ever appealed to the
consciences and intelligence of men. Yet, though infinitely diffi-
cult to secure, fundamentally the need of the world was simple.
The need of mankind was to return to work in peace and security,
secure in life and property, secure in the right to work, secure

against militarism, secure in the faith that their governments
would endure, and to be relieved of the obligation of longer
bearing oppressive military burdens.

To accomplish these needs Europe looked first to America.
During the war President Wilson had been the unquestioned
spokesman of our country. America had contributed to the
success of the war to a degree unexpeeted by any nation in the
world. America had no motive of selfish aggrandizement in
that war. Allies and enemies recognized the power, prestige,
and the comparatively disinterested motives of our country.
By common consent America was assigned an equally noble
place in the making of peace.

On the 11th day of November three years ago the armistice
was signed and peace was suddenly restored to the stricken
world. We were flushed with victory, but faced a situation of
doubt and apprehension. Three million and a half men were
to be discharged from our military organizations and seek re-
employment in eivil life. Several millions more drawn to our
war industries were soon to be in need of other work. Un-
counted millions of dollars in our war industries suddenly be-
came unprofitable investments. We were confronted with the
necessity of making one of the greatest peace readjustments
known in history. We hesitated and doubted the capacity of
our country and the world to endure the strain. That uncer-
tainty was reflected in every business establishment in the
United States. In-90 days fears were allayed, business re-
gained confidence, there was employment for all, there was de-
mand for every man's product. In seven months, and without
the distress of unemployment, we had discharged 3,000,000 men
from the Army. Within 60 days after the armistice the whole
world had taken heart and started to work with an unexpected
confidence and hope.

Decisive leadership was creating confidence. Less than four
weeks after the armistice was signed the President was on his
way to France to take part in the peace negotiations for the
readjustment and reconstruction of the world. Rapid progress
wias made in the negotiations., In less than 90 days a tenta-
tive draft of the treaty was drawn. The newspapers and the
financial publications of practically every allied country car-
ried optimistic accounts of the harmony that had prevailed and
the progress that had been made. This confidence was reflected
in the fact that practically the whole world was returning to
work, there was a job for every man, there was a market for
every product, and hope enlightened the gloom of the world.

-The prestige of America under the unguestioned leadership of

our President was leading the world back to security, stability,
and a just peace.

When this stage of the peace negotiations had been reached,
President Wilson was compelled to return to the United States
to give his attention to the measures that had been adopted by
the Sixty-fifth Congress, which was then in its closing days.

WILSON AND POLITICAL SABOTAGE,

For two years Woodrow Wilson has been the storm center of
comment, ranging from that wholesome criticism that is essen-
tial for a popular Government to the gross attacks of unreason-
ing bitterness. To-day, with the more certain knowledge of
retrospection, we can better judge the merit of these criticisms
and the motives and methods that inspired these violent attacks.

I have frequently deplored some characteristics of President
Wilson., I have deplored his seeming indifference to diplomatic
methods of accomplishing results. I have deplored his lack of
friendly contact and cooperation with Congress. I am able to
understand a degree of the animus with which his political op-
ponents assail him. But I am utterly unable to understand why
some men in responsible positions permit their course in publie
affairs to be perverted and their country and the world dis-
tressed by a distorted opposition to President Wilson, Even the
President of the United States is only a personality that soon
passes on into the story of the past. But the policies we adopt
endure to bless or scourge our country. I can see how a man in
bitter passion may be willing to destroy the house of his enemy,
but T am unable to understand how, to accomplish such purpose,
he is willing to burn down a city. It is an impossible condition
in our affairs when opposition to one man's personality should
pervert the great processes of a nation. As Clemenceau said of
a similar situation in France:

What a misery to reduce to personal concern the immensity of the
interests at stake. e

Saturday a gentleman stated on this floor with vindictive
zeal that President Wilson made a most “ dismal, humiliating
failure ” to negotiate peace. The failure of the United States to
join with our allies in an honorable peace and to give the pres-
tige and power of the United States to the restoration of sta-
bility to thie world has indeed been humilating,
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Whether or not that Lumiliation shall be charged to Woodrow
Wilson or his political opponents is not a question that can be
decided by citing election statistics. The people have frequently
made mistakes by large majorities. On another day and time
the world will pass final judgment upon the work of Woodrow
Wilson. It will not base its judgment on the testimony of those
who songht sucecess in his failure. Some day, freed from politi-
cal motives and misrepresentation and distortion, the world
will seek the faets.

When the world finally seeks the truth as to the cause of our
failure it will find one of the first chapters of the story in the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp of March 4, 1919. It will find that on

" that day Senator Lopee rose in the Senate and presented a
resolution which declared: A

That it is the sense of the Senate that while it is their sincere desire
that the nations of the world should unite to promote peace and general
disarmament, the constitution of the League of Natlons in the form
now proposed to the peace conference should mot be accepted by the
United States.

Objection having been sustained, Senator Lopnge continued :

: 3 mem!g wish to add, by way of e?]nnatlon, the following :

The undergigned Senators of the United States, Members and Mem-
bers elect of the Sixty-sixth Congress, hereby declare that if they had
had the opportunity they wounld have voted for the foregoing resolution.

This “ round robin * was signed by 39 Senators and Senators-
elect.

That was a remarkable resolution because it sought to deny
the President his constitutional authority to negotiate treaties or
to destroy his usefulness in so doing by interfering therewith.
It is also remarkable for the lack of what it contains. It
declared in favor of an association of nations to promote peace
and general disarmament and that the League of Nations, “in
the form now presented,” should not be aceepted. No statement
was made of any specific objection to the * form ” of the league.
No helpful information was in fairness given the President as
to what he should do to make the “form™ of the league con-
form to their wishes. Pursuant to this resolution the President
might have changed the “ form " of the league every day in the
year and still the proposers of the resolution could stand on their
objection that the “form ” should not be accepted. The resolu-
tion had all the earmarks of a destructive, obstruetive effort
without one word of helpfulness.

Prior to this time, after the return of the President to the
United States, the Foreign Relations Committees of the Senate
and House, at his invitation, had met President Wilson at the
White House, where he presented to them the tentative draft of
the league for their information and suggestion. Mr, LoDGE
was there and made no material suggestions to improve the
treaty.

Nevertheless the President made other efforts to ascertain the
best sentiment of the country as to what changes should be
made in the League of Nations to make it more acceptable to
the United States consistently with its fundamental purposes,
The President received a number of valuable suggestions from
Mzr. Root, Mr. Taft, and Mr. Hughes, which were subsequently
embodied in the League of Nations by the Allies before it was
finally presented to the Senate of the United States.

This * round robin " was presented on the 4th day of March,
the day before the President returned to Europe to resume his
negofiations. The next day the newspapers of every country
in the world threw a doubt upon the peace negotiations and de-
clared the Senate would not stand behind the President in his
negotiations in Paris.

Prior to the President’s return from Europe the Commercial
and Financial Chroniecle in an editorial described the situgtion
at the treaty table in these words:

The peace conference is making progress. Not the least of the things
it has accom‘fcllsbeq is the peace that exists among‘ita immediate num-
bers. President Wilson's pre-eminent part in obtaining this result is
recognized on all hands in Europe. rivate letters have reached us
expressing surprise that this is not universally recognized here, and

pressing the importance of the utmost support for him in view of the
work that remxrns to be done. -

But the necessity of supporting our President at the peace

conference, even though of the utmost importance for the wel-.

fare of America and the world, did not appeal to embittered
leaders. The destruction of Wilson became of more importance
than the construction of the world. :

The President returned to Paris. Negotiations were resumed.
He took his place at the peace table in a different atmosphere.
The spirit of concession to America had departed. Consider the
position of the President and we will nnderstand the reason for
the change.

The President went 1) Kur.pe as the exponent of high ideals,
to work for a treaty of justice, for a treaty that would establish
rights and give security to small nations. Part of the Presl-

dent’s mission was to stand against oppressive settlements—in
many instances, perhaps, to stay the hands of the victors of the
war, to stand against selfish aggression.

When the President entered the council of peace he did not
enter a contest with our enemies. He entered a friendly yet
difficult contest with those with whom we had been associated
in the war. Germany wes defeated and at the merey of the
Allies. Germany had given abundant eause for revenge. If
England, France, and Italy cherished revenge, the hour of
their opportunity was at hand. If they coveted selfish aggran-
dizement at the expense of their enemies, then was the time to
write it into the treaty.

Whether there should be a just treaty of healing influences
depended upon the righteousness of our cause and the unity
with which we supported the President as our representative at
the peace table. The reactionaries and junkers of the allied
countries had little patience with the idealism and restraints
of Wilson. The war waged by many nations could not be set-
tled by a peace dictated by one alone. At best, concessions
must be made. The hope for a treaty of justice and security
and that would bring the enduring peace for which we fought
was that behind the President should stand united America,
Seemingly winning the rest of the’'nations at the peace table,
our President was deserted by his own country. With the weak-
ening of Wilson at home came new demands for concessions.
Finally, feeling that the Allies would not join in a treaty to
which he could conscientiously subscribe his name, he ordered
the George Washington returned from America for the purpose
of abandoning the negotiations. Tken the Allies eame with new
coneessions ; Wilson renewed the fight with all his energy, until
for sheer lack of strength he was driven to his sick room. The
peace negotiations were transferred to his bedside, and still he
continued the battle for what he believed to be the cause of
humanity. J

While Wilson was making this fight in Paris, Mr. Lobee wired
a meeting of Italian-Amerieans in Boston, declaring Fiume
should be given to Italy—

Not only for her own protection but as an eventual barrier against
any future attempts of any to attack the rest of the world as
she did in the recent war,

That telegram was published in Europe as additional evidence
that the President was unsupported at home.

What were the facts about Fiume? Before Italy entered the
war she made a treaty with England and France called the
treaty of London, and in that treaty had promised that the port
of Fiume should belong to the interior country. Wilson simply
demanded the promise be kept. Clemenceau declared:

The Flume question has been agonizing. I promised Fiume to
the Jugoslavs, but went back on her promise. ce, England, and
the United States have sought a solution.

This is only an illustration of the methods used to diseredit
and weaken the power of the President. The feeling such
methods created in Europe is indicated from the fact that a
newspaper in Paris openly declared: Why should Wilson “ be
allowed to impose his political conceptions upon us,” when
within a year his politiecal opponents will be in the White
I:i(ousa ?and in all probability will * denounce all his concep-
tions ™

Whenever in the peace negotiations Wilson stood against the
selfish demands of any foreign country, allied or enemy, that
fact was made the basis for appeal to the nationals of that
country in the United States to oppose the President of our
country. Political ends were better served by espousing foreign
demands than gustaining the just stand of the President.

Many enemies of England and France in America used every
means in their power to discredit Wilson at the peace table. He
was bitterly denounced from one end of this country to the other
because, it was claimed, he yielded too much to England, he
yielded too much to France. In the bitterness and rashness of
national hatreds they forgot that at best a victory of many
allied countries could not end in a peace dictated by one. They
forgot what was unquestionably the fact, that the more they
weakened the arm of our President the more power they gave
to England and France in writing the treaty. Those in this
country who complain of England’s power and France's power
exerted at the peace table, to the extent that they weakened the
arm of Wilson in those negotiations, are complaining at the
results of their own work.

WILSON'S PROGRAM CONTRASTED WITH OPPONENTS.

Opposition to the peace treaty by those outstanding men who
have been conscientiously opposed to entangling alliances must
be regarded as commendable, but the opposition based on no
conscientious principle of government, but shifting from day to
day as political convenience dictated, is neither worthy of
respect nor admiration.
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The opponents of Woodrow Wilson to-day boast of their re-
sponsibility for his failure. Unquestionably they are entitled
to that credit, whatever it may be. We can now contrast the
postwar program Wilson proposed with the performance of
those who boast of having destroyed that program. What was
the postwar program of Wilson? What is that failure of
which we hear boastings?

Within four weeks after the armistice President Wilson
took up the negotiation of peace. In less than 90 days a
tentative treaty had been drawn., That treaty involved the
greatest complications of any treaty in the history of the human
race. Within five months it was ready to present to Germany.
Within seven months it was presented to the Senate of the
United States, by whom it was finally rejected eight months
later., In the meantime it was ratified by over 40 nations, in-
cluding every belligerent country except our own. To-day it
has been accepted by 48 nations, having more than 1,000,000,000
people and being three-fourths of the population of the whole
earth. It has been more universally accepted than any other
document of government ever written by human hands. Man-
kind will yet delay before they pronounce the authorship of that
document a failure.

FEDERAL TAX PROGRAM.

More than two and a half years have elapsed since the armi-
stice and yet the country is inflicted with war taxes devised
during war time to meet war conditions. A part of the posi-
war program of President Wilson was to relieve the country of
these inequitable and excessive taxes.

On the 20th day of May, 1919, more than two years ago,
before Wilson returned to the United States from Europe, he
transmitted a message to Congress in which he said:

I hope that the Congress will find it possible to undertake an early
reconsideration of Federal taxes, in order to make our system of taxa-
tion more simple and easy of administration and the taxes themselves
as little burdensome as they ean be made and yet suffice to support the
Government and meet all its obligations.

Further advising Congress as to the principles of taxation
which should govern our postwar system of taxation, he de-
clared :

¥ i which it must be drawn. I
ta}:leith%:):? é‘#ﬁﬁ?m{hfhﬂ’i?s sﬁﬁfﬁi’h‘;ﬁ"%u henceforth be the income
tax, the excess-profits tax, and the estate tax.

Speaking further in reference to the reduction of taxes, Presi-
dent Wilson said:

Cranges can be made to advantage both in the rates of tax and in
the method of its collection. The excess-profits tax need not long be
maintained at the rates which were necessary while the enormous ex-
penses of the war had to be borne, but it should be made the basis for
a permanent system which will reach undue profits without" discourag-
ing the enterprise and activity of our business men * * ¥,

Tteferring further to the * minor taxes’ provided in the war-
revenue measure “ made necessary by the pressing necessities of
the war,” and which can not * find sufficient justification under
the easier circumstances of peace and can now happily be got
rid of,” the President continued:

Among these, I hope you will agree, are the excises upon various
manufactures and the taxes upon retail sales. They are unequal in
the incidence on different industries and on different individuals. Their
collection is difficult and expensive.

An adverse Congress was heedless of these practical recom-
mendations -for the relief and betterment of business following
the war. Those inequitable and excessive taxes are still with
us. So the Wilson plan in this respect failed and his political
opponents are justly enfitled to the credit of that defeat, what-
ever that may be. <

AXTIPROFITEERING PROGRAM.

At the time the United States entered the war, we were prac-
tically without any Federal laws to punish or prevent profiteer-
ing. At the conclusion of the war and the passing of food con-
trol, the evils of profiteering became more manifest. Two years
ago the President appeared before Congress and urged legisla-
tion to suppress profiteering. He called attention to the un-
conscionable profiteering inflicted upon the consuming publie
and its injustice and the inevitable underconsumption and injury
to producers and consumers alike that would follow if effective
restraints were not provided. An adverse Congress was heedless
of the recommendations. Profiteering was permitted to con-
tinue. Prices soared until there was an underconsumption by
the publie, leading to the buyers' strike, which added to the
instability of the world and further contributed to our present
financial depression,

So the Wilson program as to antiprofiteering failed. His
political enemies are entitled to the credit of its defeat, what-
ever it may be

DISARMAMENT,

The treaty provided a means of arranging world disarma-
That program failed, and we are forced to continue

went.

maintaining military organization at the rate of over $700,000,000
pér year. YA -
BAVE OURSELVES BY SAVING EUROPE.

In August, 1919, nearly two years ago, our countr,- in common
with the rest of thé world was prosperous. The world had not
then lost confidence in the effort that was being made to restore
and stabilize Europe. President Wilson then appeared before
Congress and urged that if for-no other reason than our own
benefit we should cooperate in restoring and stabilizing Europe.
He urged that if we did not participate in avoiding world is-
aster it would inevitably be communicated to the United States,

We must face the faet that unless we help Europe to get back to her
normal life and production m chaos will ensue there which will inevit-
ably be communicated to thls eountry. We, and we almost alone, now
hold the world steady. Upon our steadfastness and self-possession de-
pend the affairs of nations everywhere, - |

Further referring to the part our country had taken in the war
President Wilson said:

She saved Europe by her action in arms; she must now save it by her
action in peace. In saving Euro she will sate herself, as she did
ngon the battle fields of the war. The calmness and capacity with which
she deals with the matters of the problems of peace will be the final
test and Proﬂt of her place among the peoples of the world.

And, If only in our own interest, we must help the people overseas.
Europe is our best customer. We must keep her golng or thousands of
our shops and scores of our mines must close. ere is no such thing
as letting her go to ruin without ourselves sharing in the disaster.

Looking back with a certainty of retrospection, we now see
that for failure to participate in the restoration of Europe we
have contributed to the misery and suffering of allied and enemy
countries alike and have contributed to the demoralization of
the business world in which our own financial and economic
fabrie is involved with the curtailment of our foreign market and
the business depression of our country. Our banks have been in
good financial condition. Our producing capacity is the greatest
of our history, and yet our farmers are unable to sell their prod-
ucts for the cost of production.

Our ships are disappearing from the sea. Investments are
stagnated, factories are closed, business failures have exceeded
all previous records, and our unemployment is without parallel.
An eventual decrease in prices and a slackening of business was
an inevitable aftermath of the war. But the building construc-
tion and production needs of the world following the war were
such that by strong, united leadership we would have been
secure against immoderate depression for many years to come.

In 1919, the year following the war, we had an export trade
of $7,920,000,000 and a balance in trade of over $4,000,000,000,
the greatest in our history. Together we have seen the acenmu-
lating confusion and distress of the world and our diminishing
trade and markets.

The construective mind of President Wilson foresaw this im-
pending disaster and in advance tried to rescue our country and
the world. His program failed. His political enemies are en-
titled to the credit, whatever it may be.

THE EFFORT TO ESTABLISH WORLD PEACE.

President Wilson believed that our part in this war should not
terminate until the great purpose of peace had been achieved.
He strove that the warring nations together might make peace
and that the Allies by solidarity and united action should re-
store Europe and enable her people to return to their peaceful
pursuits in security.

