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Frank J. Aldrich to be postmaster at Pike, N. H., in place
of I. J. Aldrich., Incumbent’s commission expired January
30, 1921,

NEW YORK.

Rennie T. Dayton to be postmaster at Center Moriches, N. Y.,
in place of B. B, Tooker. Incumbent’s commission expired May
24, 1920,

Herbert L. Smith to be postmaster at Cortland, N. Y., in
place of Hugh Duffey. Incumbent’'s commission expired March
2, 1919.

Henry J. Chichester fo be postimaster at Bast Moriches, N, Y.,
in place of H. J. Chichester. Incumbent’s commission ex-
pired December 20, 1920.

Frederick W, Ashenhurst to be postmaster at Little Falls,
N. Y, in place of W. H. Nolan. Incumbent's commission ex-
pired March 28, 1920. -

Frank BE. Dickens to be postmaster at Middleville, N. Y., in
place of J. F. Mumford. Incumbent’s commission expired
March 22, 1920.

Jumes Kilby to be postmaster at Nyack, N. Y., in place of
A. A. Blackledze. Incuiubent’s commission expired January
12, 1918.

Lottie Allen to be postmaster at Perrysburg, N. Y., in place
of I'. H. Cantillon. Incumbent’s commission expired January
18, 1920.

NORIH CAROLINA.

Justus E. Armstrong to be postmaster at Belmont, N. C,, in
place of D. I’, Stowe, resigned.

XORTH DAKOTA,

William C. Farman, jr., to be postmaster at Hankinson, N,
Dak., in place of ¥. O. Hunger. Incumbent’'s commission ex-
pired May 15, 1920.

OHIO,

Smith T. Meyers to be postmaster at Amaunda, Ohlo, in place
of L. L. Reed. Incumbent’s commission expired March 16, 1921.
Carl W. Appel to be postmaster at Lucasville, Ohio, in place
of J. M. Cockrell, resigned.
OKLAHOMA,

John L. Coyle to be postmaster at Rush Springs, Okla,, in
place of G. H. Crittendon. Incumbent’s commission expired
April 26, 1920, -

PENNSYLVANIA.

Lucinda Abbott to be postmaster at New Eagle, Pa, Office

became presidential January 1, 1921.
SOUTH CAROLINA.

Bessie P. Lamb to be postmaster at Enoree, 8. C, Office be-

came presidential April 1, 1921,
WASHINGTON,

Oscar A. Kramer to be postmaster at Asotin, Wasl., in place

of A, H. Graves, resigned.

CONFIRMATIONS.

Drecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate October 22
(legislative day of October 20), 1921.
Measers oF THE RENT CoMMISSION OF THE DISTRICT OF
CoOLUMBIA.

A. Leftwich Sinclair.
Mrs. Clara Sears Taylor.
William F. Gude.

ASSAYER 1IN THE MINT.

Ambrose E. Moynahan to be assayer in the mint at Denver,

Colo.
POSTMASTERS.

ARIZONA,

Charles L. Beatty, Nogales.

NEW JERSEY.
Clara €. Hurry, Atco.
Laura Mennel, Maple Shade.
Lurelda Sooy, Somers Point.

OHIO.

Frank A. Gamble, Van Wert.

OKLAHOMA,
William B. Carroll, Okemah.

RHODE ISLAND,
Ernest P. Shippee, North Scituate,

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO,

WITHDRAWALS.

Erecutive nominations withdrawn from the Senate October 22
(legislative day of October 20), 1921,

Pro>MOTIONS IN THE NAVY,

The nomination of Ensign George B. Birdsall, for temporary
service, to be an ensign in the Navy from the 6th day of June,
1919, in accordance with a provision contained in the act of
Congress approved June 4, 1920,

Lieut. Mark A. Mangan, United States Naval Reserve Force,
to be an ensign in the Navy from the 4th day of June, 1920, in
accordance with a provision contained in the act of Congress
approved June 4, 1920,

SENATE.
Moxbay, October 2}, 1921.
(Legislative day of Thursday, October 20, 1921.)

The Senate reassembled at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration
of the recess,

Mr. PENROSE.
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll

The roll was ealled, and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Mr. President, I suggést the absence of a

Ashuyst Gerry MeLean Shortridge
Borah Gooding McNary Simmons
Brandegee Hale Moses Smoot
Broussard Harreld Nelson Spencer
Bursum Harris New Stanley
Cameron Hiarrison Newberry Sterling
Capper Heflin Nicholson Sutherland
Caraway Hitcheock Norbeck Swanson
Culberson Johnson Oddie Townsend
Cummins Jones, N. Mex. Overman Trammell
Curtis Kellogg - Owen Wadsworth
Dial Kendrick Page Walsh, Mass,
Dillingham Keyes Penrose Walsh, Mont.
du Pont Kin Pittman Warren
Edge La Follette Poindexter Watson, Ga.
Ernst Lenroot Pomerene Watson, Ind,
Fletcher MeCormick Ransdell Willlams

rance McKellar Reed Willis
Frelinghuysen AMeKinley Sheppard

Mr. McKELLAR. 1 wish to announce that the Senator from
Towa [Mr. Kexyox] is detained at a hearing before the Clom-
mittee on Edueation an. Labor.

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

SENATOR FROM PENNSYLVANIA,

AMr. PENROSE. Mr, President, I rise to a question of privi-
lege. I present the credentials of Hon. WrirLiaar E. Crow as
a Senator from Pennsylvania and ask that they be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The credentials will be read.

The reading clerk read the credentials, as follows:

IN THE NAME AND BY AUTHORITY OF THE
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT,
To the President of the Scnate of the United Stutes:

This is to certify that pursuant to the power vested in me by the
Constitution of the United States and the laws of the State of F‘enn-
sylvania I, William €. Sproul, the governor of said State, do hereby
appoint WiLLian E. Crow a Senator from sald State to represent
sald State in the Senate of the United States until the vacancy therein
caused by the death of the Mon. PHILANDER C. Kx0X is filled Dby
election as provided by law.

Witness : His excelleney our governor and our
at Harrisburg this 17th day of October,

[SEAL.]

By the govcrnor :

seal hereto affixed
in the year of our Lord 1021,

Wat. C. 8provr, Govcrnor,
. BERXArD J. Myeus,
3 seerctary of the Commonwealth,
The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the credentials
will be placed on the files of the Senate.

Mr. PENROSE. I ask that Mr. Crow be now. permitted to

‘| take the oath of office.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
forward and be sworn.

Mr. Crow, escorted by Mr. PeNkose, advanced to the Vice
President’s desk, and, the oath prescribed by law having been
administered to him, he took his seat in the Senate.
JOURNAL, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, HAWAITAN LEGISLATURE,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the secretary of the Territory of Hawaii, trans-
mitting, pursuai.t to law, copy of the journal of the House of
Representatives of the Eléventh Legislature of the Territory
of Hawali, regular session, 1921, which was referred to the
Committee on Territories and Insular Possessions,

The Senator appointed will come
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PETITION.

Mr. HARRIS presented a resolution adopted by the Bain-
bridge (Ga.) Board of Trade, favoring the proposed objects
contemplated in holding the conference on limitation of arma-
ments, particularly a drastic reduction of naval and military
expenditures so as to decrease taxation, which was referred to
the Commitiee on Foreign Relations.

BILLS INTRODUCED,

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

By Mr. SMOOT:

A Dbill (8. 2618) to authorize the exchange of certain lands
within the Wasatch National Forest, Utah; to the Committee
on Publie Lands and Surveys.

By Mr. POINDEXTER :

A Dbill (8. 2619) granting an increase of pension to Annie
King; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FRANCE:

A Dbill (8. 2620) to create a board of adjustment, which shall
constitute a wage board and board of appeais for employees of
navy yards and arsenals, and to define its powers and dutles;
to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. WADSWORTH ;

A bill (8. 2621) authorizing the President to dispose of cer-
tain arms and ammunition seized in pursuance of the act ap-
proved June 15, 1917, along the Mexican border; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

" By Mr. LODGE:

A bill (8. 2622) to incorporate the Ameriean Mathematical

Society ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

AMEXNDMENT OF TAX REVISION BILL.

Mr., KING submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to House bill 8245, the tax revision bill, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

TAX REVISION.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 8245) to reduce and equalize taxa-
tion, to amend and simplify the revenue gect of 1918, and for
other purposes,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is upon agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from Rhode Island to the
amendment of the committee, proposing to insert seection 210.
The amendment to the amendment will be stated.

The Reaving CLErk. It is proposed to amend section 210 by
inserting in the proviso on page 23, line 1, after the words
“United States,” the words:

For ench taxable year up to and including the calendar year 1921—

And by adding the following proviso at the end of line 2,
page 23:

Provided further, That for the calendar year 1022 and each calendar

year thereafter, in the case of a citizen or resident of the United States,

the rate unpon the first $5,000 of such excess amount shall be 2 per
cent ; the rate upon the second additionsl §5,000 of such excess amount
shall be 4 per cent; the rate upon the third additional $5,000 of such
excess amount shall be 6 per cent.

Alr. PENROSE. On that I ask for a vote, Mr. President.

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts. My, President, I wish to
make a few observations about the pending amendment. A very
general and serious criticism that has been made of this reve-
nue bill is that it is diseriminatory. In relieving our people of
the war burdens of taxation the bill as reported has sought to
relleve only two classes of our citizenship, the highly successful
corporate interests of the country and the extremely wealthy
class. Every Senator in the Chamber who has spoken against
‘the measure has referred to this fatal weakness—its favoritism
fo certain classes.

Personally, I think that there is a good deal to be said in
favor of the removal of some of the war-time tax burdens from
the corporations of this country; I think there is something to
be said in favor of lessening somewhat the high surtaxes upon
the extremely wealthy class of this country; but there is noth-
ing that can be said in favor of removing the burdens of taxa-
tion from those two classes without relieving also the great mid-
dle class of American people—those of moderate incomes. The
sume arguments for relief apply to all alike. All classes should
at once have their taxes lowered.

'pon what theory was the tax law framed during the World
War? I was not in the Senate; but I have been told again and
again that great care and consideration were given in the meas-
ure with the end in view of making the corporation interests; the
wealthy class, and the great middle class of individuals, equally
bear the financial burdens of the war. All were to pay in equal

proportion the taxes which were necessary to be levied and
thereby provide revenue which had to be raised in order suc-

cessfully to wage the war. If it is true that all were burdened
alike, on the theory of ability to pay, then the pending Dbill is
subject to very serious criticism, in that it has not sought in
distributing relief to extend it equally to all classes.

Three classes were to be heavily taxed when we sought to
raise taxes in order to meet the expenses of the war. Every
individual was required to pay an income tax, those possessing
wealth or receiving excessively large incomes were to pay sur-
taxes, and the corporations of the country were to pay corpora-
tion taxes of various kinds. The war is over, but the burdens of
the war remain and will eontinue for years to come; the neces-
sity of raising money to pay for the expenses of the war will
exist for years fto come; yet in the very first effort to relieve
the people of the country, to readjust our burdensome taxes,
what has been suggested by the majority party of this Senate?

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachn-
setts yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield.

’;\{r. PENROSE. Will the Senator permit an inquiry at that
point?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Certainly,

Mr. PENROSE. Hasg the Senator from Massachusetts any
idea as to how much revenue the Treasury would be deprived
of under the amendnment he is discussing?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes, sir.

Mr. PENROSE. What is the Senator’s estimate of that
amount?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts.
be about $135,000,000.

Mr. PENROSE. 1 am informed that it would be nearer
$150,000,000.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. T must say to the chairman
of the Committee on Finance, with all due respect to the ex-
perts, that I never yet have obtained the same answer from
the experts on a second or third inguiry when attempts huve
been made to ascertain what the losses or gains were to be from
certain forms of taxation. I do not say that in any criticism
of the experts, because I think it is very often impossible to
obtain a uniform answer.

Mr. PENROSE. I agree with the Senator from Massachu-
setts, and I know that it is difficult to get more than an ap-
proximate estimate in reference to these matters. The differ-
ence hetween $135,000,000 and $150,000,000 is considerable, but
it is evident, whichever figure may be correct, that there would
be a great loss of revenue involved. I should like to ask the
Senator from Massachusetts what substitute he has in mind for
this loss of revenue?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I shall be very glad to (lis-
cuss that matter when I develop my argument.

Mr. PENROSE. Of course, it would be a wonderfully e
sirable thing if the amendment could be adopted and the revenue
eonld be made up from some other convenient source.

Mr. POMERENE. May I have the attention of the chairman
of the Committee on Finance?

Mr. PENROSE. Yes.

Mr. POMERENE. The figures which the Senator from Peun-
sylvania has just given were the same as the estimates given on
Saturday afternoon last?

Mr. PENROSE. Yes.

Mr. POMERENE. At that time the senior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Lobge] suggested that he desired an adjourn-
ment so that more definite information on the subject might be
obtained. Has the Senator from Pennsylvania obtained that
information or are the fizures which he now has given simply
confirmatory of the statement which was made on Saturday
last?

Mr. PENROSE. I think that the Senate is in possession of
figures which are approximately near enough to show a very
substantial loss of revenue and to justify the query as to the
source from which the deficiency shall be made up.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President—-

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I want to resume my nrgu-
ment. and I shall be glad to answer the question asked by the
Senator from Pennsylvania later. However, I wiil yield now to
the Senator from North Carolina.

‘Mr. SIMMONS. I think the figures which were given by
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] on Saturday Iast
are correct—at least, those were the figures which I under-
stand were furnished by Mr. MeCoy—that $135.000,000 would
be lost by the adoption of the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. GERRY. The Senator from North Carolina is correct
The figures were around $135,000,000, which estimate was agreed
to by Mr. McCoy.

I am informed that it would
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AMr. SIMMONS, That is my understanding. Will the Senator
from Massachusetts parden a further interruption?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Certainly.

Alr. SIMMONS. While I recognize the fact that if any of
the taxes proposed to be imposed by the pending bill are Te-
duced it will be necessary to make np the loss of revenue in
some other way, it does not seem to me that that is a con-
clusive answer and even a good answer to make why-an mnjust
tax should not be éliminated.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Exactly. If there is an un-
just tax in the law, it should be eliminated and some other
method found to raise the revenue that is necessary.

Now, Mr. President, I wish to vesume my argument in refer-
ence to the bill generally. There ave two defeets in this bill
that must certainly condemm it before the country. Although
a great deal has been dene to improve the bill as reported out
by the majority of the committee by amendments which have
been suggested on the floor—and, no doubf, the bill will be
improved further by other amendments which will be sug-
gested later—yet there are still left in the bill errors or dis-
crepancies which make it absolutely indefensibie.

The first is that this bill reduces the taxes of profit-making
corporations and increases the taxes of all nonprofit-making
corporations. That' can not be denied. Every corporation
which has been making more than 14 per cent will have its
taxes reduced. while every corporation which has been mak-
ing from 1 to 14 per cent will have its taxes increased. That
iz what it means to take off the -excess-profits tax and te in-
erease the ineome corporation tax from 10 to 15 per cent. That
is liow thig change is going to work ent.

Mr, FLETCHER. Mr. President, will the Senator point
out how that is brought about?

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. At the present time all cor-
perations are iaxed 10 per cent on their net income, and those
that make a profit of vver 8 per cent on their invested capital
have, in addition, to pay an excess-profits tax. The excess-
profits tax is to be eliminated, but a flat increase from 10 to
15 per cent is to be made on the net income of all corporations
regardless of whether or not they make excess profits. What
will be the result? The result wiil be that all corporations
earning less than 8 per eent on their capital stock and now
only paying 10 per cent on their net income will after ithe en-
actment of this bill have to pay 15 per cent, so that the poor,
struggling, limited profit-making corperations will have their
burdens of taxation inereased under this bill, notwithstanding
the faet that it is a peace time, not a war tax, bill which
seeks to lessen the burdens of taxation rather than to increase
them. To cover this injustice T have an amendment 1o propose,
which I shall discuss later. Now, recurring to the other propo-
sition——

Mr, POMERENE. Mr. President, are all excess-profits taxes
éliminated?

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts. All excess-profils taxes of
every kind and description have been eliminated in this bill,
and in their place an increase from 10 to 15 per cent has been
made in the corporation net income tax. That will apply to
every corperation, whether it makes excess profits or not.

AMr. POMERENE. Mr., President, what is the argument
* which is used in favor eof increasing the corporation tax on
those corporations earning the lesser percentage of profits and
advancing it on those nwith the higher percentage of profits?

Alr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The only argument that I
know is that 450,000,000 has been taken away from the Treas-
ury of the United States by the elimination of the excess-profits
tax, and seme means—some way—has got te be found to make
up that loss. The enly means, so far as I have been able to see,
that have been suggested in this bill are to inerease from 10
1o 15 per cent the net income tax upon all co X

AMr. POMERENE. So, Mr. President, it must follow then that,
instead of decreasing the taxes of the corporations which were
wecasioned by the war, we.are increasing them if they have a low
earning power?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is absolutely the fact.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, did I understand the Senator
from Massachusetts to make the statement that he could pes-
wibly see his way clear to support a propesitien to redoce the
surtax adinstinent very comsiderably in case the -excess-profits
taxes arve retained?

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I do mot think that I quite’

cateh the purport of the question of the Senater from Pennsy

vania. I have been trying to say that I can see something in
‘the argument for the reduction or the elimination of the excess-
profits tax; I can see foree in the argument for the reduction
of the surtaxes; but I can not see amy foree whatever in-the
aemovil or the reduction of those taxes while not one single

cent is taken off the mormal tax which the average moderate-
income citizen must pay. That is one of the fatal weaknesses
of the bill,

If the Benator from Pennsylvania and these who stand
sponsor for this hill desire to confound their enemies and to
prevent any apposition schatever from any political party to
this bill, they have it in their power to do so by going before
the ceuntry and saying: “Yes; we have reduced the excess-
profit taxes of corperations, we have reduced the surtaxes of
the wich, but we have also reduced the taxes of the three mil-
lions or mere of people svho pay only a normal tax or a very
slight surgax.” 1 repeat, they can confound their enemies, they
can stifle the eppesition to this bill in the country and in this
Chamber with a propesition of reducing the taxes on all classes
and not merely on two classes. Why the majority fail to
see their epportunity to stifie opposition is incomprehensible.
Who are these people that the Senator from Rhode Island sug-
gests in his amendment should be given some relief?

Alr. POMERENE. Mr. President, let me ask a further ques-
tion. I.am asking these guestions because I am obliged to go to
4 colmiftee meeting. As we were only relieving those who pay
the surtaxes and the excess-profits taxes, what reason is there to
differentiate them from the others which prompted the pending
measure ¥

Mrp. WALBH of Massachusetts. AMr. President, the Senater
from Ohio has suggested a very pertinent question. The reason
is this: The earporations are organized. The wealthy class are
organized. They have political influence. They are prominent
in the leadership of political parties. They have mantained a
propaganda that has been tremendous in favor of the reduction
of their taxes. On the other hand, the normal tax class are
unorganized, they have no propaganda agencies, they have no
political infinence in shaping legislation. There has been no
propaganda whatever in favor of the reduction of the taxes of
the average citizen of Ameries, the great middle elass, Those
taxpayers are busy earning an honest and comfortable liveli-
hood: they have no time to lobby. I repeat, who are they?
The very backbone of America. They are the men of limited
incomes; the men who have incomes of from $1,000 to $15,000,
whom somehody has described as the  bone and sinew” of
America.,

A great deal has been said here ghout the excess-profits tax
and the high surtaxes taking money of the eapitalistic class
away from preduction enterprises. It is.claimed the productive
forces and the financial investinent class have limited and re-
stricted their business ventures because of these high surtaxes
and the excess-profits tax. Let us see. Who are the citizens
who do not invest their money in tax-exempt securities, but who
build homes and who buy stoeks in the industrial enterprises of
this eountry? MWho are the group that do mere for production
than any other class in this country? YWhe arve those who take
chances by investing in uneertain and mew business undertak-
ings? It is the man who, with a capital of 850,000 or $100000,
has an income of $5,000 to $15,000 per year. It is the man who
has a salary of $5,000 or $10,000 a year. That is the great
investing class. That is the class that buy the-industrial bonds,
That is the class that buy the industrial stocks. That is the
class that invest in real estate. The other class put their money
into the most conservative investments, More than half the
Members of this body are lawyers, and we have all had to deal
with estates; and what have been the securities that you have
found in the estates -of the very wealthy class? Tax-exempt
securities almost invariably ; but you will find that the men who
have a capital of $100,000, yielding an income of $5,000 a year,
invariably invest in those investment securities that pertain to
the industrial life of the eountry and are included in what we
call the preductive class of dnvestments, Not one weord has
been spoken for this c¢lass, There is not one sentenee in this
bill to give afterawvar relief to this great class of American cit-
izens. They are still to bear the same tax burdens as during
this war. Searcely one penny will come off their tax bills: but
the great profit-making corporations and the wealthy surtax
payers are to receive the first relief that this Government gives
at the end of a war which was won by the sacrifices of all, the
poor as well as the rieh.

How can you face the veters of America? You can go before
a public audience in America and ask those who pay the excess-
profits tax to stand up and tell them that the Republican Party
is entitled to their support beeause you have eliminated their
taxes, You ecan ask the taxpayers who have incomes of over
$100,000 to stand up in any public audience and ask them to be

to you. But what of those who have incomes of $5,000
or §10000? What shall you say to them? You must say to
them: “The Republican Party has forgotten you, has refused
in any substantial manner to lessen your tax burden, potwith-
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standing the fact that the war is over, and notwithstanding the
fact that there has been a general revision of our war taxation
laws."”

Of course if during the war you had let the individual off
free, or with very little taxes, and you had unitedly—for I
understand it was a practically unanimous vote, Democrats and
Republicans—agreed that the war should be paid for by the
rich alone, then you would be justified at this stage in reliev-
ing only the rich; but, my friends, the utmost care, the utmost
study and thought was given to the prineiple of making those
best able to pay earry their proportion of the tax burden im-
posed upon the American people during the war, and the fizures
were worked out so admirably well, increasing the burdens
step by step as incomes and profits accumulated.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetis. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Just at that point, to illustrate
what the Senator is saying, I eall his attention to the fact that
the administration published their program in August, and
put the whole country on notice that their intention was to take
§430,000,000 off the excess-profits taxpayers, $262,000,000 from
the railroad companies or those who bought the tickets of the
railroad companies, $90,000,000 from the surtaxes of the ex-
tremely rich, and $15,000,000 from those who can buy expensive
furs and sporting goods. They said so in August, and the
Democratic Party had a fine opportunity to go before the coun-
try on that issue, and did not do so.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Democratic Party has
always lost the confidence of the American people when it has
abandoned domestic issues, and made the international issues
paramount.

My, WATSON of Georgia, 1 agree with the Senator.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Democratic Party's
strength in this country is its program upon domestic issues,
its position on economic questions, with instilling the masses
of the American people with confidence in its ability to cham-
pion their cause, and to hold back and to check the selfishness
and the greed of that class of extremely rich who look to the
Government to relieve them of burdens of taxation and to ex-
tend special privileges to them.

Do you want to make this measure nonpartisan? Do you
want to stifle Demoecratic opposition Do you sant to remove
this issue from the next eampaign? There is one way of doing
it. Say to the country that all, every class, rich and poor, those
of limited income and those of excess-profit incomes, shall be
equally relieved in part of the burdens of war taxation. .

I can not understand why the Senators upon the other side
of the Chamber have allowed this bill to be reported and are
about to enact it into law, leaving this weapon in the hands of
the minority, and, as the Senator from Ohio [Mr. PorERENE]
says, without even discussing its merits.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Certainly.

Mr. PENROSE. Will the Senator permit me to call his atten-
tion to a matter which he seems to have overlooked, or not to
have reached?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes.

Mr. PENROSE. The Senator does not mention the addi-
tional exemption of $500 to married persons in the case of in-
comes not in excess of $5,000, and the additional exemption of
£200 each for dependent children, causing a loss in revenue, I
am informed—and I only speak approximately; I do not think
it is seriously disputed—of $70,000,000 to relieve the particular
c¢lass that the Senator now maintaing is being oppressed, not
to mention the relief to the extent of what I am informed is
roughly $355,000,000 from the taxation under the present law
on Incomes not over $68,000. The Senator has that in mind,
has he?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes, Mr. President; I have
in mind the relief to which the Senator refers which is given
to the heads of families, which, in the most extreme cases,
amounts to only about $20 to each individual, and the relief to
which the Senator refers extends only to that class of taxpay-
ers whose income is between $2,000, or $2,500 under the new
amendment, and $5,000. It is a mere trifle. It does not begin
to give any substantial relief to the class under $5,000 income
and no benefit to the class with over $5,000 incomes.

There is nothing whatever in this bill, I know the chairman
of the committee will agree, which lessens the normal tax upon
individuals. Is not that a fact?

Mr. PENROSE. It is a relief to the extent of $70,000,000.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. A relief throngh exemptions,
not through a rate reduction. Heads of families numbering
millions are relieved $70,000,000 under this bill. Corporations,
only a few thousand of them, are relieved $450,000,000, by the
elimination of the excess-profits tax. It is very easy to give
figures. I have seen figures given one day and denied the next.
It is all a guess. I do not mean to say these men do not mean
and intend to give us their very best judgment, but the conditions
in this country to-day are such that no man can tell what the
yield in taxes will be from any eclass or any tax in the coming
year, and I think the chairman of the committee will agree with
me about that, - -

Mr. PENROSE. The Senator from Massachusetts has been
very courteous in permitting interruptions. I want to make
only one more statement, and then I shall cease to interfere
with the trend of his very able argument. He talks lightly
of an income of $400,000,000 from corporations. He loses sight
entirely of the additional 5 per cent tax imposed in the bill
as it stands on corporations. which will reduce the loss to the
Treasury to some $310,000,000.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. What does the Senator say
will be the increase in the net income corporation tax if we
increase the tax from 10 to 15 per cent?

Mr, PENROSE. Two hundred and sixty-seven million dol-
lars. It iz hardly fair to proclaim to the Senate and to the
country that $400,000,000 is being given up and entirely over-
look the little item of $267,000,000.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetfs. I say to the Senator from
Pennsylvania that that is an outrageous tax. To compel the
nonprofit-making corporations to pay $267.000,000 in order to
relieve the profit-making corporations of paying $450,000,000 is
worse than the failure to reduce the normal tax.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, that statement is hardly
worthy of the Senator. The tax is on net income and can
not be collected from a nonprofit-making corporation.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Does the Senator from
Pennsylvania say that the change of net-income tax from 10
to 15 per cent does not mean an increase in the tax on cor-
porations that have not been making excess profits?

Mr. PENROSE. On the net income.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Exactly. I say it does,

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President—- }

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield.

Mr, WATSON of Georgia. I can say, in answer to my good
friend the Senator from Pennsylvania, that the official reports
of the Internal Revenue Bureau show that there are 10,000
corporations out of thirty thousand-odd which have made net
profits of $38,000,000,000 in the last five years, and most of
those are in the Senator’s own State, I may say.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. For what year was that?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I said for the last five years.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. During the war period. Does
the Senator know what the profits are now? :

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. We were not in the war five years.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. No; but the last five years in-
clude the war period. Does the Senator know what were the
incomes of those corporations for the last year or two years?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I could tell the Senator by a

-reference to the reports, but it would take me some few min-

utes to look up that information. °

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. That is gunite true, but I thought
perhaps the Senator had it in mind.

Mr., WATSON of Georgia. Not just at this moment; but I
can easily refer to it, and will do so if the Senator from In-
diana wants the information.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Of course, the increase of 5 per
cent in the corporation-income fax, as my friend from Massa-
chusetts well knows, Is an increase of 50 per cent in the tax
on the net incomes of corporations, and, of course, net income
means profits of the corporations.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Exactly; but the dividing
line, I think the Senator from Indiana will agree with me, is
said to be 14 per cent; in other words, the taking off of the
excess-profits tax and the increasing of the net corporation
income tax from 10 to 15 per cent results in increasing the
taxes of all corporations that have made heretofore from 1 to 14
per cent, while it relieves and lessens the tax of those who
have made in excess of 14 per cent.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, with the permission
of the Senator from Massachusetts, I will say to my friend the
Senator from Indiana that the reports of the United States Steel
Corporation show that, after all deductions made for taxes and
the enormous salaries drawn by such men as Elbert Gary, that
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one corporation has made more net profits every year during its
existence than all the milliong of men, women, and children,
white and black, engaged in agricultare.

Myr. WATSON of Indiana. In the first place, I dispute the
Senater’s figures.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. The Senator is disputing those ef
the Steel Corporation, if he does.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. In the next place, the Senator for-

gets the great number of people who are engaged in werking for |
that institution; and, again, the Senator does not state what |
_rate of interest that represents on the money originally invested

or at present invested in the Steel Corporation. However, we
are wandering away from the argument.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. ¥Yes; and the Senator will wander
away a little further if the Senator from Massachusetts will
allow me to make him wander.

Air. WATSON eof Indiana. 1 am not a bit alarmed about that
proposition, I will say to my namesake from Georgia. When
we come to discuss the question of aggregate wealth, the returns
upon investment, and all that sort of thing, I shall be very glad
to go into that with the Senator.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I wil say to the Senater from In-
diana that I have studied that questien very closely, and that
the Steel Trust, as we commonly call it, takes out, as a part of
its expenses, all the wages it pays its men, whom it works day
and night, Sunday and Menday, whereas the agricultural class
do not allow anything at al for the labor of the man, the wife,
and the children.

Mr. WATSON of Indiasa. I shall be very glad to go into
all that at the proper time. I weuld be delighted to do it, but
this is not the proper time. I want now to ask the Benator
from Massachusetis a tion.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Why should we not diseuss it right
now?

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Because it is wide apart from the
purpose of the discussion we now have before us. We might as
well talk about the doctrine of the transmigration of the soul.

Mpr. WATSON of Georgia. If the Senator from Indiana wishes
to lower his flag and salute it as he does so, that is his privi-
lege.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. I want to ask the Senator from
Massachusetts a question. Of course, it is the primary business
of the Committee on Finanece to in some way obtain revenue to
run the Govermment, If the amendment preposed by the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island were adopted it would mean g loss in
revenue of a hundred and thirty-five million dollars. Will the
Senator kindly tell us where the Government would get that
much revenue to make up that loss?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There are many ways in
which we could get the revenue; but I will say right off, with-
out very much reflection, that I woeuld get the revenue, first of
all, by not eliminating all excess-profits taxes—eliminating only
a part of the excess-profits taxes. Let me repeat—Senators on
the other side of the Chamber know that I have not been very
much of a partisan in my attitude on this bill—what I gaid be-
fore: You have two serious weaknesses or defects in this bill
which make an issue between the Democratic Party and the
Republican Party. One is your treatment in this bill of over
150,000 corperations whose taxes are increased, the poorer cor-
porations, so called, by increasing the tax from 10 per cent to
15 per eent of their incomes; secondly, while reducing the taxes
of the profit-making corporations and of the exiremely wealthy,
you have failed to give any relief to the millions who are not
wealthy and do not belong to the corporation-profit class or
surtax elass.

Mr. McLEAN. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. T yield.

Alr. McLEAN, Does the Senator from Massachusetts know
whether the United States Steel Corporation pays an excess-
profits tax or not?

AMr. WALSH ef Massachusetts.
this year, and has not the past year.

Mp. McLEAN. Then, as far as that corporation, which has
been mentioned with so much vigor by the Senator from
Georgia, is concerned, it would not he affected by the provision
relating te excess-profits taxes.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. T think, if the Senator will
permit me a moment, ene of the fatal defects of this bill alse
is that we are abandening forever the principle of taxing
profits.

Mr, McLEAN. If the Steel Corporation does not pay an
exeess-profits tax this year, we are inereasing their taxes by

I understand it will not

this bill, acéording to the view -of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes; that is true.

AMr. McLEAN. Adding 50 per cent to it.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. We are inereasing the tax on
their net income; that is very true.

Mr. McLEAN, So that the faveritism for corporations com-
plained of by the Semator from Georgia is mot earried out by
the Senator from Massachuset(s.

Mr. WALSEH of Massachusetts. That is true; but, while a
corporation like the United States Steel Corporvatien, which
does not pay excess profits beeause of its watered stock, has
to pay an iucrease upon its met inceme, the United States”
‘Bteel Corporation is enly one of the 99 other corporations which
bave been making less than 14 per cent, and will have to pay
a higher tax than they have in the past.

What are we going to do about it? What can be done about
it? A tax bill which relieves the excess-profits tax elass, which
relieves the surtax class—and there are arguments for relief to
both those classes—and a tax bill which relieves the normal tax
of the individual is almost immune from any political attack
or any attack from an econemie tax standpeint.

Mr, WATSON of Georgia. 1 would like te ask the Senstor
from Massachusetts and my good friend the Senator from Con-
necticut, why a Government pretending to adminizter equal and
exacet justice to all men should allow any eorporation to make
excessive profits?

Alr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I will answer the Senator by
stating that, in my opinion, the only way to stop profiteering in
this country, and the only way it will .ever be stopped, is through
@ tax upon excess profits beyond a certain amount.

Alr. WATSON .of Georgia. That mecessarily follows, Mr,
President. 3

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is the only way to stop
it. Coenfiscate excess profits and prefiteering will stop.

Mr, WATSON of Georgia. If any body, corporate or other-
wise, makes excessive profits, theve must be those who make no
profits at all.

Mr. PENROSE. M. President, will the Senator from Geor-
gia permit an inquiry on that point?

Mr, WATSON of Georgia. Certainiy.

Mr. PENROSE. I am curious to know, Mr. President, what
weuld be the idea of the Senator from Georgia about this case:
Suppose a corporation—the United States Steel Corporation
or any other—went through a period of five years, for instance,
witheut making a penny, when there were hard times or a
period of depression from any ecause. Does he contemplate
making up the losses? Do not the good years have to be
nddedq to the lean years to make a geneval average over 20
yeors?

Mr. WATBON of Georgia. T would like to ask the Senator
what corporations there were which made losses during the
war? We had the dellar-a-year men. Did they lose any money,
the men who worked for us at a dollar a year?

Mr. PENROSE. I thivk they all came here prompted solely
by patriotism, and at great sacrifice.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. And they made a lot of money
out of it, too. They bought and sold to and from themselves.

Alr. PENROSE. I do net know about that. They were here
regavdless of party, and I never suspected the motives of any of
them. Ar. Bavuch, one of the leading Demoerats of the coun-
try, Mr. Ryan, and others, were here performing gallant service,
together awvith men like Mr. Vauclain, 3Ir. Schwab, and others,
Whether they made or lost, I do not know. I do not think the
incentive of profit ever entered into the thought of any of them.
But that was an extraordinary time. I vefer to times of peace.
Suppose there are extraordinary profits during one year, and
five years of lean profits, or no profits showing during a period
of 10 years, an even standoff, is it the theory of the Senator
from Georgia that the bad years eught to be made good by
taking away frem the good years?

Mr. WATSON of Georgin. JMr. President, I will answer the
Senator with all the eandor of my mature and with what knowl-
edge I have of ecomomic questions. 1 think that every cor-
poration and every individual has a perfect right to malke a fair
profit on his investment, replacement in the way of repairs, and
then a reasonable amount for his personal services in managing
hig business. I ealled attention to the fact that the high courts
of New York passed on that very question two or three years
ago and fixed the limit of net profit, absolutely net profit, of
one of these trusts at 8 per cent. T will say that there is not a
corporation or an individual in all the world who is subject to
‘competition and the law of supply amd demand who ean make
excessive profits unless Ire stenls frem somebody.
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Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, 1ét me put in
another way what I have been saying.

Mr. REED. Mr. President

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts.
Missouri.

Mr. REED. By courtesy of the Senator from Massachusetts,
I wish to say this: The Senator from Pennsylvania makes the
point that there should be no excess-profits taxes, because a
corporation making a profit this year and being subject to a tax
upon it might not make any profit next year, and that because
the corporation might make no profit next year it should not
be taxed upon its profits this year.

If that principle applies to the question of excess profits it
ought to apply everywhere. If a man enjoys an income this
year of $10,000 he must pay upon that income, although next
year he may not make a single penny. If we are to let the
gentleman off who makes excess profits this year becanse he
may have a loss next year, we ought to let the individual oft
this fear who has made a profit because next year he may make
nothing. That principle applied would wipe out all taxes, for
all of us are liable to make losses in a year or at any time,

The fallacy has been advanced in behalf of the profiteer, but
not in behalf of the common people of the land. If it is true,
I repeat, with reference to the excess profits 1 man may make
this year that he is entitled to employ them to recoup his pos-
sible losses next year, then out of my income, if I had one, of
$20,000 this year I ought to be allowed to recoup, or not to pay
taxes, because next year I may make no money at all. So the
argument advanced hardly rises to the dignity of a fallacy. It
is not logic; it is mere slobber.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, what I have
been trying to say amounts to this: In undertaking to revise a
war-tax measure we, the Senate of the United States, have
undertaken to relieve the burdens of the war from only two
classes. How much do those classes deserve consideration? I
have on my desk, but shall not take the time to read it, a state-
ment of the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr, Mellon, in which he
enid that every concelvable device that the most ingenious law-
yers in America could invent has been resorted to by the rich
Flass to avoid taxation, and yet that is the class that is given
first consideration at our hands.

Mr., WATSON of Georgia. I would remind the Senator from
Muassachusetts that the Supreme Court of the United States re-
cently said the same thing in a decision.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. You have listened only to the
loudl voices of protest of the excess-profits taxpayers and the
excess-surtax payers. The murmurs and whisperings of discon-
tent of the millions who are unorganized, who belong to your
own political party and my political party, who control and own
no press propagandists, who can hire no able lawyers, evidently
have not reached you. Practically no relief whatever has been
extended to them under the provisions of the pending bill.
Change the corporation tax from 15 per cent to 10 per cent, and
reduce the normal tax, and the opposition to this measure will
melt like snow in the spring sun. Your forgetfulness of this
class spells defeat for this measure with the American people
when it is submitted to them. You can not afford to do it. The
normal tax class needs relief to-day. They are among the un-
employed class. Their incomes, too, have been reduced. Not
only the great manufacturing inferests of the country, but the
farmer and the cotton planter and the professional man, with an
income of a few thousand dollars, have had to curtail living
expenses and have had to bear a great many hardships as the
result of the husiness depression throughout the country.

So 1 ask you Republican Senators before the bill is finally
put in shape for enactment to be able to say to your enemies,
“ Yes; we have reduced the war-tax burdens from every: class,
from the unorganized and the organized, from the rich, from the
middle class, from the poor, from the man with a family, and
from the man with an income of substantially from $5,000 to
$10,000.”

If the amendment propoged by the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Geruy] fails, I am going to move an amendment which I
have, which will give the "Senate an opportunity to decide
whether it is willing to go halfway. The amendment of the
Senator from Rhode Island seeks to reduce the normal tax on
incomes of less than $35,000 from 4 per cent to 2 per cent, on
incomes from $5,000 to $10,000 from 8 per cent to 4 per cent, and
on incomes between $10,000 and $15,000 from 8 per cent to 6
per cent.

The amendment which I shall offer seeks only to reduce the
normal #ax on incomes of less than $5,000 from 4 per cent to 3
per cent and on incomes between $5,000 and $10,000 from 8 per
cent, which the law provides now, to 6 per cent. * So we will

I yield to the Senator from

have an opportunity to see if even that small reduction is going
to be given to the normal taxpayer.

Mr. President, while I am on my feet I wish to refer to two
other amendments which I think should be made. The chair-
man of the committee I know is very anxious to have a vote on
the amendment and anxious to have the bill disposed of. How-

,ever, I wish to refer to two other parts of the bill which I

think can be improved.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, on that point permit me to
say that I have listened with very great interest to the Senator's ~
able remarks, and I do not wish to have him feel that I am in a
bit of a hurry about his concluding. I am waiting anxiously
to know whether he has any thought in his mind as to how the
loss of revenue which would be brought about by the adoption
of the amendment he is discussing is to be made up,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am very glad the Senator
from Pennsylvania has renewed his suggestion as to how this
loss of revenue can be made up. First of all, if it is unfair
not to treat all these classes alike we ounght not to consider
how we can make up the revenue until after we have removed
any unfairness in the measure, But let us assume that this
is a fair normal tax upon the individual and that we are in
a desperate plight for revenue.

There are innumerable ways in which this can be made up.
One is suggested in an amendment by me, a tax upon gasoline,
That tax was suggested by the best expert in America as
probably a proper tax, a tax upon luxury, so that every gallon
of gasoline used in pleasure riding by those ‘vho use automobiles
would pay a tax of 1 cent or 2 cents. Let me say that the
refiners of gasoline are only about six or eight in number and
the whole tax would be paid by six or eight people in the
country. The estimated revenues, depending on whether the
tax is 1 cent or 2 cents, would vary from $50,000,000 to
$200,000,000.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President, does the Senator believe
that a tax of 1 cent or 2 cents a gallon would be paid out of
the profits of the refiners, or would it be paid by the users of
the gasoline?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think It would be paid
largely by the users of gasoline, and I think they are one class
that could afford to pay a tax. The class that have traveled
upon the steam railways for the last few years have had to pay
a tax, and I do not see any objection to the class which can *
afford to ride in motor cars paying a tax upon the gasoline that
propels them.

Further, the corporation capital-stock tax could be doubled
and practically a sufficient revenue obtained from that source to
meet this obligation,

Thirdly, the surtax reduction and the excess-profits tax re-
duction could be =o scheduled as to permit this reduection in the
normal tax of the individual.

You may ask the question, How are you going to get the
necessary revenue? But the individual normal taxpayer will
not ask that question when he reads this bill. He will say,
“TWho have had their taxes reduced? What has been done for
me? How much consideration have I been given? here is
my relief? Am I still to go on with practieally the same
burdens that I paid in the midst of this terrible war?” That
is the situation that exists in the bill as at present framed. It
is easy to find sources of revenue. I heard it suggested that a
meter ought to be put in every automobile, and that the Govern-
ment ought to fix a mileage charge, a rate per mile, which
would yield a very large revenue. The opportunities for getting
revenue are innumerable. We could increase the estate tax, if
necessary.

I repeat that I recognize the force of your argument for a
reduction in the excess-profits tax. i recognize the force of
your argument for a reduction in the surtaxes, I am not tak-
ing issue with you on that, but these arguments amount to nil
unless you also recognize the right of the great middle class,
the bone and sinew of American life, to be relieved a little of
the burdens of war taxation.

While I am on my feet I wish to refer to two other amend-
ments which I have to offer to the bill. A terrible leakage that
has come to the revenue of this country has been from the mak-
ing of gifts and the creation of trusts.

The able Secretary of the Treasury especially refers to this
means which is resorted to by the payers of heavy surtaxes in
order to escape taxation. I repeat, I have sympathy with the

argument that the surtaxes have been excessive, and ghat the
class upon which those taxes are imposed are entitled to some
reduction ; but gifts have been made by the possessors of large
incomes in order to reduce their taxes and to avoid the pay-
ment of the high surtax brackets and to bring their incomes
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within the lower brackets. Are we powerless to prevent such
evasion of our tax laws? Certainly not. That evil can be very
easily eliminated by an excise tax upon every gift; and I have
an amendment which at the proper time I shall offer to pro\‘id_e
for a tax upon every gift which is made, Every gift which is
made at death is now taxed. Why should not a gift which is
made by a man who is living be taxed? Why may I make a
gift to another to-day and have it pass untaxed, and if I die
and in my will make a gift to another such a gift have to bear
a tax? There is, of course, no answer to that gquestion.

Mr. McKELLAR. Has the Senator from Massachusetts any
figures as to how much such a tax would produce?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have not; and I do not
wish to discuss that matter now, but merely to refer to it while
I am on my feet. When I move my amendment I shall go into
the matter in detall,

Myr. President, a great deal has been said about tax-exempt
securities. Are we powerless to prevent the possessors of great
incomes escaping the taxes which we impose upon them in
good faith? Shall we make no effort to prevent their escaping
taxation? Can we do nothing but fold our arms and say, “ Go
on, go on; there is no law against it, and we do not propose to
devise any ineans of checking and restraining you"? I have
now on my desk a letter which I clipped last week from the
New York Times, which was written by a citizen of New York,
in which he made this bold assertion:

I have just completed the transfer of my entire fortune of $5300,000
into tax-exempt securities, and the politicians at Washington can do
what they damn please.

That is the attitude of some of these men. I do not propose
to let them escape, and I am going to ask the Senate to sup-
port an amendment which I shall offer which provides that on
the. death of a man whose estate is made up in any degree of
tax-exempt securities those securities shall be segregated and
a special tax be imposed upon them in addition to the estate
tax; in other words, I propose that we shall say to such a man,
“1If through the limitations of our constitutional power you
can escape during your life, when you die, and propose to be-
queath and devise tax-exempt securities to relatives and friends,
we propose to impose a tax upon them which will, in part at
least, bring back to the Government some of the revenue the
payment of which you have escaped.” I merely refer to these
proposed amendments now, but I believe we should give a great
deal of consideration to them, for, if adopted, I think they will
be helpful.

I wish now to say a closing word. Senators on the other

side of the Chamber have it in their power to remove this.

question from all political discussion ; they may take away from
this side of the Chamber every argument which we may urge
against the pending bill. Originally we drafted the law; its
present form is ours, for it was drafted as a war measure; but
if the majority shall do as well by the poor, struggling cor-
porations as they have done by the large corporations, and-if
they shall do as well and act as favorably and as kindly toward
the individuals with small incomes as they have toward the
individuals with surtax incomes, then, I repeat, opposition
from this side of the Chamber must disappear; it must pass
away ; because no man can object to the rich having their taxes
reduced if the poor have their taxes reduced ; no one can object
to a corporation having its taxes reduced if the individual
business man has his taxes reduced; but if Senators on the
other side pick out only certain classes to be relieved and
leave the others resting under their present burdens, they will
find the American people very resentful of a measure which
purports to be a tax-relief bill but which gives substantially
no relief to the great army of American taxpayers,

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator
from Massachusetts whether or not his proposal to impose an
additional succession tax on tax-exempt securities embraced in
large estates would be constitutional?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think so, if we segregate
the securities which are proposed to be taxed. We already tax
tax-exempt securities when they pass into an estate. I merely
propose to increase those taxes,

Mr. McLEAN. Are such securities now taxed?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Absolutely, Tax-exempt se-
curities do not go untaxed in an estate. I merely propose to
place a higher tax upon them; in other words, such securities
will be segrezated in the estate, and a higher tax will be placed
upon that class of securities on the theory that they have es-
caped taxation during the lifetime of the holder, I do not
think there is any doubt about the constitutionality of such a
tax, because it is practically a tax upon a gift.

l\Ili.' McLEAN, The Senator knows that taxation must be
equa

. Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Absolutely.

Mr, McLEAN. That is the point. It is not an equal tax on
a certain class of securities; it is an additional tax on such
securities,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes: but I am quite certain
that there is not any constitutional objection to gifts of a cer-
tain kind of securities being taxed differently from other securi-
ties. )

Mr. McLEAN., The Senator may be right, but the constitu-
tional question occurred to me,

Mr, SIMMONS. DMr, President, the classification of property
does not constitute inequality under the law, provided property
of the same class is all treated alike.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Of course, tax-exempt securi-
ties are a classification of securities distinet from other kinds of
securities, just as gasoline is different from tobacco; and in the
tax law there could be one rate upon gasoline and another rate
upon tobacco. So there would be one rate upon tax-exempt
securities and a different rate upon other kinds of intangible
securities,

Mr. McLEAN. There might be no distinetion whatever in the
securities. A community might issue a million dollars of tax-
able securities and another million dollars of nontaxable securi-
ties. In both instances the nature of the security would be the
same. That is a point whieh I think would have to be con-

sidered. -

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator does not mean to say that the
Constitution would be violated if the Government issues tax-
free securities and at the same time issues securities that are
not tax free?

AMr. McLEAN. Oh, no.

Mr. SIMMONS, We do not violate the Constitution in that
case. Neither would we violate the Constitution if after a man
dies we segregate his estate in two classes and impose ona
rate upon one class of property and a different rate upon another
class of property.

Mr. McLEAN. My point is that the tax-exempt security‘
might not be considered as another class, because it is secured
by precisely the same property; it is precisely the same nature
of security and belongs to the same class, except that in one
instance it is not taxed by the community and in the other
instance it is. I do not know, however, but that the Senator
may be right about it.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. After considerable study and
thought, I will say to the Senator from Connecticut, as to how
we could reach these securities, I have arrived at the opinion
that the method proposed by me is a perfectly legal method of
doing it.

Mr. McLEAN, I am frank to say that if it can be done, I
think it is worthy of consideration.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I know the Senator from Con-
necticut feels that some effort should be made in some way to
reach tax-exempt securities.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from Rhode Island to the amend-
ment of the committee.

Mr., PITTMAN, T ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. REED. 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 Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Ashurst Gerry MeKinley Sheppard
Borah Glass McLean Bimmons
Brandegee Gooding McNary Smoot
Broussard ala Moses Spencer
Bursum Harris Nelson Btanfield
Cameron Harrison New Bterling
Capper Heflin Newberry Sutherland
Caraway Johnson Nicholson Swanson
Culberson - Jones, N. Mex, Norbeck Townzend
Cummins Kellog Oddie Trammell
Curtis Kendrick Overman Wadsworth
Dial Kenyon Owen Walsh, Mass,
Dillingham Keyes Page Warren

du Pont Kinl‘s Penrose Watson, Ga.
Edg= La Follette Pittman Watson, Ind.
Ernst Lenroor Poindexter Willlams
Fletcher Loc((llge - Pomerene Willis
France MecCormick Ransdell

Frelinghuysen McEellar Recd

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-four Senators have an-
swered to their names. There is a quorum present,

Mr. REED., DMr., President, as a number of Senators have
come into the Chamber since the argument of the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. WarsH] was concluded, I desire to
take sufficient time merely to state the import of the pending
amendment in order that those Senators who did not have the
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henefit of the argument referred to may have full grasp of the
import of the amendment upen which we are about to vot_e.

Under existing law a surtax upon incomes begins at $5,000,
and by gradual raises is increased until the tax remains at 65
per cent upon all incomes in excess of $1,0600,000. This gradu-
ated seale imposes a tax of 32 per eent on incomes of $68,000.
The proposed bill at that peint continues to levy a 32 per cent
rate without any increases, no matter how large the inceme
may be.

The result is that some 12,000 millionaires, enjoying ineowmes
in excess of $68,000, are relieved of $00,000,000, as estimated.

The bill also proposes to wipe out entirely the excess-profits
tax, which amounts to $450,000,000. In a word, the standpatter
organization proposes to reduce the taxes upon the very rich |

and upon the profiteers in th: aggregate sum of $540,000,000. {

At this point a bloe was formed to prevent the passage of the'
iniquitous measnre. The bloc threatened to join with the
Demoerats and thus produce enough votes to overthrow the
measure. Thercupon a secret conference was held and a com-
promise worked out. The result of that compromise is that
surtaxes are to be levied as high as 50 per cent.

This would produce about $20,000,600 more of surtaxes than
would be paid under the standpatters’ bill, but will still re-
duee the revenues from surtaxes by the amount of $70,000,000,
At the same time the bloc has agreed to stand with the stand-
patters to remove the excess-profits tax. The result of the
‘trade, therefore, is that the bloc agrees with the standpatters
to help them take from the public revenues 520,000,000 in con-
sideration of the concession to them of $20,000,000; that is to
say, where the standpatters wanted to deprive the Government
of $540,000,000 from the profiteers and the very rich, the bloc
has agreed to aid them in their scheme, provided they will
reduce the amount they propose to.save the profiteer and the
very rich from $540,000,000 to $520,000,000,

Let me say to my friends of the bloe that 1 venture to pre-
diet that even this small concession will be taken away from
them; that when the bill gets into conference the leader of
the standpatters will see to it that the highest surtaxes are
agnin reduced te 32 per cent. When the bill gets back from
conference it will be rammed down the threats of the members
of the bloc and they will have to take it, no matter how much
they may gag. ;

The bloe having agreed to help the standpatters reduce the
faxes upon very large incomes, we are now asking them to
assist us in a very moderate reduction upen moderate incomes,
That is the effect of the pending amendment. In a word, we
are asking the bloc which is assisting the standpatters to re-
duce the tax upon very large ineomes to help the Demecirats
reduce the tax upon small incomes. We appeal fo them to
broaden the mantle of their sympathy, which now covers the
very rich, so that it may spread its protecting folds over folk
of moderate meaus.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, with the permis-
sion of my friend from Missouri, who has the floer, T will zay
to him for the information of the ether miembers of the agricul-
tural bloe that my colleague and myself represent an agrieul-
tural State, producing under normal conditions the second Iarg-
est erop of cotton in the Union, and we are no party te any
agreement of that sort. We are members of the agrienltural
bloe, but we are not going to vote in any such way as the Sen-
ator has stated.