More than that, the President knew history. He knew the
awful blood, sacrifice, sorrow, and destruction that the trail of
war has left in the world. He conceived that war is a ecruel
and barbaric way of setiling the disputes of nations, for which
peaceful methotls should be substituted. He sought to write into
the treaty a means for conference and agreement among na-
tions. Provisions were made for arbitration, an international
court of justice, and arrangements for disarmament.

The treaty as finally written included the most concrete
effort ever made in the history of the human race to banish
wars from the world. No one at the peace table ever expected
that such a plan of world and permanent peace could be sue-
cessful without the participation of the United States. America
was regarded as the keystone in the arch of world peace,

Without. her the structure is incomplete and insecure.

President Harding at New York recently in the presence of
thousands of flag-draped caskets of our soldier dend uttered
this noble sentiment: * It must not be again.” Wilson at the
peace table and in America fought and gave his last ounce of
strength and finally surrendered the future of his life attempt-
ing to write into the laws of mankind * It shall not be again.”
Such words and deeds may be futile, but America honors the
words of the one; she will not condemn the deeds of. the other,

One thing is certain. If there is a way to permanent worll
peace, it is not the old way to which we seem to be returning.
The desire for permanent peace and security is as old as human
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aspirations. As long as those aspirations have existed the old
way has failed. Those who wonld seek to gain world security
must depart from the old way. Howerver effective any plan of
world peace may be it must meét the opposition and condemna-
tion of those who instinctively rebel at the new.

The peace of the world, if ever attained, must be accom-
plished by those who have the imagination, the courage, and
the will to depart from the beaten paths of history, misery,
and woe,

We enfered the war with the full might of America. In the
hour of distress we stood with our associates when the fate of
the world hung in the balance. Our soldiers marched with
the Allies behind the same flags. They lay wounded on the
battle flelds together and pressed to each other’s lips the last
drop of water, and for each other sent home the last message.
Their blood mingled together on the same sod and together
they were buried in the fields of France. In the final hour of
triumph we rejoiced together. In that hour our country was
the most beloved by foreign peoples of any country in the
annals of history. Since that hour of great achievement we
have lost much. We have sacrificed the moral leadership of the
world. Let us no longer delay the hour of recoupment. Let
us return to the path we abandoned. Let us renew the hope
of the world by playing our part, a manly part. Let us to-
gether join in the restoration of peace, security, and prosperity
to our own country and the world.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 20 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Teamrre]. [Applause.]

Mr. TEMPLE. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, it
is now more than a year ago since the House passed a resolution
having precisely the same effect as the resolution that is now
pending. It was not then and it is not now intended to be a
treaty or an agreement between the United States and any
other power. It has been said that it is a unilateral act.
That is true. It is not intended to be anything but an act of
the Government of the United States. It is not intended that
it shall have any effect except within the jurisdiction of the
American Government. A unilateral act; yes. All that is left
of the war is a unilateral war. [Applause.] Germany is not
at war with us. Germany has already made peace with all the
world. The armistice of November 11, 1918, was the actual end
of the war in everything but bare legal form, and the treaty end-
ing Germany's war with all nations became the law of Germany
and went into force there when it was ratified by that Govern-
ment and three of the principal allied and associated powers.

When the armistice was signed, it was accepted on both sides
as the actual end of the war, There was nothing temporary in
the suspension of hostilities. We brought our armies home and
demobilized them, That Germany also recognized the so-called
armistice as the actual end of the war needs no proof, but let
us refresh our recollection of the provisions of that agreement
which left Germany unable to resume the fighting.

Article 4 of the terms of the armistice provides that Germany
surrender 5,000 pieces of heavy and light artillery, 30,000 ma-
chine guns, and 2,000 airplanes. Articles 22 and 23 provide
that she surrender 160 German submarines, 10 battleships, €
battle cruisers, 8 light cruisers, and that Germany completely
disarm all other surface warships and all vessels of the aux-
iliary fleet. Article 10 provides that Germany shall immediately
repatriate all prisoners of war. Article 19 provides that Ger-
many make finaneial reparation of damage done, ks

There was full justification for President Wilson's statement
to Congress at the conclusion of his reading of the terms of the
armistice at the joint session of the two Houses, when he said:

The war thus comes to an end; for, having accepted these terms of
armistice, it will be impossible for the German command to renew it.

That this was in fact no true armistice but actually a com-
plete surrender and abandonment of the war by Germany may
be more fully realized if we consider the distinction between
an armistice and a peace as set forth by Woolsey.

But while an armistice is an interval in war and supposes a return
to it, o peace is a return to a state of amity and Intercourse, implying
no intention to recommence hostilitics. An armistice again feaves the
questions of the war unsettled, but a peace implies in its terms that
redress of wrongs has been obtained, or that the intention {is re-
nounced of seeking to obtaln it. (Introd, to Int. Law, sec. 50.)

The so-called armistice does not present either of the char-
acteristics thus described as essential to a real armistice, and
it does possess both characteristics by which Dr, Woolsey dis-
tinguishes a peace from an armistice. It does not suppose a
return to war, and it does imply in its terms a reparation for
wrongs done. Rather it does not merely imply such redress;
in article 19 it specifically provides for it. In signing these
terms Germany made a complete surrender, It was univer-
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‘at war with Germany on the high seas.

sally recognized as the end of the war and was so character-
ized by President Wilson not only in his address to Congress,
which I have just quoted, but also in his announcement to the
country, in which he said:

My fellow countrymen: The armistice was signed this morning;
everything for which America fought has been accomplished.

Yet in spite of the actual ending of the war there remained,
and so far as the United States is concerned there still re-
mains, a * technical continuance " of a legal state of war. That
phrase, a *technical continuance " of a state of war, was used
by Mr. Seward in 1868 to describe a condition that had arisen
when hostilities ceased between Spain and the allied Republics
on the west coast of South America. It is interesting to note
that the condition lasted through many years. In fact Chile
did not resume friendly relations with Spain until 1884, nor
did Ecuador until 1886, 20 years after hostilities had ceased.
In some respects our relations with Germany have made
greater progress. We have had an informal diplomatic mission
in Berlin for several months and trade has been resumed to
a very considerable extent. Our exports to Germany for the
current fiscal year are somewhat in excess of those for 1913,
which amounted to $851,000,000. We are not in any real sense
at war with Germany and Germany is not at war with us.

Germany fought the United States savagely while we were
at war, and she exercised the powers cf a belligerent in seiz-
ing property of American owners which was within German
Jjurisdiction. Germany has been returning such property to
the American owners, however, and if it be true that she did
not declare war against us there was no German enactment
which it was necessary either to repeal or to supersede in order
tilag: German courts might give full recognition to the peaece
status.

The treaty itself fixes the time when the war shall end for
Germany. The last sentence of the preliminary provisions of
the treaty, immediately following the list of Representatives
at the peace conference, reads as follows:

From the coming into force of the present treaty the state of war
will terminate, From that moment and subject to the provisions of
this treaty official relations with Germany and with any of the German
States will be resumed by the allied associated powers.

The war terminates when the freaty comes into force.
does that treaty come into force?

Article 440 of the treaty provides that a first proceés-verbal
of the deposit of ratifications shall be drawn up as soon as the
treaty has been ratified by Germany, on the one hand, and
by three of the principal allied and associated powers, on the
other hand. Then comes a senfence which does not affect the
United States, because we have not ratified the treaty:

From the date of this first proeds-verbal the treaty will come into
force between the high contracting parties who have ratified it.

That sentence does not affect us, I repeat, because we did
not ratify the treaty, It does affect Germany, however, and
all ratifying powers. The next sentence affects Germany’s
legal attitude toward the United States and all other powers
that were at war, whether they ratified the treaty or not. It
reads as follows:

For the determination of all periods of time provided for in the
{)resent treaty this date will be the date of the coming into force of
he treaty.

For the determination of all periods of time; the period of
the war, the period of the peace following the war, and the
determination of all other periods of time provided for in the
treaty.

In all other respects the treaty will enter into force for each power
at the date of the deposit of its ratification.

It is only “in all other respects " that the treaty enters into
force for each power at the date of its ratification. In this
one respect, namely, the determination of all periods of time,
including the termination of Germany's war with all her
enemies, the treaty has already gone into force. Germany is
not at war.

We are not at war with Germany in Germany.

When

We are not
There is only one place
where we are at war with Germany; that is on our own stat-
ute books, The passage of this resolution will end the war
there and bring our laws into harmony with the facts.

But I have dwelt too long on this phase of the subject. TLet
me spend the remainder of the limited time at my disposal on
a point which, for the purposes of this discussion, is of greater
importance.

Most of the criticism of this resolution has been directed at
the second section of it, in which it undertakes to safeguard
the interests of the United States, especially the clause in
which we expressly reserve all the rights stipulated for us in
the treaty of Versailles. It has been said time after time during
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this debate that mo rights can be stipmlated for any nation
that is mot a party to the treaty; that we could claim no rights
under the treaty which we did not ratify, I wish to show that
this particular treaty does stipulate rights for several nations
that did not even sign if, that took mo part din g it,
but which were, nevertheless, intended by the high contracting
parties to be entitled to certain rights under its provisions.

In stipulating rights for various classes of beneficiaries the

treaty makes use of several different phrases to designate them. |

In the first place, rights are stipulated for *“ihe high .con-
tracting powers.”
onty which signed and ratified the treaty, and thus became

parties to ihe comtract. Choosing one out .of many examples

that might be mentioned, T refer to section 1 of the annex to
article 208 of the treaty. I read from this section:

In accordance with the provisioms of article 207, paragraph (d), the
validity of vesting orders and of oriders for the w‘lndh:xtm n‘fmuusimssns
or cempanies, and ©f any -other erders, dirvectioms, or in-
structions of any court or any department of the Government of any
of the high comtracting parties meade or given, n rsnance of war
ﬂmmgdm with regard to ememy property, rights, and interests is con-

In like manner section 2 of the same annex protects the rights
not of the high contracting parties but of the “allied and
associated powers.”

No claim or action shall be made or brought against any allied d:::

acting on behalf of or un
epartment of the Government
erman

mesociated power or against any ?ersm
the direction of any legal authe or
oy 5 national wherever

a
of such 4
resident in respect of -n:rmﬁya:l;n? fon
rights, or interests @ pr v 4
Simflarly no claim or action shall be made or brought . lnat:ﬂ
person in respect to any act or omission nnder or in accordance.
the exceptional war measures, laws, or regulations of any allied ‘or
associated power.

“Any persen!”™ Why ‘there were several persons whe did
not sign the treaty. The world is full of them, and their rights
are protected by that section of the treaty.

This section, you have ohserved, protects the rights of “ any
allied or asseciated power.” The allied and associated powers
are named in the preamble to the treaty—a list of 27 of them.
Now, if in one section of this part of the treaty righis of
the high contracting parties are protected, and if in the next
section the rights of fthe allied and asseciated powers are pro-
tected, it is obvious that the twe clauses mean two things. If
the makers of the treaty had meant the same thing, they would
have wsed the same phrase. They used different phrases, and
those phrases mean different things.

Still another phrase is used in the treaty to distinguish a

third group of powers from the two groups which T have al-

ready mentioned, and to secure for them certain rights which
are not granted te all the allied and associated powers. Article
119 of the treaty reads as follows:

Germany renounces in faver of the principal allied and associated
powers all her rights and titles over her -overseas possessions,

The very first sentence of the treaty defines that phrase:

The United Btates of America, the British Empire, France, Ttaly, and

Japan, these powers being described in the present treaty ms the prin- |

cipal allied and associated powers.

It is o these powers, mentioned by name as constituting this
group, and not to those of them who by ratifying the treaty
became high contracting parties, that Germany renounces her
overseas possessions. One of the rights * stipulated for us™ in
this article of the treaty, while not of the greatest impertance,
has been brought to public notice in a way that has attracted
fhe attention of even those who ordinarily are mot interested
in our foreign affairs. One of Germany’s overseas possessions,
thus renounced, was the island of Yap. When four of the prin-
cipal allied and associated powers disposed of a possession
which Germany had renounced to five of them, the United

States asserted a right to a voice in the «disposition of the

island.

Other examples of rights stipulated for the five principal
allied and associated powers will be found in article 249 of the
treaty, which provides that Germany shall pay the total cost
of maintaining the armies of the allied and associated powers
in occupied German territory, and in articles 207 and 298 which
pravide that private preperty of nationals of allied and asso-
ciated powers seized by Germany shall 'be returned to the
owners.

‘Other rights are guaranteed to Denmark in article 110,

Rights are guaranteed also td Russia in articles 116 and I117.
Russia and Denmark did mot sign the treaty. Denmark was
not even at war and is not one of the allied and associated
powers, hut entirely a third party. I wish to call your atten-

tion still to another fact. In article 356 the treaty provides:
Vessels of all nations, and their cargoes, shall have the same rights

and privileges as those which are granted to vessels belonging to the

Rhine navigation, and to thelr cargoes, :

That phrase vefers, of course, to those powers |

| sary?

I; the treaty provides, and if Germany is bound by treaty
obligation entered into with England, France, Italy, and other
ratifying nations to grant to the vessels .of all nations the same
rights on the Rhine that certain specified vessels have, what
becomes of the contention that me power that iz not a party
to the treaty ecan have any rights under the treaty?

The tveaty specifically provides that the vessels of all ma-
tions shall have certain rights, and nobody will elaim that all
nations are parties to the treaty. The treaty, of course, takes
care of the rights of the contracting parties whick, by ratifying
the treaty, have assumed the obligations of the contract. It
also stipulates rights for the five principal allied and associated
powers, by implication, whether they have ratified the treaty
or mot; it stipulates rights for the whele group of 27 allied
and associated powers, and it stipulates rights for the vessels
of all nations. The United States is certainly one of the “all
nations " 4o whose ships these rights are stipulated. It is cer-
tainly oene of the principal allied and associated powers, for
it is mentiened by name in the clause of the treaty which de-
fines that phrase. What does the phrase mean? Allied and
-associated in malking the treaty? By ne means. Allied and
asseciated in making the war. Nobody will deny we had seme-
thing te do with making the war. We were not one of the
allied nations; we were an associate nation. We .chose the
pelicy of not making an alliance. Why*% The enly alliance
that existed was an agreement that none .of those powers
would make a separate peace with Germany, What did that
mean? Men have tried to say we are making a separate peace
with Germany. The phrase “separate peace” has a wel-under-
stoed significance in international usage. When nations are
al war against the common enemy the only way eme of ihem
can make a separate peace is by leawing the war first and
abandoning ihe -others to fight alone. [Applause,] ;

That is the reprehensible thing. No mation did that in this
war except Russia. Russin was the nation that made a sepa-
rate peace and abandoned the Allies o finish the war without
Russian help. We saw it through. Of course we did. And to
say mow that we can make a sepavate peace js absolute nou-
sepse. It is an attempt te use .a phrase that carries some
oblequy. We had made ne alliance or agreement not to make
a separate peace. We could have made ourown peace without
violating any treaty, but we «did net abandon our associates,
We stayed with them and gave the claims of the Allies all our
weight and influence until Germany agreed fo the treaty the
Allies demanded. We have not abandoned them, and do not
intend to do so.

Mr. REAVIS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, TEMPLE. Yes.

Mr. REAVIS. What power other than the United States was
an associate power in this war?

Alr. TEMPLE. None of the principals, There were sonie of
the smaller ones that I do not recall now.

Alr. REAVIS. When it uses the term “associated power,” is
it any stronger in granting rights to this country than if the
term “ United States” was used in the treaty?

AMr. TEMPLE. The term “ United States”™ is used in defin-
ing that phrase.

Alr. REAVIS. When * associated power ™ is used, it must re-
fer to the United ‘States.

Mr. TEMPLE. Yes; but we do mot need fo reach that con-
clusion by inference. We have the direct definition of the
treaty to that effect, that the United States is one of the prin-
cipal allied and associated powers, and wherever that plirase
is used in the treaty it can net be used without including the
United States. Whatever is stipulated, therefore, for * the
principal allied -and associated powers™ is stipulated for us as
one of them. Whatever is stipulated for the whole group of
27 *“allied and associated powers ” is stipulated for the United
States as one of them—allied and as=ociated fin ‘the war, and
having certain rights as vietors in the war, not as partners in
the treaty. We were not allied with them in making the
treaty ; we are not associated with them in the ratification of
the treaty. Certainly we were associated in the fighting of the
war. And the nations that were on the winning side with us
will not attempt to deprive us of our rights.

Now, the question arises, Will any treaty herveafter be neces-
Why, of ccourse, a treaty will be negessary ; not a treaty
to end the war, but .a treaty fo determine the relations that
will exist in the future between the United States and Germany.

What mbout reparations that we claim, that we expressly re-
serve—reparations, indemnities, and the like? We shall, of
course, have to comre to an understanding with the other pow-
ers that were fighting against Germany. We cam not settle
those -questions with Germany.

Germany has turned everything she has over to the repara-
tions commission. We can not do business avith a bankrupt
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concern that has gone into the hands of a receiver except by
doing business with the receiver. We shall have to have an
understanding not only with Germany, but with the other
powers that were associated with us in the war; and I still
believe, as the President said when he stood before us here on
the 12th of April last, that the easiest way through, the wisest
course, would be to “ engage under the present treaty,” with
whatever safeguards may be necessary.

Mr. Speaker, how much time have I remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman will
expire in half a minute.

Mr. TEMPLE. May I have two minutes more?

Mr, PORTER. I yield to the gentleman two minutes more.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman is recognized for
two and one-half minutes.

- Mr. TEMPLE., One other point I wish to turn my attention
to for a moment, A great deal has been said throughout the
country about “ an irreconcilable quarrel” between the Senate
and the House which has delayed this resolution.

I have been rather familiar with the situation, and I do not
know of any *irreconcilable quarrel” between the House and
the Senate on this subject. A year ago we passed a resolution in
this form, merely declaring the war at an end. The Senate
amended it so that it repealed the resolution of April 6, 1917, by
which we declared war. The same difference exactly arose then
that has arisen again between the House and the Senate. This
time the resolution started at the other end of the Capitol. The
Senate passed their form of resolution first. We have now sub-
stituted the form which we prefer, and I have a decided pref-
erence for it. I do not believe there is any more * irreconcilable
difference ” between the House and Senate now than there was
a year ago. The two Houses agreed then, and we shall agree
now,. I believe, in fact, that there is a prospect of getting some-
thing that is a good deal more like our own resolution than the
one passed at that time. There is no quarrel between the House
and Senate. There is no delay on that account but a delay for
very good reasons, which have been sufficiently indicated by
other gentlemen and which I may take the liberty of discussing
at another time. [Applause on the Republican side.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania yields back one minute.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Mississippl [Mr. -HUMPHREYS].