Mr. REED. I thank the Senator. My understanding is that
there was an agricultural bloe which may be said te have vep-
resented in a certain sense the farming communities; that this
bloc appeared to be powerful enough by uniting its votes with
the Democrats to write this bill; that when this situation de-
veloped, some shrewd gentlemen closely allied with the stand-
patters got hold of a part ef the bloc and persuaded it that
the right thing to do was to compromise with the majority
leaders. Accordingly the majority leaders conceded to the bloc,
as T have said, an increase of surtaxes on inecomes of $68,000
and more, from a flat rate of 32 per cent to a graduated rate
running as high as 50 per cent; but that the bloc paid the fear-
ful price of agreeing to support the standpatters in reducing
the taxes upon excess profits and upon very high incomes.

1 exonerate the agricultural bloc as a bloe, but some of its
members were reached. The standpatters * plowed with some
of the agricultural heifers.” I repeat that these gentlemen of
the bloe, by whatever name they are known, have voted to re-
duce the surtaxes upon very high ineomes and they have agreed
to vote to wipe out the excess-profits tax.

It is said, in excuse for taking the tax off of excess profits,
that a corporation may make a very large profit this year and
it ought to be allowed to go tax free because next year it may
make no profit at all. Will you not please apply that to the

man with the income? The man with an income of $5,000
this year may not have a job next year. He may not make a
cent. The man who makes $2,000 this year may be walking
the streets hunting a job next year. The man who makes
$10,000 this year may be impoverished next year; yet you pro-
pose to tax him on: his income this year, and to make no allow=
anee for his loss next year. When, however, you come to the
profiteer, to the man against whose action criminal statutes
were sought to be framed in this Chamber, you propose to take
the tax off of him when he has made his profit; off of his
earnings, which sometiimes ameunts fo nothing but robbery,
scoundrelism, and to: do it on the pretext that next year he
may not malke any profit at all

Let us feed all the people of the United States with the same
spoon, If you are going to adopt that doctrine with reference
to the profifeer, why not adopt it with reference to every-
body ?

But, coming back to the immediate question I am discussing,
the tax burden rests mest heavily upon the man who has to
spend all that he makes, and we are asking some relief for that
min.  Youn have helped to take the tax off the man who does
not spend all he makes, who makes so much that he can nog
spend it. Will you uot help give a little relief to the man of
moderate income and mederate means who has to spend al
that he makes buying goods from profiteers whom yeu propose
to relieve from the excess-profits tax?

AMr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am in hearty sympathy with
what the Senator from Massachusetts and the Senator from
AMissouri have said upon this question. I know that there is
a desire upen the part of the ehairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, who has this bill in charge, to obtain a vote en if,
probably the latter part of this week. I suppose that -ar-
rangements have been made to pass this bill, which was ehar-
acterized: the other day by my colleague, the minority leader
[Alr, Usprrwvoop], as the worst tax bill ever presented to Con-
gress, and the able leader of the minority has had sevvice in
the two Houses of more than 20 years.

I do not want to delay unnecessarily action by the Senate
upon this measure. The responsibility is wpon the majority,
apd the majority will be held accountable for whatever measure
passes this Dody; but the country will suffer, as the Senator -
from Missouri says, and I feel, as one of the Members of this

body charged with the responsibility of doing what T ean fo

perfect legislation and to obtain the very best legislation pos-
sible, that we ought to take the time to condemn before it is
everlastingly too late some of the obnoxious, oppressive, and
tyrannieal provisions eontmined in this biil.

Certain Senators on the other side talk to us abeut “ seaking
the rich,” JMyr. President, there ave more loopholes and avennes
of escape in this bill for the mighty rich than any bill ever
presented to Congress.

Enough votes will be obtained on the other side, it seems,
to arrange for bringing down the taxes of these most able to
bear this burden and to uanload the taxes upon the men and
women least able to pay them. °*

Mr. President, it was never intended by those of us who
favored an income tax—and I am one of the men who sup-
ported it originally in the House—to reach out and get the
small man struggling to get upon his feet. We never intended
that the income tax should reach that class of people. We
intended that the income fax should reach a elass of people
who had been eseaping all taxation, and they did escape Fed-
eral taxation.

The common man has a tax burden on him in the loeality in
which he lives, He has a county tax, he has a State tax, and on
top of that n tariff tax when the Republican Party is in power.
So that is enough for him fo have to pay; but in order to make
the income tax law unpopular, you have reached out and spread
it over a larger eclass of people, men and women with little
capital struggling to get a start in the world.

If I had my way abeut it, I would not put an income tax
on any man or woman whose income was less than $6,000 a year.
If T had my way about it, I would arrange to collect all the
taxes under the head of income tax without calling any of it a
surtax. I would put it in the income tax straight, so that the
taxpayer would know when he had finished paying his taxes.
You have so drawn this bill that it will tnke a Philadelphia
lawyer to tell the common taxpayer when he is through paying
hig taxes. 'There will be thousands of instances under this pateh-
work bill that you have drawn where the taxpayer will be
called upon fo send in more taxes, although he holds a receipt
and thinks he has paid his taxes. That is going to happen
under the hidden provisions referred to by the minority leader
in his speech the other day.
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Why should you not simplify this bill g0 that the ordinary
man or woman will know, when you send him a notice about his
taxes, just how much his taxes are? They will not know that
under the bill that you are writing. Wlhat is your purpose,
Senators? The minority leader suggested that you were trying
to deceive both yourselves and the public. It is unfair for you
to do that. We ought to be very frank and open and above.
board in this legislation. This legislation affects very vitally
the people of this country. You are pulling at the purse stringg
of every man and woman in the country, and certainly they hava
a right to be heard.

1 know that you want to speed up and get quick action on
this bill, but I intend to enter my solemn protest before such
legislation gets through this body. Mr. President, has the time
come when we will have no debate at all in this Chamber?

An editorial in the Washington Post this morning threatens
those who stand here demanding light upon these tax provi-
sions which you are jamming into this bill. That editorial
suggests that you are going to meet earlier, and that you are
going to sit at night also, whieh is all right with me, and that
the time has come to do away with speeches and have a vote,
That is always the way with a man who has a bad case. He
does not want it talked about. He wants fo close the issue; he
wants to get it out of the sight of the people as soon as
possible. He wants to get it into that conference committee;
and. Mr. President, when it is delivered over to that conference
cominittee you may say farewell to it, for you will not know
it when you see it again. What they will do to that bill in
conference will be a plenty. Then they are going to expect
western Itepublicans to vote for it. T think I know some of
you who will not vote for it, but I am afraid that the tactics
of the old guard are having a very dangerous effect upon some.

Mr. President, what sense is there in a man paying a certain
per cent on a certain amount of income up to $10,000, then a
different per cent on an income up to $20,000, then 1 per cent of
surtax up to $10,000 and 2 per cent up to $20,000, and so on?
Why not simplify it and put it all under one head? I suppose
that it is done to confuse the people, and you are not going to
get away with it.

We had a remarkable situation here the other day. The
brilliant and genial Senator from Indiana [Mr. Watsox] called
upon the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Hircacock] to write a
certain provision. The Senator from Nebraska called upon
the Senator from Indiana to explain the provision,

The Senator from Indiana said, “ I understand it, but I am
not going to explain it.” What was the purpose of keeping secret
a tax provision which affects the purse of the American people?
Why should a Senator be permitted to carry a secret like that
around in his mind and not tell it to a Senator who is seeking
light, so that he may know how to vote intelligently? The
Washington Post, the mouthpiece of the administration, has an
editorial demanding that Senators sit with sealed lips while this
tax-gouging business goes on, and they unload this big tax burden
upon the small man, the man with but little eapital, the man
with moderate means, and upon the common necessities of
life.

That is what you are going to do. You are going finally to
_settle upon a sales tax. You are going to decide upon that and
unload this burden upon the consuming mass of the American
people. You are going to call it a manufacturers’ tax. That is
what the Senator from Utah [Mr. Saroor] wants,

Hete is the retailer, here is the wholesaler, and there is thg
manufacturer. They say, “ Let us put it on the manufacturer,
He is three times removed from the consumer.” Let me show
you how quickly it will get to the consumer. You lay that tax
on the manufacturer. The wholesaler walks up and says, “1
want $100,000 worth of goods.” The manufacturer says, “ All
right,” and makes him a price. The wholesaler says, “ Your
price has advanced. What's the trouble?” The manufacturer
says, “That advance is to cover the tax imposed by Congress.”
The wholesaler says, “Have I got to pay that?” The manu-
facturer answers, “ Oh, yes.” And he pays it.

The retailer comes up to the wholesaler. He says, “I want
$10,000 worth of goods to earry out yonder with which to supply
the people where I live. He says “ All right.” The retailer
says, “Give me your figures,” The wholesaler gives them to
him, and he says, “ The price has gone up.” The wholesaler
says, *Yes; that is to take care of the tax imposed by Con-
gress,” The retailer says, “Have T got to pay that?” The
answer is, “ Oh, yes.,”

Then the retailer goes to his store at home, and the consumer
comes in, a farmer out in the West, maybe, selling his corn and
hogs below the cost of production; he leads his bare-footed
children up to the counter, and he says, * Winter is here and I
want gome ghoes for my children. What is the price of shoes?"

The merchant gives him the price, and he says, * The price has
gone up, hasn't it?” The merchant says, ** Yes; that is because
of the tax imposed by Congress.” So they unload upon the bare-
foot children, npon the little boys and girls, upon the farmer
who is now selling his produce below the cost of production.
You are going to unload upon him.

Then what will happen? He has to mortgage his little farus,
and he has to sell it a little later on, and you turn him loose in
ihe road, without a dollar in the world, without a roof under
which to place himself and his family, and you have done it by
your burdensome taxation, while the Wall Street brigade, escap-
ing taxes, rides in pompous fashion to the musie of a brass band,
while they exclaim, “ Hurrah for ihe Republican Party! ™ That
is what you are doing,

I do not blame you for wanting to eut off debate. Senators,
you have a serious situation confronting you. This day you
are holding in power the Federal Reserve Board, your board,
which is using the money made out of the people at high rates
of interest to build marble banking establishments with bronze
doors costing $25,000 apiece. What do you think of that? No
wonder you want to shut off debate. Why do you not take this
money away from them and compel that board to put it out here
in the West to help tHe poor farmer who is selling his corn
to-day at about 20 cents a bushel? Why not put some of it in
the South to aid the farmer in obtaining at least the cost of pro-
duction for his cotton.

I told you the other day, Senators, that you could buy one of
these little saucers full of cornflakes for 15 cents. That does
not represent 50 grains of corn, Yet it costs within 5 cents of
what the farmer can get for a whole bushel of corn. That is
what is going on under your Republican administration.

We passed a resolution here the other day, offered by the
able and distinguished Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OvEg-
MAN], calling on the Federal Reserve Board to give us the facts
about the salaries in the New York Federal Reserve Bank, where
they increased the salary of the governor of that bank from
thirty to fifty thousand dollars, and increased eclerks' salaries
from twelve hundred to twelve thousand, from sixteen hundred
to sixteen thousand, from twenty-two hundred to twenty-two
thousand, and the like of that. We called on them to give us
the amounts paid at other reserve banks and how the salaries
had been increased in all of them. That board is located within
a mile of where we are sitting to-day, and we have been sitting
every day since that resolution was passed, except Sunday, but
we have not received the information sought. You Republicans
are just smiling. They are doing exactly what yvou want done.
You have the authority to turn that board out. I repeat what
I said to you before, that board has lost the confidence of the
honest business men of the South and West, and why will you
persist in holding that board in power?

I would not permit the farmer of the West to sell his corn
and hogs below the cost of production. I would not permit the
cotton producer to sell his cotton below the cost of production.

I have had a considerable number of letters from the West,
just as I have from the South, where by that deadly deflation
policy you denied the South and West money to hold their crops
off the market until the price would yield a profit. Those let-
ters told of distressing conditions that that policy produced.

I repeat that the corn man, the cattleman, and the cotton man
were all sacrificed under that ruthless policy.

Do you know what that board did? They commenced talking
about the Bank of England raising interest rates to 7 per cent.
Wateh the trail. The next thing it said the Bank of New York
raised the rate to 7 per cent, of course—Wall Street. The next
thing they put it into effect in the country. So it started in
England, leaped over to Wall Street, and then the Federal
Reserve Board took it up and passed it around through the
South and the West—7 per cent—and made it impossible for a
man to obtain money,

Your board created a condition that made the people bring
their Liberty bonds up and sacrifice them for $85 on the $100,
Your board created a condition that caused them to come to
the bank counter and stand there with these Government securi-
ties in their hands—4 per cent bonds, gilt edged, as good as gold,
you told them when you sold them. That board turned them
away from the bank and said you could not loan money on
them. What do you think of that?

The poor fellow who did everything in his power to lay by
a little money went to the bank and said, *“I want to help the
boys over yonder.,” I have seen them; I have spoken to them,
urging them to buy Liberty bonds. I have seen them take out
their handkerchiefs and wipe their eyes and say, “I will sub-
seribe for so much; I have a boy over there.,” They went down
to the bank and the bank said, “ That is all right; if you can
not pay for it now, you can pay for it month by month,” He
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said, * Good; give me $200 more or $250 more.” That was a
good deal for him. Then the time came when his cotton price
fell down 18 cents a pound under the cost of production, and
his obligation at the bank was due on the bonds. The bonds
fell in price, too.

The bonds were depreciating in value. His cotton went down
below the cost of production, and he appeared at the bank and
said, “ What am I going to do about it?” The banker said, “I
do not know. I will tell you what I will do. If you will put
your cotton in the warehouse, I will take your bonds and take
your cotton and O. K. your and send it up to the Federal
reserve bank, and I will help you to hold your cotton. I will carry
that bond obligatien if the Federal reserve bank will permit me
to do it.”

They sent the papers up to the Federal reserve hank, and
your Federal Reserve Board would not let them discount those
papers, so they went back, and the banker said to him, “ The
Federal reserve bank would not discount your paper, so you
will have to dispose of your cotton and pay for your bonds.”
He said, “There is no market for my cotton. That cotton
cost me 18 cents a pound more than the present price to pro-
duce it. I ought not to have to sell it.” The banker said, “1I
agree with you, but the Federal reserve bamk will not let us
have the money needed.”

That is what you are doing. That is what you did in the
West. That is what you did in the South. What happened to
those bonds? They went trooping over to New York and the
bond sharks bought them up, bought them for $80 and $85 on
the $100, and they are in the hands of the money kings over
there and now you are going to let them escape taxation. What
happened after they got them? ™The bonds went up 6 points
after they got them out of the hands of the poor fellow, who
put his very heart's blood in the money that he bought them
with to help win the war.

Still you have this thing going on down here by a discredited
Federanl Reserve Board. Many bankers in the country have
diseredited it and condemned it. Some newspapers have con-
demned and discredited it. Senators and Congressmen have
condemned and diseredited it, and I am one of them, and still
the board sits, accounting to mobody for its conduct in charging
high interest rates and making out of the distress of the people
from $70,000,000 to $100,000,000 a year.

One of the Benators on the other side said the other day,
“You are going to ‘soak the rich’ so much that capital will
get mad and retire.” Alr. President, there is no place for the
farmer to go, no place for the laboring man, no place for the
small merchant, no place for the doctor, the lawyer, the
preacher, and the teacher to go but to werk. They have to
keep on in this ceaseless warfare in the struggle for existence,
but as to the big capitalist you tell us if you tax him he will
withdraw his capital, retire in scorn, and defy the Government
and escape his fair share of the burden of government.

Will you permit that? What did you do to the American
boy who sought to keep out of the war in Europe? You put the
uniform on him and sent him to the front. Is the capital of
the money lords more precious than the blood and life of one
of these boys? Yet that is your position. Yon said capital
would retire. I would not permit it to retire and escape taxa-
tian., If I were at the head of the Government and these men
undertook to shirk their duty at a time like this I would not
permit it. I would make that capital help to pay the war debt.

Withdraw and retire. You did not let the soldier withdraw
with his blood and life. Thousands and millions of them went
willingly. Some did not go willingly, but they went. So with
the taxpayers. Thousands of them had to help bear the burdens
of government, especlally to pay ihe war debt following a
war like this, where we were fighting for humanity, civilization,
and all that is dear to the race. Are you now going to permit
capital to withdraw? Do you think you are going to frighten
the people’s representatives away by saying that they are try-
ing to soak the rich? What you will soak them in will be a
zold solution. That will be very pleasing to the big bugs of
Wall Street. They will like if. Like one of your Republican
Presidents when he dissolved a trust, they got up a little hymn
that they used to sing: .

Hallelujah, Thine the glory,

Hallelujah, en.
Hallel » Thine the glory,

Dissolve us again.

So history is about to repeat itself,

Talk about soaking the rich! The soaking that you are going
to zive to the mighty rich will cause them to ask you to repeat
it very frequently. $

Alr. President, there are 6,000,000 men out of employment.
That is a sad and solemn scene. If we had extended credit to
the South and West and credit to certain foreign countries, that

would not have happened. You sat here and srould not revive
the War Finance Corporation until Deecember, 1920, when we
formed a combination between southern Democrats and western
Republicans and with the aid of a few northern Democrats
passed that measure. Youn had had control of the House and
the Senate for two years, lacking about three months. You per-
mitted them to tear down that War Finance Corporation and
put it ont of commission, and you would net revive it until this
bloe that you hear so much about got in action’and had a fow
meetings, and then we revived the War Finance Corporation.

But what did you do then? We had section number 2 in that
resolution which required the Federal reserve banks to go to
the aid of the farmers of the country, and we put it through
here, but you put it to sleep over yonder in your Republican
House, and it is dead at the feet of the Republican Party now
in power. That shows where you stand. The Federal Reserve
Board did not want that resolution to pass and it died. The
Federal Reserve Board sifs there to-day discredited, as T have
said, by honest business men in the SBouth and West, and yet
you are not saying anything against them because they are
doing what you want «done. Mr. President, whither are we
drifting? An enormously wealthy favored few seem to be in
control. Senators, when Rome fell 2 per cent of her population
owned 98 per cent of her weaith. Countries ean not live under
conditions like that. If your tax bill prevails, if your leaders
are permitted to write in this bill what you want to put in it,
it will not be long until a very small per cent of our population
will own 90 per cent of the wealth of the United States.

Six millions of men out of employment because industries
are nof running, and yet they threaten us over there that if we
make these mighty rich pay their share of the taxes they will
retire and withdraw their capital and put more people out of
employment and make the burden heavier and still heavier
for the common masses of the people.

Mr. President, who is it that is going to be benefited under
this bill? There js not a small taxpayer in the country that
will be benefited one cent; there is not a small taxpeyving
woman in the United States who will be benefited one cent; But
those who contributed to the campaign fund of the Republican
Party last fall are the favored few ; they are going to be helped;
they are going to have their taxes cut down.

Something was said here the other day about Mr. Wrigley,
the Chewing Gum Trust man. He was a shining light in the
last campaign, directing people down to Marion to hear the
candidate for the Presidency speak from the front porch. Mr.
Wrigley said, “ Come this way, ladies and gentlemen; go right
over and take your stand in the yard; the candidate for Presi-
dent will appear in a few moments and will make a speechi; I
am Mr. Wrigley.” Then Mr, Wrigley comes here and we hear
from him again when the tax bill comes up and it is proposed
by Senators on the other side to take the tax off the Chewing
Gum Trust. Does the majority intend to make of this measure
a vehicle to earry out their preelection pledges to those who
contributed to their campaign fund? It looks like if, because
we are told ever and anon, * You are about to soak the rich.”

Mr, President, T am reminced of a story which was told by
Representative HuarHREYS, of Mississippi, about a Negro down
in that State, which illustrates just the result to the masses of
the taxes which are to be imposed by this bill. A northern man
went down to Mississippi and bought a farm. He went over
to talk to a Negro who lived on a part of the plantation about
the soil and its productivity. He said. “ Uncle, I understand
you make fine crops here.” The Negro said, “ Yes, sir; 1 do,
but de ducks get it.” The morthern man said, “ The what?”
The Negro repeated, “De ducks get it all” “ Why," the
northern man said, “ the gentleman from whom I bought this
land never told me anything abont any ducks eating up the
crop.” Bnt the Negro repeated, “ De ducks get it.” The
northern man said, “I will go back to see the man of whom I
purchased the farm.” He went back, and he asked, “ What
about that place you sold me? The Negro says that the ducks
eat the crops.” “ Why,” the man said, “TI never heard of any
ducks being there. I will go with you over and see about it.”
The former owner of the place asked the Negro, “ What about
the ducks eating the crops? I never saw a duck here.” The
Negro said,. “ Well, yes, sah; you know svhen I go up there to
settle my aceounts you say, ‘the cotton has eome to so much,
but you bought $125 werth of sugar,’ and you say, ‘I (e duock
that’; you say, ‘' You bought $500 worth of meat and I de duck
that; you bought coffee; you bought flour; you bought clothes,
shoes, hats, and all, and each time you says ‘I de dunck that’
Se when we get through with it it just about evens up, and I

just tell them *‘de ducks’ got it.” [Laughter.]
That is exactly what Republican Senators are doing in the
pending bil—*de ducks” are going to get what little

fellow has got. The man with but little working eapital, the
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man of moderate means, the common man, who requires neces-
sities upon which to live, is going to pay the tax; and when
he gets through with it under the Republican administration
“de ducks will have got it all.” [Laughter.]

Mr. President, I can not refrain from reading a little poem

at this point. It fits the situation precisely:

The people regret and
Rue the hour
When the Republican
Party went into power.
Everything is out of Joint,
That party dees nothing but disappoint,
The money lords are in control,
Ther own that party, body and soul.
The people can only wait and say,

*“ (iod speed the next election day.”
Listen to this mournful tale:
The common masses have no kale—
There's the empty pocket and the empty pail—
And unemployed are put up for sale.
The farmers’ business is on the bum,
The wheels of industry do not hum,
And the people are sore because of the homr
The Republican Party went into power!

Mr, WATSON of Georgla. Mr, President, it is very edifying
to hear one of the pots get after some of ‘the kettles and call
them black. I beg to remind the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Herrix] that President Woodrow Wilson threatened to fix the
price of cotton, and the price went down 15 cents in 48 hours.
I beg to remind him, also, that delegations representing all the
farmers’ organizations came to Washington and sent repre-
sentatives to the White Honse who saw President Wilson, but
President Wilson told them in so many words that the farmers
of this ecountry need not expect any relief from his adminis-
tration. I believe in being perfectly fair. I myself am a
fighter from the ground up, but I believe in fighting fair, and
if we can not get anything better than to swap off the deyil
for the witch, I am willing to just rock along for a while and
see if we can not split up the Republicans and thereby obtain
a bill which will produce revenue and yet not ruin the country.

Something has been said here about the general condition
of the people. Let us look the facts in the face. Who is re-
sponsible for that situation? The great common people loaned
the Government $25,000,000,000. Where is that money? The
New York Herald of June 24 last contains a list of the loans
that were made to foreign countries by the former administra-
tion. It will not do any harm, and it may do some good, to
have the figures go into the CoxGRESSIONAL REcorp and become
official. We loaned to Great Britain more than $4,000,000,000—
I am going to use round numbers for convenience sake—we
loaned to France more than three and a quarter billion dollars;
we loaned to Italy more than a billion and a half dollars; we
loaned to Belgium $375,000,000; we loaned to Russia $192.-
000,000—and Russia is the only country that has offered to pay
us, and to pay us in gold. That payment was rejected by the
Wilson administration, and, up to this present moment, is being
rejected by the Harding administration. We loaned to Poland
$135.000,000; to Czechoslovakia, $91,000,000; to Serbia, $51,-
000,000; to Rumania, $36,000,000; to Austria, $24,000,000; to
Greece, $15,000,000; to Esthonia, nearly $14,000,000; to Ar-
menia, nearly $12,000,000: to Cuba, $9,000,000: to Lithuania,
$£5.000,000; to Finland, $8,000,000: to Latvia, $5,000,000: to
Hungary, nearly $5,000,000; to Siberia, $26,000.

With our money Poland waged aggressive war upon Russia.
With our money the King of Greece was brought back to his
throne and is making war upon Turkey, against which nation we
never deeclared war. Our money has thus been taken out of the
pockets of the common people and sent to the other side of the
ocenan, where it remains; and it was presumably J. P. Morgan,
in the New York World on May 28 last, who is reported’ as
saying that it would be a great blow to the United States if we
collected this past due debt, Why did he say that? Because he
wanted to collect his own first. According to the New York
World he had, before we entered the war, floated one loan for
Great Britain in connection with which his commission was
$12,000,000. Of course, he floated many others; and he now
wants ‘to be treated as preferred ereditor.

Mr, President, $23.000,000,000 has been taken out of the pockets
of our common people by all sorts of propaganda, speeches,
pamphlets, circulars, patriotic parades and appeals, and that
money has not been returned. Is it any wonder that business
lags and that people are unemployed? If, in addition to that,
we have a governmental agency representing the money power
which is robbing our people of incredible sums of money, how
can our people resist their own Government and its poserful
agencies?

I am not going to rely entirely upon the statements of Mr.
John Skelton Willinms, He was a trusted officer of the last
administration. He holds the rank of a gentleman. His busi-

ness associations are respectable. He once had a railroad
stolen from him by the elder J. P. Morgan, who also stole the
Central Railrond of Georgia, and watered its stock up from
seven and a half million dollars to fifty-four millions. Mr, John
Skelton Willlams came here and was put under oath, and the
rule is that the testimony of a witness under oath is to be taken,
unless he is impeached in one of the ways known to the law.

My friend from Indiana [Mr. Warsox] asked me if I could
tell him what were the profits of the manufacturers in any one
year. I did not at that time have the Treasury report before
me, nor a memorandum carefully made from it. I have it now,
and I will give him that information,

In the year 1916 the net incomes of the corporations were
$8,765,000,000,

In the year 1918 they were slightly less,

In 1917 the corporations of three States—Illinois, New York,
and Pennsylvania—earned incomes amounting to four and a half
billions ; and this inerease, as shown by the Government report,
is equal to 25 per eent of the total increase in farm values
throughout the United States for a period of 10 years. That is
‘A staggering statement, based npon an official report very courte-
ously furnished me last week. .

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I could not quite
catech what the Senator said. He was not speaking very loud.
The last year for which he gave the statisties was 19187

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Has the Senator given them for
1919 :I nd 1920 and up to June of this year, the close of the fiseal
year? ~

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I have net. They are probably
here in the abstract, but they were not taken out by my clerk,

Mr, WATSON of Indiana. Now, I want to ask the Senator
whether he has the amount that was invested in all of those
manufacturing plants, so as to show what per cent of returns
they made on the investment?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr, President, it is a very peculiar
fact, that this official report of the estimated valuation of na-
tional wealth does not disclose corporation wealth at all, If
digcloses the income only, but I will remind the Senator of a
fact which must be familiar to him, that the capital invested in
railroads is, in round numbers, $20,000,000,000, half of which
has been shown to be water. They are earning an income upon
that half which represented money, as well as upon the other
half which represented no investment whatever.