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
sippi is recognized.

Mr. HUMPHREYS. Mr. Speaker, I am very much in favor
of this resolution and regret that I could not get the time to
state fully the reasons which have led me to that conclusion.
Under the permission just granted, however, I will say this:
As a rule, I believe that the burden is on the proponents of
any bill or resolution to give the reasons why it should be
adopted ; but in this instance I think the reverse is true.

Hostilities ceased on the 11th of November, 1918, about two
and a half years ago, and I believe that the burden now is upon
those who opposite this resolution to show why the techmical
state of war which still exists should not be formally ended.

In the first place, I think that the restoration of a status
of peace would accomplish much good. I am sure it would
materially help the German people, because I can not avoid
the coneclusion that they could much more easily finance their
industrial, agricultural, and commercial enterprises if they were
at peace with the United States than they can under present
conditions, It is trne that there are no restrictions now being
placed by the President upon our trade with Germany, but it
is also true that no citizen of Germany could go into the courts
of our country nor could our citizens go into the courts of
Germany to enforce any contract entered into between citizens
of the two countries.

The fact that it would help to rehabilitate Germany would of
_ itself be a sufficient reason for me to vote for it unless I

believed that it would work harm to our own people.

I have no hatred in my heart for the German people. I voted
for the war and for the draft and for the other measures which
we adopted for the prosecution of the war. I believed and
still believe that the German Government sinned grievously
and wickedly in the manner in which she conducted her sub-
marine operations, and I believe also that she has grievously
answered it. The mighty military machine with which she
threatened to overrun the world was defeated on the battle
field and she was forced to sign an armistice upon such terms
as we in cooperation with our allies dictated.

Her military masters were humbled; the Hohenzollern
dynasty, which broke the peace of the world, was overthrown,
and the Kaiser himself is now a fugitive in a strange land.
There is no reason that I know of to fear further trouble from

The gentleman from Missis-

that source, and, speaking for my single self, I hope there will
arise out of the ashes of the old imperial monarchy a new Ger-
many inspired by better ideals, the ideals of peace and right-
eousness, and in this I wish for them prosperity and happiness,
the fruits of peace and liberty.

I believe, however, that the establishment of a status of peace
by reviving the industrial activities of Germany will most
surely be reflected in enlarged trade and commerce between the
two peoples, and in that way our people, most of all possibly
the cotton producers of the South, will be benefited.

Gentlemen have quoted figures to show that our trade with
Germany has already been revived and that we are selling them
now more of American products than we sold them before the
war. However true this may be, it is not a fact that our cotton
trade has been restored. Before the war we sold Germany in
round figures 3,000,000 bales of cotton. Last year we sold her
less than three-quarters of a million bales.

The opponents of this resolution insist that we should make
peace with Germany in the orderly way prescribed by the Con-
stitution, and I agree to that fully, but we have not done it.
The responsibility for that failure, however, does not rest upon
this House. The President and the Senate jointly are charged
with the duty of making treaties, but the President was unable
to negotiate a treaty to which the Senate would give consent,
and the Senate was unable to amend the treaty in a way which
the President would accept, and the result is that although the
battle has ended we are still technically at war. This, however,
is the first opportunity which I have had to vote for a resolu-
tion which I thought would, in a way not forbidden by the Con-
stitution, establish peace, and I do not feel that I can jystify a
failure on my part to act now by citing the failure of the Presi-
ghent or the Senate, or both, to act when the matter was with

em.

We are told that it would be dishonorable to make a separate
peace with Germany. If that be true, then our situation is
hopeless. We speak of it as “the World War " because prac-
tically ail the nations of the earth were engaged in it, but every
one of them has long since made peace with our recent enemies
and we alone remain at war, This being true, w2 must either
make a separate peace with Germany or remain forever at war.

I understand, of course, that when we =ald we would not
make a separate peace with Germany we meant we would not
make a separate peace during the progress of the war, as Russia
did at Brest-Litcvsk, and thus abandon our allies while the
fight was on. All of our allies were equally emphatic in their
declaration that they would not make separate peace and I
think they kept the faith, although as a matter of fact after the
war ended they all did make a peace to which we were not a
party. It is urged again, and that with much show of feeling,
that we should not end the war before a treaty is negotiated
with Germany, because it is claimed that we would thereby
surrender a great advantage. * When the President sits down
at the table with the representatives of the German Govern-
ment to write a treaty,” they urge, “ we want him to enter into
the negotiations as victor and the German representatives as
vanquished.”

I fail to see any merit whatever in this contention. I do not
believe the President or his representatives at that conference
would have the slightest advantage by reason of th> fact that
a technical state of war ~till existed. What could he do then
that he could not do if this resoluticn had already been cnacted?
Suppose that Germany wonld not agree to such a treaty as the
President was willing to adopt. Is it the wish or the belief of
the opponents of this resolution that the President should then
undertake 10 force Germany into submission by renewing hos-
tilities and summon us again to the bloody arbitrament of the
sword?

Some gentleman has said the fact that we are still at war
technically would be a club in the President’'s hand. Suppose
it is. Would we have him use that club and thereby plunge
this country into another war because Germany would not
agree that we might subject $400,000,000 now in the hands of
our Alien Property Custodian to the satisfaction of the $221,-
000,000 in elaims which our ecitizens have filed against Germany
as the result of her unlawful submarine warfare? If we are
to resort to war for that or for any other reason, I believe that
before we take that awful step the Representatives whom the
people have elected to Congress should first give their assent
to it.

I have great respect for the President of the United States.
I have faith in his patriotism, confidence in his high purpose,
and I have no fear or thought that he would plunge us again
into war; but during the past two or three days I have heard
gentlemen, Members of this House whom I hold in very high
esteem and whose patriotism I would not question, declare that
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if Germany would not submit to whatever terms we dictated
that they wonld be in fayor of resuming hostilitles.

If this resolution is not passed before the President undex-
takes to negotiate a treaty of peace with Germany, he alone
would be charged with the duty and the responsibility of deter-
mining whether to order our military forces to renew the bloody
business which the armistice ended if Germany failed to agree
to the terms which he proposed.

If this resolution should pass before he undertook that treaty,
before he could summon our boys to arms again Congress
would have to make a declaration of war. This, fo my mind,
is infinitely preferable and is sufficient reason fo justify my
vote for the resolution,

One gentleman has declared, and his sfatement met with
evident approval by others, that before we agree to a status of
peace and the restoration of amiecable relations with Germany
that she must be further humiliated by acknowledging her
blood guilt in provoking the war,

There was a time, Mr, Speaker, when such a spirit prevailed
in this House and when legislation in consonance therewith was
written upon our statute books under the leadership of those
whose shiboleth was * treason must be made odious.” I do not
believe, however, that the laws passed in the years immediately
succeeding our great Civil War have or will hereafter sound in
history to the credit of those who wrote them.

When the President takes up with the officials of the present
Republic of Germany a negofiation of a freaty of peace, amity,
and commerce, I believe he will be inspired only by a desire
to do justice and to write a peace of righteousness, and to do
this I do not believe that he needs any bludgeon.

I shall vote for this resolution because I have in my heart
the same desire which one of our great military captains ex-
pressed when he sald, in other and sadder days, “ Let us have

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman has that privi-
lege under the genersl privilege that has been granted, The
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Froon] has 31 minntes re-
maining.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr, Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. Kerrey],

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Michigan
ig recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to
this resolution, as it has been presented here on former ocea-
sions, or in its present form, or any form. I am opposed to it
because I have not been able during all of this consideration
by the House to bring myself to believe that the supreme strug-
gle of the ages to save free institutions and free governments
should be ended on behalf of the United States by a simple ex
parte resolution merely declaring the existence of a state of
peace. [Applapse.] y

1 do not believe that such a titanic struggle, with all of its
cross-currents of interests, involving such momentous issues,
can be or should be ended after the manner of a friendly wres.
tling match—by the mere clasp of the hand. [Applause.]

It is said in behalf of this resolution that it merely an-
nounces the fact of peace. I wish with all my heart that it
partook only of this innocent and harmless charaeter. I wish
with all my heart that it merely announced tie fact of peace,
the terms of which were fixed and in accord with the high pur-
poses of America when we entered the war,

But this resolution not only announces the fact of peace, but
it is the agency, the very instrumentality, by which peace is to
be effected. Disguise it as we may by saying that further
action will be taken later by the Executive, apologize for it, as
I believe we will forever do if we pass it, this resolution is the
method by which Congress proposes to end the greatest struggle
of all the ages; and end it how? HEnd it without a condition,
save that we shall not lose any rights that we acquired through
the armistice; end it without exacting a pledge, a promise, or
a guaranty for the future [applause]; end it without a re-
quirement that the offending nation shall make good any part
of that which it has so wantonly and cruelly destroyed [ap-
plause] ; end it without even an apology, and withont evidence
whatsoever of repentance; and, worst of all, and to me almost
unthinkable, as it came here from the other end of the Capitol,
it sought to end the war from its very beginning [applause]
by repealing the declaration of war; by going back behind the
years of the war, years sanctified and glorified by heroic saeri-
fice at home and abroad, end it by going back through the hospi-
tals and wards of sickness and pain, back across the fields of
death and glory; end it by going back beyond the white crosses
that mark the resting places of our dead in alien lands they
died to save; back to the 6th day of April, 1917, in order fo end
the war from the beginning—as though it had never been; by
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repealing the resolution enacted in this Hall on that memorable
day when we put the genius, the wealth, the flower of our
young manhbood, and the might of America on the side of the

defenders of human liberty, exhausted and bleeding, but gal-
lantly holding the citadels of civilization nntil we could arrive.
[Applause.] We can repeal the declaration of war if we want
to, but, thank Ged, the record of Awmerican valor performed
under that declaration will remain forever, for it is written
across the very skies in the blood of our sons and is beyond
tlle_lwwer of legislatures to repeal or destroy. [Applause.]

No man is more anxious for the return of normal conditions
of peace than I I do not cherish in my soul hafred or ani-
mosgity toward any people. I am anxious for peace, but I am
not so aunxious for it that I am willing either to repeal our
declaration of war or substitute a clasp of the hand for just
and honorable terms and conditions of setilement. [Applause.]

We can not be too particular about the terms of this settle-
ment, because the conditions imposed upon the responsible ag-
gressor must be such as will forever remain a wholesome re-
straint upon ambitious rulers of future days. Monarchs of
coming days will, no doubt, dream again the old dreams of
world dominion and will be fired again with the old zeal for
world control. But if we do our duty now and weary not,
they will hesitate long and ponder well the fate of him who in
1914, as the responsible head of a great nation, thought himself
to be the chosen instrument of God to impose his personal will
upon all mankingd.

But it is argued that diplomatic and trade relations should
be resumed, But what matters a vacant embassy on Massa-
chusetts Avenue for a while longer or even a few weeks more
of inconvenient trade, as compared with righteous and hon-
aorable terms and conditions of settlement of all the issues in-
volved in this great struggle.

But it is said that Great Britanin and France and Italy and
Belginm are at peace, and why not the United States? DBut did
these great nations make peace simply by saying that the war
is over? Did they end the war without terms or conditions or
pledges or promises or guaranties for the future? O, no!

Lovers of liberty of all times to come will rejoice that Great
Britain and France and Italy and Belgium required the offend-
ing nation to admit its wrongdoing and accept full responsi-
bility for the war; that the offending nation was forced to give
up its mighty fleet, disarm its people, and make reparation for
what it had destroyed up to the very limit of its ability. Such
are some of the conditions and terms imposed by our associntes
in the war as a condition precedent to the establishment of
peace. [Applause.]

But what of America? What do we here propose to do? To
me the almost unthinkable thing of establishing peace without
terms or conditions or pledges or promises or guaranties for
the future, and then, with the innocence of little children, hope
that the damage we do here may somehow be repaired here-
after by diplomaey. {Applavse,] Ameriea's influence in the
workd should not be thus put in jeopardy. [Applause.}

When statesmen of funture days shall review these times
and study this world seitlement I know they will turn ex-
pectantly to America fo ascertain the conditions under which
this great Republic of justice and honor was willing that the
greatest of all international offenders in the history of the
world should take its place again in the family of nations,
God grant that they may not be obliged to measure America's
conception of international duty or to judge America’s standard
of international morality by what they find in this weak and
pusillanimous document known as the Knox resolution.

If this resolution is the best that Congress can do when it
strays outside of its own jurisdiction and ventures into the
realmn of international affairs. we have this further proof of
the wisdom of the fathers in placing the control of our foreign
relations in another branch of the Government.

It is a8 elear to me as the sun at high neon that we should
leave the initiation of foreign policies to the President and his
great Secretary of State. Becretary Hughes has already shown
such wisdom and eonrage and learning and vision as character-
ized only the very greatest of his illustrious predecessors.

Congress should not attempt to interfere in the settlement
of this, the most difficult, the most dangerons, the most com-
plex, and the most kaleidoscopic situation that has ever con-
fronted an American President.

Let us keep to our own normal, constitutional functions and
leave the President to his. He has been in office now but a few
weeks, but the country has already come to trust him and
believe in him implicitly. More and more he feels, and must
feel, the heavy respomsibilities of these troubled days. More
and more he has come to realize how large a part his decisions
must play in shaping the course of events, not only in America
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but thronghout the world. He is keenly alive to his responsibili-
ties and appreciates his human limitations as no other Presi-
dent since Lincoln, Yet as he guides the ship through the
storm and the fog and the might he is confident and unafraid.
For he has come to know, as all men come to know when
charged with mighty destinies, that after all there is, there
must be, an overrnling Providence gniding human affairs and
shaping the course of human events, and that men, after all,
are but the agents chosen to carry out the larger divine pur-
pose and that nations that place their trust in Him and follow
His leadings will come safely through the storm and the night.

We must not forget in this hour of world peril under our

forms of law that the President is our pilot on the sea of inter-.

national affairs. Within the unguestioned scope of his consti-
tutional authority we can safely trust him with the fortunes of
the Republic. Let us not distract him by .constantly clamoring
at his side or by attempting to take the wheel. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I shall not discuss the question
of whether, under our Constitution, we ean by an act of Con-
gress enter into contractual relations with another Govern-
ment. I merely desire to say that I do not believe Congress
has such power. I think it is an invasion of the treaty-making
power, which is a constitutional prerogative of the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. I believe
this power earries with it a duty which ghould be performed by
the Executive in negotiating such contractual relations, and
that he should not undertake to pass it up to Congress.

1 think both the Knox and the Porter resolutions are objec-
tionable on this ground, and I should therefore vote against
this resolution if I had no other ebjection to it.

Nor will I discuss at any length the moral question involved
in the desertion by this country of the nations with which we
were associated in the World War by the negotiation of a sepa-
rate peace, -either by congressional action or by the Executive,
with the powers against which we were together at war.

The war had set a great task for our statesmanship. The
best thought of the ‘world demanded that a serious attempt be
made by the leaders of the allied and associated Governments
to formulate a treaty of peace which would prevent the recur-
rence of war. Every rightful impulse of the human heart was
in aceord with that purpose. For the first time in the turbu-
lent annals of the human race such a project had become pos-
gible. At that critical juncture Republican leadership eom-
pletely failed, and the Republican Party put duty to party
above duty to country or humanity and defeated that wish of
our people.and of the world. [Applause on Democratic side.]

The purpose of the Republican Party is the same to-day that
it has been since it carried the election in 1918—only this pur-
pose is stronger sinee the election of 1920.

It was declared that all of Wilson's policies would be repudi-
ated and that there would be established a separate peace with
Germany as soon as a Republican Congress could pass the law
and a Republican President could sign it.

Such ds the purpose of this resolution, and all I desire to say
about it is that a separate peace with Germany s inmconsistent
with American lhionor and will be a severe blow to American
prestige and statesmanship. [Applaunse on ¢ side.]

The action of 'the Republican Party has thrown international
relations into chaps and impaired the processes of national life
until there has been an accumulation of domestic problems
which the Republican Party is unable to adjust, and which
can not be satisfactorily dealt with until our relationship to the
rest of the world is determined. This the Republican Party
seems ineapable of understanding or doing.

I do mot care to discuss the League of Nations or the other
parts of the treaty of Versailles other than to refer to the state-
ment frequently made in this debate that the League of Nations
came before the people and they decided against.it by 7,000,000
majority, and to contrast this stdtement with that of 31 of
Pre<ident Harding's strongest supporters, who stated that the
question was not a league or no league, but the guestion was
whether we should join the league under an agreement contain-
ing the exact provisions negotiated by President Wilson at
Paris or under an agreement omitting or modifying some of
these provisions. And the conclusion drawn by thousands of
voters from the statement made by these gentlemen was that
the surest way to get the'league was by the election of President
Harding.

Among the signers were two members of President Hardling's
Cabinet. I do not know whether these gentlemen ~were fooled
by President Harding or whether they feoled ‘the American
public. But T think they owe an explanation to ‘thousands of
people who favored the league and who were induced by this
statement to vote for Mr. Harding for President. [Applanse on
the Democratie side.] .

On last Saturday I said to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
that the Republicans had voted twice in this House for the
resolution which repealed the declaration of war and which he
has denounced as a provision to apologize to Germany. He
took issue with me, but later on he admitted that they had done
that. Under the leadership of these gentlemen on the Com-
mittee en Foreign Affairs you were led last year to vote for
what they now say is a repudiation of the war, and what they
tell you now is an apology to Germany., [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

But aside from all this, I think the resolution has no value,
It is contended that it will establish a technical state of peace *
with the enemy country, and that that will increase our trade
with Germany, especially our export trade, and will enable our
people tosell more cotton, tobaceo, wheat, meat, and manufac-
tured products to the German people. As has been clearly
pointed out in this debate, such will not be the case. We are
trading as freely with Germany to-day as we are with any
nation in Europe, and we have the largest export trade we have
ever had with her.