Mr. President, the other day there was some guestion as to a
Supreme Court decision which exempted profits declared in
stock dividends., A Senator on the other side said the Supreme
Court reasoned that the shares of stock:- had not been appor-
tioned, and a Senator on this side corroborated that statement.
It did not conform to my recollection of the case. I therefore
sent for the volume of the report (252 U, 8., Oct. term, 1919),
and the deecision shows that the stock had been apportioned and
was to the eredit of the stockholders of the bank at the time
this decision was made. In rendering his opinion on the case—
whieh differed, I should say, from that of the majority of the
court—AIr. Justice Brandeis pointed out the various ways in
which these wealthy corporations dodge their taxes. Therefore,
I said this morning that they were under condemnation by the
Supreme Court of the United States.

In my judgment, it is entirely germane to this question to go
into the operations of the money power as operated by our Gov-
ernment. If it can be shown that this money power is directly
robbing the people, and that the present administration is con-
doning it, just as the former one did, then I think the country is
entitled to have the facts in eonnection with this bill, which
proposes to raise three or four billion dollars of revenue to pay
current expenses.

There was a controversy in the newspapers between AMr, John
Skelton Willinms and Gov. W. P. G. Harding, of the Federal
Reserve Board. Mr. Williams said that the salaries were too
high, and he named their increases, which the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. HerLix] briefly recounted, as to the New York
bank. Mr. W. P. G. Harding in replying to Mr. Williams took
refuge in the countercharge that Mr. Williams, while Comptroller
of the Currency under President Wilson, had voted for some of
these increases. That kind of an answer does not strike me
as being very strong. The question, after all, is, Are the salaries
reasonable? Gov. Harding went further and said that he
thought he was worth $50,000 a vear, and that is the reason why
he took it and is still taking it. He thought these various em-
ployees, who were worth so much less last year and are getting
so much more now than last year, were also worth it.

Let us see gbout that. If the governor of the Federal Re-
serve Board is worth 850,000 a year, what is the value to the
country of the President of the United States? What is the
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value of the Vice President? Gov. Harding enjoys the luxurious
and luxuriant privilege of fixing his own salary. That is a
privilege which the President does not enjoy. It is a privilege
which the Vice President does not enjoy. It is a privilege that
no. Senator enjoys, no Congressman enjoys, no admiral in the
Navy, no general in the Army, no member of the Supreme
Court, W. P. G. Harding is the only man that I know of who
has been given the power to fix his own salary and to fix the
salaries of his subordinates.

Was the Federal Reserve System created for the purpose of
making enormous profits out of the people? We have been told
here often that the system is a good one, but that the adminis-
tration is bad. I take issue with that statement. Any system
which gives to any set of men, taking it away from the Gov-
ernment, the right to create and control the volume of currency
is necessarily a bad system, It puts too much power in the
hands of a few men, and they would be more than human if
they did not abuse it. 1

We limit the power of the President. We are constantly criti-
cizing him in his public eapacity. That is our right. He may

criticize us in our official conduct. That is his right. The press

enjoys the privilege of criticizing all public men as to their
publie work. That is their privilege; but this Federal Reserve
Board and its branches resent criticism. The governor of it
made the attempt to commit at least assault and battery upon
a witness who was testifying about his deoing in a committee
room in this building; and a defense by the method of assault
and battery is not generally considered a good defense, unless
you yourself are physically assaulted.

As I say, Mr. President, it is the money power of the Gov-
ernment that is being exerted by this Federal Reserve System.
Much has been said about its origin. There was a disagreeable
colloquy between two Senators here one day as to that origin,
My memory of it is this:

That bill was framed in Europe by the banking firm of War-
burg and it was brought to this country by Paul Warburg.
Samuel Untermyer, of New York, published an interview, in
which he said that it would be injurious to the finanecial credit
of this country unless that system were adopted. It was ad-
vocated by the late Senator Aldrich, of Rhode Island. It was
advocated by all those who were called standpatters in those
days. The Democrats opposed it and defeated it.

The elder J. P. Morgan came here in person and stayed so
long that there was criticism leveled at him and he left. The
Democrats killled his bill when the Republicans presented it,
but immediately after the Republicans were defeated and the
Democrats went in there were immaterial changes made in the
bill, it passed, and beecame the basis of the present system, and
Paul Warburg was put on the board by President Wilson as
one of the original members. Those are the facts.

I think a statement of these things is entirely pertinent to
this discussion, and I shall be brief about it. We will take the
Boston bank. The capital paid in was less than £8,000,000.
The gross earnings were £12,000,000. The expenses were $2,000-
000. The total net earnings were $10,000,000. In other words,
$7,000,000 in one year earned $10,000,000. What right did the
Government have to do that to the people of Massachusetts who
were patrons of that bank?

Take the bank at Philadelphia. The eapital paid in was
$8,000,000, in round figures; the gross earnings were more than
$11,000,000, expenses $£2,000,000, total net earnings, $9,672,000,
or more than the entire capital stock. It was the Government
that was doing that. What right did the Government have to
exact such a profit from the people of Pennsylvania who wished
to avail themselves of the resources of that bank?

Take the bank at Cleveland, Ohio. The capital paid in was
$10,000,000. The total net earnings were more than $11,000,000,
Is not that more than 100 per cent? Has the Government a
right to make more than 100 per cent out of the people who
patronize the Government's own bank? If the Government sets
that example, what will the private banker do?

We will take the bank at Richmond, Va. The total capital
was $3,500,000. The total net earnings were $5,000,000, very
nearly double the capital stock.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator tell us
what period is covered by those earnings?

Mr. WATSON of Georgin, I take this from the seventh
annual report of the Federal Reserve Board for the year 1920.
There has been no report since then, so far as I can learn.

Now we come to the Atlanta bank, in my own State. The
capital paid in was - $4,000,000, The gross earnings were
$7,500,000. The expenses were $1,335,000. The total net earn-
ings were $£6,000,000, or $2,000,000 more than the capital stock.
What per cent is that? Nevertheless, my stately friend from
Utah [Mr. Saoor] seemed to be indignant that anybody was

charging corporations with making excessive profits. But this
report relates to last year, and it is the Governmeut making
these huge profits. If the Government profiteers, then private
corporations will profiteer.

Take the Chicago bank., The eapital stock was less than
$14,000,000. The net earnings were $25,000,000. \What per cent
was that?

Let us go on {o St. Louis. The capital stock was slightly less
than $3,500,000. The total net earnings were $5,250,000.

_ Take Kansas City, Mo. The capital paid in was $4,500,000
in round numbers. The total net earnings were $3.500,000,

Take the Dallas (Tex.) bank. The capital was slightly less
than $3,500,000. The total net earnings were $1,673,000, :

Take the San Francisco bank. The capital paid in was less
than $7,500,000. The total net earnings were $10,000,000,
What percentage is that? What is that but an excessive profit,
and why shounld the Government be maintaining a lot of bankers
on the board hLere at the head of the regional banks robbing
the people in this way? It is not legitimate business. It is
robbery under the forms of law.

Consider the salary list of the reserve bank in New York as
given by the Washington Times of October 21, 1921 :

“The list of salaries paid officers of Federal Reserve Bank of New
York, indicating increases paid in salaries from time of their employ-
ment to 1920-21, follow: Benjamin Strong, $30,000 to $50,000; ierre
Jay, §16,000 to $30,000; J. H. Case, $20,000 to $30,000; H. R. Kenzel,

4,000 to $25,000; L. F. Saller, §7.000 to $25,000; G. L. Harrison
4,000 to $22,000; L. H. Hendricks, $6,000 to $18,000; Shepha
Morgan, $5,000 to $15,000; A. W. Gilbart, $1.800 to $12,000: J. D,
Higgins, $2,500 to $12,000; J. W, Jones, $2,500 to $12,000; L. R.
Rounds, $£2,000 to $12,000; J, L. Morris, $9,000 to £12,000; W, 0.
Matteson, $1,500 to $10,000; A, J. Lins, $1,500 to $10,000: G. 1.
Chapin, $1,500 to $9,000; W. H. Jefferson, $3,000 to $8,000: J. B.
Crane, $1,500 to $7,500; W. H. Hamilton, $1,500 to $7,500; R. M.
O'Hara, $1,500 to $7,500,

*“I have been told,” continued Mr, Willlams, * that G0 per cent of
those ‘ officers ' never received over $1,500 to £2,500 before they came
to the reserve bank, but they are now drawing salarics as high as
those paid to Cabinet officers. i

“The salaries pald to about 30 “officers’ by the New York Federal
Reserve Bank, exclusive of the salaries of other employees, amount to
about as much as the combined salaries of one-half of the Members of
the United States Senate plus the salaries of the President and Vice
President of the United States.”

You would be astounded if I should give you a list of the
salaries these men pay themselves. I will read only a few.
This one relates to the Boston bank. The officer~ paid theni-
selves for the year $116,000. They paid the clerical foree
$784,000. They paid special officers and watchmen $20.000,
and for printing and stationery $65,000. There is a final tem
for *“all other expenses,” and no items were given, We have
to itemize our mileage accounts, and are limited as to our sta-
tionery; but these bank officers took $65,000 for stationery,
and then grouped under * all other expenses,” without a s'ngle
item being given, $60,000 for one year.

There is a list of the examiners on page 280, one at $16,000
per annum, another at $12,000, two at $10,000, and so on for
the 19 different examiners, whose aggregate salaries are $149,000
a year. Every one of those banks, including the bank of Atlanta,
is managed in that same extravagant way.

I noticed that the legal services paid in New York, as 1 now
remember, the sum of §9,000, while Boston paid $3,000, and that
in Atlanta they paid their lawyers $8,000. The Atlanta bank
paid $80,000 for printing and stationery. They were squandering
the people’s money.

At the same time that the currency is being contracted and
enormous injury inflicted upon the valuation of property, Gov.
W. P. G. Harding says that the circulation has not been reduced.
Mr. President, I examined and have here now in my desk his
own report for August of this year, which shows that since
August of last year he has contracted the currency $500,000,000;
or, to put it more understandingly, perhaps, to the ordinary per-
son who may hereafter read what I have said on this subject,
it means less money by.$5 apiece for the use of every man,
woman, and child in the United States; and that was done in
one year.

Those who would look carelessly or casually at the Treasury
reports would think we have in circulation something like $50
per capita. The Bank of Venice, which was founded in 1171
and lasted until 1797—when Napeoleon Bonaparte crushed it
with the military heel at the dictation of Parisian bankers—
circulated $80 per ecapita. Venice was the richest country on
earth under that circulation, and she had no gold standard,
either. It was a circulation of governmental credit, paper, if
you please, and for more than 500 years Venice led the com-
mereial world in the rich commerce of the Near East and of
the Mgditerranean.

As shown in the official reports, nearly half of the money
which we suppose to be in circulation is held in the bank vaults
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as reserves and is not in circulation at all. We have not more
than $20 per capita in actual use. We have taken the blood out
of the arteries of trade, and the operation has been sudden and
heroie, and the results have been sudden and disastrous. The
fizures may be found on page 20 of the official report of the
Compiroller of the Currency for 1920.

I also made the statement that the manufacturers had made,
every year, more net earnings than all of the millions and mil-
lions and millions of people, young and old, black and white,
had ever made in agriculture during any year.

I repeat that the United States Steel Corporation, according
to its own published report, make more clear profits per year
than all the farmers make any year. That is an astounding
statement, but I am prepared to prove it by governmental re-
ports and by the reports of the United States Steel Corpora-
tion itself. We have a great mountain of gold rapidly ap-
proaching $3,500,000,000 piled up, useless, dangerous, an Ararat
upon whose summit no ark of safety rests for the human race,
while the floods are pcluring over the earth. It is a Tearful
situation.

Mr. President, why ecan not some of this money be put in
circulation? Why not relieve the people of this enormous
taxation? Why npot do it now? As I said, the published pro-
gram of the Republican Party was to relieve the people who
make exeessive profits. If there is a class of people in the
country who ean make excessive profits, it must be that the law
gives them an advantage over their fellow citizens. There is
no other explanation to be given.

This money power which is now enthroned is exactly the
same that was combated in Washington's Cabinet by Edmund
Randolph and Thomas Jefferson. It was put upon the country
by Alexander Hamilton. The old bank died, as we all know,
by the expiration of its charter. Then the money power came
back, and during the time of President Andrew Jackson a
bitter fight was made on the floor of the Senate against the
renewal of the charter which was advocated by Henry Clay and
Daniel Webster, large debtors of the bank. Thomas H. Benton
succeeded in ecarrying the Senate with him, backed by the
tremendous influence of Andrew Jackson, and the recharter
measure was killed. But Mr. Benton said then, “ The snake is
not dead. It is only scotched. It will come back.” It has
come back.

There live in literature, and always will live there, some
classical speciments of oratory of the highest sort, and the
majority of those masterpieces of human speech are denuncia-
tions of the money power. Students in college and elsewhere
read and recite, thrilling themselves and their audiences as they
do so, the immeortal indignation expressed in the words of
Cicero when he denounced the depredations committed in Sicily
by a Roman proconsul by the use of the money power. I said
here once before that Julius Cesar had grappled with the money
power and was trying to destroy it, at the time the usurers

conspired against him and killed him in the senate chamber..

Froude’s Cgesar relates the facts.

As Adam Smith says, in his Wealth of Nations, page T8,
Brutus was lending money at 48 per cent; but here the Gov-
ernment’s report shows that the Government itself is robbing
our people of from 100 to 1,000 per cent every year in these
Federal reserve banks.

Mr. MeAdoo said the Coal Trust was robbing the people of
a thousand per cent a year. I wish he had said it when he was
in office, He said it after he got out of office, and that dis-
counts his statement somewhat. Still their published reports
show dropsical profits not good for them, harmful to the
country.

In national wealth there is an increase of about 9 per cent
a year, When any one corporation, or group of corporations,
gets more than 9 per cent, there are millions of men just as
deserving, just as patrlotlc who are getting less than 9 per
cent. The division is inevitable, and it should be equitable,
As 1 said this morning, while the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. WarsH] was addressing the Senate, no one should be
allowed to make excessive profits. There is a crime in exces-
sive profits, just as Sam Jones, our immortal evangelist, used to
say that God only knew how much damnation there was in a
good bargain. It is a thought that goes deep. When one man
gets advantage of another in a trade and swindles him, he does
it on purpose, and it is a crime that involves moral turpltude.

I will remind Senators that the finest oration, perhaps, in the
English language is Edmund Burke's arraignment of the East
India Co. which had been robbing the Hindus. The subject
of that speech, if Senators wish to look it up, is The Nabob
of Arcot’s Debts; and all Senators will remember the splendid
peroration with which the great Irishman wound up his ar-

raignment of Warren Hastings, at the bar of the House of
Lords in England.

The same kind of speeches were made in France w hen the
privileged few of church and state were robbing the producers
of four-fifths of all that they could bring forth by their in-
dustry. The king had, as a last resort, to call the people
together in congress, the states general, There came up the
representatives of the third estate, and their complaints were
the same that we are making here now of the outrageous taxa-
tion of the poor in behalf of the rich and privileged. The
speeches that were made in behalf of those suffering people
were s0 moving, appealing then as they did to the whole world,
that on one night in August—August 4, 1789—a sort of epidemie
of patriotism and self-sacrifice broke loose in the great con-
stituent assembly of France, and one after another the nobles,
who had been enjoying these privileges, renounced them, until
not one was left, France adopted her declaration of the
Rights of Man, as fine a state paper as the Virginia Bill of
Rights, which in my judgment is finer than our Declaration of
Independence.

Onee upon a time, Jesus Christ lost his temper and com-
mitted assault and battery upon the money changers in the
temple of his race, in the holy place which the bankers, the
men of the money power, had invaded and desecrated by
plying their trade in the house of worship. The lowly Naza-
rene lashed them with a seourge, as we are lashing them here
with our tongues.

I will say that I aun a conservative business man myself and
have been so all my life, but-the manner in which I and my
people have been robbed by this money power makes me see red.
If these men high in position who are contracting our curreney
and taking away the sinews of business do not take heed in
tinre, some sort of scourge is going to fall on them, and it will
fall heavily. Our people are not always going to be robbed of
what they make and of what their wives and daughters help
them to make. They are not always going to eat bread, while
others live in luxury on the surplus products of the country.
They are not always going to be insufficiently clothed, while
the pampered few have more than their share and more than
any human being can properly use. The time limit will come
sooner or later, and I look for it to come just as it eame in Eng-
land, just as it came in France, just as it came in Germany, just
as it canre in Russia, when no clouds were on the horizon and
when the sun shone ¢learest. It will eome,

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

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Certainly.

Mr, KING. I have not heard all of the Senator's speech, but
he just alluded to the contraction of the curreney. I am not
sure just what the Senator had reference to. I call the atten-
tion of the Senator to the fact that our gold supply was never
greater than at present, and the issue of paper money—and I
use the term paper money as representing all types except me-
tallic money—was never greater per capita than at present,
except for a few months at the peak of the war. The circulat-
ing medium of the United States to-day being considerably more
than $30 per capita, as the Senator knows, is greatly in excess
of what it was during our days of prosperity before we went
into the war. For information, I should like to know what the
Senator particularly had in mind when he alluded to the con-
traction of the currency.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, I am sorry that my
friend the Senator from Utah was out of the Chamwber when I
explained that very thing.

Mr. KING. Then, I shall not ask the Senator to repeat it.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. The Senator is suffering under
what is a very general misundersianding as to the volume of
currency. He is not allowing for the faet that the required
bank reserves in the vaulis of the national banks amount to $450-,
000,000 ; in the vaults of other banks and trust companies, under
State supervision, $626,000,000; and in the Federal reserve
banks, $960,000,000. If the Senator will rapidly add up those
sums in his head, he will see that those reserves take out of
cirenlation about one-half of the volume of our money. 1 al-
Inded to the very figure which the Senator used, namely, that
most people seem to think we have $50 per capita in cireulation,
whereas the Bank of Venice, as I have said already, had $80 per
capita in ecirculation. We do nof have in actual circulation more
than $25 per capita at the outside; I think it is nearer $20.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr, President

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Seexcee in the chair).
Does the Senator from Georgia yield to the Senator from New
Mexico?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia.

I yield, with pleasure.
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Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I think I may state from recol-
lection that only a day or two ago the last report of the Treas-
ury Department which I saw stated the maximum circulation
had been $58 and some cents per capita, while now it was $52
and some cents, showing a rednction of about $6 per capita, or
in the neighborhood of 10 per cent.

Mr. OWEN. What the Senator from Georgia says is true,
however, that the moneys which are supposed to be in eircula-
tion, and which are stated by the reports to be in circulation,
are not in eirculation as a matter of fact. The very figures
show that they are tied up as reserves and not available as
circulation. The figures also show that during the last year
the currency which we had based upon commodity bills has con-
tracted over a thousand million dollars.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. OweN] is perfectly correct, and the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. Joxes] has taken the face of the figures,
without taking into consideration the reserves which are re-
quired by law.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I may add that I merely stated
what I did as the showing of the Treasury Department itself,
and I did not intend to make the statement as indicating any
opposition to the views of the Senator from Georgia. I think
the Senator from Georgia is quite right in presenting the argu-
ment which he is presenting.

Mr, OWEN. Mr. President, if the Senator from Georgia will
pardon me, the point of his argument is the more emphasized,
because that which has the same effect as a contraction of the
currency—that is, the contraction of credit—has taken place on
a perfectly gigantic seale in this country under the policy of the
Federal Reserve Board, against which policy on three separate
occasions I have entered my solemn protest in this Chamber, be-
ginning in January two years ago. The Federal Reserve Board
then began to raise the discount rates; they began to use their
influence over the country and to exercise that influence upon
member banks and upon the directors of member banks and upon
the business men of this country until their false policies have
paralyzed the eredit of the country.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. The Senator from Oklahoma is
correct. He can prove every word that he has said, just as I
can prove every word I say.

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. Herrin] alluded to the fact
that 98 per cent of the wealth of the country was owned by 2
per cent of the population. He may not have recalled the coin-
cidence that that was the exaet proportion of conecentrated
wealth at the time of the downfall of the Babylonian Empire.

Mr. HEFLIN. If the Senator from Georgia will permit me,
I do not think he eaught all that I said just at the point to
which he refers. I said that at the time when Rome fell 2 per
cent of the population owned 98 per cent of the wealth, and
that if present conditions continued it would not be long before
3 or 4 per cent of the people would own 90 per cent of the
wealth of the United States,

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. To that extent I did misunder-
stand the Senator; but it is a well-known fact, Mr. President,
to every student of economies that civilization can not be main-
tained, a State can not be maintained, where the greater num-
her of the people are destitute; it simply can not be done, Here
[exhibiting] in the finest work on eivilization that I have ever
read, by the Frenchman Du Coudray, a standard work, he
distinctly corroborates what the Senator from Alabama said,
to wit, that the Roman Empire fell, not so much on account of
the barbarians as because of the concentration of wealth in
the hands of the few that enervated the Roman rich and de-
prived the country precinets of population.

It is a well-known fact that the great miasmatic plains which
are now inhabited by cattle and a few herdsmen who do not
dare to sleep on the plains at night—the Roman Campagna—
was once as flourishing as the garden which the church of the
Senators from Utah has made out of a sandy waste. Those
plains of Italy became depopulated because the present proprie-
tor was wiped out by the land grabber, the land monopolist, by
the usurer. It is literally a fact that the Roman Empire was
eaten out from within by the usurer. I am citing these facts to
Senators now with no hope of their having any effect here,
but with some hope that they will have an effect upon the
country. I say that the 30,000 corporations which admittedly
make excess profits do so at the expense of the unprivileged.
Those excessive profits ought to be taxed out of their pockets
and put into the pockets of Uncle Sam, and the enormous profits
and expenses of the Federal reserve system should be made ille-
gal; indeed, if I had my way, I would stamp the life out of the
whole system right now.

It has always been a characteristic of chaos when the power
to coin money was vested anywhere except in the Government,
During the Dark Ages every feudal lord claimed the right to

administer justice, “the low, the middle, and the high,” and to -

coin money. The crowning work of the great Cardinal Riche-
lieu was to break the power of those feudsl lords and bring
them into subjection to the Crown; he took away from them the
right to coin money.

Mr. President, it is a fact that the privilege of private citizens
to coin money never passed from the hands of the Crown in
England until the time of Charles 1I, when the goldsmiths of
London—who were then her bankers—bribed one of the cour-
tesans of that dissolute king to persuade him into granting
them the privilege to coin money for use in Hindustan. She
did what she was paid to do, and the act carrying that privilege,
taking that much sovereign power away, stipulates the bribe
that was paid to that woman by the goldsmiths. Since then,
bankers everywhere consider crazy, in a sense, the man who
says that they should confine their business to making loans,
receiving deposits, making discounts, effecting exchange, and
so forth, That is what banks are for. It was never intended
that banks should rule the country through the agency of a
money monopoly. Did not the National Govermment tax our
State banks out of existence by a 10 per cent tax? That tax
still exists, and no State bank can issue or control money.

The power to coin money and control it is an attribute of
sovereignty ; as much so as the power of the President and the
Congress to declare a war and make peace; as much so as
the right to establish post offices and post roads; as much so
as to say how many soldiers shall serve under the flag, how
many sailors and marines shall man our battleships. We have
abdicated to private greed, which never becomes satisfied, whose

appetite is insatiable—as cruel IlB_tlle grave and as inevitable-

as death—a sovereign power. y

This country will never be free and prosperous in any com-
mercial or industrial sense, even if in u political sense, while
this system remrains. Those in charge of the Federal reserve
system spend millions of dollars every year on a publicity
agency, but I doubt very much whether the Senator from Ala-
bama could get half a column in any daily paper in his State
or if I could get half a column in any daily paper in my State
for just such an attack as he has made and as I have made on
them to-day, which attack I mean to repeat unless the Finance
Comnrittee brings out the resolution which I introduced re-
questing the President to remove these robbers from office.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, will my friend from Georgia
yield to me for a moment?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Certainly.

Mr. HEFLIN. I made a speech here some weeks ago—the
Senator was present when I made it—in which I accused the
governor of the Federal Reserve Board of misrepresenting the
Democratic nominee for President, Gov. Cox, as to what Gov.
Cox had said to hinr about indorsing the deflation poliey. I also
read an editorial from the Washington Times charging the
governor of the Federal Reserve Board with going over to the
Republicans last fall during the Democratie eampaign and vot-
ing the Republican tickef, and not a line about either one of
them ever got into the daily press—not a line,

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Which bears out my statement
that their money controls the press—at least to a certain extent.
They will not publish anything that you say against them if
they can possibly prevent it, and if they do publish it it is apt
to be a misrepresentation or a distortion or a garbled extraet.

Mr. HEFLIN. If my friend will permit another interrup-
tion:

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Certainly.

Mr. HEFLIN. I know a Senator in this body who received
a letter the other day from a wvery responsible man in the
country who charges the Federal Reserve Board with having
a publicity bureau in Wadshington, the chief of which is paid
$15,000 a year, and others who assigt this mrn on down—I do
not know what their salaries are, but it is charged in that
letter that that situation exists now in the Capital of the
country. Perhaps that accounts for the fact that we can not
get this information to the country.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I think it quite likely. Just such
an agency could not serve these criminals any better; and when
I use the word *criminals” I mean it. They are criminals.
Any set of men who would take the Government's power to
issue and control money and then use it to give themselves in-
credible salaries, wasting it with profligacy, almost larceny
after trust—any set of men who would make for themselves
with a governmental agency profits running frour 100 per cent
to 1,000 per cent are not honest men. They do not know fhe
first instinets of honesty. :

They are at least as bad as the men whom Christ drove out
of the temple in Jerusalem. They are at least as bad as the
robber that Sheridan and Fox denounced in the English Parlia-
ment. They are at least as bad as the men that were denounced
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in the French Assembly. They are at least as bad as the men
that Andrew Jackson denounced in his veto message. They are
at least as bad as the men that Thomas H. Benton denounced
on the floor of the United States Senate.

I have asked the President to remove them. The resolution
is before the committee. I mean to bring up this subject from
time to time until we get some sort of action, or I will en-
deavor to get unanimous consent here some day to consider that
resolution. We will have a record vote on it and we will see
who are for the people and who are for these robbers.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
of the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] to the amend-
ment of the committee,

Mr. GERRY. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. FLETCHER (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the Senator from Delaware [Mr, Barr]. I am
unable to obtain a transfer and therefore will have to with-
liold my vote. If at liberty to vote, I should vote “ yea."”

Mr. HALE (when his name was called). I have a pair with
ihe senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHrerps], which I
transfer to the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cuannns], and
will vote.' I vote “nay.”

Mr. HARRIS (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the junior Senator from New York [Mpr. Carper], who is
absent, and therefore am not at liberty to vote. If at liberty to
vote, I should vote * yea.”

Mr, HARRISON (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the junior Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Erxins]. I understand that he is absent on official business.
I am unable to get a transfer, but if at liberty to vote, I should
vote “ yea.”

Mr. KING (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCuiBer].
He is not present, so I am not able to vote. If at liberty to vote,
I should vote * yea.”

Mr. STERLING (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr, Smrtu]. I transfer
that pair to the Senator from North Dakota [Mr, Lapp] and
will vote. I vote “nay.” .

Mr. SUTHERLAND (when his name was called). I have a
general pai» with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBIxN-
son], who is absent. I transfer that pair to the junior Senator
from Delaware [Mr, pu PoNT] and will vote. I vote * nay.”

Mr. SWANSON (when his name was called). I am paired
with the senior Senator from Washington [Mr. Joxes]. I do
not know how he would vote if he were present, consequently I
can not vote. If I were at liberty to vote, I should vote “ yea.”

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the senjor Senator from Rhode Island [Mr, Cort], who is
absent. Being unable to obtain a transfer, I withhold my vote.
If at liberty to vote, I should vote “ yea.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. DIAL. I have a pair with the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Pripps] and therefore withhold my vote. If I were at
liberty to vote, I should vote “ yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 28 nays 46, as follows:

YEAS—28.
Ashurst Hitcheock Overman Simmons
Broussard Johnson Owen Stanley
Caraway Jones, N, Mex. Pittman Underwood
Culberson Kendrick Pomerene Walsh, Mass,
Gerry La Follette Ransdell Walsh, Mont.
Glass McKellar Reed Watson, Ga.
Heflin Myers Sheppard Williams

NAYS—46.
Borah Frelinghuysen Moses Spencer
Brandegee Gooding Nelson Stanfield
Bursum Hale New Sterling
Cameron Kellogg Newberry Sutherland
Capper Kenyon Nicholson Townsend
Crow Keyes Norbeck Wadsworth
Curtis Lenroot Oddie Warren
Dillingham Lodge Page Watson, Ind,
Edge MeCormick Penrose Weller
Ernst McKinley Poindexter Willis
Fernald McLean Shortridge
France McNary Smoot

NOT VOTING—22,

Ball Elkins King Shields
Calder Fletcher Ladd Smith
Colt Harreld MeCumber Swanson
Cummins Harris Norris Trammell
Dial Harrison Phipps
du Pont Jones, Wash, Robinson

So Mr. GeErrY’'s amendment to the amendment of the commit-
tee was rejected.

LXT—420

Mr. LENROOT. Mr, President, in reference to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry], which
was disagreed to a moment ago, I would like to read a state-
ment concerning the effect of the bill as it now stands upon
incomes of less than $5,000. It is as follows:

Under the bill as it now stands, a married man without dependents
having an income of $3,000 e'fer f'ear now pays $40. Under the pend-
1n§ bill he will pay $20, a reduction of 50 per cent.

f his income is $4,000 per year now he pays $80. Under the pend-
ing bill he will pay $é0. a reduoction of 25 per cent.

This assumes a married man without dependents. If he has
dependents, the reduction would be proportionately greater.

If his income is $5,000 per year he s $120. Under the pending
bill he will pay $100, a redﬂf:tign of 16 1.{(-: cent.
If his income is $6,000 per year he pays $170 per year.
pending bill he will pay $160, a reduction of about 6 per cen
If his income is $30, per year he pays §9,190 per year.
pending bill he wil im $8,640, a reduction of 6 per cent.

If his income is $100,000 per year he now pays $31,100. TUnder the
pending bill he will ga $30,140, a reduction of about 33 per cent.

If his income is $1. 000 now pays $663,190. Under the pend-
ing bill he will pay $550,640, a reduction of about 17 per cent.

The greatest reduction in percentage therefore is the married man
with an income under $3,000 per year,

I may say that if a man has an income of $2,500 per year un-
der the pending bill he is relieved of all taxes, a reduction of
100 per cent.

The next greatest reduction is under $4,000 per year, and the re-
duction given the man with an income of $5,000 per year and the man
with a million dollars a year is about the same.

The smallest reductions in the bill apply to the man between $6,000
per year and $100,000 per year.

Mr. President, it is the man with an income between $5,000
and $8,000 who really receives the smallest proportionate re-
duction under the bill, but the amendment of the Senator from
Rhode Island, which has been disagreed to, proposed to apply a
lower normal rate up to incomes of $15,000, at different rates.

Under the bill as it now stands the man with an income of
$10,000 gets a reduction of 12 per cent, as under the existing

*law; with a $12,000 income he gets a reduction of 13 per cent;
and with a $14,000 income he gets a reduction of 15 per cent.
So if the amendment of the Senator from Rhode Island had
been adopted it would have given the man with an income be-
tween $10,000 and $14,000 a much greater reduction propor-
tionately than it would have given the man with an income
under that sum.

Mr, HARRIS. Mr. President, I offer the amendment to the
amendment of the committee which I send to the desk, and ask
that it be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the amend-
ment to the amendment.

The Reapine CLERE. On page 23, line 2, after the word
“centum,” strike out the period and insert a colon and the fol-
lowing:

Provided further, That upon that amount of the net income which
is received from the labor or personal service of the taxpayer the rate
upon the first $4,000 or fraction thereof of such excess amount shall
be 2 per cent and upon the second $4,000 or fraction thereof of such
excess amount 4 per cent. In ascertaining the income subject to the
tax imposed by this proviso the credits provided in section 216 shall
be first allowed against such _income received from the labor or personal
service of the taxpayer, and in computing net income the deductions
provided in section 214 shall be properly apportioned under rules and
regulations preseribed by the commissioner, with the approval of the
Secretary, between such income from the labor or personal service of
the taxpayer and other income,

Mr. HARRIS. Myr. President, this amendment to the amend-
ment makes a difference between earned and unearned incomes
in the first and second $4,000 and fraction thereof of incomre. It
is not just to tax a man receiving his income from bonds, rents,
interest, or like sources, the same as we tax the man who labors
or performs personal services for his income. The income of a
mnan who labors depends upon his health and many other things,
while the income of the man who has bonds, or gets his income
from rents, is not. When the income tax law was passed, Mr,
President, it was not intended that the nran who worked and
received a small income should be taxed; it was intended to tax
the man with a large income. This amendment would make
the tax just half upon the first $4,000 and the second $4,000 of
his income from labor or personal service. Under the provi-
sions of this bill the large incomes from wealth have been low-
ered, and I am trying to lower the tax on those who work for
}heir incomes, most of which is taken up in the expenses of
iving.

_Mr. TOWNSEND. I would like to ask the Senator from

Georgia, in explanation of his amrendment, if the services of a

tUmtn]- ithe
Under the

Representative or a Senator are regarded as personal labor or
aclivity ?
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Mr. HARRIS., Mr. President, personal services would include
the services of professional men, and the reference to labor
would include all those who labor.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Where would a Congressman come in?

Mr. HARRIS. I should think it would include a Congress-
man. He has to labor for his salary.

AMr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I see justice and merit in this
amendment. All labor, whether of hand or brain, is honorable
and useful, but no one will contend that the blacksmith and the
lawyer should be held strictly to the same rule, because a black-
smith uses his muscle and his thews and his sinews. His labor
is debilitating. No one will say that, while we labor diligently
here in the Senate, our labor is as debilitating and is as wearing
as that of the man who works 12 or 14 hours in a mill or in a
steel factory. So, while there is merit in this amendment, I
think it would be better if it had one additional feature added
to it, and I hope the Senator will aceept this amendment and
perfect his amendment accordingly, so that it will read:

That upon that amount of the net income which is received from the
labor or personal service of the taxpayer, other than salaries paid by the
United States, etc.

I hope the Senator will accept that.

Mr. HARRIS. I shall be very glad to aceept that amendment,
Mr. President.

Mr. ASHURST. Then, Mr. President, after the werd “ serv-
ice,” in line 2, add the words “other than salaries paid by the
United States.”

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arizona
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr. ASHURST. I yield.

Mr. PENROSE. I only wanted to make a statement about
the proposition.

Mr. ASHURST. Of course, I will sit down at ence if the
Senator wants to talk.

Mr. PENROSE. I only wanted to say, Mr. President, if the
Senator will permit, that not only in the course of the con-
sideration of the pending bill, but in the eourse of the prepara-
tion of the bill which is now the law, the question of earned and
unearned incomes was most exhaustively considered by the
committee, by the Senate, and by the Treasury Department,
and the opinion wias nearly unanimous on the part of all who
have examined it that any such provision is impossible of
administration. Undoubtedly it is plausible, and on its face
conclusive as to certain phases, but as a general proposition
it is absolutely impossible of practical administration, in my
opinion, and in the opinion of every one conversant with the
subject with whom I have falked. I therefore hope, in the
interest of effective legislation, that the amendment will not
be agreed to.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, this question of the differ-
ential in favor of earned incomes compared with investment
incomes is one which has received comnsideration from the
Finance Committee in the past and about which there has been
discussion in this Chamber in the past.

When we were preparing the bill of 1918 and the question
was raised in the committee, it presented many complications,
and beeause of the hurry under which that bill necessarily was
framed and passed no serious effort was made to work out a
practical system of taxation for unearned incomes as dis-
tinguished from investment incomes; but I recall distinetly
that the committee at that time was sympathetic with the sug-
gestion that in fairness and justice there should be a dif-
ference, and when the idea was raised upon the floor of the
Senate and pressed with considerable vigor I recall that I,
as chairman of the committee at that time, made the statement
that the committee had considered it, but on account of the
difficulties of framing a good system in the midst of the pres-
sure of haste under which we were then acting, while the com-
mittee sympathized with the suggestion, ne action had been
taken.

No action of a general character was taken, but the act of
1918 recognized the principle for which the Senator from

. Georgia now contends. When we went to work to frame the
provision of the bill with reference to personal-service corpora-
tions, I think, as the Senator from Wisconsin probably will re-
member, there was discussion to the effect that personal-service
earnings ought not to be put upon the same basis as investment
earnings, and while we were not able to formulate a general
system at that time, we did recognize that the earnings of
personal-service corporations ought not to be taxed as highly
as the earnings of investment corporations, and in order to ad-
just that question so far as we could as it respected personal-
service corporations, we deliberately provided that personal-
service corporations should be treated as partnerships to the

end that they might be exempt from excess-profits taxes. That
was done for the express purpose of differentiating the earnings
of individuals brought about through the exercise of their
mental or their physical powers from the earnings of a corpora-
tion which invested nothing but money.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President——

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield to the Senator from Montana.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. In view of the statement made by
the Senator from Pennsylvania a few moments ago as to the im-
practicability of carrying out such a system as is proposed by
the amendment printed by the Senator from Georgia, I inguire
of the Senator whether the provision of the law to which he
now adverts has been found impracticable of operation.

Mr. SIMMONS. It has not been found impracticable of op-
eration. It has operated very justly and very fairly. The idea
I mean to convey to the Senate is that while we at that time did
not undertake to work out a comprehensive system of differen-
tiation between those two classes of earnings, we found that
such could be easily nccomplished as far as it applied to per-
sonal-service corporations, and having thus found, we =0 applied
the principle in that particular. We exempted them from ex-
cess profits for no reason in the world except that we recognized
the prineiple that the earnings of a man’s hand and the earn-
ings of his brain ought not to be taxed upon the same prin-
ciple and to the same extent as the earnings of mere dollars.
So that it can not be said, as the chairman of the committee has
suggested, that if has been found impracticable. It was not
found impracticable, to that extent, nor is it impracticable
when applied to the extent that the Senator from Georgia pro-
poses.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE.

Mr., SIMMONS. T yield to the Senator from Wiseonsin,

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator from North Carolina, of
course, knows well that Great Britain has maintained exactly
this system of taxation for scores of years.

Mr. SIMMONS. Exactly, and I was going to refer to that., I

Mr., President——

4 thank the Senator for reminding me of it.

It would require considerable time to work out a complete
system to make this differentiation all along the line, but the
instance to which I have referred was one where it could be easily
done, and this is another instance where it ean be easily done.
All the Senator from Georgia proposes is that the earnings of
a man's hand and the earnings of a man’s brain shall, up to
$4,000, pay but 2 per cent as a normal tax, as compared with the
4 per cent nermal tax up to that amount if earned upon invest-
ment, and that between $4,000 and $8,000 shall pay a tax of
only 4 per cent by way of normal tax so earned, as compared
with 8 per cent if earned upon investment, just one-half as
much. It is only to apply fo those small earnings of not more
than $8,000.

As to earnings of that character, we must recognize the faet
that the majority, probably, of taxpayers, if not the majority
then a very large per cent of taxpayers, are those whose tax-
able incomes are only $4,000 to $8,000 and who earn that 34,000
to $8,000 by personal service.

When we reach the higher brackets the earnings from personal
service are small compared with earnings fromn investment, but
in the low brackets to which the Senator’s amendment applies
earnings are largely those of labor, physical labor, trained
physical labor, and intellectual labor. I hope the day has not
come in the United States when we are to refuse to treat the
earnings that come as the result of human effort, earnings that
represent the heart throbs of a man, earnings that represent so
much taken out of every man's life in many instances, on a
different basis from investment earnings, or when we shall
say that they shall be estimated no higher than the earnings
made out of dollars and cents,

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me
at that point?

Mr, SIMMONS. With pleasure.

Mr. ASHURST. This same humanitarian impulse makes
itself manifest in the State statutes of many States in that all
personal earnings in.many, if not most, of the States are ex-
empt from attachment exeept for certain kinds of debts. To
the carpenter's tools the same rule applies. It is a humani-
tarian statute, which attempts to get away from the harsh old
rule where the workman debtor’s last penny could be taken, the
old English rule where the very furniture upon which the
family served their simple meals could be taken, the bed upon
which the woman who was ill could be taken. This is along
the same humanitarian line. It is the personal earnings, as
the Senator has well said, which represents the sweat and life
and strength of the individual. We should have a eare to it.
It is not special legislation to have a regard for such earnings.
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Mr. SIMMONS. The differentiation is small. It applies only
to small earnings and small incomes.

Mr., WATSON of Indiana. Mr. President, will the Senator
permit an interruption?

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. On the other hand, take an estate
where bonds, for instance, have been left to a widow and
orphans. Under the provisions of the amendment proposed
they would be taxed a higher rate up to the $8,000 than the
salary of the Congressman.

Mr. SIMMONS. If their income was made from money.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Or the salary of the Presideut
about whom we have heard to-day. On the other hand, what-
ever may be said of the general merits of the proposition as a
theoretical scheme, suppose a grocery where there are two part-
ners and they have certain earnings taxed at a certain rate.
Suppose those two partners form a corporation and are then
taxed on their income. The Senator sees, does he nof, that in
the case of a corporation they would be taxed at a lesser iate
than in the case of the individual partnership? What justice
can there be in a proposition of that kind?

Mr. SIMMONS. I do not know that I follow the Senator.
The Senator said as a corporation they would be taxed less.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Certainly at a higher rate because
taxed on the dividends.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator means the income tax imposed
upon a corporation. I do not follow the Senator clearly.

Mr, WATSON of Indiana. I mean the dividends declared to
the individual from corporate income taxed to the individual.

Mr. SIMMONS. That is, dividends derived from investment?

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Certainly.

Mr. SIMMONS, And the Senator from Georgia proposes to
tax them higher than the income derived from personal service.
That is what the Senator from Georgia proposes and exactly
what I say is fair. If the taxpayer made his income from his
corporate investments, then he is taxed 8 per cent; but if he
made it from his personal service he is taxed a lesser rate.

Mr, WATSON of Indiana. But in a close corporation like
the one I spoke of, the earnings are made quite as much by per-
sonal service in the corporation as in the partnership.

Mr. SIMMONS. But in the corporation they pay him a
salary, and that salary represents personal earnin

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. They might or might not pay him

a salary.

Mr, SIMMONS. If he does not charge a salary, then he has
no personal earnings in that corporation except as they might
be absorbed in the total earnings of the corporation. But in
the other case, if a salary is paid to the members of a partner-
ship, that salary would be subject to the smaller tax rate which
the Senator from Georgia proposes. If a salary is paid him for
his work in the corporation that salary would be taxed at a
lesser rate, which the Senator from Georgia proposes.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. And in the case of all these
estates?

Mr. SIMMONS. In every case, if the Senator will pardon
me, where income is compensation for personal services, whether
it be by way of salary or day wages, it will be taxed according
to the lesser rate which the Senator from Georgia provides, but
in every case where the income has no connection with the per-
sonal services of the man who draws it, but represents merely
the dollars that he has put into that business, then it is taxed
at the higher rate.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Of course, the Senator has already
admitted that in the case of an estate where money is left to
widows and orphans under this arrangement they would be
taxed a higher rate than applies to the salaries of the Members
of Congress. .

Mr. SIMMONS. Why, of course, if the income was derived
from property which they owned.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Certainly; or bonds.

Mr. SIMMONS. We can not make a law to impose a different
rate upon the earnings of a widow’s property than upon the
earnings of a man's property. That is begging the question.
That gets us nowhere. Of course, the case of the widow appeals
to us, but we can not make a law to differentiate between the
tax upon the earnings from her property and the tax upon
the earnings from a nmn's property, and the Senator knows
that. That is too plain to be argued.

Mr. REED. Mr. President:

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. REED. How does that argument lie in the mounth of
ithe Senator who just made it when he is advocating a bill
now—ithe present bill—which does not make the distinetion
which he urges?

Mr. SIMMONS. Of course, no law ever has.

Mr. REED. His argument against this proposition is that
it goes not make a distinction which his own bill does not
make, .

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. What I anr asking for is uni-
formity. The Senator from Missouri is mistaken about that.
I am asking for uniformrity of taxation. The Senator is seeking
here to discriminate. Not only that, but I believe his proposition
is unworkable.

Mr, SIMMONS. We have not yet worked out an entire com-
prehensive system, but we found the principle not unworkable
when we applied it to incomes of personal-service corporations.
For the same reason it will not be unworkable when applied to
the limited extent proposed in the amendment offered by the
Senator from Georgia. .

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, as I understand, it has been
worked out in Great Britain.

. Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; but it will take time to work it ont
ere.

Mr. SWANSON. Great Britain has worked it out, and her
suceess would seem to justify us in trying it.

Mr. SIMMONS. The only reason why the committee in 1918
did not attempt to work it out—because I say now, as I said
upon the floor of the Senate when that bill was up, that the
committee had sympathy for the suggestion—was because we
were hurried and we recognized it would require considerable
time to work out a comprehensive system, and hence we did not
undertake to do it at that time. I said upon the floor of the
Senate that thereafter that question would confront us and we
would have to solve it; and, indeed, we shall have to solve it.

Not only have we given the question consideration in the
Senate in recent years and partially worked it out, but there
are many States in the country that adopted the system and
where it is in operation to-day. In my own State in the last
campaign it was an issue. I discussed it upon the stump in that
State just in the way I am discussing it here now. I said
then as I say now that it is an outrage and an injustice of
the grossest kind to impose the sanre taxes upon the earnings
of a man’s heart and brain and soul that are imposed upon a
dollar.

There ought to be a differentiation, and in my State we de-
clded so. Many other States in the Union have so decided. 1
think the great State of New York to-day has a system of that
kind. There are many countries in the world to-day that have
systems of that kind. My own information is that Great
Britain has a system of this sort radically differentiating be-
tween incomes derived from personal service and human effort
and incomes derived from the investment of money.

Mr. President, the Senator's amendment does not go very far,
and it is entirely practicable. It will be easily applied; it will
give relief as to earnings up to $8,000 that are made by human
effort. I think the Senator has put his finger upon a point
where, more than in any other instance of which I can now
think, the relief proposed will be of wide application. It will
be small, it is true, but in that $8,000 of first earnings is em-
braced, Mr. President, a large part of the money which is made
in this country year after year by the personal efforts of human
beings. The Senator, in my judgment, has done a distinet
service in suggesting a way by which we may recognize the
right of the men making small earnings to different treatment
from that accorded those who make other millions out of the
investment of their millions.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I wish to ask the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. Warsox] if he would be willing to support the
amendment if there should be added a provision including the
income of widows—the matter to which he has referred—so
as to allow to widows and orphans the same reduction that is
allowed to income from personal service? I should be very
glad to have such a provision added to the amendment; and I
wondered if the Senator from Indiana would be kind enough to
support the amendment in the event that such a modification
were made.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Mr, President, it would greatly
aid the amendment, in my estimation, if such a provision should
be added, but I have no authority on the part of the committee
to accept the amendment.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, let me make a suggestion to the
Senator from Georgia.

Mr. HARRIS. I shall be glad to have a suggestion.

Mr. REED. Suppose we adopt the amendment as it is, and
then let the Senator from Indiana consult the committee and see
if the committee will not let the Senator. from Georgia add the
provision which he suggests relative to widows by way of an
amendment? We will all support such a proposition swhen it
comes to a vote,
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Mr. WATSON of Indiana. I am trying to aseertain, as soon
as the experts can give me an estimate, about how much dif-
ference it would make in the revenue if the amendment were
adopted, because always at this stage of the proceedings that is
an essential point of inquiry,

Mr. REED. And, Mr. President, always I reply that Senators
on the other side are proposing to take off $450,000,000 in the
way of excess-profits taxes; and all we have got to do is to put
a part of that back on, and we shall have money enough to make
up for the reductions.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Which, to my mind, is no reply
whatever, as I shall attempt to show when we come to discuss
the question of the excess-profits tax.

Mr. REED. I shall be glad to meet my friend at Philippi on
that question.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. I shall be very happy if we may.
I am not, however, issuing any challenge on the floor of the
_ Senate, to which I am very averse. I may say to the Senator

from Georgia, now that the experts have just informed me, that
we would lose by the proposed reduction $135,000,000 of revenue.
In view of the fact that many complications would be involved
in the administration of such a plan, which the gentlemen from
the Treasury Department say is not workable, and in view of
the fact that at this particular time we are not able to see
where we could get back the $135,000,000 of revenue, I am
unwilling fo vote for the proposed amendment.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I wish te ask the Senator from
Indiana a question. ¢

Mr. HARRIS. Will the Senator from Idaho permit me a
moment?

Mr. BORAH. Certainly.

Mr. HARRIS. I should like to add to my amendment the

words “the labor and persomal service and income of widows
and orphans.”

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I suggest to the Senator not to add
that, as it will introduee a doubtful question.

Mr. HARRIS. I will withdraw the suggestion and will offer
it separately.
Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I do not wish to discuss this

matter at length. I do not think that the guestion of the in-
comes of widows and erphans eught to enter info this particular
question at all. The proposed amendment i$ based upon what
has long been considered as a fundamental principle in income
tax legislation, and that is, where it is practical and possible,
to distinguish between earned amd unearned income. The
amendment is designed to make that distinetion. T read in the
newspaper only a few days ago of a child two years of age who
had inherited $60,000,000. In other words, there is an entirely
different prineciple involved. I do not know as to the present
situation, not having looked into it lately, but prior to the World
War for years England in her income tax laws distinguished
between unearned and earned incomes—ineomes coming from
personal service and incomes coming from investments. The
design of this amendment is to put that principle into the pend-
ing bill. It seems to me a perfeetly sound principle. :

As to the actual workings of the principle, of course, I am
unable to say, and I do not know what the view of the Treas-
ury Department is in regard to it. I do know, however, that it
has heen worked out in Great Britain as a practical proposition
and that they adhere to it now, or have done so for years. I
do not see why it could not be worked out as a practical propo-
sition here; and certainly, Mr. President, there is a fundamental
reason why the man who earns $4,000 by his hands should be
taxed upon a different basis than the person who has an income
of $4,000 by reason of bonds or some property which has been
left to him or by reason of investments of other kinds. It is
that distinetion which makes the amendment attractive to me.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, the Senater
from Michigan [Mr. TowxseExD] asked the Senator from Georgia
[Mr, Harris] whether the salaries of Senators would be con-
sidered earned income under this bill. I am sure Senators will
be pleased to have ecalled to their attention something that has
not been ealled to their attention heretofore, that there is under
this bill praetically an exemption to all Representatives and
Senators. We know what trouble there was in 10918 when a
direct exemption was provided for public servants; but under
this bill, in a disguised form, there is provided the means for
every Representative and Senator to eliminate entirely the in-
come tax on his salary. I will eall attention to that provision.
I read from page 38, under the title “ Deductions allowed indi-
viduals " :

Sge. 214. (a) That computing net income there shall be allowed as
deductions—

.

And for the first time there has been inserted these words—

traveling expenses (including the entire amount ex}:ended for meals
and lodging) while away from home in the pursuit of a trade or busi-
ness. |

i

The department has already ruled that public servants away
from home are in pursuit of a trade or business, So that pro-
vision of this bill will permit every Representative and Senator
to deduct from his income all that he may pay for board and
lodging while he is in attendance upon his duties in Washington.

Mr. TRAMMELL., Mr. President, will the Senator yield for
a question with regard to another paragraph in the bill?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Certainly.

Mr. TRAMMELL. There has been some eriticism directed
against the amendment proposed by the Senator from Georgla
[Mr. Hagrris] because of the possibility of Senators and Repre-
sentatives being allowed the same deductions from their salaries
as would under his amendment be made on the income of all
other citizens. If the amendment of the Senator from Georgia
is subjeet to that eriticism, is not the bill as reported by the
committee subject to a similar ecriticism, for on page 23 we
find a reduction to 4 per eent upon incomes of $4,000 in excess
of the deductions allowed? Will not Representatives and Sen-
ators secure the benefit of that provision if the bill passes in
its present form just the same as every other taxpayer? If the
amendment which has been proposed here for the benefit of
these having small incomes is objectionable because Representa-
tives and Senators might enjoy alike that benefit, will not Sen-
ators and Representatives secure the benefit of the reduction
to 4 per cent on the first $4,000 in excess of the net amonnt
over the deductions allowed by the bill?