It was stated by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr, HUupDLES-
ToN] that this ‘trade is decreasing. It is a fact that it did fall
oft $4,000,000 in April, but for the fiscal year 1921 it will be
very much larger than it was'in the fiseal year 1920 or any other
year in the history of our trade relations with that country.

Our financial institutions in this country arve giving the Ger-
man people all the credit the conditions of that country will
justify, and we are selling to Germany everything that her
financial condition and credit will permit her to buy,

President Harding’s speech in the Senate on May 15, 1920,
strongly sustains this position. He did not advoeate the resolu-
tion for the practical purpose of promoting trade, nor did he
advoecate it, as some of the genflemen have done upon this
floor, for the altruistic purpose of establishing peace. He advo-
cated it simply for the purpose of showing the then President of
the United States that one man could not run the country. TIf
President Harding desires this resolution to protect the country
against his own usurpation of power and to show him that he
can not run the country, I do not think it will be necessary,
because that fact will be fully demonstrated to him in a very
few days when he finds out that he and the Republican leaders
of this House will not be able to defeat the Borah resolution
looking to disarnrament. He will learn then that the wishes of
one man will not be able fo thwart the wishes of the American
people in their desire for the reduction of governmental ex-
penses and to secure peace by bringing about international dis-
armament. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FLOOD. I will yield to the gentleman for a question,

Mr. HARDY of Texas. The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Rogers] says it will give them 105 consular appointees and
other -officials.

Mr. FLOOD. That will appeal to Republicans, because with
the world in a state of almost eomplete collapse, with our
farmers getting nothing for their products, with 4,000,000 men
out of work, the Republiean administration has sat here three
months and done nothing except appoint Republicans to office,
[Laughter.]

But this resolution mot only has no wvalue, but it will be a
serious menace to tremendous property interests in this ecountry.

If we restore the status of peace before our differences with
the -enemy countries are settled, particularly with Germany,
we surrender the advantage of position which we hold as a
belligerent and which all of the allied powers had when they
negotiated ‘and forced their terms of peaece upon Germany.
Instead of dealingwith her as a victor with a vanquished foe, sve
would have to deal with her with perfect equality, and take
what ghe ¢hose to give us'by way of reparation for the swrongs
and injuries she has done:to us and our nationals.

The losses to this country and its nationals would be bhillions
of dollars,

1. The treaty and arrangements ancillary thereto dealt in a
precise and definite way with enemy shipping. Without these
provisions, great uncertainty prevails as to the title to and right
to the use of German ships. The title of the United States to
German ships which it seized during the war is very doubtful, as
the ships have never been put through a prize court, and these
ships now come under ‘the jurisdiction of the reparation com-
mission. Until title is eonfirmed in the United States, ‘uncer-
tainty with attendant danger to American interests must re-
main

2. The funds in the hands of the Alien Property Custodian,
amounting ‘to nearly $500,000.000, can not be dealt with other-
wise than by restoration to their owners unless German consent
to the application of these funds to other purposes is obtained
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through a treaty. This resolution does not pretend to accom-
plish this result. International law does not permit the con-
fiscation of private property unless the enemy Government con-
sents to the nuse of such property for the satisfaction of claims
against it, or like purposes. The Versailles treaty contains
Germany’s assent to the use of Alien Property Custodian funds
to pay claims of the United States and its nationals against
Germany and debis of Germany to America. In the interest
of justice, as well as of business, these claims should be paid.
We would have a great deal of trouble getting Germany's assent
to the nse of these funds for that purpose after the status of
peace is restored.

3. The United States has an immediate inferest in the pro-
ceedings of the reparation commission, which is in no way
taken care of by this resolution. This commission has control
over the payment by Germany of the cost of the armies of occu-
pation, including our own. They owe us now between $240,-
000,000 and $250,000,000. The passage of this resolution may
cost America this fund.

4. By the passage of this resolution we invite representatives
of German commercial houses to overrun our country and sell
the products of their country, with its cheap labor, in competi-
tion with ours, and with no such rights fo the representatives
of American business, and they will not have such right until
an agreement is negotiated with Germany.

The one-sided operation of the resolution is illustrated by the
condition in which an American is admitted into Germany at
present, He secures a passport to some neighboring friendly
country and then applies to a German consul to visé it. This
is given or withheld according to the whim of the consul. That
condition would obtain if this resolution passed, because Ger-
many on her part would not have made peace with us, while
Germans would be permitted to come to this countiry as freciy
as any other friendly alien. A distinguished Senator hag said
that this resolution should be entitled, “A measure for the
relief of the German people.”

5. The passage of this resolution to bring about a status of
peace in the absence of a treaty would revive the commercial
and most of the treaties existing between this country and
Germany which were suspended during belligerency. It would
restore our treaty status with that country as it wuas just
prior to the war.

1 do not know whether this resolution will ever become a law.
The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. TEMPLE] says there is
no wide difference of opinion between the Senate and the House.
I do not see how the Republicans of the Senate, unless they
have lost all self-respect, after their resolution has been de-
nounced upon the floor of this House and in the report of the
majority of the Committee on Foreign Affairs as a repudiation
of the war and as an apology to Germany, as a blotting out of
Chateau Thierry and Belleau Wood and the Argonne, can agree
to yield their judgment as to what they thought was proper
for the American Senate to do. I do not see how gentlemen
over here, unless they have lost all their self-respect, after
what they have said about the Senate resolution, can vote for
it if it is brought back here as a substitute or an amendment
for the House resolution. So it seems to me, Mr, Speaker, that
there is about as much difference of opinion between the House
and Senate Republicans upon this proposition as there is upon
the proposition of disarmament. [Applause.]

Germany has tariffs of two kinds, one the autonomous and
the other the conventional tariff, the conventional tariff being
much lower than the autonomous tariff. The conventional
tariff applies to countries that have particular treaty arrange-
ments with Germany. At the beginning of the war we had no
such treaty agreements. The passage of this resolution would
subject our people to the discriminatory autonomous duties of
Germany, while most other nations would be relieved from this
through their participation in the peace treaty, which thé United
States has rejected. This would amount to an embargo on much
of our commerce.

From whatever angle this resolution ig viewed it presents
itself as a proposition not only ineffective in achieving its pro-
claimed purpose but as a sure method of confusing our foreign
relations, injecting new and complicated questions into an al-
ready difficult situation, and involving a surrender of American
rights and an impairment of American prestige and honor.
[Applanse on the Democratic side.]

The full power of action rests with the Republican majority.
Less than eight months ago that party achieved the greatest
political victory in the history of this country. Republicans
feel proud of that victory; they have a right to feel proud of
it. But speaking as a member of the minority party I want
to say to them that whatever else may be said of the ecam-
paign of 1920, this always must be said. The Democratic

Party did not dip the flag. It fought the good fight; it kept the
faith, and in the light of events it faces the future with un-
dimmed courage, proud of its achievements and confident of the
verdict of history. [Applause. on the Democratic side.]

I am opposed to this resolution because I do not think it
comports with the simplest dictates of common honesty for a
great country like ours to undertake by this legislation to retain
all the benefits and advantages of the treaties that were made
with our enemies, and refuse to assume any of the obligations
contained in those treaties.

I am proud to be an American citizen. I am proud to be an
American Representative in this House from the great State
of Virginia, a State which has always stood by its convictions
and maintained its honor at any cost. I am proud of the power
of my country and the way in which up to this time she has
exercised this great power, and I will not cast a vote that I
think will weaken that power, lessen its prestige, and leave a
stain upon the good faith and fair name of this country. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

This resolution seems to be the corner stone of the adminis-
tration's foreign policy, and yet it will not do a thing to re-
store peace to the stricken’ world; not a thing to increase
American foreign trade or to relieve distressed conditions in
this country.

Our European export trade is decreasing. Only with Ger-
many and a few other European countries is it increasing, and
as a result business conditions are growing worse instead of
better. With 4,000,000 men out of employment, with-all agri-
cultural products depressed, with business stagnant, the ad-
ministration and the majority have let three months elapse and
done nothing to relieve this situation.

For the last two and a half years the Republican Party has
played politics with the European situation. The European
situation now is playing havoe with American prosperity.

To calm the rising storm of indignation in the country this
resolution is brought in. Its avowed purpose is commercial, yet
every intelligent man knows that it will not put an idle man to
work, will not open a single closed factory, will not make a
market for a single barrel of wheat, a single pound of tobacco,
beef, or cotton. As President Harding clearly demonstrated, it
will do nothing to bring relief to the depressed industrial con-
ditions in America. Its proponents know it has but two pur-
poses—to keep an unwise campaign pledge and to fool the
people. :

Germany destroyed our prosperity. She murdered our citi-
zens ; she denied us access to the seas; she violated her solemn
treaties and the law of nations; she made war upon civilization.
For these things we went to war, and not as Ambassador
Harvey said, because we were afraid not to fight. We sent
2,000,000 men 3,000 miles across U-boat infested seas to France
and we had over 2,000,000 men under arms in this country just
as heroic and just as ready to go. We spent billions of dollars
of treasure. Some 80,000 of these boys lost their lives on the
battle fields of France and Flanders. Thousands of them ure
maimed for life. We whipped Germany and her allies to their
knees, and would have dictated peace in Potsdam Palace but
for the armistice. [Applause on the Demoeratic side.] N

Every nation that was associated with us in the war has dic-
tated terms of peace to the enemy nations. Shall we tarnish
the luster of this Nation by accepting and not dictating terms of
settlement to our brutal and vanquished foe? I trust the Nation
has not fallen so low as to say to our enemiesg, “ Take what you
wish, only give us an increased trade with Germany.” [Ap-
plause on Democratic side.]

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas., Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the vote be postponed until 5 o’clock, and that the
additional time be equally divided between the two sides of the
House,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unanimous
consent that the time for taking the vote be extended to 5
o'clock. Is there objection?

Mr. CARTER. Mr, Speaker, I object.

Mr. PORTZR. Mr. Speaker, I yield the remainder of my
time to the gentleman from New Yurk [Mr. Cockran].

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, a parlinmentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not think that the time
ought to be consumed in answering parliamentary inquiries.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I want in good faith to submit
a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. CARTER. That is as to whether or not permission has
been given to extend remarks to all persons or to only those
who speak.

The SPEAKER. Only those who speak.
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Mr. CARTER. Then, Mr, Speaker, T ask unanimeus consent
to extend my remarks in the Recomp.

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not think he ought to rec-
ognize gentlemen for that purpose until after 4.30 o'clock.

Mr. COCKRAN, Mr. Speaker, my object in taking the floor
is to explain, o far as T can in the very brief time remaining
for debate, why it is that notwithstanding my very strong ob-
jections to the reservations or conditions embraced in this reso-
lation, I am nevertheless constrained by a sense of duty to my
country and to humanity to vete for it and urge its adoption by
the House,

The guestion we are considering is simply whether the Con-
gress which declared the war that has been waged to success,
the most decisive in history, shall now formally declare the
peace which that success has established. If I understand
the opposition to this resolution, it is based on two grounds.
Some gentlemen deny that Congress has power to declare peace,
Although they (and everyone else) concede that peace actually
exists, they nevertheless insist that a state of peace can not be
declared except through a treaty negotiated by the President
and ratified by the Senate. Other gentlemen oppose this pro-
ceeding because, even conceding that it is within the constitu-
tional power of Congress, fhey ingist that power should not be
exercised at this fime and in this way, but that negotiation
of a peace should be left wholly and exclusively to the President,

Mr, Speaker, both these objections, I submit, are extrava-
gant; arising, I venture to say, from a certain confugion of
thought concerning treaties, their scope, significance, and value,
into which some gentlemen seem to have fallen. T believe, sir,
that it is as clearly within the power of (‘ongress to declare
peace as to declare war; one being the necessary complement of
the other. I believe also that it is the duty—the pressing, im-
perative duty—of Congress o exercise this power at once,

The main argument offered against passage of this measure
is that through a treaty alone can seizure by this Government of
certain property belonging to Germans be validated, Here we
find that confusion of thought, which I have mentioned, betray-
ing its victims into contending that the greatest war in history
is to be ended by attorneyship rather than by statesmanship.
The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Kerrey] in referring to
this resolution as an ex parte proceeding, has illustrated strik-
ingly this tendency to deal with an internatienal guestion in
n spirit of attormeyship. The degree to which that tendency
has embarrassed us in reaching sensible conclusions the gen-
tlemun from New York [Mr. Famcamp] has very effectively
pointed out. It is due probably to the superabundance of legal
talent upon this floor. [Laughter.]

The function of attorneyship is to invoke the law of the
land on behalf of one party to a dispute arising within its limits.
Law has been defined as a command laid upon an inferior by a
superior, who, if the command be resisted, can enforce it by
pains and penalties. The sovereign—that is to say, the State—
whose intervention is invoked for the settlement of a dispute
has full power to enforce its decision, and in every civilized
country this power is always exercised. A

Disputes between nations and questions affecting their rela-
tions to each other are on a footing radically different. Every
State, being itself a sovereign, can net be compelled to submit
a dispute with another State to any tribunal whatever
and still retain its sovereignty., How to adjust differences,
to compose quarrels, or end a war between independent sov-
ereignties belongs not to the domain of attormeyship but to the
domain of statesmanship. If the House will approach this
question in the light of siatesmanship—as I hope and believe it
will—it must realize that according to what has been said,
even by gentlemen opposing this resolution—aceording to what
is conceded with absolute unanimity everywhere—we are now
actually in a state of peace; and being in a state of peace, it
would, in my judgment, be little short of treason to our highest
interests if we hesitate to declare it. [Applause.]

I do not think it necessary to occupy much time in discussing

the constitutional power of Congress to pass this resolution, be-

cause the way in which that objection has been discussed indi-’

cates that even these who raised it in perfunctory fashion have
little faith in the soundness of their contention. And, indeed,
its utter unsoundness is self-evident. If, with the power to de-

clare war imposed on us so disfinctly and unreservedly that we
could not divest ourselves of it if we would, we are without

power to declare peace, then this Government is erganized Yor
confusion and disaster, not for order and efficiency. Conceive
for a moment the consequences that must follow if Congress,
which has the undoubted right to declare war, should be denied
the right to declare peace. In that event war having been omce
declared could be ended only by the President. Any agreement
of his with a foreign Government must, of course, be ratified

‘by the Senate before it could acquire the force of a treaty. But
no one can force the President to open negotiations for a treaty.
He can allow the declaration of war to stand indefinitely, and
while it remains in force he has all the power which a state of
war confers upon the Chief Executive.

At this moment I do not believe there is a single human being
in the country who would not be shocked if warlike operations
were resumed against Germany or Austria. Yet the President
of the United States might send 100,000 armed men to-morrow
into Germany. He might undertake to annex the Ruhr Valley;
to seize the whole of Brandenburg, including Berlin. And if he
proceeded fo do this, he would be acting strictly within his
constitutional rights. When I suggested this possibility in the
course of private discussion with some friends who are opposed
to the pending measure, it was at once stated that if the Presi-
dent did such a thing he would be impeached. Consider the
significance of that attitnde. The President of the United
States would be impeached by Congress for doing the very thing
which Congress had enjoined npon him! Could extravagance
of conception go further?

The power of Congress is limited to declaring war. Making
war is exclusively with the President. How he may make it,
when he may make it, where he may make it, is his alone to
decide. If then we are at war now it is his business to make
war. Having commanded him to make war and equipped
him with the power to wage it, we could not question his act
should he exercise that power in any direction that to him
seems proper. Surely, then, it is the supreme duty of Congress
to recall that command to make war, which many here would
impeach the President for obeying.

Not merely for constitutional reasons but for reasons of con-
venségce and efficiency this resolution should be promptly
pa <

The gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisu] has pointed out
with great force the advisability of withdrawing our troops
from Germany. I do not think there is a gentleman on this
side who disagrees with him or donbts that it is urgently de-
manded by consideration for our own welfare. But those gen-
tlemen who, while holding this view, oppose the pending resolun-
tion, tell us that the President could withdraw these troops
now under the lIaw as it stands., I answer he has not done it.
1 say passage of this resolution by Congress will make him do
it. And if it be of the highest interest to the American people
‘that this be done, and Congress has power to compel it, then
let the Congress without hesitation perform its constitutional
duty. [Applause.] ’

Mr. Speaker, some gentlemen have worked themselves up to
great excitement over what they seem to think will happen if
we pass this resolution. I can not make out, however, from
their speeches just what it is that they apprehend. The gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. KeLiey] seems to deplore with special
vehemence the fact that we are ready, as he says, “to shake
hands with Germany.” But what would he have us do? Does
the gentleman want us to make faces at her? [Laughter and
applause.] Does he want us fo execute n war dance around
her? Just what else could we do to her? We ecan not take
anything from her. Everything she has or is likely to have for
many generations is already taken by the Allies whom we have
made victors over her. She is not allowed to keep a single
thing of any value except what in the judgment of her con-
querors is essential to her industrial efficiency, and therefore to
her capacity to supply the enormous continuing contributions of
money and materials they have imposed on her. Germany is
beaten; utterly, irretrievably beaten. She is prostrate. But
asg she Ties helpless on the ground, America, who reduced her
to this helplessness, is too chivalrous and, thank God, too
strong to kick a prosiraie enemy. [Applause.]

The passage of this resolution will not be of any benefit te
Germany except in a remote degree. It will merely afford her
freer access to the larger sources of credit which she needs for
reenforcement of her productive energies. It is for ourselves
that it is of pressing importance to declare the war at an end.
This resolutien, if adopted, will reestqblish constitutional gov-
ernment in America. It will stop eur officials from making war
upon ourselves. It will reimpose upon our Government those
restrictions and limitations through which it has been since its
foundation the surest rampart of freedom and the most effective
agency for the enforcement of justice ever established on this
earth. [Applause.]

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Coxxarry], answering the
argument that passage of this resolution would at once abro-
gate all the laws restraining freedom of speech and of actiom
placed on the statute books under the stress of war, said with
great emphasis that most of these war laws have already been
repealed and there remain in eperation now only those repeal of
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which was prevented by action of the gentlemen on the other side.
Well, I want all those that have been retained to follow those
that have been repealed; and they will go with the passage
of this resolution. Without this action on our part they will
remain in operation indefinitely. This country, therefore, will
not be secure in its own freedom until this state of war be
ended by solemn declaration of Congress.