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, the observations of the Sena-
tor from Florida do not apply to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Georgia, because the Senator from Georgia
has perfected his amendment by accepting the language which 1
proposed, to wit, on line 2, after the word * service,” to insert
“ other than salaries paid by the United States.” So whatever
evils might be lurking in the bill at another point, surely it
can not be said, after the Senator has accepted that language,
that anything in his amendment would ipso facto or even infer-
entially exelude the salaries of Members of Congress from tax-
ation. The amendment seems to me, whatever may be in the
bill elsewhere, to be free from that vice.

Mr., SIMMONS. Mr. President. I do not think there is any-
thing in the bill to that effect.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I did not say there was. T
do not Dbelieve salaries of Senators and Representatives should
be exempt from income tax. I think such earnings should be
taxed.

Mr. SIMMONS. The committee bill applies to all earnings
alike, whether from personal service or otherwise.

Mr. ASHURST. But an observation was made to the effect
that if we should adopt the amendment of the Senator from
Georgia, we would relieve the salaries of Senafors and Repre-
sentatives from taxation. The Senator from Georgia has ac-
cepted language which would preclude the possibility of sueh a
construction.

Mr. SIMMONS. The point I was making was that there was
no neeessity of langunage precluding that eonclusion until there
is submitted an amendment which makes a differentiation.

Mr. ASHURST. Exactly.

Mr. SIMMONS. And the bill now does net differentiate in
that way.

Mr. TRAMMELL. The point I was making was that the
amendment offered by the Senator from Georgia ecould not be
criticized in that respect if consistency were ebserved in dealing
with the amendment proposed by the committee, because the
committee in its amendment proposed that upon the first $4,000
the rate shall only be 4 per cent instead of being 8 per cent.
That would certainly reach Representatives and Senators, so
that they would participate in the reduction from 8 per cent to
4 per cent the same as would everybody else in the country.

So far as I am concerned, I do not take seriously the eriticism
that is offered by some who are opposed to legislation of this
kind on the ground that Senators or Representatives might
secure some benefit that every other persom in the country
similarly situnated would obtain under snch measure. I think
the contention is more of a subterfuge than it i3 a real, sub-
stantial argument. It might just as well be said that there
should not be any exemption of $2,000 or $3,000 because, for-
sooth, Representatives and Senators, as all other taxpayers,
are entitled to it. I do not think there is very much in that
argument. We have got to deal with the American people as
a whole, and if a Member of Congress happens to come in a
class that some of the others come in, he should be entitled to
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the same recegnition. 1 am not arguing for Representatives
and Senators, but I am taking the position that the argument

which has been made is rather inconsistent. I am very glad,

so0 far as I am concerned, to snpport the amendment offered by
the Senator from Georgia with the provision in it that it shall

not apply to oflicials’ salaries. That unguestionably relieves |

his amendment from the ebjection raised on that particular
point. I do not think he intended to give Senators or Congress-
men the benefits of his amendment. They should not be allowed

the deduetion he proposes.
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetits. Mr. President, I wish te

say that when the language to which I have referred was con-

sidered by the committee it was discussed from the standpoint
of allowing the exemption to traveling salesmen. It was
thought that their traveling expenses were a maiter for preper
deduction and that their meals and lodging should also be
included in such deduction; but I have no doubt whatever
that the department will so interpret the provision, for already

in similar cases they have so interpreted it as to permit a |
Senator or a Representative. while here in Washington attend- |
ing his duties to an exemption for board and lodging. I am

not discussing the merits of the question, whether it is wise or
unwise; but the fact still remains that that language will per-
mit a Representative or a Senator to charge off as an exemp-
tion the amount expended for beard and lodging.

Mr., SIMMONS. Mr. President, I do net think any member
of the committee had that matter called to his attention.
Probhably if it had been called to the attentiom of members of
the committee they might have agreed with the Senator from
Massachusetis; but if there is any danger of such a resulf, I
suggest to the Senator from Massachusetis that I do not be-
lieve that any Senator would oppese an amendment providing
that it shall not apply.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I recall the fact that in the
eommittee no refervence was made to its effeet upon Senators
or Representatives. The matter was called to my attention
since the bill came from the eommittee, and the guestion was
propounded to me as to what effect it would have upon dedue-
tions that Representatives and Senators could make. I made
inquiries and found out what the rulings of the department
were, and I came to the conelusion that these deductions could
be made by Representatives and Senators as well as by any-
bedy else.

Mr. BORAH and Mr. WATSON of Indiana addressed the
Chair,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield first to the Senator
from Idaho. :

Mr. BORAH. I did mot understand what the deduetion is
that may be made, and how it may be made, as the Senator
claims, by Members of eS8, :

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Traveling expenses, includ-
Ing the entire amount expended for meals and lodging while
away from home in the pursuit of a trade or business.

Mr. BORAH. Does that mean that we could exclude all our
meals and lodging while we are away from home and here in
Washington, year after year?

My, WALSH of Massachusetts. T so understand it.

AMr. WATSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I am informed, of
course, by those who are here representing the Treasury De-
partment that being a Member of Congress is not carrying on
any trade or business. The language is:

All the ordinary and necessary expenses pald or incurred during the
taxable year in carrying on any trade or business, incinding a reasom-
able allowance for salaries or other compensation for personal services
actually rendered—

That is, in earrying on any trade or business—

Traveling expenses (including the entire amount expended for meals
and lodging) while away from home in the pursuit of a trade or bumsi-
ness,

In other words, you would have to construe that being a
Member of Congress was either a trade or a business, and these
gentlemen tell me that there is no possibility of any such con-
struetion, and, furthermore, that so far as the transaction of
the business in which we are engaged is ceneerned, this is our
home in the pursuit of this businéss.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield to the Senuator from Mississippi?

AMr. WALSH of Massachusetts, T yield te the Senater from
Mississippi.

Alr. WILLIAMS. The Senator frem Massachusetts has just
informed us that there has been a dec¢ision by some department
of the Government to the effect that being a Senator or a Rep-
resentative is a trade or a business. I do not know whether

there has been any such decision or not. I take it for granted
that the Semator has looked into it and that he has correctly
quoted what he has heard. If that be true, it merely proves
what asses the bureaucracy and the so-called experts are. To
pronounce that a man who is a Senator of the United States or
a Representative of a district in Congress is thereby engaged in
a trade is belittling a1l democraey and belittling all government.

ié&’.dr? WATSON of Indiana. Mr. President, will the Senator
4

Mr. WILLIAMS. Wait a minute. To say that a man who is
a Senator or a Representative and is attempting to carry on the
public business is thereby and for that reason engaged in a
private business is belitfling all democracy and all government.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President

My, WILLIAMS. I demy that when I am doing my duty here
as I understand it T am carrying on a trade or that this is
my business. My business is planting—farming. Amnether man’s
business is practicing law. Another's is carrying on something
else; and if this idiotie bureaneracy—and all bureaucracies are
idiotic; they become so by routine following—has decided that
public service is a trade and that public business is a private
business it is about time we were getting rid of some of them.
It never would have struck me, speaking for myself, to have
attempted to deduct as an exemption {due me as a Senator my
living expenses in Washingion because they were a part of the
expenses of my trade or my business.

I pity the man whose only business is polities. 1 pity the
man whose trade is politics, and I pity a government that has
found even experts asses enough to declare that a public service
is a trade, or is a private job, or is a business. It may be true
that there are Senators and Representatives who could not live
without their salaries as long as they are neglecting their other
business; but, still, deing your work here in the Senate is not
private business. It is publie business, and you are not entitled
to deduct expenses as if it awere a private business; and al-
though it has been urged by others—amengsi others, by James
Bryce in his “ Modern Democracy “—that too much of American
politics consists in making a trade of public business, still the
servants of the Government, the so-called experts, the bureau-
eraey who are becoming meore and more representative of the
Government every day, and more and more the invisible empire
that governs us outside of the two Houses of the National Legis-
lature, onght to have been ashamed of themselves to have made
any such public declaration.

I should like to ask the Senator from Massachusetts if he
can put his finger upon the decision of the department upon
which he relied in connection with this matter, so that, if pes-
sible, we can trace it back to the man who had se false an idea
of public duty as to be guilty of that decision?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. AMr. President, T can not cite
the decision, but I can state to the Senator that an expert in
the department stated to me that the rulings of the depart-
ment would permit a Senator or a Representative to make
the deductions that I have mentioned.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, well, Mr. President, then perhaps the
expert is mistaken. T have known a greater number of mis-
taken men among experts thamn among any other class of
people. The expert is by necessity narrow-minded. He runs
in a groove. He can not conceive of a general idea. He is
incapable of abstract reasoning. He is merely led by one
lttle departmental precedent after anether, and maybe he
saw somewhere something that led him to infer that that would
be the decision of the department. I will undertake now to
say that mo full-blooded Ameriean in any department, even
though he calls himself an expert, will ever issne a depart-
mental decision that my duties as a Senator comstitute a trade,
and that the public business to which I pay my attention in
my ineflicient way is my private business.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Mr. President, will the Senator
permit me to interrupt him?

Mr, WILLIAMS. Yes.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. The only experts on the floor
representing the Treasury Department, three of them, have dis-
tincetly stated to me since this matter came up, and I so stated a
while ago when the Senator was not present

Mr. WILLIAMS, I have been present. I did not hear the
Senator.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. They stated that by no possible
construetion could the preposition anneunced by the Senator
from Massachusetts be imcluded within the provisions of the

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am glad to hear that.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. I knew the Senator would be.

Mr, WILLIAMS. I am glad to hear that, because then we
have at least three narrow-groove men against one narrow-
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groove man, and even three narrow-groove men are better than
oue narrow-groove man, although one broad-gauge man would be
better than all four of them.

Mr. President, I want to say just a few words about the
danger of the American peopl: sinking into Prussianism through
a stereotyped eivil service.

1 remember, with an affection that I can hardly describe, a

decensed friend, formerly a Senator from the State of Indiana,
Mr. Shively, one of God's noblemen, one of the choicest prod-
uets of American private and publie life. He and I were once
placed upon a subcommittee of which I was chairman and he
was a member. I said, “ Ben, do you want to hear any experts
about this?” He said, “John, I do not.” I said, “ Well, I
do not.” We consulted the other member of the subcommit-
tee, who was at that time the blind statesman from Oklahoma,
Mr. Gore, and he said he did not; and Shively and Gore and
I had a great deal less trouble explaining our department—
for everything then was divided among several subcommit-
tees—to the Senate and to the Congress and to the couniry
than the men who had permitted themselves to be limited and
liamstrung by so-called experts.
" 1 have an immense admiration for a real expert, but a little
departmental clerk in Washington is not a sure-enough expert.
He does not know anything except what another little depart-
miental clerk a little bit higher than he is told him a little while
before that, and then the lower and subordinate expert clerk
undertakes to instruct the Senator from Massachusetts; and
then, finding that they are in a fix, three experts double on one
expert, and they undertake to instruct the Senator from In-
diana.

We are either fit to represent the country here and to legis-
late for it or we are not. Of course, it is true, as James Bryce
says, that too many men in public life in America were never
trained for public life, were never educated for it, never read
for it, never thought for it; but, still, there are plenty to carry
on the public business. There is a use for an accountant now
and then. There is a use for a man to make an estimate as
to how much revenue may come from a certain tax. We can
not make of ourselves public or private accountants or book-
keepers in the Treasury Department; but when it comes to
taking advice upon the nature or character or tendency of a
tax, for God's sake do not take it from a bureaucracy,

They can not get out of their rut. They differ in the color of
their eves and their hair and their statore and their weight,
but they do not differ from one another at all in the bureaucratic
tinge which marks them all as one. After a while, if you con-
tinne that sort of thing, you will sink to Prussianism, where
really the only thing stronger than the divine right of the
Kaiser was a bureaucracy that told him what to say and what
to do—a military bureauecracy, a naval bureaucracy, and a civil
bureaucracy of some description or other.

My, President, if, contrary to the opinion of the three Wat-
son experts and in accordance with the opinion of the one
Walsh expert any employee of this Government shall ever de-
termine that a Senator’s public business is a private job or that
it is a trade, then the departmental chief who does not dis-
charge that fool ought himself to be impeached.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, the President of the
United States is required to do a considerable amount of fravel-
ing in the ordinary discharge of his duties, and much more in
the discharge of incidental duties. I was wondering whether he
would be denied the right to gef credit for his expenses in
traveling upon the ground that he did not pursue a trade or
business, A minister of the gospel, traveling around on @ cir-
cuit, undoubtedly incurs considerable expense for traveling and
for meals during his absence from home, and I was wondering
whether he would be denied the right to take credit upon the
ground that he did not pursue a trade or business.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, no minister ever got pay
enough to warrant him in making this deduction.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Perhaps that is true. But, Mr,
President, I did not rise to discuss that matter. I rose to call
attention to information given by the Senator from Indiana, in
charge of the bill

Mr. WATSON of Indiana.
consulting with the expert.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I was saying that I rose to call
attention to information given by the Senator from Indiana, in
charge of the bill, to the effect that the amendment offered by
the Senator from Georgin would result in a loss of revenue
amounting to $135,000,000. I suppose this was merely a rough
guess upon first impression by the experts, but I refer to it for
the purpese of indicating how much reliance ought to be placed
upon {nformation of that character which comes to us.

I beg the Senator's pardon; I was

Mr. WATSON of Indiana.
ruption?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I am glad to yield.

Mr, WATSON of Indiana. I consulted Mr. McCoy, the Treas-
ury expert as to estimates, whom we all on both sides of the
Chamber consulf, and, so far as I know, he is a most reliable
and trustworthy man, at least I have always found him so, and
I think the Senafor has if he has ever had oceasion to consult
him. I handed him this amendment, while several Senators
around were asking him questions, and asked him v'hat in his
Judgment would be the loss of revenue oceasioned by the adoption
of the amendment, and offhand he said $135,000,000. After-
wards he got the amendment and went back and studied it, and
then came up to me and said, “ I gave you too hasty an opinion.
It will mean a loss of from about $80,000,000 to $85,000,000.”
He added, *“ I had not even had a chance to glance at the amw=mnl-
ment when I answered you offhand.”

Mr. WALSH of Montana. My purpose in rising was s mply
to call attention to the fact that no opportunity had been
given to the experts to study the problem, and I take it that this
modified and reduced estimate also is merely in the nature of
0 Cuess.

I deemed that it must be, because we were apprised only the
other day, and again this morning, in connection with the
amendment tendered by the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
GERRY ], that his amendment would result in a reduction of
$135,000.000, and it contemplated that all incomes—not those
alone derived from personal service of the taxpayer but all
incomes—should pay a normal tax of only 2 per cent up to
$5,000, of 4 per cent from $5,000 to $10,000, and of 6 per cent
on incomes from $10,000 to $15,000, while the amendment be-
fore ns contemplates a reduction only of from 4 to 2 on incomes
up to $4,000, and from 8 to 4 on the second $4,000. One making
a rough estimate would say that the loss occasioned by the
amendment tendered by the Senator from Georgia should not
be to exceed ome-third of the amount that would be lost had
the amendment tendered by the Senator from Rhode Island
been adopted. Accordingly, the loss of revenue, if that is the
appropriate expression, does not seem fo be very great in con-
nection with the amendment tendered by the Senator from
Georgla. It will be observed that it is only in the case of
incomes derived from personal services that the deduction is
to be made, and, in the second place, that the deduction does
not go beyond incowmes of $8,000.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, if T understood correctly,
the Senator from Indiana advanced two reasons why he would
not be willing to accept the amendment offered by the Senator
from Georgia, the first being that the Treasury could not bear
the loss of revenue and the second that it was not workable,

What I am curious to know is, if the Treasury expert can
tell you in 10 minutes how much revenue you will lose, why
can not that same expert finally evolve gsome rule for adminis-
tration? If he can so differentiate the incomes which will be
affected by the amendment so that in 10 minutes he can tell
you how much money the Treasury will be deprived of if the
amendment is agreed to, how can he say in the next breath it
is not a workable plan at all? It seems absolutely absurd to
me that both reasons should be advanced, one that you can
not tell what it is going to do and that they can not administer
it, and in 10 minutes have the expert tell you how much will
be lost by the Treasury Department. Certainly the Senator
from Indiana does not want both of those to stand as reasons.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, we have gone a little aside from
the question before the Senate. I do not kmow whether it was
the introduction of the question of widows into this discus-
sion that scattered ev@rybody and started Senators going in
different directions, but we have done so. Before I say what T
want to in regard to the bill, let me say a word as to these
experts.

I have sat on the committee with these gentlemen from the
Treasury Department, and they have been called upon many
times to answer questions very quickly as to the amount of
revenue which would be derived under a certain plan of taxa-
tion, the amount of money that might be lost by a suggested
change, and so forth. They have necessarily been obliged to
make estimates, because no man can tell the amount of busi-
ness which will be ecarried on in this counfry, therefore he
can not tell absolutely the amount of a tax: but I have been
struck with the fact, first, that they have apparently always
answered according to their best judgment regardless of
whether it was a Democratic Senator who asked the question
or a Republican, and regardless of whether it was the pro-
ponent of a proposition or a critic of a proposition who asked
the question. :

Will the Senator permit an inter-

.
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They were called in for the purpose of dealing with technigue
of this matter. I thini they are very competent men for the
performance of that kind of work. I have only one criticism
to make, I think in a few instances they have been too much
inclined to say that seme plan suggested was not workable, or
was diffiecult of administration, and perhaps being engaged in
the business of administration they very naturally incline
somewhat toward the removal of difficulties and the escaping
of difficulties, That, however, is but human.

The proposition which is now made, namely, to distinguish,
in levying a tax upon incomes, beiween the income which is
the result of personal labor and service and the income which
ig the result of invested ecapital, seems to me to be one which
is not surrounded with wearly as many difficulties as the ad-
ministration of other provisions already in the law. In all of

these laws the Treasury Department is authorized to make.

rules and regulations, and that rules and regulations could be
adopted which would carry the purpose of this bill into effect
I do not entertain the slightest doubt.

To begin with, if a man earns a salary, if that is the sole
source of his income, that question settles ifself; it can be
mothing but personal earnings. If he earns a salary, and then
collects dividends upon certain stocks which he holds, it is
very easy to distinguish in that case. So in the great majority
of cases the line of demarcation between an income personally
earned and an inecome which results from capital is very simple.

I grant you that there is a difficult field. A man may be
engaged in conducting a business. He may take no salary from
the business, but may receive his income in the nature of
profits from that business. In that event there is a combina-
tion of two things, his personal labor and his invested capital,
and the earnings from both sources flow into one common
stream. But is it impossible, therefore, to ascertain how mmch
ought to be charged to capital and how much ought to be
charged to personal earnings? You know the amount of his
invested capital. You know what a fair return upon it would
be, and you can ascertain the fair salary which ought to be
paid to a man engaged in the kind of business he s engaged
in. Rules and regulations can be adopted, and I am unwilling
that this proposition sheuld be defeated upon any such puerile
ground as that it can not be administered, beeause, Mr. Presi-
dent, if we can administer the other intricate features of this
bill, the difficulties of the one I am now discussing can be
readily solved.

Now, we are met by another argument to which I wish to give
just a moment's attention. It is stated by my very good friend,
whom I so very much admire, the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Warsox], that the principle involved in the pending amendment,
namely, that a distinetion should be made in the levying of
taxes between the income which is the result of personal service
and the income which is the result of invested capital, is a
sound principle, and that it ought to be written into the bill; but
the Senator objects that, although sound in so far as it goes,
this sound principle, which would improve the bill, ought not

_to be put into the bill bécause we do not go a step further and

. distinguish as to the incomes of widows and orphans in the same

way.

Let us see where we come out with that sert of logic. The
present law does not distinguish between the income from in-
vested capital and the income from labor, neither does it dis-
tinguish between the income from labor or from capital and
the income of the widow. That is the present law and that is
in the proposed bill. How can it be said that we should not
distingnish between the income from personal labor and the
income from invested eapital merely because we do not go a
etep still further than the present law and make a distinguish-
ing feature as to the income of the widow?

In other words, the present bhill combines both defects. It
does not distinguish between the personal earnings and ecapi-
talistic earnings, neither does it distinguiah between the income
of the widow and the ca ¢ earnings. That being the
case, it is argued that we should not wipe out one of those
Inequalities because we can not and do not at the same time wipe
out both., That is very much like saying to a man, *“ There are
two things that I ought to do—I eught to protect your house
against robbers and I ought to pay you my debts.”

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me
to ask him a question?

Mr. REED. In a moement. *“Under the existing conditions I
am going to do neither; but if you propose to protect my house
against robbers I will refuse to join you in that unless you also
propose at the same time to pay me the debt that you owe me.”

I now yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. PENROSE., I at one time thought just as the Senator
frem DMisseuri does on this subject, until T had a Ilittle more

experience with the question. I should like to ask him how he
would treat the case of a man who was running a garage and
had a certain amount of capital invested in the building and
the parts of the machines and automobiles and at the same time
did the work principally himself? How wounld he segregate
the income coming to that individual?

Mr. REED. That is the very proposition that I stated a while
ago as one of the most difficult,

Mr9 PENROSE. Wounld net that occur in a vast number of
cases?

Mr, REED. It will occur in many cases. It will not occur
in the majority of cases, but will occur in many cases,

Mr. PENROSE. When it occurs how ean it be handled?

AMr. REED. The answer which 1 seought to make a little
while ago was that the Government can ascertain the amount
of capital invested, and knowing the capital invested, can ascer-
fain the gross ano-me and can appertion to the capital that part
of the income which will be a fair return upon the capital, and
then can charge the rest of it to the personal services of the
individual. Rules and regulations can be laid down by the de-
partment which will work no injustice in that behalf. In any
event it will work for the benefit of the individual in saving him
payment upon that which he has wrought with his hands. To
that extent he will be benefited even though he should get less
than he was entitled to. The present bill lumps it all together
and compels him to pay on his total income, while the proposed
amendment would grant him an exemption upon that part
which was adjudged or ruled was the result of the work of his
hand. I think there is no difficulty about that.

We have other problems in the bill, as the Senator in charge
of it, T think, will agree, that are very difficult and very hard
te work out; yet they have nearly all been solved. It was =aid
that we could not work out the problem of separating the in-
come upon stock which was partly from the earmings before
1013 and partly from the earnings since 1913, a very difficult
and intricate thing, aud yet the Treasury Department made its
rules and regulations and has solved that very difficult problem ;
and so I might proeceed. But it is soluble. It ean be dene.

While T am tfalking about that perhaps we will get a Iittle
light, not on this direct question but on the whele guestion of
taxes levied upon incomes and levied wpon profits, if we will
look to our sister—I had almost said republic—on the north.
It is the nearest approach to a republic that there is in the
world outside of a real and abselute republic—Canada. They
are a very intelligent and very wonderful people, and having
paid them that compliment I pay them the further compliment
of saying they most nearly approach American civilization of
any people in the world.

Mr. JOXES of New Mexico. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fer¥arp in the chair).
Does the Senator from Missouri yield to the Senator from New
Mexico?

Mr. REED. 1 yield.

Mr, JONES of New Mexico. I should like to call attention
to a provision of the bill which it seems to me would present a
problem very much akin to that which the Senator from Mis-
sourt has just been discussing, and that is the administration
section of the law which defines a persomal service corporation.
It strikes me the problem presented by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania would not be any more difficult than that which has
been administered under this very hill and preposed to be con-
tinued for a year as fol}cm'r

The term ** nal service co ation " means a corporation whose
ineome is to ascribed p to the activities the indpnz
owners or stockholders who are themselves regularly en
active conduct of the affairs of the corporation and in which enpihl
tf[::mher invested or borrewed) is net a mmterial income producing

It occurs to me that if that sort of law is workable then the
amendment suggested by the Senator from Georgia and now
being discussed by the Senator frem Missouri would not be any
more diffienlt than that, and it would certainly be as easy to
weork out the problem suggested by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania as the one which they now have relating to perscnal
service corporations.

Mr. REED. I thank the Senator. With his usual clarity of
statement he has put the matter so that I can not improve it.
However, I affirm that any man who will take paragraph 7 of
gection 200, which the Senater from New Mexico has just read,
and give it a moment's study will be compelled to say that the
problem there presemted is more intrieate than the problem
presented by the proposed amendment of the Senator from
Georgia.

What I am going to say for a moment has only an indirect
bearing upon the particular question now hefore the Senate, but
it is matter which I think is of interest to those who are really
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studying the bill and that it will be of use to us not only now
but a little later on.

Turning to Canada, here are the taxes laid in Canada. I am
referring now to income taxes:

Four per cent upon all incomes exceeding $1,000 but not exceeding
$6,000 in the case of unmarried persons and widows or widowers with-
out dependent children, and persons who are not supporting dependent
brothers or sisters under the aie of 18 years, or a dependent parent or
parents, grandparent or gran rents, and exceedlng $2,000 but not
exceeding $6,000, in the case of all other persons, and 8 per cent upon
all income exceeding $6,000.

That is where they strike the 8 per cent level.

In addition thereto the following surtax :

(b) One per cent of the amount by which the income exceeds $5,000
and does not exceed $6,000 ;

Two per cent of the amount by which the income exceeds $6,000 and
does not exceed £8,000.

Alr. President, the Canadian law proceeds by that sort.of step
and I ask to print it entire as a part of my remarks,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The matter referred to reads as follows:

b) One 5er cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$3,000 and does not exceed $6,000;

Two per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds $6,000
and does not exceed $8,000;

Three per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds $8,000
and does not exceed $10, H

Four per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds $10,000
and does not exceed $12,000 :

Five per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds $12,000
and does not exceed $14,000;

Six per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds $14,000
and does not exceed $16,000:

Seven per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds $16,000
and does not exceed $18,000;

Eight per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds $18,000
and does not exceed $20,000;

Nine per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds $20,000
and does not exceed $22,000;

Ten per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds $22,000
and does not exceed $24,000;

Eleven per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds $24,000
and does not ex $26,000 ;

Twelve per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$26,000 and does not exceed $28,000; :

Thirteen per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$28,000 and does not exceed $30,000;

Fourteen per cent upon’the amount by which the income exceeds
$380,000 and does not exceed $32,000;

Fifteen r cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$32.000 and does not exceed $34,000; :

Sixteen ger cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$34.000 and does not exceed $36,000;

Seventeen per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$36,000 and does not exceed $38,000; .

l'fighteen per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$35,000 and does not exceed $40,000;

Nineteen per cent upon the amounti by which the income exceeds
$40,000 and does not exceed $42,000;

Twenty per cent upon the amount by which the income
$42,000 and does not exceed $44,000;

Twenty-one per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
£44,000 and does not exceed $46,000; .