It may be considered a fanciful idea of mine that the Presi-
dent of the United States, while the declaration of war re-
mains in force, could send troops into a country with which we
are not in actual conflict. Mr. Speaker, that is not a fanciful
idea. It is a statement founded entirely on unquestioned facts
of history, and of very recent history. It was in precisely such
a way that Bismarck, after making authority of the Hohen-
zbllern family absolute in Prussia, succeeded in extending it
over the whole of Germany.

It will be remembered that the old Prussian constitution for-
bade any increase in the army without the consent of Parlia-
ment, and that Wilhelm, afterwards first Emperor of Germany,
when he acceded to the throne through the mental incapacily
of his brother, believing a large army essential to the dignity
and, indeed, to the security of Prussia, made an increase of the
military establishment the main feature of his policy.

The Parliament having refused to sanction the increase he
desired, the old King was on the point of abdicating when he
appointed Bismarck his chancellor, who at once dismissed
Parliament, created an army of the size which the King wanted,
and then made war with the deliberate purpose of obtaining rati-
ficatlon of these constitutional violations through the approval
which successful military movements were certain to evoke.
And never was policy more abundantly vindicated by results.
The war with Denmark and afterwards with Austria reconciled
the Prussian people to the measures which they believed had
led to such dazzling military successes,

So it is well within the bounds of possibility that a President of
the United States—at variance, perhaps, with Congress—might
take advantage of conditions precisely the same as those now
actually existing to seize territory under some plausible pretext
or other, relying upon the popular approval which is mever re-
fused to successful military operations for full vindication of
his conduet. There would, however, be this difference between
such a course and that pursued by Bismarck: The action of the
American President would not need ratification. It would be
entirely constitutional—taken not in violation, but in obedience,
to his oath of office. Yet such action, far from redounding to
the glory of the American people, would, we all agree, work deep
injury to their welfare and cast a dark cloud on their fame. It
is not for Germany, but for the United States, not for the people
of any foreign country, but for ourselves; for the restoration of
our constitutional system in its full integrity; for the security
of our own freedom and the maintenance of our own national
credit that I appeal to the whole membership of the House for
enactment of this measure.

But gentlemen have said that the object of the war has not
been accomplished. I deny that statement most emphatically
and unreservedly. Never was object so glorious achieved so
completely by success in battle so decisive.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Coxxarry] declared with
rare eloquence that our purpose in entering the war was not to
show our prowess with fists or sword, and I agree with him.
No one could dispute a statement so true, conveyed in words so
moving, But surely I can say with equal truth, though in
plainer terms, that neither did we go into the war merely to pick
up two dollars and a half or two millions and a half or two
“hundred millions and a half after the war was over, either in
the way of reparations or of profit.

The gentleman contends that the property of Germans now
held by the Alien Property Custodian can not be applied to
satisfaction of claims for damages suffered by American citizens
during the war except by a treaty “ validating the seizure.
Here, the gentleman from Texas shows that same strange mis-
apprehension of *a treaty—its significance and its functions—
which I mentioned in the beginning. Whatever title we have
to that property was established when we seized it, No pro-
visions of a treaty could add anything to the “rights” we now
enjoy in this respect. It is for this reason that I regret inclusion
in the pending resolution of any provisions respecting alleged
rights acquired during the war. No right can be acquired or
established by war except the right of seizure. Though seizure
of property in war were ratified by a hundred treaties the party
from whom it was taken would not hesitate to recapture it if
he had sufficient force to do it. France in the treaty of Frank-
fort conceded Alsace-Lorraine to Germany. But the French
people never ceased to assert, nfter the treaty was signed—and
up to the time the last war began—their determination to regain
these Provinces whenever they felt strong enough to attempt it.

If we contemplated returning this property to its owners on any
terms whatever, then a treaty would be necessary to define
these conditions. Buf such a treaty, if it be desirable, would
more properly follow a declaration of peace than accompany it.
The gentleman from Texas would hardly propose now to begin
war afresh for the purpose of recovering this $250,000,000, or
whatever the amount may be that is due to our nationals. And
if we are not intent on war, if, on the contrary, we wonld abhor
the suggestion of it, then in God's name let us have peace. Let
us proclaim the peace that is actual—the peace we have con-
quered ; the peace from which we ourselves will benefit deci-
sively and the whole human family will be blessed abundantly.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Connarry] asks, If we do not
by a treaty provide for retaining this property to satisfy claims
of our nationals for injuries inflicted by the enemy, what is it
that we went to war for? I will tell him. We went to war
because the German Empire, established on the conquest and
dismemberment of France in 1870, built avowedly on blood and
fron with a “war lord"” for its chief, embodying the civiliza-
tion of the camp, was found to imperil that civilization of the
workshop of which this country is the most valuable fruit and
the erowning glory.

For nearly 50 years the world had proceeded under the be-
lief that these two civilizations might exist peaceably side by
side, each pursuing the pathway of progress and prosperity
according to its own opinions of right and justice without
invading the rights or threatening the existence of the other.
But the progress of the war, provoked by the war lord, soon
convinced us that existence of a war lord is as incompatible
with the peace of an industrial world as a mad dog is incom-
patible with the peace and order of an industrial community.
And then this country—for its own safety, indeed, but also for
the safety of the civilization which it embodies—rose and drove
that mad dog from the face of the world which he had so griev-
ously disturbed and chained him up in isolation, where he is
impotent. That is why we went into the war. We went info it
to overthrow that system of militarism and imperialism which
threatened the safety of Christian ecivilization. And now that
the system of blood and terror against which we took up arms
has been overthrown, destroyed finally and irretrievably; now
that its rnins will no longer be suffered to encumber the earth
which it had oppressed, why should we not proclaim gladly,
proudly, reverently, gratefully, that the greatest crusade in
all history has been crowned with complete success by American
valor on the battle field and by American wisdom in the coun-
cil chamber; that the justice which Abraham Lincoln made
supreme in America has been made through the statesmanship
of Woodrow Wilson and the leadership of the American Nation
supreme throughout the whole world. [Prolonged applause.]

The SPEAKER. By tne rule the previous question is or-
dered,

Mr. GRIFFFIN. Mr. Speaker, a parlimmentary inguiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. GRIFFIN, On Saturday the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Loxpoxn], my colleague, made an application to the Speaker,
who was then in the chair, for leave to address the House for
15 minates outside of the set time. The collogquy will be found
on page 2460 of the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. The Chair remembers the incident,
not necessary to read it.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I desire to ask the Speaker if the request of
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Froop] that the time he
extended to 4.45 o'clock p. m. did not act as a reservation upon
the request of the gentleman from New York, and thereby
automatically postpone the time of voting until 4.457%

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks it did not.

Mr. GRIFFIN, I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRIFFIN. My contribution to this discussion will be to
call attention to the almost unanimous failure of the dis-
putants to agree on what this resolution should be ecalled or
what will be its effect. The general impression seems to have
prevailed up to this very minute that it is a resolution declaring
peace, or a resolution making peace. The orators on both sides
seem to have held it to be either one or the other.

Let me say, Mr. Speaker, that it is neither one nor the other.
If it were in either category, I would find great difficulty in
justifying it, The speakers on both sides have failed—I say
it with all due modesty-—to note the distinction between—

1. Making peace;

2. Declaring peace; and

3. Stating that peace exists,

It is
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Making peace implies making a treaty. This resolution does
not do that,

Declaring peace is peculiarly and solely the funection and the
explicit right of the President under the Constitution.

Stating that peace exists is the action that Congress is now
called upon to perform. ‘When that announcement is made
the President, with that as his sanetion, will, no doubt, issue a
proclamation officially fixing the termination of the war.

It can not be justly claimed that the act of Congress called
for in this resolution constitutes an invasion of the President’s
prerogatives, and still less an invasion of the prerogatives of
the Senate, which is a part of the treaty-making power. This
resolution originated in the Senate, and the fact that the Senate
sends it over here for our consideration shows that that body
waives exclusive jurisdiction over the subject matter.

The existence of peace is a question of fact. It may be
brought about by treaty, but it may also be reached in other
Ways.

Writers of international law agree that a state of war may
be ended in three ways—namely, by cessation of hostilities,
by, treaty, and by subjugation. ’

Two of these conditions exist in respect to the World War—
warfare has ceased and our adversaries have been conquered.
The making of the treaty alone remains unfinished, and that,
according to the highest authority, is not indispensible to the
establishment of peace.

Surely, then, no one can justly say that a declaration by
Congress that the war is at an end can possibly trespass upon
the President’s authority. It is merely a declaration of an
indisputable fact. I presume the President could declare peace
without this resolution, but the passage of the resolution will
put the question as to the existence of war beyond the shadow
of doubt. I’eace exists. Why not say so?

When our Constitution was in process of formation in the
Constitutional Convention it was suggested by Mr. Butler, of
South Carolina, that the power of declaring peace be accorded
to the National Congress. This proposition was voted down,
and, I think, properly so.

It was then evidently recognized that peace can not be made
by a mere declaration. The resolution before us does not de-
clare peace, because peace already prevails by the existence of
the two essential factors—cessation of hostilities and con-
quest of our adversaries.

This resolution merely puts into form and gives official
recognition to an existing fact.

In order to grasp the distinction, let us assume that while
war was in progress—that is, while hostilities were still going
on and the conflict was in doubt—a resolution was offered de-
claring peace with our adversary. That would be inimical
to our Constitution, because that would be making peace, which
only the President and the Senate can do. But when peace
actually comes in due course by the cessation of hostilities and
the conguest of our adversaries, Congress can not violate our
Constitution or trespass on presidential prerogatives by mak-
ing a formal acknowledgment of the fact that the war is at
an end.

Objection is made that the reservation of our rights in the
treaty of Versailles is unnecessary. At first I was inelined to
agree to this proposition, and reasoned that if we have any
rights in the treaty we would come into them as a matter of
course upon the signing of the treaty. But the trouble is that
there is a possibility that the treaty will never be signed. In
that eventuality, what is to become of the rights conserved to
us? Surely, if we do not give some indication that we are
anxious to maintain those rights, it is manifest that the allied
powers might very reasonably infer that we intended to aban-
don or waive them. This would be a very serious misfortune.
The reservations that are objected to therefore assume a supreme
importance. I doubt whether I would vote for the resolution
unless those reservations were preserved.

The rights conceded to us under the treaty are firmly em-
bedded in it. Germany has recognized them by solemn compact
entered into with all of the allied Governments; and the United
States, as an associate nation, named in that treaty, have
an inchoate title to those rights—the only missing link in the
chain of title being that we have not taken possession of them
by signing the treaty.

We are entitled to claim those rights; and it is perfectly
proper for us, in order to avoid all misunderstandings, to
assert that we reserve them, meaning thereby that we will
ultimately claim them. In the meantime the method of clajm-
ing them will be left to the Executive, in whose hands the
treaty-making power is vested.

There would be danger in simply declaring that the war was
at an end without reference to the rights which were conserved
for us by the allied powers in the provisions of the treaty. If

we omitted -that reservation the world would say that we
deserted our allies and waived the rights they secured for us®
in the treaty of Versailles and propose to make a separate
peace, utterly disregarding the treaty already made,

I do not fear in the slightest that our passage of this resolu-
tion will be deemed an invasion of the President’s treaty-
making power. In the first pluce, as I understand it, he invites
this action, and we ought to welcome the invitation.

The treaty-making power has remained in the hands of the
President and the Senate only through the survival of ancient
prejudice. It is a relic of times when sovereigns claimed the
sole right to declare war and make peace. Even monarchies
have abandoned that custom, and in Engand, France, and Italy,
treaties are ratified to-day by both chambers of their Parlia-
ment conjointly. The Versailles treaty was so ratified. A
few days ago the French Chamber of Deputies ratified the
treaty with Hungary.

It is time for the United States to come up abreast of the
times and give the lower House an equal say in the making of
treaties. :

In passing, let me say that both in the last and in the present
session of Congress I introduced a constitutional amendment
to that effect, and I am glad of the opportunity afforded by
this discussion to invite your attention to the proposal, which
I trust In calm deliberation will werit your approbation.

Two years and seven months have elapsed since armistice
day passed into history. The original combatants have ceased
the gigantie struggle, but nations are still torn with strife and
dissension. Fear, hate, jealousy, and greed still rule, and the
millennium, which a weary world reaches out to grasp in joyous
expectation, is now enshrouded in clouds and darkness beyond
the distant horizon.

While our own counfry has been fortunately vouchsafed
freedom from internal dissension, nevertheless our commerce
and industries remain in confusion. We have had thrust upon
our shoulders, as our share of the Great War, a debt unprece-
dented in the world’'s history, and our people are enduring seri-
ous distress.

Unemployment has increased and profifeering still goes on
as though we were in the midst of war. Economie questions
confront us and the intellect of the country is struggling to
attain the solution of the problems before us.

Realizing fully this situation, the paramount question of the
hour is how we shall return to prewar conditions. Mani-
fesily, the first step which wisdom dictates is to make an official
pronouncement that, so far as we are concerned, the war is at
an end,

The reasons for this are many. In the first place, followed,
as it will be, by the President's proclamation officially fixing
the termination of the war, this resolution will mean the imme-
diate cessation of the operation of war-time laws, upon whose
existence so many injustices are predicated. It will remove
the last shred and patch of them. But, better than all else, it
will aceustom us to think in terms of peace.

We will be able to appoint diplomatic and consular officers
to represent us in the countries with which we have been at
war, instead of intrusting our commercial relations to the
consular representatives of rival nations. And with that will
come o return to normal trade relations, We will be able to
obtain the return of the property of our citizens seized during
the war under laws similar to our alien property act, and will
be able to arrive at a prompt settlement of the claims of our
citizens for the damage inflicted upon them by our late enemies,

At the present time our position iz anomalous. While appar-
ently at peace, we are technically at war, and a thousand and
one matters which depend upon the official conclusion of the
war remain unsettled and undetermined.

For those reasons I am in favor of this resolution.

It would not be patriotic on the part of the mineority, in my
opinion, to oppose a return to prewar conditions simply because
the proposition is fostered by our political antagonists or be-
cause it is in a form which we may not like. If they think
they can close the war with such a resolution, and we believe
they can not, nevertheless, vote with them, and I might add,
“God speed them™

Mr. CARTER. Mpyr, Speaker, I think all gentlemen who did
not have the opportunity to speak ought to have leave to extend
their remarks, if they desire to do so, rather than those favored
few only who had the privilege of speaking. Therefore I ask
unanimous consent that all gentlemen have five legislative days
in which to extend their remarks on this bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma asks unani-
moeus conSent that all gentlemen have five legislative days in
which to extend their remarks on this bill. Is there objection?
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none,
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Under the rule, the previous gquestion is ordéred; and the

vote first comes on the amendment offered by the Committee

on Foreign Affairs to substitute their resolution for the Senate
resolution.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer a motion to re-
commit.

The SPEAKER.
the gentleman,

The guestion was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the
amended resolution,

The amended resolution was read the third time,

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, 1 offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia offers a mo-
tion to recommit, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the proper time the Chair will recognize

Mr, Froop moves to recomnit the joint resolution to the Committee

on Foreign Affairs, with instructions to that committee to forthwith
report the Eotnt resolution back to the House with the following amend-
ment : Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof
the following : %

““That the President be, and he is hereby, requested and authorized
to enter into negotiations with the Government of any and her
allies and with the powers associated with the United States in the
European War with a view to concluding a settlement of all contro-
versies between the Tnited States and Germany and her allies, and to
conclude, by and ‘with the advice and consent of the Senate, any and
all mtetmt{nnﬁl acts or agreements necessary to reach a definite adjust-
ment with all of the powers engaged the European War in respect
10 any questions or controversies relating to the conflict,

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order on the
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of order.

Mr, ROGERS. The point of order is that this is a motion to
recommit -offered to a resolution declaring the end of a state
of war. The motion to recommit is not germane, because it
proposes to enter upon negotiations between the United States
and the Central Powers. It bears no relation whatever, as I
eaught the motion as it wis being read, to the theory on which

both the Knox resolution, so called, and the Porter resolutien!
are based. It also either authorizes or instruects the President

to negotiate a treaty, which, of course, is entirely outside of
the four corners of either the Senate or the House form of this
Senate resolution.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Virginia desire to

be heard?

Mr. FLOOD. DMr. Speaker, the purpose of the resolution is
to bring about peace, and the amendment to it is a proposition
requesting the President to proceed to negotiate that peace.

Mr. STAFFORD. If the Chair will hear me, the motion to
recommit has no relevancy whatever to the matter before the
House. 3

Mr. FLOOD, Mr, Speaker, that is all T care to say,
it is germane.

Mr. WALSH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FLOOD. Yes,

Mr. WALSH. Does the gentleman contend that the House
can pass a resolution instructing the President to negotiate a
treaty with any power?

Mr. FLOOD. Oh, the House has done things similar to that
dozens of times.

Mr., STAFFORD. Can the gentleman state one instance
where the House has ever done that?

Mr. FLOOD. Oh, but the House has passed resolution after
resolution authorizing and requesting the President to appoint
commissions to negotiate treaties.

Mr. WALSH. But they did not dirvect him, as this. resolu-

. tlen does,

Mr. FLOOD. This is a proposition similar to those, abso-
lutely. This is simply a proposition requesting the President
to appoint negotiators to negotiate the terms of peace, and the
House has passed such resolutions; Congress has passed those
resolutions, The fact is that Congress has passed a law pro-
hibiting the President from appointing those commissioners
without the authority of Congress.

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

Mr., FLLOOD. Yes.

Mr, WALSH. Does this resolution employ the word “in-
struct "7

Mr. FLOOD. No: *to authorize "—in the very language of
the statute. The statute provides that the President shall be
authorized to do it by act of Congress. The only question I

I think

thought was raised about this is its germaneness, and it seems
to me it is germane.

Mr. ROGERS, Mr. Speaker, may 1 add a word to what I
said pefore?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear the gentleman,

‘tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. PorteR].

Mr. ROGERS. T want to call the attention of the Speaker
to the fact that this motion requests and authorizes the Presi-
dent to enter into negotiations with Germany. That is entirely
outside of and irrelevant to the resolution offered by the gen-
Then the motion to
recommit authorizes the President to enter into negotiations
not only with Germany but also with her allies. Germany had
various allies. The only ally contemplated in the Porter reso-
lution or in the Knox resolution is Austria-Hungary; so that
the language here, whicl necessarily includes Turkey and Bul-
garia, is well beyond anything that has been proposed either
in the Senate or in the House.

In the next place, the motion to recommit proposes to an-
thorize the President to enter into negotiations with the powers
associated with the United States in the war—a suggestion en-
tirely undreamed of in the resolution either in its Senate form
or in its House form.

Again, it proposes that there shall be made in these negotia-
tions a settlement of all controversies between Germany and the

-allied and associated powers. Obviously this is far broader

than the House resolution, and in every way inconsistent with
its ‘provisions. .

‘The Speaker should bear in mind that the substance of this
resolution mow before the House is contained in three lines,
“That the state of war is hereby declared to be at an end,” and
s0 forth. The second paragraph or section simply reserves our
rights and preserves the status quo.

Mr, FLOOD. Does the gentleman contend that nry amend-
ment is broader in its scope than the Senate resolution?

Mr, ROGERS. Ob, it is infinitely broader. I tried to point
out some of the respects in which it is broader.

Mr. FLOOD. I thought you said the Senate resolution.

Mr. ROGERS. The gentleman’s motion goes far beyond both
the Senate and the House resolution in the respects to which I
have alluded.

Mr. FLOOD. T can amend that in respect to Austria-Hun-
gary. z

Mr. ROGERS. Ob, that is not the only trouble. From the
first line to the last this suggestion of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia is not germane to the resolution which is pending before
the House, e

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, will the Chair hear me a mo-
ment?

The SPEAKER. Yes. The Chalr will hear the gentleman.

Mr, WINGO. I think the Speaker will recognize the fact that
the proponents of the pending reselution seek to bring about a
technical as well as a peace in fact between the United States
and the German Government, and that the resolution, judged
both by its terms, especially: the concluding part of it, and the
arguments of gentlemen in support of it, seeks to save every
right, and, of course, they argue that that will leave the final
adjustment and recognition of those rights to the usnal and
proper method by which a state of war may be finished, that is,
by a treaty made by the President by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate.

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Froon] offers to recommnit,
and the fact that he undertakes to adjust by treaty certain
rights and *“ all those matters in controversy " does not broaden
what the gentlemen say their resolution covers. It specifically
seeks to reserve all rights, The only thing, it occurs to me, that
the Speaker has to consider is this: A resolution is offered and
considered to end the war by congressional resolution. The
minority contend that Congress has not the power, but that the
treaty-making power is vested in the President alone acting by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate. The proponents
of the resolution admit that war can and is usually ended by
treaty, but that Congress has jurisdiction and power also. Now,
as I started to say, the only question that the Speaker has to
decide is this, and frankly T am not clear about it in my own
mind, but I want to offer it as a suggestion to the Speaker: Is
it germane to the resolution that proposes to exercise the al-
leged legislative power of the House to offer as a substitute by
way of the motion to recommit a resolution to reguest and
authorize the President to conclude peace and end the war by
a treaty? The proponents of the resolution admit the technical
state of war may be ended by either method. Is the one pro-
posal to end war germane to the other?

Now, it occurs to me that that is the only question. Upon
that I offer this suggestion to the Speaker, that we are con-
gidering the guestion of peace. The major praposition is not
the particular agency or method by which we will bring -about
an immediate peace, but it is to bring about peace. It is con-
tended by this side that the proper, constitutional way to do it
is along the beaten path of negotiation by the President of a
treaty by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, It
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is contended by the proponents of the proposition that it is not
only lawful under the Constitution but that it is praecticable and
advisable to bring about peace by congressional action. That
is the issue between the majority and minority. I remind the
Speaker that the object of the motion to recommit is to enable
the minority to have their position presented and voted upon.
But, Mr. Speaker, if you accept the narrow interpretation, as
you are urged to do, then you will defeat that right. The issue
is clear: How to bring about peace. Two methods are pro-
posed, but the subject matter is peace, and both methods are
germane to the substantial result sought—that is, peace. They
say, “ Why quibble about the matter?” If that is true, the pro-
ponents of the Flood method of bringing about peace have a
right to go on record in favor of that, whether yon agree to it
or not; and I submit that under the philosophy of the rule pro-
viding for a motion to recommit the amendment is not only
germane, but that it is the only way by which the minority can
exercise the right preserved to them by the rule to have its view
presented and voted on. [Applause.]

Mr., STAFFORD. Mr, Speaker, if the Chair is prepared to
rule, I do not wish to take up any time.

The SPEAKER. The Chair.will hear the gentleman from
Wiseconsin. :

Mr, STAFFORD. In the consideration of the question of ger-
maneness the one subject for the Chair always to consider is,
What is the subject matter of the resolution before the House
for consideration? The subject matter in the resolution under
consideration is to declare by congressional act that the state
of war is at an end. It is not to direct the President by any
means to negotinte terms of peace. That is foreign to the sub-
ject matter of the resolution, and every precedent that is re-
lated to this question upholds the position that such a sub-
stitute resolution as is contained in the motion to recommit
is foreign, and is not sufficiently related to bring it within
the scope of being germane to the subject matter under con-
sideration. :

It is not surprising that in this discussion gentlemen on the
other side have not advanced any authority whatever or at-
tempted to advance any authorities, beeause they would find that
all the authorities are against them,

In subsection 781 of the manual the general subjec. of which
Is, * Subjects not necessarily germane because related,” we find
the following:

To a proposition to relieve destitute citizens of the United
States in Cuba, a proposition declaring a state of war in Cuba
and proclaiming neutrality was held not to be germane. True,
the two propositions were related, but they were not related to
the subject matter under consideration in tne bill. They had
reference, of course, to Cuba, but they had no relationshiy suffi-
ciently direct and akin to make the proposition germane to the
resolution under consideration.

Let me read the next clause.

To a proposition for the appointment of a seleet committee
to investigate a certain subject an amendment proposing an
inquiry of the Executive on that subject was held not germane,

Why, Mr. Speaker, that might well be held to be germane if
the Speaker is going to hold that this proposed motion to re-
commit is germane, because there was a more or less direct re-
lationship to it, but it did not have that relevancy to the sub-
ject matter under consideration to entitle it to consideration
under the rule of germaneness. Let me quote further.

To a bill granting a right of way to a railroad an amendment
to provide for the purchase of the railroad by the Government
was held not germane. The subject matter there was the grant
of a right of way, not the railroad, or the disposition of the
railroad, else it would have been held germane.

So, Mr. Speaker, this brings up for consideration a new sub-
ject matter entirely, one that has not been considered by the
House, and if the resolution had been considered under the gen-
eral rules and it had been offered as an amendment, any Mem-
ber might have made the point of order that it was not ger-
mane, The one thing attempted in the Senate resolution, and
which is attempted by the House substitute, is to put an end
to the war by congressional action. The motion to recommit is
to postpone that by directing or authorizing the President to
negotiate peace which he has the authority to do. It must be
apparent, if the Speaker will consider, that the President has
the very power which is attempted by this proposal of the other
side. Nothing would be gained; it would be subversive of the
very end sought to be attained by the resolution if we adopt
that proposal. Certainly the House should not be deprived of
the fundamental right to vote on the question at issue, the ter-
mination of the war by congressional enactment, by substituting
a proposal offered by the minority which would postpone the
very matter at issue. That proposal is entirely foreign to the

subject matter of the resolution before the House. That is to
end the war by legislative action, not by delegated authorization
such as a commission, or by any other means such as the Presi-
dent has under the Constitution.

Mr. UPSHAW. Mr. Speaker, the germaneness of the motion
to recommit I think can be established by this one affirmative
answer to a question put to every man in this House. Ask him
what the House has been doing for the last two days, and the
answer is that we have been discussing a resolution to end a
technical state of war with Germany. Is not that true? As
they say in old-time parlance, “I pause for a reply.”

Mr. TEMPLE. Mr. Speaker, I should like to reply to the
gentleman. It is not a resolution to end the war, it is a resolu-
tion to declare that the war was ended long ago.

Mr, UPSHAW. Which means the same thing, if words mean
anything at all. There is one question before this House, and
that is the end of the war with Germany, or a declaration that
it is at an end.

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Will {he gentleman yield?

Mr. UPSHAW. I will yield most anything to my genial friend
from Vermont.

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. I would wish that the gentleman
would yield the point. [Laughter and applause.] I would
like to ask the gentleman if there is not this difference between
the two forms of resolution—the Porter resolution undertakes
to give a legal sanction to an existing fact and makes that fact
legal. There is no doubt or misapprehension about it; it is
to declare a fact. The motion to recommit is to provide the
means for finding out whether you can arrive at such a fact
or not.

Mr. UPSHAW. May I reply to the gentleman from Vermont,
stating my purpose beforehand—a statement that should give
weight, I think, to my argument—that I expect to vote for this
resolution with some mental reservations? [Applause.] I am
not satisfied with all that it contains and I count it compara-
tively ‘useless, but I do believe that the minority has a right
to a vote concerning the method of procedure, and gentlemen
on the other side must agree that the burden of the argument
which has run for two days has been this—we have been
dealing with two things, the fact and the method. This resolu-
tion-of the gentleman from Virginia deals with the fact and the
method concerning the ending of the war with Germany, and
if this House denies the minority the right to express itself
as to fact and to method, then we are trampling on the funda-
mental rights of the minority. Governmental fairness and
parliamentary fairness demand that we shall give them the
right to express themselves as to the fact that the war is at
an end and the method by which we shall arrive at that
declaration. Mr. Speaker, there is no other question before
this House, and of course the motion of the gentleman from
Virginia, dealing with fact and method, is logically and inevi-
tably germane. [Cries of “Rule!" * Rule! "]

Mr. BARKLEY., Mr. Speaker, I hope the Chair will indulge
me for a few moments while I eall attention to one or two things
which I think the Chair should and will consider in determining
the point of order. The ground for the point of order, or the
points of order, is that in the first place the motion to recom-
mit is not germane to the resolution either as it was submitted
by the Senate or as amended by the House, and also that it
undertakes to direct or authorize the President to do something
that he already has the power to do.

I desire to suggest to the Chair that this motion to recommit
is germane not only to the first section of the resolution but it
is also germane to the second section. Section 1 of the resolu-
tion undertakes to declare that the war growing out of the reso-
lution passed by Congress on the 6th of April, 1917, is ended,
and that a state of peace exists. The motion of the gentleman
from Virginia provides that the President shall be authorized to
bring about negotiations that will result in the legal end of that
particular war. Section 1 and the resolution of the gentleman
from Virginia all revolve around one consideration, and that is
the end of the war which was brought about by the resolution
of April 6, 1917. Not only that, but it has been urged by gen-
tlemen on the other side that the amendment of the gentleman
from Virginia goes further than the resolution under considera-
tion because it takes in the allied nations. In the first place,
the amendment of the gentleman from Virginia does not direct
that any new treaty shall be negotiated. All it does is to
authorize and request in the language of the law the President
to institute negotiations with Germany, her allies, and with the
allied nations, all of whom were a party to the treaty of Ver-
sailles, and the armistice, to which section 2 of this resolution
refers.

Therefore, it is germane fo section 2, in addition to being
germane to section 1, because in section 2 we undertake to
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reserve our rights in the treaty and in the armistice, to which
all of the allied nations are a party, being the same allied na-
tions referred to in the motion to recommit by the gentleman
from Virginia. Therefore, it seems to me that the question as
to whether we have the power to authorize the President to do
this is unnecessary. That does not determine the parliamentary
situation. Congress very frequently does things it has no legal
power to do, and numerous decisions of the Supreme Court
have attested to that fact. The question for the Chair fo de-
termine is whether the motion to recommit, authorizing and
requesting the President to enter into negotiations with nations
that are already parties to a treaty which is mentioned in the
resolution under eonsideratien, is germane fo the resolution
now under consideration, and I submit to the Chair that on
both grounds the motion of the gentleman from Virginia is
germane to both sections of the resolution.

The SPEAKER. The Chair sill not consider the suggestions
that this motion refers to the Allies of the United States and
the allies of the other nations, because, as the gentleman freom
Virginia suggested, he conld withdraw his motion to recommit
and amend it and remedy that defect. The Chair will base his
ruling upen the main question, and the Chair will state frankly
that hie would prefer to hold that it is germane, because, as he
understands, those have been the two contentions, one that peace
must be secured by a treaty and the other that it can be secured
by declaration, and the Chair would be glad to allow both sides
of that issue to be settled by a vofe, and appreciates the force
of the suggestion of the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Wixco]
that a maotion to recommit is intended to allow the minority to
express its views. But the Chair thinks he ought not to depart
{from parliamentary precedent even to accomplish what the gen-
eral intent of the rules of the House may have been, and it
seems clear to the Chair that a resolution declaring that a war
is at an end ean not, if the point of order be made, be amended
by the recommendation that a treaty shall be entered into.
The very issue that has been made is fhat the House has no
right to declare peace; that that is an entirely different propo-
sition from making a treaty of peace, so different that ihe
House has no right to do it; and that the only way to secure
peace is by a treaty. Therefore the Chair feels constrained to
rule that the motion to recommit is not in order.

There is another ground on which the Chair perhaps could
easily base his decision, and that is the well-established rule
that where the House itself has adopted an amendment, as it has
in this case, then that amendment can not be stricken out by a
motion to recommit, as is attempted by this motion; but the
Chair prefers to base his ruling on the general proposition of
germaneness. The-Chair therefore sustains the point of order.

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Idr. Speaker, on that last peint,
if I may be heard for a moment, T would not like the Chair's
language to indicate that it may be taken as a precedent in
respect to the last point, for the reason fhat I would not want
to see it raised at any time in the future as a precedent. When
we were preparing this motion to recommit, that guestion was
considered by myself, and my view, and I think the views of the
minority accorded with mine, was that by reason of the pe-
culiar language of the rule itself, which does provide for ihe
- wxote on this amendment, any germane mofion to recommit would
be in order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not base his decision npon
that.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I so understood.

Mr. PLOOD. Mr, Speaker, I offer the fellowing motion to
recomunit, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Froop moves te recommit the jeint resolution to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, with instructions to that committee to forthwith
report the joint resolution back to the House with the following amend-
ment. Insert 2t the end of the second section the following:

“And among said advanta and rights se reserved, special reserva-
tion Is made of the right s ‘Eulated for under said treaty of Versailles
to enter into agreement with Germany and her allies, and the arsg
nasociateg with the United States in the war, providing for joint dis-
armament.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I demand the
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 112, nays 254,
not voting 65, as follows :

YEAS—112,
Almon Blanton Byrnes, B. C. Cellins
Aswell Bowling Byrns, Tenu. » Tex,
Bankhead Box Cantrill Crisp
Barkley Briggs Carew Cuallen
Bell Brinson Carter Davis, Tenn,
Biack Ruchanan Cockran Dominick
Rland, Va. Bulwinkle Colller Doughton

Drane

uatnetrt -
arrett, Tenn.
gﬂrre‘tt. Tex,
Gilbert
Griffin
Hammer
Hardy, Tex,
Harrison
Hawes
Hayden
Huddleston
Humphreys
Jacoway
Johnson, Ky.

Ackerman
Anderson
Andrews
B0
Anthony
Arvrentz
Atkeson
Bacharach
rbour

Blakeney
g!snd, Ind.

Burroughs
Buriness

u
Bautler

Cable
qampbell, Kans.

pnnon
halmers
handler, Okla.
hindblom
Christopherson
Clagne
Clarke. N. Y.
Classon
Clouse
Coda
Cole
Colton
Connell
Connolly, Pa.
Cooper, Ohlo
8°°pf§‘m Wis,

OUE!
Cramton
Crowther

. f

Datit
] nger
Darrow
Davis, Minn,
Dempsey
Denison
Dickinson
Dowell
Dunn
Dyer
Echols
ElHott
Ellis

elriele

Appleby
Bona

Evans
Fairfield
Fenn
Fess

Johnson, Miss. Mead Sanders, Tex,
Jones, Tex, Montagune Sandlin
Kincheloe "Brien Bmithwick
Kindred "Connor Btedman
Kunz Olafield Stevenson
Lanham Oliver Sullivan
Lankford Overstreet Bunmers, Tex,
Largen, Ga. Padgett Swank
Lazaro Park, Ga. Tagne
Lea, Calif, Parks, Ark. Taylor, Ark,
Lee, Ga. Parrish Ten Eyck
Linthicom Fon Thomas
Logan Quin Tillman
London Rainey, Ala Tyson
Lowrey iney, Upshaw
IL?M Raker 3. 1
eClintie Rankin Ward, N. G
McDu tayburn Weaver
MeBwain Riordan on
Mansfield Rouse Wingo *
Martin Rucker Wright
NAYS—254.
Elston Larson, Minn. Ricketts
Fairehild Lawrence Riddick
Faust yton Hoach
Fish Leatherwood Robertson
Fitzgerald Lee, N, Y. Robsion
Focht Lehlbach Rodenberg
Fordney Lineberger Rogers
Foster Little Rose
Fear Longworth Ryan
Free uce Sanders, Ind.
Freeman Luhring Handers, N. Y.
French MeArthur Schall
Frothingham McCormick Seott, Mich,
Fuller McFadden Scott, Tenn,
Funk McKengie Shaw
Gahn McLaughlin, Mich.Bhreve
Gensman McLaughlin, Nebr.Sinclair
Gernerd MceLaughlin, Pa, Sinnott
Glynn McPherson Slem
Goodykoontz Mac(iregor Smit
Gorman Madden Bnell
Gould Magee Bpeaks
Green, Towa Maloney Sproul
(ireene, Mass. Mapes Btafford
Greene, VE, Michener Steenerson
Griest Miller Stephens
Hadley Mills Strong, Kans.
Hardy, Colo. Millspaugh Bummers, Wash.
Haugen Mondell Sweet
Hawley Montoya Swing
Hays Moore, 11. Tayler, N.J
Herrick Moare, Ohio Taylor, Tenn
Hersey Moores, Ind. mple
Hickey Mo Thompsoen
Hicks Morin Tilsom
Hill Mott Timberlake
Hoch Mudd Tincher
Hogan Murphy Tinkham
Houghton Nelson, A. P Towner
Hukriede Nelson, J. M. Treadway
Hull Newton, Min TUnderhill
Hutchinson v n, Mo, Vare
James, Mich Nolan Vestal
Jefleris Norton Voigt
Johmson, Wash. OF Volstead
Kahn ( e Walsh
Kearns Parker, N, J. Wason
Keller Parker, N, Y. Watson
Kelley, Mich, Patterson, Mo. Webster
Kelly, Pa. Patterson, N. J. Wheeler
Kendall Perking White, Kans,
Kenn Petersen White, Me,
Ketcham er Williams
Kluﬁm Pringe; Williamson
Kinkaid Purnel Winslow
Kirkpatrick Radcliffe Wood, Ind
ssel Ramseyer Woodyard
Kleczka Ransley Warzhach
Kline, Pa. Reavis Wpyrant
Eunutson Reber Yates
Kopp Reece Young
TAUS Heed, N. ¥. Zihlman
Lampert Reed, W. Va.
Langley Rhodes
NOT VOTING—6S,
Fields Kreider Risson
Gallivan Lufkin Boyder
Goldsborough Mann . Steagall
Good Htine
Giraham, 11. Merritt Htoll
Graham, Pa. ichael Rtrong, Pa.
Iimes oore, Va, Tayior, Cale,
Hudspeth Ogden Vaile
Husted : Yolk
Ireland Perlman Walters
James, Va. TPeters Ward, N. ¥.
Johnson, 8. Dak. Rosenbleom Wise
Jones, Pa., Itossdale Woodruld
Kiess Sabath Woods, Va.
Kitehin Bears
Kline, N. Y. Bhelton
Enight Siegel

‘So the motion to recommit was rejected.
The Olerk announced the following pairs:
On this vete:
Mr. Storr (fer) with Mr, Garrivaxs (againsi).