Twenty-two per cent upon the amount by which the income execeeds
$46,000 and does not exceed $48,000;

Twenty-three per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
48,000 aud does not exceed $30,000; xR

s

exceeds
Twenty-four per cent upon the amount by which the income
$50,000 and does not exceed $52,000; .
Twenty-five per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$£52.000 and does not exceed $34,000;
Twenty-six per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$54,000 and does not exceed $56,000 ;
Twenty-seven per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$56,000 and does not exceed $58,000 ;
fwenty-olght per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$£58,000 and does not exceed $60, H
Twenty-nine per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
,000 and does not exceed $62, i
Thirty per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds $62,000
and does not exceed $64,000;
« Thirty-one per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
£64.000 and does not exceed 560,000 ;
Thirty-two per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$06.000 and does not exceed $68,000;
Thirty-three per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$68,000 and does not exceed $70,000;
Thirty-four per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
£70,000 and does not exceed 372, 5
Thirty-five per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$72,000 and does not exceed $74,000;
Thirty-six ger cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$74.000 and does not exceed $76,000;
Thirty-seven per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
§$76.000 and does not exceed t’.‘s.ﬁeu;
Thirty-eight per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$78.000 and does not exceed £80,000;

Thirty-nine per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
ss%mto el dmgs ng:t‘ flxlmd 5821:.01,00: hich the 1 ds $82,000
orty per cent up e amount by whic e Income excee 2,

and does not exceed $84,000;

Forty-one per cent upon the amount by which the Income excceds
£84.000 and does not exceed $86,000;

Forty-two per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$86,000 and does not exceed $88, :

Forty-three per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$88,000 and does not exeeed $£00,000 ;

Forty-four J)or cent upon lheo::)ndgnnt by which the income exceeds

$9%0?t0 %“d oes nott excee«fl.t h$9-. P ik
orty-five per cent upon ¢ amount by which the income exceeds
$D2.00({ and does not exceed $04,000

Forty-six per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds

$04,000 and does not exceed y H

Forty-seven per cent upon the amount by which the Income exceeds
$06,000 and does not exceed $98,000;

Forty-eight per cent upon the amount by which the income
£08.000 and does not exceed $100,000 ;

Flf:gbtwo per cent upon the amount by which the
$100,000 and does not exceed $1350,000 ;

Firty-six qor cent upon the amount by which the
£150,000 and does not exceed $200,000;

Sixty per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds £200,000
and does not exceed $300,000;

Sixty-three per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
£300,0 and does not exceed $500,000 :

Sixty-four per cent upon the amount
£500, and does not exceed $1,000,000 ;

Sixty-five per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$1,000,000.

Mr. REED. So it proceeds in that way until it reaches the
$66,000 income. Let us see what Canada did after that. When
it reaches $66,000 this is the language:

Thirty-one per cent upon the amount by which the income execeeds
56%%}0 Rtl_l“q does m:-tt exceedtgﬁﬁ,oﬂn: %3 Yok hecs

‘hirty-two per cent upon the amount by which the incomes exceeds
£66.000 and dl:;s not exceed $68,000;

Thirty-three per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$65,000 and does not exceed §$70,000,

So, proceeding in that way and raising 1 per cent for each
$2,000 of income, the law continues until we reach incomes of
£500,000. At that point the law reads:

Sixty-four per cent upon the amount by which the income exceeds
$300,000 and does not exceed $1,000.000, and 63 per cent upon the
amount by which the income exceeds $1,000,000.

So, Mr. President, Canada leaves her surfaxes on incomes of
$1,000,000 plus at 65 per cent. The attempt was made here for
a flat reduction to 32 per cent as soon as the income reached
$66,000, and from there on, no matter how great the income, the
tax was to be 32 per cent. The agricultural “bloc,” or a part
of the agricultural * bloc,” agreed to a maximum of 50 per cent,
which applies to incomes of $200,000, with no increase after
that.

Mr., JONES of New Mexico. May I state that the increase
from $100,000 to $200,000 is only in the last one of the brackets,
so that really the gradations are only up to $100,000 substan-
tially. Tt practically includes the $200,000 with it, making a
difference only of about 1 or 2 per cent between $100,000 and

$200,000.
I am obliged to the Senator.

exceeds

income exceeds

income exceeds

T_Jr which the income exceeds

Mr. REED.

Mr. President, if Canada can levy and collect these very la rge
income taoxes, while I do not say that the action of Canada or
of any other country is binding on us, it is highly persuasive of
the fact that the income taxes can be collected and that they do
not destroy business. Canada is not out for the destruction of
business any more than are we.

Mr. SMOOT, Will the Senator yield?

Mr. REED. I will,

AMr, SMOOT. I might say to the Senator that the Canadian
surtaxes are exactly the same as is the present law in the
United States; that they took their law from our law. There is
not a penny difference between the Canadian law and the present
law of this country. 3

Mr. REED. Very well, but we are proposing to change our
present law. If the Canadians took their law from our present
law—and I have not compared the two statutes word for word—
then, Mr. President, they are keeping theirs while we are pro-
posing to change ours.

There is another thing I wish to say about that matter at
this time.

Mr. POMERENE. Have the Canadians made any effort to
change the law?

Mr. REED. I have only got the statutes.
been made to change it I do not know.

Let us look at the excess-profits tax, which is the burden
which it seems our friends are so determined they will take off
at all hazards, I do not know why they are so tender about the
excess-profits tax; I do not know how much eampaign contribu-
tions have had to do with party pledges; but I am doing some
thinking about that, and I believe that the people of the
country will ultimately do some thinking about it.

Let us see what Canada is doing. It is said that these high
surtaxes destroy business; that is, if a man can not make a
thousand per cent profit he will get mad and quit, or if he can
not make a hundred per cent he will just shut up shop. I
showed the other day that with the highest rate which we
propose to levy—40 per cent on excess profits—the man making
a thousand per cent still had over $60 left out of every $100 of
excess profits he has made. We only propose to take 40 per

What efforts have
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cent in any event, and to leave him $60 out of $100. Then he
will have the lesger taxes upon his lesser profits. So I ecan
see this crowd of cormorants—and that is what a man is who
wants to make a thousand per cent; if you trace his ancestry
back far enough to get into the bird creation you would find
‘that his blood springs ended in a condor—quitting business.
Do Senators think a man of that kind is going to forego the
$60 profits which he is going to have left because he is made
to pay $40 out of the $100 that he has made?

Mr. POMERENE. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from DMis-
souri yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. REED. I do.

Mr. POMERENE, The Senator from Missouri has been on
the Committee on Finance during all of the session, and this
very subject has been discussed in that committee repeatedly.
Has the Senator yet heard the name of one of the men who
would surrender these securities for a nontaxable security?

Mr. REED. Oh, no; I bave heard no names. Look at the
absurdity of it! Here is a man making 500 per cent. All
right. The Government comes along and says, *“Out of the
500 per cent you have made we are going to take something
less than 40 per cent "—I will merely call it 40 per cent to make
easy figures—* you are going to make $50,000, and that is 500
per cent, and when you have made it, we are going to take
$20,000 of it away from you and still leave you $30,000—300
per cent of your profit.” That gentleman, it is stated, is going
to say, “I will not take that 300 per cent; I will just quit
business; I will go and invest my money in a 4 per cent
security ! ™ There may be Senators in the Senate who believe
that, but they will never make the people of the United States
believe it.

1 have traveled that road until there is no use in going over
it again; but let me call the Senators’ attention to the Canadian
law on excess profits. Here is their act of 1916, which was * as-
sented to on the 1st of July, 1920,” which I take means that it
is the present, living law of the Dominion of Canada:

His Majesty, by and twith the advice and consent of the Senate and
House of Commons of Canada, enacts as follows:

ws !
1. Section 8 of the business profits war tax aect, 1916, chapter 11
of the Statutes of 1916, is amended by adding thercto the to‘lj.lowing

subsections :

“(2) The profits earned in any business during any accounting
period ending in the wyear 1920 which do not ex 10 per cent per
annum upon the capital employed in such business shall be exempt

from the tax prescri by this act.

We ourselves exempt 10 per cent from the excess profits.
While the law says 8 on the face of the statute, the exemptions
which are allowed raise it to 10 per cent. v

Upon any such profits exceeding 10 per cent per annum and not
exceeding 1% per cent per annum upon the mﬂiml employed, there shall
be paid a tax equal to 20 per cent of such profits.

pon any such profits exceeding 15 per cent per annum and not
exceeding 20 per cent annum upon the capital employed, there shall
be paid a tax equal to 30 per cent of such profits.

Upon any such profits ex ng 20 per cent per annum and not
exceeding 30 per cent ger annum upon the capital employed, there shall
be paid a tax equal to 50 per cent of such profits.

pon any such profits exceedinf 30 per cent per annum upon the
capital employed, there shall be paid a tax equal to 60 per cent of such
profits.

(3) In any business with a cagital of not less than $25,000 and
under $560,000, a tax shall be paid of 20 per cent of the amount by
which the profits earned during any accounting period ending in the
year 1920 in such business exceeds 10 per cent per annum,

(4) The rates of taxation set forth in section 3 of this act, as amended
by chapter 6 of the statutes of 1917, shall appgg in respect of the
profits earned in any accounting period ending in_the Eears 1917, 1918,
and 1919 by any business liable to taxation under this act having a
capital of less than $50,000, if 20 per cent or more of such profits have
been derived from the manufacture or dealing in munitions of war or
materials or supplies of any kind for war purposes.

2, Bection 26 of the saild act, as enacted by chapter 39 of the
statutes of 1919, is amended by substituting the word ** twenty ” for
the word * nineteen,” in the third line thereof, and by substituting the
word * seventy-two" for the word * sixty,” in the fourth line of the
first proviso in the said section.

3. Section 7 of the said act is amended by adding the following
subsection thereto:

(@) In the case of two or more incorporated companies merged or
consolidated at any time after the 1st day of January, 1916, for the
purposes of this act the capital employed in the business of the compan
into which such other company or companies are merged or conundateg
or of the companf created on such merger or consolidation, shall nof
exceed the capital of the companies so merged or consolidated as the
same existed before such merger or consolidation, together with an
additional capital that may have been invested in such business in cas
at the time of such merger or consolidation or thereafter.”

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Missouri
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. REED. I yield.

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator will allow me to do so, I desire
to call his attention to the fact that the excess profits law
in Canada from which he has read was repealed on Decem-
ber 31, 1920.

Mr. REED, The statute which I have read was enacted
July 1, 1920,

Mr. SMOOT. The act of December 31, 1920, repeals the act
of July 1, 1920.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. How much does Canada levy as a flat
tax on the income of corporations? \

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator mean as a corporation tax?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Great Britain levies 30 per cent, while
this bill proposes to levy but 15 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. Great Britain levies 30 per cent as a normal
tax on incomes.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Great Britain levies a flat tax of 30
per cent on business or corporations.

Mr. SMOOT. That may be the rate.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. It is.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Missouri
[Mr. ReEED] has the floor.

Mr. SMOOT. I was merely calling the Senator's attention to
the fact——

Mr. REED. I want to get this matter exactly as it is. I
was quoting from the statutes as late as July, 1920. If that
tax has been repealed since then, I want to know what has
been enacted in lieu of it. The income tax has not been repealed
since then, has it? So that the income tax stands, although
something has been done with the excess-profits tax.

Mr, SIMMONS and Mr. SMOOT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Missouri
yiiljd; f{?ﬂ% g soI. to whom?

r, . I yleld first to the Senator from North Carolina.
D%IEOSIMONS. We simply reduce it from 60 and 40 to 40
a .

Mr. REED. But we are speaking about the Canadian law.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator the income tax in
Canada has not been repealed, but is still exactly as our pres-
ent tax is. Corporations and joint-stock companies, however,
pay 10 per cent. I will read each bracket so that the Senator
may understand it.

Mr. REED. From what is the Senator about to read?

My, SMOOT. The last Canadian law. B
Mr. REED. Very well.
Mr. SMOOT. It reads:

CORPORATION TAX.
2) Corporations an -
or(m)'ganim. shall pat} jgidnt ﬂocgencf%a:orgeﬁhc%%:gl aetxtg;ecﬂ%‘; %r;aﬁ'l
Any corporation or iolnt-stoc company the fiscal year of which is not
DR o 1 ncome (o145 B e codiae S T s
¥ear for which the return is belng gm):ar SR WA Lt uiondnr

In other words, our tax to-day is 10 per cent upon the cor-
porate income and so is the Canadian tax.

Mr. REED. Is that all the corporations pay?

! Mr, SMOOT. That is all the corporations pay on their net
income.

Mr. REED. What else do they pay?

Mr. SIMMONS. Do they not pay an excess-profits tax?

Mr. SMOOT. The excess-profits tax in Canada was repealed
on December 31, 1920.

Mr. REED. What else do they pay?

Mr. SMOOT. When a corporation’s earnings are distributed,
of course they fall under the income tax, just as in the case
of this country dividends when distributed fall under our in-
come tax.

The Senator said that there had been no change contemplated
in the income tax law of Canada.

Mr. REED. I did not say that no change had been contem-
plated; I said I knew nothing about what was contemplated,
but I said there had not been a change, as I understood. ;

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that he is correct;
but I understood him to refer to a contemplated change.
I dislike to take the timre of the Senator at this particular
moment.

Mr. REED. It is perfectly agreeable to me to have the Sen-
ator interrupt.

Myr. SMOOT. Then while I do not wish to make it as a
positive statement I saw in one of the New York papers about
a month ago, when the pending bhill was being considered, that
Canada intended to repeal the higher brackets of her income
tax law, just as the committee reported in the case of the bill
now before ug, and that they were going to repeal many of the
irritating and nagging taxes and increase their sales-tax rates.
I do not know whether that is so or not. I only saw it in the
papers as reported by an Associated Press dispatch.

Mr. REED. Very well. That leads me to remark, just in
passing, that the present so-called “ nuisance taxes” are nui-
sance taxes because they are levied on some of the things we
buy. We propose to wipe that out and do away with the nul-
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sance business by spreading the nuisance tax over everything
we buy, That is another one of the astonishing theerfes—that
it is a nuisance tax if you go to a soda fountain and pay a tax
on your drink, but if you have to pay on everything you buy in
the world that is not a nuisance at all.

I do not want to discuss that, however.

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, I do not want to discuss it with the
Senator; but that is not the theory on which they were desig-
nated “nuisance taxes.,” There is a good reason why they are
called nuisance taxes, and I think I have already stated it be-
fore the Senate.

Mr. REED. Yes: I heard the Senator's argument, and it was
a very able argument.

Mr. SMOOT. It is not because of the faect that they are sim-
ply imposed at a higher rate, because that is hardly a fair desig-
nation. Aneother thing I will say to the Senator is that I do
not think we have collected 40 per cent of the special taxes
that ought to have been collected under the existing law. It
is left entirely with the retailer as to whether he shall pay the
tax or not, and we know that in eertain industries there has not
been 25 per cent of the tax colleeted. A general turnover tax
does not affeet the Treasury of the United States in that way,
hewever, nor does it require the seller of geods to keep special
accounts for special goods at a special priee, but the tax is im-
posed at a low rate upon all the goods that are sold.

Mr, REED. I understand the Semator’s argument. It isonly
a question of degree, and I do not care to go into it at this
time, because I am not going to discuss the sales fax at this
time: but it appears from the Senafor's statement in regard to
the Canadian law that the law as o excess profits has been re-

pealed.
Mr. SMOOT. Yes.
Mr, REED. I shall take the trouble, if I can possibly get the

time, to find what other faxes they have in lieu of that repeal,
for it is certain that the Canadian Government is compelled to
increase its revenues. At least, we know that it has kept the
high taxes upon the incomes, and that it is now, according to
the Senator’s idea—and I know he is giving us the best of his
judgment—contemplating the adoption of a sales tax.

Ar. SMOOT. They have a sales tax to-day. They are cow
templating increasing the rate.

Mr. REED. They are contemplating an enlargement of it.

Mr. President, I have been on the floor much longer than I
hadt expected to be. I did want to say a word on behalf of
these experts who are not permitted to defend themselves, and
I did want to say that in my judzment it is utterly ridieulous
to say that the amendment proposed by the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Harris] can not be administered.

In the great majority of cases—I apprehend in 90 per eent
of the incomes that fall below $5,000—it is purely a question of
salary, so that it will largely solve itself. There is not much
use in talking about it. I think the other side have made up
iheir minds, regardless of the merits of any question that is
presented, that they are going to carry through this compro-
mise, They prevented a loss of about sixty or sixty-five mil-
lion dollars on surtaxes on large incomes, and in order to get
that they swapped off their birthright for an excess-prefits tax
that would bring us $450,000,000, and I think from their atti-
tude in the Chamber that they agreed to stand by this bill as
it is, with the one exeeption.

Since Jacob and Esau met and traded, there never has been a
lot of honest gentlemen more effeetually bunceed. It will be
remembered that Jacob was a very smart individual, and as
far as I could ever make out Esau was a very good-hearted,
gzood-natured chap. He had some excuse for making his trade.
He was very hungry, and the greens that were cooking smelled
zood, and he allowed his appetite to overcome his judgment. I
have always thized with him, for I have been hungry
myself. But why a lot of patriofs organizing themselves into a
solid bloe, and knowing that they had the votes, if they wenld
but add them to some votes they already had en their side—and
they were Democratic votes—to have accomplished any reforms
in this bill they desired, should sit down and say: “If you will
coneede to us a restitution of the surtax up to 50 per ecent en
high ineomes, we will agree with yeu that we will stand by the
prefiteers along with you, and relieve them of $450,000,000 of
taxes that they eught to pay”—why a let of patriets, and I
know they are all patriots, would have made that sort of a bar-
gzain is beyond my eomprehension.

I do not know who negotiated on behalf of the majerity in
that trade, but I apprehend it was a down-east Yankee, or at
least a down-enst Yankee engineered the deal. I do not say
that in an uncomplimentary way, but rather in & eomplimentary
way. I have always had a profound admiration for the im-
genuity, the skill, and the brain power of the down-east Yankee.

I once heard a story which I think I may tell withont of«
fense—that an old Hebrew doing business out in Chieago had
aecumulated a fortune, and when his son became of age he
gave him a quarter of a million dollars and said to him, * Now,
my boy, don’t try te stay here in Chieage and trade with these
sharpers. They will get this away from you. Find a simple
people, a pastoral people, and go down and trade with them.”™
So the young man went down and loeked around in New Eng-
land, and he thought they looked like g pastoral people, and he
located. In about a monfh's time he called up on the long-
distanee telephone and said, * Father, I want $30 to get home
on.” The father said, “What has become of your meney?™
He said, “ Father, they got it all away from me.” The old man
said, “ What! That pastoral people?” The sen replied, * Pas-
toral people, thunder, father! These are the 10 lost tribes of
Israel down here.” [Laughter,] !

I am wondering who it was that set up this job and put it
over on the bloe. You saved a reduetion te 32 per cent flat
on incomes above £68,000 in part—that tax had run fo 63 per
cent—ane you got it up as far as 30, and then you traded off
the tax en the profiteer, the man who makes 50 per cent, 100
pPer eent, 506 per cent: the mam, as I have said before, that
you gentlemen on the other side of this aisle were talking abou#
passing statutes to decldre a eriminal enly a few months ago;.
the man whose prefits are fived only by the amount he ean ex-
tort. No man ever asks more than 25 or at the outside 50
per cent prefit who is regulated in his business by simply what
is a fair and just and reasomable profit. Cerfainly when he
goes above those figures the only limit there is te his cupidity
is the ability te exact prefits. He is not doing business: he is
robbing. He is not trading; he is stealing. He is net traffick-
ing; he is picking pockets. He is not entering the marts of
commerce for the purpose of exchanging goods at a fair and
reasonable advance; he has set up a shop in whieh te pick the
peckets of the unwary, and take advantage of necessity or of
ignorance.

You propose to say to the genileman who runs a shep of that
kind : “ You go tax free, except that we will tax you the normal
tax on your income.” Then youn undertake to justify it, and
when we ask to have this litile reductiom made here for the
benefit of the man of moderate incomme, you say: “ Hew muech
is it going te fake out of the revenue?”™ Well, somebody
guesses it at $85,000,000, and you throw up your hands and
say, “ We would like to de it, but we can net de it. We can
not spare that $85,000,000." But why can yeu not spare it?
Because you are taking $450,000,000 off of the gentlemen who
are making more than 10 per cent profit, and same of them
are making a thousand per cent profit.

I ask the question again and again, and I get agnin and
again in answer the pretense that if youw do mot let a man
make a thousand per eent profit, if you take away from the
man who is making a thowsand per eent profit 400 per cent
of the thousand per cent and leave him 600 per ecent, hecanse
he can not have the whole thousand per cent he will not take the
600 per cent, but will rush off and invest his money in 4 per
cent securities!

The intelleetual gorge rises at that. There is not any use in
arguing with a man whe will advance that sert of a theory.
You might as well have an argument with a white swelling, or
hold a discussion with a stemam whistle, or expound your legic
against a stone wall ,

A good many people talk about this 40 per cent excess-profits
tax as though you take 40 per cent of all man's income. You
de nothing of the kind. You take 40 per cent of the profit he has
made, provided that profit exceeds 20 per cent, and if he makes
a 20 per cent profit plus, then you take 40 per eent of that. If
be has madé 20 per cent, you leave him with a profit of 16 per
cent, and if he has made 40 per cent, you leave him with a profit
of 24 per cent, as I figure it.

But the bloe, as they moved forward gallantly fn defense of
the taxpayers, as they swarmed out of the bastions and un-
furled their gallant banners and eried:

Come one, come all, this rock shall fiy
From its Ilnn Base as soom as I

Us & Co. surrendered everything, simply eclaiming for them~
selves, and securing, the honors of war. They were allowed to
march out with their side arms and their colors fiying, but with
their pockets rifled and their fortress surrendered.

What a glorious thing it will be, along in the dog days of
next year, when the assembled masses gather in the quiet shade
of the groves to listen to the words of wisdem that will fall
from the lips of their appointed tribunes, when they stand and
picture to these masses of peeple the service fhey have ren-
dered. They will say, “There are a lot of old standpatters im
the Republican Party, and you know they have always been
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controlled by the corporations, and I am going to explain to you,
my countrymen, why we found it necessary to differ from them.
We were progressives., They proposed to take the taxes off
profiteers to the amount of $450,000,000. They proposed to take
the tax off of incomes above $68,000, reducing them to a flat
level of 32 per cent, and that meant a loss of $00,000,000; and,
my countrymen, we rallied to your support, and we got into a
room and we compromised and agreed that if they would put
the surtaxes on incomes up to 50 per cent, which are at present
65 per cent, we would yield to them on the $450,000,000 of ex-
cess profits. What a glorious service we rendered to you. How
thoroughly we defeated the old standpatters. What a wicked
lot they are. It is true we saved the horns and tail, but they
carried off the earcass and the tallow.”

Then there will be great applause from the listening multi-
tude.

No; you will not tell them that. When it comes to the
contest, you will go out and talk generally about having been
progressives and how you saved them money, but you will not
tell what you lost to them; and I propose, as far as my weak
voice or my influence will go, to let the country know this
afternoon and to know hereafter that you traded off the excess-
profits tax, and you did not need to trade off one penny of it,
There sat on this side of the Chamber a solid vote, and all we
needed on your side was 11 vofes to keep the excess-profits tax
in the law; and if you thought it was too high, that it ought
to be modified, although we think it is just about where it
ought to be, we would have yielded some to you in order to
have saved the excess-profits tax in a more moderate degree.

We make you that proposition now. We say to you now,
before the house is burned, before the battle Is enfirely lost,
that we will join with you gentlemen over there in putting an
excess-profits tax on, and while we want to write it high, rather
than see it all go, if you write a lower one we will join with
you in that, provided you still make it a substantial tax. I
am speaking, I know, the sentiment of my associates on
this side, and I know it so well that T do not hesitate to ven-
ture to make that statement,

If you should not accept this, you of the bloe, pull down your
flag which fluttered so gaily over vou, and run up the crépe,
the black erépe of surrender, for you are not entitled to a white
flag to march out under; it ought to be a black one,

Mr. President, that is all I want to say at this particular
time, and unless we are going into executive session I will sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, we are making deplorably
slow progress. When are we going to begin to hold night
sessions?

The majority of 24 on the Republican side are charged with
this responsibility, and ought to move. with celerity. I do not
like this bill. I think it iIs a bad bill, but it seems to me
a shame that the American people should be denied action of
some kind by this Congress. Why do you not manfully hold
night sessions, and hold the Senate in session from 10 o'clock
in the morning until 10 o'clock in the evening? Do you fail
to perceive that Christmas will be here hefore you pass this
bill if the situation is going to drag on as it has for the past
10 days? Have you not the mental processes to see that you
will not pass this bill for 90 days? It seems to me it is an
insult to the intelligence of the American people to confinue to
permit, day after day and day after day, such deplorably slow
progress as you are making on this bill.

Here are 20 or 30 Democrats urging you to move more rapidly
and hold night sessions on this bill and get through with it.

Mr. STANLEY and Mr., McCORMICK addressed the Chair,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arizona
yield, and if so, to whom?

Mr. ASHURST. I yield {o the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. STANLEY. I simply wanted to suggest to the Senator
that if we postpone the passage of this bill, not for 90 days but
for 90 years, this country would be inestimably benefited. I
would hesitate to urge them to any celerity in the imposition
of this thing upon the American people at this time.

AMr, ASHURST. I urge that the majority attend to the busi-
ness of the day.

Mr. REED. No matter how bad it is?

Mr. ASHURST, If it be bad, the sooner we find it out the
better. The Democrats during the recent campaign were ae-
cused of a lack of efficiency. I have heard of the Penrose ma-
chine, and have heard of the Aldrich machine, and during the
campaign you said, “ Give us the reins of power and we will
show you efficiency; we will show you how to proceed.” We
proceeded——

Mr. McCORMICK. And look what you did to the country.

Mr. STANLEY. That is not half what the RRepublican Party
is prepared to do to it.
Mr. ASHURST. I ignore the sarcasm of the Senafor from

Illinois,
Mr, WATSON of Indiana. Will the Senator yield to me?
Mr. ASHURST. I yield for a moment.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. I wanted to ask the Senator what
right he had to charge us on this side with delay, when Senators
on the other side have done more talking—— .

Mr., ASHURST. You are responsible for adjournments.
Every motion for recess or adjournment, with but one or two
exceptions, came from your side. You are responsible for the
lack of progress.

Mr, WATSON of Indiana. But four-fifths of the talking on
this bill has been done on the other side of the Chamber.

Mr. ASHURST. That does not deter me from asking that
you do more work.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana.

Mr. ASHURST.
in a few minutes.