Mr, Krremix (for) with Mr. Jouxses of South Dakota

{against).
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Mr. Gornssorouan (fer) with Mr, Ssyyper (against). Larsen, Ga. Montoya Reece Tague
Mr. JaMEs of Virginia (for) with Mr, Epmoxps (against). }m:m‘" ggg;g- g,lﬂ, e R Rg{g;' s
'i{r. ‘I;mu. (for) with Mr. Frss (against). Layton g“’e:" Ind Rhodes Tuylor: Tenn.
1. Woons of Virginia (for) with Mr. SEELTON (against). :LAEArg OF Ricketts Templ
Until further notice : e aad T Stk E;‘;mm,,,
Mr. Gramaxr of Tllinois with Mr. Sears. Lehlbach Mudd Robertson son
Mr. PERLMAN with Mr. SABaTH. ﬁgelberser Meiptiy i Robsion Timberlake
Mr. Kress with Mr. Tavror of Colorado. et Namn T e 11 ez it
Mr. BrownE of Wisconsin with Mr, FIELps. London Newr.on Minn, Rose Towner
Mz, WarTERs with Mr. Sissox. {g:ﬁggﬂh }fg;;tnﬂn Mo. Resenbloom i
Mr. GraHAM of Pennsylvania with Mr. STEAGALL. Tuee Nortoh D T Undernill
Mr. Vorx with Mr. Wiskg. 1 Lufkin O’ Brien Sanders, N, Y, Upshaw
Mr. Lurkixy with Mr. Moore of Virginia. § h‘;ﬁ‘#‘fm &C"“m"r ga]‘]‘dll}" Yare
Mr, Sieger with Mr. DrEWERY. A McClintie Osl ﬂme Sfmgt Mich. tf:;glla
Mr. Woopsurr with Mr, Crarkx of Florida. : 4 McCormick Overstreet Scott, Tenn., Voigt
Mr. Merrrry with Mr. Braxp. : ﬁgﬁ%ﬂgf“ };‘“’E- Gf!\-r e %baw Volstead
Mr. Parge with Mr, CampperL of Pennsylvania. MecLaughlin, Mich. ek ..,Ef&‘;‘il &:L’g}l
Mr. Kxigat with Mr. HupsPETH, MecLaughlin, Nebr. Parks, Ark. Sinnott Watson
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. ﬁg%%‘;ﬂ:}f,“' Pa. f;ggggggs A ‘giﬁgﬂtg Webater
" nt}‘l:e SPHAKER. The question is on the passage of the %{‘.‘,&%::f‘” Se{kms L :mjlthwick }gme' ﬁans‘
e ateérsen e, Me,
Mr. MONDELL. Mr. r, may mit a unanimous- | Magee Porter Speaks Williams
comment Tequeat? | D S AN | el prhee sl iiames
- i altor
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming asks unani- | Mapes Quin Steenerson Wins:lgw
mous consent to submit a unanimous-consent request, which the | Martin Radeliffe Stephens Waod, Ind
Mead Rainey, T11, Strmm Kans, Woodyard
gentleman will state. 1 Aichener Ramseyer Sullivan Wurzbach
Mr, MONDELL. I ask unanimous consent that when the Ml}}er ﬁank:m MM. Wash. Wyant
e = = ills ansle; ‘Swan Yat
g?;-l:-h;‘ ?a?;j% [11 l‘lrs this evening it adjourn to meet on Wednesday Mmma ugh Eeg:ls}’ Eﬁ* - Yg “:!185
- eber Zih}
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming asks unani- FES it i
mous consent that when the House adjourms to-night it ad- 5
journ to meet on Wednesday. Is there objection? Barkied oain mnnf,l,"f,l,“e Dlaeden
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, - Mr. Speaker, reserving the | Bell Fisher Lea, Calif, Rucker
right to object, is it the thought of the gentleman to proceed g})ﬂnﬁh"ﬂ- &00& {ﬁ Ga. Sanders, Tex,
with Calendar Wednesday business on Wednesday, or has he | pox  © e S i e e
any request to submit? Briggs Garrett, Tex, cDuffie Sumners, Tex.
Alr. MONDELL. 'The Committee on the Merchant Marine and | Brisson Glibest. - Mchwain Thomas
Fisheries expect to bring up some business on Oalendar | Eylwinile Hardy, Tex. Oliver Ward. N. ¢
Wednesday under the Calendar Wednesday rule. Byrnes, 8. C. Harrison Padgett Weaver
‘The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The &I;%‘?‘m n ‘113?'19!1 : f,‘lrﬂﬁh Wingo
Chair hears none. . Colller }gﬁm‘{ Rg?ney ey Wright
Mr. MONDELL. Mr, Speaker, I ask further that on Thurs- | Connally, Tex. Johns Raker -
day the business that would have been in order on Friday last— | Davis, Kelley, lch, | Baybum
pension business—shall be in order. ANSWERED **PRESENT "—1,
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming asks unani- ___~Montague
mous consent that on Thursday the business that wonld have NOT 'VOTING—65.
heen in order on Friday last be in erder. Is there objection? ﬁggldebf gle:fax %mﬁtﬁ"‘m Sisson
[After a pause.] ‘The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. | Brana Pree e Jonee
The question is on the passage of the bill. Browne, Wis. Gallivan Mann .Stiness
The question was taken, and the Speaker announced the ayes &“j’-‘:’g&u P gglo?bf'mﬁﬂ m%t g:oil Y
seemed. to have it. Chandler, N.Y. | Graham, L. Michaelson "Taylor, Colo,
Mr. PORTER. Mr, Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. Clark, Fla, Grabam, Pa. Moore, Va. \raﬁe
The SPEAKER. Obviously a sufficient number, and the yeas ggﬂl‘:ﬂn g’ﬁ“&s peth Qosn Valk
and nays are ordered. e Huste Pe gﬁlr? r;i n
The guestion was taken; and there were—yeas 304, nays 61, Drwsry }m!andv ];eters %m'

I 1 . Dunbar ames, ossdals oodroff
answered “ present’ 1, not voﬁ;i :{i, as follows: Eﬂ:},";’"‘ ::'{3,,"2;"5&3 Dak. %:2‘:;“ @ b d;:?‘,n'
Aclk Carter ‘Blliott He Fairfield Kiess Shelton
Mm%rnmm Chalmers Ellis 1:1133 Kitchin Siegel
Anciernon s I L il ‘So the resolution as amended was agreed to,

Ansorge Christopherson  Faust Hoch The Clerk announced the following additional pairs:
Anthony g;ggg S %“E“ %gngton On this vote:
f,‘,’,’ﬁf S X Pitagerald Hoddleston Mr. Garrivan (for) with AMr. Storn (against).
‘Atkeson Clouge '?’d’t Egjﬁaﬂe ¢ Mr. :tl?rmsow of Sonth Dakota (for) with Mr. Krrcuin
Bacharach Codd ordney agains
Col
Barbour Cale Foster Runyhreys Afr. Sxynes (for) with Mr. GorpssoroucH (against).
Beedy ggltg;l“ %‘reerghan .}age:fs Mich. Mr, Epyoxps (for) with Mr, Jaaes of Virginia (against),
11 TELDS
Benlism Connolly, Pa Figghingham Jgh:wn. Wash gn {_‘B‘EMND f( for) rlth Mr. F' (against).
Bird Cooper, Ohio Fuller Jones, Tex Te ss ( or) with Mr. Desr. (against).
Bixler gnopglﬁ ‘}vts, gujnk:m' Eghn Mr, Steacary (for) with Mr. Drewny (against).

. AL i
]!;E’I}Encj Pragm“ G:gn ei.i:f-s Mr, SEELTON (for) with Mr. Woops of Virginia (against).
Riand, Ind, D Ginidnan Kelly, Pa. Mr. CockranN (for) with Mr. MoxTAGUE (against).
Rlanton grl?rther g;zmerd Kendall Until further notice:

Bol en enn
Botes 5 Qlyna S oo ooy ﬁr GRAHAM oi'inli.uois with Mr. SEars.
Brennan Dale (GGorman Kindred r. PERLMAN with Mr. SasarH.
ﬁrmﬁ" 5 Dallinger gmﬂd L %:Eald Mr. Kiess with Mr, Tavyror of Colorado,
rooks, Il oW reen, Towa : : :
Brooks, Pa. Davis, Minn Greene, Mass,  Kirkpatrick ﬁz’ ‘gumﬁ ﬁﬂﬁh M‘é Stesox,
Brown, Tenn, psey Greene, Vt. Kissel T. VOLE t I.“\WISE.
%urke 5 Sﬁhwn :G;rﬁiagt {c{}fnuk; Mr., Wooprurr with Mr, Crarx of Florida.
urroughs ckinson 1 e, Pa, Mr. Paige with Mr. Caxmeeery. of Pennsylvania.
Burtness minick Hadley Knutson
Burton Dowell Hm,' Colo. Kopp Mr, Exigar with AMr, HupsPeTH.
But{cr Driver I:;} ugen kl{raua Mr, Graman of Pennsylvania with My, Moore of Virginia.
' qnx AW, Ay “Mr. MONTAGUE. »Mr. Speaker, I voted “no.” I amr
Seophal, Bank v Rzt ookt ey e with Mr. CockRaN. I desire to withdraw my vote and answer
Carew Echols Herrick Lankford ‘present,”
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The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call the gentleman’s name.

The Clerk called the name of Mr. MoNTAGUE, and he answered
“ Present.”

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, my colleague from Rhode
Island, Mr. Burpick, is unavoidably absent. He directed mre
to state that if he were present, he would voie for this bill

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

On motion of Mr. PorTER, a motion to reconsider the voie
whereby the resolution was agreed to was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the title will be amended
so as to read: * Joint resolution terminating the state of war
between the Imperial German Government and the United States
of Amrerica and between the Imperial and Royal Austro-Hun-
‘garian Government and the United States of America.”

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSEXCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr.

Cockrax, until June 22,
ADJOURNMENT,

Mr. MONDELL. M. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn,

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 54
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned, under the order previously
made, until Wednesday, June 15, 1921, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

TUnder clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

164. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting protest
against the $200,000 appropriation for hydroelectric power at
Great Falls, Va., being placed on the Army appropriation bill;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

165. A letter from the Chairman of Federal Trade Commis-
sion, transmitting report on the profits of country and terminal
grain elevators; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

166. A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, transmitting
request that the bill H. R. 2394, Union Calendar No. 68, regu-
lating the salmon fishing in Alaska, be passed at once; to the
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev-
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington, from the Committee on the
Territories, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 8208) to au-
thorize and provide for the manufacture, maintenance, distribu-
tion, and supply of electric light and power within the district
of Hamakua, on the island of Hawaii, Territory of Hawaii, re-
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report
{No. 168), which said bill and report were referred to the
House Calendar.

He also, from the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion, to which was referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res, 153)
permitting the admission of certain aliens who sailed from for-
eign ports on or before June 8, 1921, and for other purposes, re-
ported the same with amendments, accompanied by a report
(No. 169), which said joint resolution and report were referred
to the House Calendar.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas, from the Committee on the Terri-
tories, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 6211) to ratify,
approve, and confirm an act duly enacted by the Legislature of
the Territory of Hawaii entitled “An act to amend an act enti-
tled “An act to authorize and provide for the construction, main-
tenance, and operation of a street railway or railways in the
district of Honolulu, island of Oahu,’ enacted by the Legislature
of the Republic of Hawaii, July 7, 1898, and granting a fran-
chise to the Honolulu Rapid Transit & Land Co. to operate a
street railway in the district of Honolulu, providing for the
operation of the same, and providing for the purchase of the
same by the city and county of Honolulu,” reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 170), which
said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. KAHN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which
was referred the bill (8. 674) to provide for the equitable dis-
tribution of captured war devices and trophies to the States and
Territories of the United States and to the District of Columbia,
reported the same with amendments, accompanied by a report
(No. 171), which said bill and report were referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, the bill (8. 851) authorizing
the Secretary of War to make seftlement with the lessees who
erected buildings on a 5-year lease on the zone at Camp Fun-
ston, Kans.,, and for other purposes, was reported from the
Committee on Military Affairs and referred to the Committee on
War Claims.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CARTER: A bill (H. R. 7092) for the purchase of a
site and erection thereon of a public building at Madill, Okla.;
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. T093) for the purchase of a site and erec-
tion thereon of a public building at Marietta, Okla.; to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7094) for the purchase of a site and the
erection thereon of a public building at Idabel, Okla.; to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7095) for the purchase of a site and the
erection thereon of a public building at Antlers, Okla.; to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7096) for the purchase of a site and erec-
tion thereon of a public building at Wilburton, Okla.; to the
Committée on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7097) for the purchase of a site and the
erection thereon of a public building at Hugo, Okla.; to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill' (H, R. 7098) for the purchase of a site and the
erection thereon of a public building at Poteau, Okla.: to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. DARROW : A bill (H. R. 7099) to provide for cele-
brating the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the sign-
ing of the Declaration of Independence by holding an interna-
tional exhibition of arts, industries, manufactures, and products
of the soil, mine, and sea in the city of Philadelphia, in the
State of Pennsylvania; to the Committee on Industrial Arts
and Expositions.

By Mr. SANDERS of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 7100) to amend
and reenact subdivision (a) of section 209 of the transporta-
tion act, 1920; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 7101) to pro-
hibit the collection of a surcharge for the transportation of
persons or baggage in connection with the payment for parlor or
sleeping car accommodations; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R. T102) to fix standards for
hampers, round stave baskets, and splint baskets for fruits and
vegetables, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Coin-
age, Weights, and Measures.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7103) to establish the standard of weights
and measures for the following wheat-mill and corn-mill prod-
ucts, namely, flours, hominy, grits, and meals, and all commercial
feeding stuffs, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Coin-
age, Weights, and Measures.

By Mr. MORGAN: A bill (H. R. T104) providing for the pay-
ment of pensions monthly ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BUTLER : A bill (H. R. 7T105) to correct the status of
certain enlisted men of the Navy and Naval Reserve Force, and
for other purposes ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr, LINTHICUM : A bill (H. R. 7106) to aid in stabilizing
the coal industry; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. FOCHT : A bill (H. R. 7T107) authorizing the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia to grade Varnum Street NW,
between Fourteenth and Sixteenth Streets NW.; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. STEENERSON : A bill (H. R. 7T108) authorizing a per
capita payment to the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota from their
tribal funds held in trust by the United States; to the Committee
on Indian Affairs. ¢

By Mr. TAYLOR of Arkansas: A bill (H. IR. 7109) to accept
the cession by the State of Arkansas of exclusive jurisdiction
over a tract of land within Hot Springs National Park, and for
other purposes ; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. VOLSTEAD : A bill (H. R. 7110) to amend an act en-
titled “An act to codify, revise, and amend the laws relating
to the judiciary,” approved March 3, 1921; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. KAHN : A bill (H. R. T111) authorizing the Secretary
of War, the Attorney General, and the Secretary of the Navy,
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jointly, to make settlement of damages and compensation due
by the United States for infringement of radio patents con-
nected with the prosecution of the war, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Military-Affairs.

By Mr. HAUGEN: A bill (H. R. T112) to prevent hoarding
and deterioration of, and deception with respect to, cold-storage
foods; to regulate shipments of cold-storage foods in interstate
and foreign commerce; and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. LONDON : Joint resolution (H.J. Res. 157) declaring
the state of war between the United States and Germany and
the state of war between the United States and the Imperial
and Royal Austro-Hungarian Government to be at an end, and
providing for the calling of an international and interparlia-
mentary conference for the working out of a basis of world
peace; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. KINDRED : Resolution (H. Res. 114) for the appoint-
ment of o committee from the House of Representatives to inves-
tigate certain insurance companies; to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington : Resolution (H. Res. 115)
for the immediate consideration of House joint resolution 153 ;
to the Committee on Rules. .

By Mr, TINKHAM : Resolution (H. Res. 116) directing the
Committee on the Census to make inquiry respecting the extent
to which the right to vote is denied or abridged to certain eciti-
zens of the United States; to the Committee on Rules.

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the Legislature
of the State of California relative to the protection of American-
grown hops ; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State
of Illinois regarding the relations between the State of Illinois
and the United States and regarding the League of Nations,
bonus for soldiers, militarism, and Federal taxes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State of
California relative to the memorializing and petitioning the
President of the United States and Congress to establish by
proper legislation a bureau or department of publicity; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State of
California relative to the construction by the United States
Reclamation Service or other public agency in Long Valley,
Lassen County, Calif., of a unit of the Truckee-Carson project
under construction by the United States Reclamation Service
in Nevada ; to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands.

By Mr. BARBOUR : Memorial of the Legislature of the State
of California relative to the protection of American-grown hops;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of California
relative to the establishment by the Government of a bureau of
publicity; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of California
relative to the extension of the franking privilege: to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of California
relative to the rank of lientenant general; to the Commitiee on
Military Affairs.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of California,
relative to the construction by the United States Reelamation
Service at Long Valley, Lassen County, Calif., of a unit of the
Truckee-Carson project; to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid
Lands,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS,

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resoluotions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BECK: A bill (H. R. T113) granting a pension to M,
C. Cronk; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. CARTER : A bill (H. R. 7114) to remove the charge of
desertion from the name of George W. Smith ; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7115) grauting an increase of pension to
Ellie A. Hill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, & bill (H. R. 7116) granting a pension to Mary E, Reed ;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T117) granting an increase of pension to
Rosie Lambert ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T118) authorizing the Secretary of War to
donate to the city of Wilson, State of Oklahoma, one German
cannon or fieldpiece ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7119) authorizing the Secretary of War
to donate to the city of Hugo, State of Oklahoma, one German
cannon or fieldpiece ; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. T120) -authorizing the Secretary of War to
donate to the eity of Durant, State of Oklahomsa, one German
cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. T121) authorizing the Seeretary of War to
donate to the city of Caddo, State of Oklahoma, one German
cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7122) authorizing the Secretary of War to
donate to the city of Marietta, State of Oklahoma, one German
cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. T123) authorizing the Secretary of War
to donate to the city of Madill, State of Oklahoma, one German
cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7124) authorizing the Secretary of War
to donate to the city of Talihina, State of Oklahoma, one Ger-
man cannon or fieldpiece ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7125) authorizing the Secretary of War
to donate to the city of Fort Towson, State of Oklahoma, one
German cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. T126) authorizing the Secretary of War
to donate to the eity of McAlester, State of Oklahoma, one Ger-
man cannon or fieldpiece ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7127) authorizing the Secretary of War
to donate to the city of Wilburton, State of Oklahoma, one Ger-
man cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. T128) authorizing the Seecretary of War
to donate to the city of Idabel, State of Oklahoma, ene German
cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R, T129) authorizing the Secretary of War to
donate to the city of Antlers, State of Oklahoma, one German
cannon or fieldpiece ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7130) authorizing the Seeretary of War
to donate to the city of Poteau, State of Oklahoma, one German
cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7181) authorizing the Secretary of War
to donate to the city of Ardmore, State of Oklahoma, one
German cannon or fieldplece; to the Committee on Milita
Affairs. 4

Also, a bill (H, R. 7182) authorizing the Secretary of War to
donate to the city of Healdton, State of Oklahoma, one German
cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. COUGHLIN (by request) : A bill (H. . T133) for the
relief of George Weiss; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. ELLIOTT: A bill (H. R. T134) granting a pension
to Hliza P, Pike; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: A bill (H. R. T185) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Mary E. Holt ; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KNUTSON: A bill (H. R. 7136) granting a pension
to Louisa A. Pennock ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McFADDEN : A bill (H. R. T137) to eorrect the mili-
tary record of Edwin F. Chamberlin; to the Committee on Aili-
tary Affairs.

By Mr, McCPHERSON: A bill (H. R. 7138) granting a pension
to Nancy J. Whittington ; fo the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7189) granting a pension to Seaborn A,
Frost; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MORGAN: A bill (H. R. 7140) granting a pension to
Catherine Rodgers; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 7141) for the
relief of the heirs of Henry H. Johnson; to the Committee on
War Claims,

By Mr. PATTERSON of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 7142)
granting an increase of pension to Josephine C. Browning: to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PERKINS: A bill (H. R. 7143) granting a pension to
Lydia A. Campbell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T144) antaerizing the Secretary of War to
donate to the borough of Washington, N. J., one German cannon
or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. ROACH: A bill (H. R. 7145) for the relief of Joseph
R. Lawson ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SINCLAIR: A bill (H. R. 7146) for the relief of
J. O. Daglum; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Arkansas: A bill (H. R. 7T147) for the
relief of Henry A, Shepard; to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: A bill (H: R. 7148) granting
a pension to Kitty B. Reynolds; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. TOWNER: A bill (H. R. 7149) authorizing the Sec-
retary of War to donate to the town of Lineville, Towa, one
geﬁrtpau cannon or fleldpiece; to the Committee on Military

[lrs,
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By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R. 7T150) granting a pension to
Margaret V. Reckard; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R. T151) granting a pension
to Mary I, Green; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WOODYARD : A bill (H. R. 7152) to amend the mili-
tary record of William M. Cheuvront; to the Committee on
Military Affairs,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’'s desk and referred as follows:

1268. By the SPEAKER (by request) : Petition of 3,000 citi-
zens of the State of Iowa, favoring recognition of the Irish re-
public; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1269. By Mr. BARBOUR : Resolution from the members of
the First Congregational Church of Porterville; the members
of the Church of the Brethren of Empire; the Methodist Epis-
copal Church of Turlock ; and the California State Church Fed-
eration of Los Angeles, all in the State of California, urging
a conference on the reduction of armament; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs,

1270. By Mr. BUTLER: Petition of the Washington meeting
of the religious Society of Friends urging disarmament; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs. .

1271. By Mr. CAREW : Petition of New York Piano Manu-
facturers’ Association regarding daylight saving; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1272, Also, petition of Brewers’ Union, No. 1, 243 East Eighty-
fourth Street, New York City, urging the passage of the Mills
bill (H. R. 5351) ; to the Committee on Labor.

1273. By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petition fronr the Civic

Forum of Citizens of Beloit, Wis,, urging the President to eall

an international conference for reduction in armaments; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1274. By Mr. DALLINGER : Petition of the Sunday School,
Hillside Union Congregational Church, Medford, Mass., favoring
the calling of an international conference to discuss the gues-
tion of disarmament; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

1275. By Mr. FENN: Resolution of the General Assembly of
the State of Connecticuf, favoring the amrendment of Senator
GeorGE P, McLeaN to House bill 4803, concerning increase in
Navy appropriation ; to the Committee on Appropriations.

1276. Also, petition of the vestry of St. John's Parish, of
Hartford; the Congregational Church of Farmington; and the
Chureh of Christ, Congregational, of Suffield, all in the State
of Connecticut, seeking disarmament; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs,

1277, By Mr. FULLER : Petition of theaters of Rockford, Ill.,
opposing proposed tariff on film stock; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

1278, Also, petition of Loecal Union No. 82, International Hod
Carriers, Building, and Common Laborers Union of America,
Streator, Ill, opposing the passage of House bill 3716; to the
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

1279. Also, petition of the military policy committee of the
American Legion, indorsing the recommendation of the Secre-
tary of War as to the strength at which the Army should be
maintained and opposing recall of troops from Germany ; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

1280. Also, petition of the congregation of the Third Presby-
terian Church of Rockford, Ill., favoring the calling of a con-
ference of the leading nations for the limitation of armaments;
to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

1281. Also, petition of Freedom Unit, La Salle County (TIl.)
Home Bureau, favoring the passage of the Sheppard-Towner
maternity bill; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. :

1282, By Mr. FUNK: Petition by Rev, R. L, Steed and con-
gregation of Methodist Episcopal Church of Saybrook, Ill., urg-
ing the calling of a conference of the prinecipal nations of the
world for consideration of a proposition for limitation of arma-
ments by agreement; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1283. By Mr, GALLIVAN : Petition of Second Congregational
Church, Codman Square, Dorchester, Mass,, Rev. Vaughan Dab-
ney, pastor, requesting world disarmament by international
agreement; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1284. By Mr, GOODYKOONTZ: Resolution of the Ohio-West
Virginia Grow-up Council, Service Star Legion, memorializing
Congress with respect to legislation in behalf of ex-service men
who are disabled; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

1285. Also, petition of the Women's Club of Huntington,
W. Va, urging the passage of the Smith-Towner bill; to the
Committee on Education,

1286. Also, petition of the First Baptist Church of Parkers-
burg, W. Va., urging that the President call a conference of the
nations to consider the question of limitation of armament; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1287. Also, resolution of the Church of the Good Shepherd, at
Parkersburg, W. Va., urging that President Harding call a
meeting of the nations for the purpose of considering the
limitation of armament; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1288, Also, resolution of the Business Men’s Association of
Fairmont, W. Va., relating to rates on second-class mail; to the
Commitiee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

1289. Also, evidence in support of House bill 6724, to correct
the military record of James Niece; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

1280. Also, petition of students of West Liberty State Normal
School, West Liberty, W. Va., urging the passage of House bill
T; to the Committee on Education.

1201. Also, memorial of Berkeley County (W. Va.) Farm
Bureau, urging the passage of the cooperative marketing bill;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

1202, Also, memorial of Berkeley County (W, Va.) Farm
Bureau, urging the passage of the Dowell road bill (H. R.
5693) ; to the Committee on Roads.

1203. Also, memorial of Berkeley County (W. VYa.) Farm
Burean, urging the passage of the truth in fabrie bill; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1204. By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Petition of First
Methodist Episcopal Church of Aberdeen, Wash., favoring an
amendment to the Constitution to effect the abolition of polyg-
amy ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1265. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of 185 New York City resi-
dents, urging the passage of House joint resolution 18; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

1296. By Mr. KNUTSON: Petitions of James Brophy, Sol-
diers Home, Calif.; Robert Hicks, Portland, Oreg.; John Haley,
Hot Springs, 8. Dak.; and George S. Raper, Two Harbors,
Minn., favoring the passage of House bill 5; to the Committee
on Pensions.

1297. Also, petitions of Mary B. Westnedge Auxiliary, No. 10,
Department of Michigan, United Spanish War Veterans; Cor-
poral Harold W. Roberts Unit, No. 6, United Veterans of the
Republie, San Francisco, Calif; Edward S. Matthias Camp, No.
46, United Spanish War Veterans; John H. Martin, New Haven,
Conn. ; Auxiliary of the United Spanish War Veterans, Depart-
ment of Washington and Alaska; Captain Alfred E. Hunt Camp,
No. 1, United Spanish War Veterans, Pittsburgh, Pa.; United
Spanish War Veterans, Department of New York; and Edwin
B. Beckwith, New Haven, Conn., favoring the passage of Housc
bill 4; to the Committee on Pensions.

1208. By Mr. MORIN: Petition of the Street Car Employees,
Denison, No. 85; Tile Marble Helpers, Local No. 20; Stone
Masons’ Local, all of ‘Pittsburgh, Pa., urging the call of a con-
ference of nations for consideration of reduction of armaments ;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1299. Also, petition of the Hazlewood Christian Church: the
Congregation of Christ, Protestant Episcopal; and the Social
Workers’ Club, all of Pittsburgh, Pa., urging the eall of a confer-
ence of nations for consideration of reduction of armaments; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1300. Also, petitions of the First Baptist Church of Swissvale
and Christian (Disciples) Church of Homestead, both in the
State of Pennsylvania, urging the call of a conference of nu-
tions for consideration of reduction of armaments: to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

1301. By Mr. RAKER: Statement by the Chicago Air Mail
Pilots, relative to the Maywood Field; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads. Also, petition of Max G. Cohen,
counselor at law, New York City, relative to the compensation
of United States distriet court clerks; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

1302. By Mr. ROUSE: Petition of Kentucky Press Associa-
tion, signed by J. C. Alcock, secretary, protesting against the
repeal of the present law on postage on second-class mail
matter; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

1303. By Mr. RYAN: Petition of Herman William Dulber-
ger and 17 others of New York, asking recognition of the
republic of Ireland; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1304. By Mr. SANDERS of New York: Petitions of the con-
gregations of St. Luke's Church, of Attica; Trinity Church, of
Warsaw;-and St. Paul’s Church, of Darien Center, all in the
State of New York, urging the calling of an international con-
ference for the purpose of securing an agreement for the imme-
ﬁt? reduction of armaments; to the Committee on Foreign

airs,
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1305. By Mr. SINCLAIR : Petition of mass meeting of citizens
at Devils Lake, N. Dak,, urging the recognition of the Irish
republic; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. {

1306. By Mr. THOMPSON : Petition of congregation of the
First Lutheran Church of Lelpsic, Ohio, urging proper reduc-
tion of armaments by the nations of the world; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

1307. Also, petition of congregation of St. John's Lutheran
Church of Leipsie, Ohio, urging proper reduction of armaments
by the nations of the world; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

1308. By Mr. TOWNER: Petition of G. S. Buchtell and
numerous citizens of Coin, Iowa, asking for correction of unjust
practices employed in the Internal Revenue Service; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

1309. By Mr. TREADWAY : Resolution of St. John's Church
of Williamstown, Mass,, indorsing the plan of calling an inter-
national conference for consideration of disarmament; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1310. Also, petition of Second Baptist Church of Holyoke,
Mass,, in support of movement for international disarmament;
1o the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1311. By Mr. WOODYARD : Petition of West Virginia Farm
Bureau Federation, relative to good-roads legislation; to the
Committee on Roads.

SENATE.
Turspax, June 14, 1921.
(Legislative day of Monday, June 18, 1921.)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The unfinished business will
be pr with.
THE MEAT-PACKING INDUSTRY.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 6320) to regulate interstate and
foreign commerce in live stock, live-stock products, dairy prod-
ucts, poultry, poultry products, and eggs, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon the
amendment in the nature of a substitute reported by the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. -

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, in talking with quite a number
of Senators, I find that there seems to be a desire that I should
see if an agreement can not be reached for a final vote on the
bill.

Mr, LODGE. There should be a quorum call.

Mr. NORRIS. 1 thought probably those Senators who are
here had better be consulted first, because we shall have to get
a quorum anyway: for the purpése of considering the unanimous-
consent request.

Mr. SMOOT. I think we had better have a quorum and
then let the request be presented. A number of Senators may
desire to be heard on it.

Mr. NORRIS. The rule provides that the roll must be called
after a unanimous-consent request is presented.

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator desires to proceed in that way, I
have no objection. It will not take very long to eall the roll.
Why not have a quorum call now? -

Mr. NORRIS. With the view of seeing if an agreement
can be reached for a final vote and in order to get Senators
here for that purpose, I suggest the absence of a guorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secreiary will eall the
roll.

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

Ashurst Gerry McCormick Sheppard
Ball Gooding McCumber Simmons
Borah Hale McKellar Smith
Brandegee Harreld MeKinley Smoot
Broussard Harris McNary Sterling
Bursum Harrison Myers Sutherland
Calder Heflin Nelson Swanson
Camerpn Hitcheock New Trammell
Capper Johnson Newberry Underwood
Caraway Jones, N. Mex, Nicholson Wadsworth
Culberson Jones, Wash, Norris Walsh, Mont,
Cummins Kendrick Oddie Warren
Curtis Kenyon Overman Watson, Ga,
Dial Keyes Owen Willinms
Dillingham Ladd Penrose Wolcott
Ernst La Follette Phipps

Fernald Lenroot Pittman

Fletcher Lodge Poindexter

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-nine Senators have
answered to their names. A quorum is present,

LXI—161

CIRCULATION PRIVILEGE OF BONDS.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to call up the bill (8. 1914) to amend an act approved
April 4, 1917, being an act to authorize an issue of bonds. The
bill has been on the table for some days at the request of the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BRANDEGEE] to await the return
of the chairman of the Commiitee on Banking and Currency.
Having returned, he tells me he will not object to the bill being
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. I ask
unanimous consent to call up the bill for the purpose of moving
that it be referred to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator from Georgia that if
the chairman of the Committee on Banking and Currency has
no objection I shall have none, but if there ever was a bill that
should go to the Committee on Banking and Currency or the
Committee on Finance it is this measure.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Georgia
moves that the bill be referred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

The motion was agreed to.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

Mr. WARREN presented a resolution of sundry citizens of
Sheridan County, Wyo., favoring the enactment of legislation
creating an agricultural foreign trade financing corporation,
with a capital stock of $50,000,000, to be advanced by the United
States, which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

Mr. HARRIS presented resolutions of the Board of Commis-
sioners of Roads and Revenue of Bacon County ; Commissioners
of Roads and Revenue of Liberty County; Commissioners of
Roads and Revenue of Polk County; Road Commissioners of
Polk County; and the board of governors of the Tifton Board
of Trade of Tifton, all in the State of Georgia, favoring the
enactment of legislation to aid the States in the construction of
rural post roads, which were referred to the Committee on Post
Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. CAPPER presented a resolution of the pastor-and con-
gregation of the First Methodist Episcopal Church of Galena,
Kans., favoring the calling of an international conference for
the purpose of discussing the question of disarmament, which
was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented five resolutions of sundry citizens of
Kansas City, Kans,, favoring the recognition of the Irish re-
public by the United States Government, which were referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations. -

He also presentéd a resolution of Golden West Lodge, No.
1216, United Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Employees
and Railway Shop Laborers, of Salina, Kans., protesting against
the enactment of a sales or turnover tax law, which was referred
to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented a telegram in the nature of a petition of
the State public utilities commission of Topeka, Kans., praying
for the enactment of legislation imposing a protective tariff on
oil, which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. McLEAN presented a resolution of sundry citizens of
Hartford, Conn., favoring the recognition of the republic of
Ireland by the United States Government, which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented resolutions of the congregation of the First
Church of Christ of Suffield; the congregation of the Congrega-
tional Church of Farmington; the pastor and congregation of
St. James Church, of Hartford; the congregation of St. Johns
Parish, of Hartford; the pastor and congregation of the Green-
field Hill Congregational Chureh, of Fairfield; sundry members
of the Immanuel Congregational Church, of Hartford; and a
resolution adopted at the annual meeting of the Hartford Coun-
cil of Churches, at Hartford, on June 3,1921, all in the State of
Connecticut, favoring the calling of an international confer-
ence for the purpose of discussing the question of disarmament,
which were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a resolution of Harry W. Congdon Post,
No. 11, Department of Connecticut, American Legion, of Bridge-
port, Conn., favoring the enactment of legislation for publishing
in the press of the United States the names and addresses of
all persons who claimed and received exemption from military
service during the World War on the ground that they were
aliens and subjects of foreign powers and denying such persons
the right of American citizenship, which was referred to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

He also presented petitions of sundry members of the Woman's

Board of Missions of New Haven; the pa%tor and congregation

of Dwight Place Church, of New Haven; and the Eastern Con-
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