Mr. REED. I hope we will

* Mr. WATSON of Indiana. If Senators on this side will stand
back of the proposition that beginning to-morrow night we
hold night sessions :

Mr. ASHURST. To-morrow night! It ig the same old story.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana (continuing). There will be night
sessions, .

Mr. ASHURST. Why not to-night?

Mr. McCORMICK. Make it to-night.

Mr, WATSON of Indiana. The only reason why we do not
make it to-night is because several Senators went to the Senator
from Pennsylvania to-day and asked him not to have a night
gession to-night——

Mr. ASHURST. Why not?

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. And he acceded to their request,
because they were not prepared for night sessions, and had all
sorts of arrangements made for this, that, and the other thing:
but beginning to-morrow night night sessions will be held, and
if necessary the sessions will begin at 10 o'clock in the morn-
ing, not for the purpose of choking off debate, but for the pur-
pose of preventing talk that does not bear upon the subject in
hand, and has no relevancy to the matter under immediate con-
sideration by the Senate. I mean no reflection upon any man
who has been occupying the floor.

Mr. ASHURST. Neither do I.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. But we all know that when miscel-
laneous and promiscuous debate is started upon these topics,
Senators wander far afield from a discussion of the particular
matter under debate at the moment, and that, of course, means
a consumption of time. I am not charging anybody with con-
dueting a filibuster purposely. That I would not charge. But I
do know that there is a very great indifference as to whether
or not time is lost, and so far as this side of the Chamber is
concerned, responsible as we are to the country for legislation
we intend to have legislation, and if necessary we intend to
stay here until we get it, be it by night or by day, or by night
and by day.

Mr. ASHURST. DMr. President, that is a very bold state-
ment and it will probably fail, like many other bold state-
ments, especially the statement to the effect that the country
was to have immediate relief. I wonder if Senators fail
to perceive the serious sitnation of this country. T wonder if
Senators fail to perceive the enormously important problems
before this country. I dislike to take time saying these things,
but with your twenty-odd majority, I fail to perceive why you
do not keep your promises.

Mr. REED. To do what?

Mr. ASHURST. To pass tlie bills and give the relief the
country .has been promised.

Mr. REED. Does the Senator know of any bills that are
contemplated by the other side which are going to benefit
the country? I would like to know what they are.

Mr. ASHURST. Mpyr. President, that is no answer to my
question.

Mr. REED. Certainly it is an answer. Unless there is
something good to come, there is no reason for rushing forward.

Mr. McCORMICK. Mr. President, I now understand the
interruptions which have been made on the other side.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arizona
yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr, ASHURST. I yield to the Senator for a mowent.

Mr, McCORMICK, I am waiting for the Senator from
Arizona to conclude.

We are quite willing to do it.
I will venture to say that you will adjourn
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Mr. ASHURST. I wish to make it manifest that I think that
n Senator on the Democratic side and a Senator on the Re-
publican side can serve his country now by proceeding with
the business of the country.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President—

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. SIMMONS. I have listened to the debate to-day amd
every bit of the discugsion $hat has taken place upon this floor
to-day has been upon the bill. It was not always upon the
amendment that was before the Senate, but it was upon the
pill. A Senator has the right, when an amendment is under dis-
cussion, to discuss that amendment, or to discuss any general
provision in the bill to which the amendment applies.

Mr. ASHURST. Certninly. My friend tfells me nothing
new.

Mr. BIMMONS. There has been no irrélevant discussion
to-day. There has been nothing but legitimate discussion to-
day, and a large part of the discussion, the most of the dis-
cnssion to-day, has been exceedingly illuminating and exceed-
ingly able.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President——

Mr, ASHURST. 1 yield io the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. PENROSE, Why, they were so extremely interesting
that at least three Senators whom I might mention, and who
took up over one-half the day, were not listened to by two Mem-
bers of this body during a period of several howrs, inclunding
the Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, T have been in my seat all
this day, except when I was eating my luncheon——

Mr. PENROSE. It must have been an exceedingly good
luncheon.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator from Pennsylvania corstantly
rises upon the floor and states things that he knows are mot
true.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President——
Mr. ASHURST. I yield te the Senator from Alabama.
Mr. HEFLIN. If the Senator from Arizona will permit me,

it is o rarve thing during the day that there are half a dozen
Itepublicans in the Chamber while we are considering the bill.
We have to make points of no quorum constanfly to bring
them to the Chamber where they can fransact business for the
people. I insist that they stay in the Chamber hereafter and
let us get along.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, in eonclusion, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate remain in session until 11 o'clock
to-night.

Mr, REED. Mr. President, the Chair need not bother with
that. I will object now.

Mr. McCORMICK, Mr. President, that is an appropriate
conclusion for the remarks of the Senator from Arizona, who
has upbraided the majority. The Senator from Arizona knows
very well that four-fifths of the futile discussion of the bill
has taken place on the other side of the Chamber—discussion
which has consisted of complaints without constructive pro-

=als.

lmI am not one of those who think the bill is perfect, that it
wis perfect when it came from the committee, or that it will
be perfect when it from the Senate to eonference; buf it
reaches approximate perfection, and it is improved only through
discussion.

This sort of complaint has been common on the other side of
{lie Chamber from the very moment also that the special session
was convoked. Before the recess it was gemeral that the Re-
publican administration and the Republican majority were ac-
complishing nothing.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President——

Mr. McCORMICK. That was said again and again in this
Chamber. I yield to the Senator for a guestion.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I should like to ask the Sen-
ator, who has just stated that there was no constructive sug-
gestion from this side of the Chamber, if he has not overlooked
the fact that Senators on this side have proposed a number of
amendments fo the bill,

Mr. McCORMICK, Oh, Mr. President, I said four-fifths of the
discussion on that side consisted of futile eriticisms. It was like
the eriticism which preceded the recess, which utterly ignored
the record of legislation which Congress had made before the
recess, the legislation——

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President——

Mr, McCORMICK. I will not yield to the Senator now, I
refer to legislation which had been written on the statute books
before the recess, the legislation which was sunmed up in the
letter of the President addressed to my humble gelf, and which
was a matter of such derision and ridicule by the Senator from
Mississippi, which, after all, summed up the facts upon which

turned the elections in New Mexico and in Massachusetts. The
country is not going to be deceived because Senators say that
nothing has been accomplished. The country has a measure of
&eo moﬂce with which we were confronted when we came

I hope the Senator from Pennsylvania will not yield to the
importunities of those Senators who have complained and who
do not want to sit here at nights. I hope we will hold a session
to-night and to-morrow night and every night until the bill comes
to a final vote. Then we shall see how many absentees there
are on this side of the Chamber and on the other side of the

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr, President, I do not know by
what authority the Senator from Illinois characterizes the dis-
cussion as futile. If we are to understand by that that there is
a majority made up here pledged to put through the bill as it is,
then perhaps discussion is futile. If it is not in that sense that
the Senator uses the term, I should like to know in what sense
it is used.

So far as the discussions themselves are concerned, I submit
that I have never listened to more able, more logical discns-
sion of any question than I have listened'io when Senators have
been discussing the pending bill.

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

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I gladly yield.

Mr. McCORMICK. The Senator allndes to the discussion of
the delinquencies of the Federal Reserve Board and the decay
of classie societies to which the Senate has been treated during
debate to-day, I take it?

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Then I understand the word
“ futile " was not ueed with respect to the discussion of the bill,
It may be that at times there has been discussion upon subjects
other than the bill

Mr. REED, Less than usual.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Yes; I was just going to make
the statement which the Senator from Missouri has made. I do
not recall having listened to discussion upon any bill of impor-
tance since I have been in the Senate where Senators confined
themselves so closely to the bill as they have while we have
been discussing the pending bill, and, as suggested to me hy the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. PoMERENE], of all the bills which have
come before this body for discussion this bill needs discussion
more than any other.

This bill is framed up with an idea of putting upon the coun-
try a principle which I believe the country does net want. I
am not in sympathy with those who say that the bill was not
thoroughly considered by the Finance Committee. According te
my judgment it was considered, but the bill has been framed up
based upon a fundamental principle which the majority of the
Republicans in this Chamber want to frame up. I think it is
the Republican policy whieh underlies the bill, and that policy
is to relieve the few who ought to pay the expenses of the Gov-
ernment from a vast burden and put it upon the many. I think
the principle of the bill is worked out in a deliberate way. The
votes, I believe, which have been taken upon the amendments

to the bill will show that. 3

If Senators will look at the bill from the beginning to the
end, they will find a primary purpose apparent upen ifs very
face. Republicans desire to remove the high surtaxes and they
desire to repeal the excess-profits taxes, and those are the two
chief things which are sought by the bill. I submit that it is
not only the deliberate plan for acecomplishing that purpose but
it has been gone about in a very adroit way.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Mr, President——

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I yield to the Senator from In-
diana.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Suppose all that be true and the
Republican Party desires to commit political suicide, why does
not the Sepator from New Mexico stand aside and let ns do it?
We are willing to pass the bill with such amendnjents as sane
discussion may suggest from time to time. Why does the Sena-
tor stand in the way of our deoing this appalling thing that is
going to oppress everybody in the United States? :

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, I am not willlng
that the people of this Nation shall be made to suffer in order
that the shortcomings of the Republican Party may be made
apparent. I am not willing that this thing shall be placed npon
the American people if I can prevent it. I do not intend to
do it by any filibuster, but I do believe we ought to have
thorough consideration and full discussion, so that the people of
the country may understand just what is being put upon them.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Does the Senator mean by that
that he intends to prevent the passage of the bill by a fili-
buster?
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Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I just said that I did net.

Mr. PENROSE. It is a pity the Senator did not give the
benefit of his sagacious adviee while the bill was in the com-
mittee.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I rather apprehended the Senator
fronr Pennsylvania might make just that sort ef a remark.

Mr. PENROSE. I only make it in a casunl way and do not
intend to press it.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Yes; the Senator’s remarks are
asually easual. But I wish to say that the Senator from Penn-
{.('.Lty during the time or a portion of the time the eemmittee
twas considering the bill.

Mr. PENROSE. I suppose it was in the enjoyment of seenery
and fresh air. I hope it was.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Ne: the real purpose of it was
-to get out and tell my people about some of the vicieus things
the Republican Party was attempting to put upon the people
of the country.

Mr. PENROSE,
believe it.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. 1 do not carve to enter info a
discussion of what eceurred im New Mexieo during the late
eanmaign, but I think I cam safely predict that if the bhill
passes the result of the next election will he guite different.

I wish to say this in regard to the framing of the bill: I
have heen back in Washingfon for some time. There has not
Dbeen a meeting of the commitiee ecalled, or at any rate I
have had no notice of a meeting, and my mnderstanding is that
for some time the chairman of the committee has taken the
position that he did not want cooperation of the minervity
nrembers of the committee; that the various amendments, 75
in number, Ibelieve.haveheenfm.medupbythe
of the committee without any eonsultation with the minerity
at all.

It has been generally given out that the majority of the com-
mittee does not propose to have any mweetings of the full'eom-
mittee, that instead of having the meetings of the full committee
to diseuss the meriis and provisions of the hill they have been
hoelding secret or private eonferences with the se-ealled “ blec ™
aor some few members of the “bloc,” because it has been stated
on the floor here that those things bave been agreed upon.
Agreed wpon by whom? There was no consideration in the
full committee of these things.

I submit that this is the time for free and henest disenssion of
the bill, and it eught to be diseussed, and its very deleterious

Apparenily the Senater failed te make them

character displayed. I was about to use a stronger term which |

I think it deserved. I do not believe it lies in the moutly of any-
hody to eomplain that the discussion which has heen going on
here regarding the measure has net been helpful

Mr. Mc(‘ORMIGK Mr. President, I hope the Senator fronx |

Arizona will feel duly ehastened and rebuked by his neighbor | empty. Why? If the Senator from Connecticut

. that field, I will go inte it with him. The Treasury is “ pretl:y
| empfy ™ because we pui inte the field nearly 5.000,000 troops;

and colleague from New Mexico.

Mr. ASHURST. I do not know what the Senator refers to
aboeut being ehastened.

Mr. McCORMICK. No; the Senator has been engnged with |
his correspondence and pmbah] ¥ did not hear the remarks of the
Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I did not ehasten or rebuke
anybody, and I pass the Senator’s sarcasm by because I do
not understand it. Nothing was further from my intention
than to rebuke individual Senators. * Seest thouw a man dili- |
gent in his business? He shall stand befors Kings.”

What irritates me more than the vicious nature of the bill
is the faet that Semators on the other side preeeed with such

deplorably slow progress. By nature I want fo de the business |

of the hour. It is one of the principles by which I live. Sen-
ators will find out that there is no rule in life that pays better
amywhere than to do the business of the hour.

I have no criticism o make of any Demoerat who sees fit to
speak, howsoever long he may, about this or any ether bill.
Bhat is his privilege. One of the rules of the Senate gives
Senators the right to speak as long as they wish to on any
subject at any time when a bill is before the Senate which is
debatable.

If the Senator from Illineis [Me, McCorxick] thinks I at-
tempted to rebuke anyone, he is mistaken; and I feel ne rebuke
fromr anyone, because I feel there is no ocmien- for me to be

rebuked. There is nd man in the Senate who eeuld rebuke mes; |

there I8 o man in the Senate whoe would do it; beeause I have
tried to eonduet myself so that T do not need a rebuke.

AMr. REED. Mr. President, I wish to speak for just =a
moment on the preposition which has Deen made by my very

sylvania understands why T was necessarily absent from the |

|

good friend from Arizena [Mr. Asmuvrsr]. I want, hewvever, to
preface my remarks by replying to my almost equally good

friend from Indiana [Mr. WATsox], who asks, If the Republican
Party is going to ecommit suicide, why do we not let the execu-
tion proceed? Mr. President, I am not willing to have the
country murdered even though the Rephblican Party shall
commit suicide to escape the vhip of justice. It frequently
bappens that suicides are preceded by murder. I hav ne ob-
jection to the Republican Party going ouf by itself and com-
mitting suicide, but I do not want it to slaughter the cm:mtry
before it does that very proper act.

Mr. WATSON eof Indiana. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Dees the Senator from: Misseuri

| yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. REED. I do.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Has not the Senator from Misseurk
for many years made the same gloomy predietions and uttered
the same dismal forebodings about what was geing te happen
to the eountry if the Republican Party suceeeded in its nefa-
rious schemes? Has le not said the same thing over and ever
about the protective tariffi and all the primciples and pelicies
which the Republican Party has advocated for so many years,
and has he not in mest eloquent words—for the Senator from
Missouri is always eloquent—inveighed against the principles
and policies of the Republiean Party beecause of the dire things
that were about to befall the country when it should sueceed
in carrying the nexi eleetion? And yet none of those things
have come te pass.

My. REED. Mr, President, the United States ef America and
its. 110,000,000 people are so pewerful and so great that even the
mistakes of my friend frem Indiann can not destroy the country.

Mr. McLEAN. Nor could eight years of the administration
of the Democratic Party.

Mr. REED. Neo; nor could eight years of Demoeratic rule

smtha:!)emoerniccnntmlmpmm near ruining the:
country. Well, Mr. President, I am not standing here now to
pronounce any eulogies upon the Demoeratic Party ; I will take
care of that at the proper time. Ihaure criticized very liberally
; but this much I

Pntyhaamde wewenttkrmhthegmtestwarnthmm
under a Demoeratic administration; and, whatever its mistakes,
the flag of the United States te-day is floating at the highest
point that the banner of any eouniry has ever flonted.

Mr. SMOOT. Thanks to the Republiean Party.

Mr. REED. I do not pretend to say that the Republieans did

?_mlmip. but the Democratic Party did not destroy this country.

My, McLEAN. ButmﬁTrmmisp!ettyemty.
Mr. REED. Weil, Mr. President, the Treasury hpnttx'

because we sent food to supply Epgland and France and Italy ;
| because we prepared an armament within an almest miraeu-
Iously short space of time that saved this eountry.

Many people think it saved the world. All theose things cost
imoney ; they empty treasuries. We are considerir; now how,
after the war is over, to raise revenue, and there is a dﬂ!em
of' epinion as te how that revenne oughx to be raised. The
| Secretary of the Treasury has praetically put himself on reeord
| in favor of forgiving to our allies the interest mpon their debt
to the United States, which amounts to over $10,000,000,000,
There is a differenee of opinion about that.

Mr. PENROSH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Dees the Senator from Missonrl
¥ield te the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr. REED.. I de.

Mr. PENROSE. I deny that statement. If there has been any

| forgiveness of interest, the Wilsen administration forguve the

interest. The Senator from Missonri knews that perfectly well.

'We are endeavering to redeem the errers and mistakes of the

ineompefent statesmanship of the Wilson régime.

Mr. REED. O Mr. President, that is easily said, but if they
are never redeemed until they are redeemed by these whe are
now undertaking to take control of this Government, then they
' will never be redeemed.

I say that the testimony given by the Seecretary of the Treasury
before the Finance Committee in the hearings on this bill and
on the refunding bhill will shew that we were absolutely unable
 fo get him to say that he proposed to try to eolleet the deferred
interest on our foreign loa

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. Presideﬂt. I know the Senator wants to be
| perfectly fair.
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Mr. REED. I certainly do. 2

Mr. SMOOT. The Secretary of the Treasury never said that
he was going to forgive any interest to any country whatever,
but he did say that he was not in a position to say that he could
compel payment of interest at this time.

Mr. REED. My statement was that we were unable to get
him to say that he proposed fo collect that interest or fo try
to collect it.

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no,

Mr. REED. I can produce the record to-morrow.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. REED. Yes.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. The Senator will remember that
when the Secretary of the Treasury was before our committee
he produced the statement of former Secretary Houston as fo a
promise he had made to the British Government, and, I think,
perhaps to the French Government, that on account of the con-
dition of Europe the collection of the interest would not be
pressed until two years after that time. The Senator well re-
members that. The present Secretary of the Treasury said that
he was of the opinion that that constifuted an agreement as
between this country and those foreign nations, and that he
did not see fit to put pressure un them contrary to an agreement
that was made by Secretary Houston.

I wish to say further that while every Senator who sat as a
Republican around that table believed in the collection of the
interest, no Senator who sat there as a Republican ever was in
favor of breaking that solemn agreement which had been made
svith these other nations and upon which they were acting as a
people.

Mr. REED. Now, Mr. President——

Mr., WATSON of Indiana. Is not that right?

Mr. REED. No; it is not right. I do not like to Jiiagree in
that sharp way with my very good friend, but if is absolutely
not right, and I shall be glad to-morrow to bring the record
here, if we do not have night sessions every night so that we
will have no time to do anything. I claim this, and I propose——

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator claim——

Mr. REED. Wait a moment, and I will tell the Senator what
I claim. Nobody can twist a word that comes out of my mouth
except in the way I want it to come out. The Secretary of the
Treasury came in and asked for authority under his bill prac-
tically to do whatsoever he pleased in the matter of the settle-
ment of our foreign debts. We then sought to elicit from him
what he did propose to do if he were given this carte blanche
authority. We asked him, among other things, what was pro-
posed to be done with reference to forgiving the acecrued inter-
est upon these debts. After some evasion he stated that corre-
spondence had passed between the former Secretaries of the
Treasury and foreign Governments which, in his opinion, might
embarrass us in the collection of this money. The answer, of
course, was made that if there was any such correspondence it
was without authority of law and could not bind us, and that it
was not thought to amount to a promise in any event, but if a
promise, it was clearly unauthorized. We then asked him what
his policy would be, and the substance of his reply was that he
did not think we were in a position to insist upon the payment
of that money.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President—— :

Mr. REED. I stated—and that is what raised this con-
troversy—that we could not get him to say that he intended to
collect the interest. The Senator can not find in the record
his statement that he intended to collect it.

Mr. SMOOT. Will the Senator yield?

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

Mr. REED. 1 yield to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. SMOOT. Was the Senator present when I asked the Sec-
retary the direct question whether he, as Secrefary of the
Treasury, had any intention whatever of forgiving the foreign
countries the interest that was due from them, and the Secre-
tary answered “ None whatever"?

Mr. REED, And was the Senator there when I then asked the
Secretary if he meant that he proposed to insist upon the pay-
ment, and he answered that he thought we were not in a posi-
tion to insist upon it?

Mr.- SMOOT. That is, not immediately ; not until the end of
two years.

Mr. REED. No; at any time.

Mr. SMOOT. There is, however, no question in the world,

Mryr. President, that the Secretary of the Treasury stated to the.

committee that he did not feel that he was justified under the
agreement that had been made fo force the payment of the
interest at the time the committee was in session.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, we will put the record in here,
and will let the Senate have the benefit of it. 5

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly willing to stand on the record.

“ Mr. REED. I say now that mo Secretary of the Treasury
who ever occupied that position, whether he was a Democrat
or a Republican, had any authority of law or any moral au-
thority to waive one penny of the debt that is due this country
from foreign nations.

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

Mr. REED. I yield,

Mr. McCORMICK. Mr. President, will the Senafor tell the
Senate in what =ense or in what measure the discussion of the
foreign debt of the United States will advance the considera-
tion of the bill before the Senate, the delay of which has been
objected to on the other side of the Chamber?

Mr. REED. Oh, well, Mr. President, this disenssion grew out
of the statement that came from the other side of the Chamber
that the Democrats had left an empty Treasury, and I am tell-
ing them one reason why it is empty. It came from the other
side.

Now, if the Senator will compose himself just a minute and
recover his Illinois equanimity, I will proceed to discuss the
question that I want to discuss.

We all know that this country, just like any other country,
has to have some revenue, and we have been trying to settle
how it is to be raised. There has been criticism here of the
length of this discussion. I have not been in the Senate long
enough to call myself an old Member, but during the last 10
long years I have never observed in this body a closer attention
to any bill than has been evidenced in the discussion of this
bill. It is true that we have not always discussed the particu-
lar amendment that was pending, but there is not one of these
important amendments that does not affect the aggregate of the
revenue, and you can not consider one amendment which cuts
down the revenue without the suggestion coming, “ Where are
you going to obtain revenue to take its place?” That neces-
sarily leads to the discussion of other items,

Has this debate been fruitful?

This bill was brought in here, and I do not eriticize the chair-
man of the committee or the committee for bringing it in at the
time they did. They seemed to think that it must come in here
in a hurry. We brought it in here when it had not been com-
pletely written. It had to be withdrawn the next day or the
second day afterwards for a more complete copy.

Mr. PENROSE. The bill had been completely written, and
was never altered in one line.

Mr. REED. It was not in"form; that is what I mean.

Mr. PENROSE. The printer printed it in different type; and
the Senator knows when he makes that statement that it is cal-
culated to mislead.

Mr. REED. 1 do not mean to mislead anybody. Anyway, I
would not mislead the Senator from Pennsylvania. I could not
do that. g

Mr. PENROSE. No; the Senator could not.

Mr. REED. Certainly not. Nobody could mislead the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania.

The bill was put in so hastily that it was not printed in the
form that was desired. It had to be withdrawn and printed in a
different form. 2

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, will the Senator pernrit me to
correct his recollection?

Mr. REED. Yes.

Mr. PENROSE. In order to gratify the Senator's peculiar
taste as to the kind of italics, type, and punctuation in which
the bill should be printed, and the taste of other members of the
committee, the printing was changed; but when the Senator
says that it was not written or not fully written or not com-
plete or has been changed since that report, his statement is
absolutely and deliberately misleading.

Mr. REED, Oh, Mr. President, I can not discuss questions
with men who indulge in that sort of language, particularly
under the existing eircumstances.

Mr. PENROSE. Well, look at the Senator’s language.

Mr. REED. What I said was that the bill was not in form.

Mr. PENROSE. It was in form.

Mr. REED. It was introduced in substance the same as it is
now; but it was not printed in the form in which we wanted it
for consideration, and by the action of the majority of the com-
nrittee on a vote it was ordered to be otherwise printed. We
have spent about 15 minutes in discussing an absolutely incon-
sequential maftter. 2

The bill eame on for discussion.
as the result of debate?
while.

Here is a bill that was written o blindly in its very form
that the average man ecan not tell anything at all about what
it means unless he spends about a week studying it. We know

What happened to the bill
Let us see if that debate was worth




1921.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

6683

that the Members of the Senate not on the committee will not
give it that kind of study, and very naturally. Indeed, if they
undertook it, they would need an expert beside them to explain
it, But what happened? It was proposed to take off $75,-
000,000 of the tax on the capital stock of corporations. The re-
sult of this debate has been to put back that $75,000,000. Was
it worth the discussion?

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, that is the reason why I
want the diseussion to go on this evening.

Mr. REED. The Senator wants it to go on night and day.
We who have to work would like to have a little time to sleep
and g little time to reflect and study.

Mr. ASHURST. They sleep while the Senator is speaking.

Mr. REED. It was proposed fo take $00,000,000 off of sur-
taxes. About $65,000000 of that amount has been saved. Was
the discussion worth it? If was worth the time of the Senate,
I think, to discuss a question of that kind.

It was proposed here to make some exceptions in regard to
American corporations that were doing business outside of the
TUnited States.

AMr, STANLEY. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senater frem Missouri
yield to the Senator from Kentueky?

My, REED. I do.

Mr. STANLEY. If it had net been that somebody sold the
agricultural bloe a tallow eandle for a banana, we would have
saved two or three hundred million dellars by this discussion.

Mr. REED. Why, certainly.

Myr. SIMMONS., Mr. President, I want to remind the Sen-
ator that if it had not been for this discussion, probably ene-
half of the railroad transpertation tax weuld have still been
in the bill.

Mr. REED. Yes: I was coming to that, but I thank the
Senator for putting it in. You proposed to retain one-half
of the railroad transpertation tax, amounting to about $180,-
000,000 a year, if I remember rightly, and we have removed
it as the result of this discussion. Was it worth taking a little
time to discuss?

1 mentioned a moment ago the tax upon corporations deing
business abroad. That was an important item. It has been
changed. Was it worth while? I think it was.

We next approach the question of the excess-profits tax,

$450,000,000, and that has Dbeen discussed to some extent.
Some votes have been changed by this discussion. If the bill
had merely come in here and been read, it would have passed
just as it was introduced. ]

The result of the disenssion has been light. I have taken
a great deal of time. I do not pretend that I am able fo talk
on any guestion so that I will illuminate the intelligence of any
man in the world, any member of the committee, or even my
good friend from Arizona, but I have deemed it my duty to
talk about some of these propositions. Singularly eneugh, the
things I have been talking for, the things that the Senator who
is the leading Democratic member of the commitiee [Mr.
Sirararons] has been talking for, the things that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. Joxes], the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Warsua], and the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Gerry] have been talking for, as well as other Senators,
notably the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Pomerexe], who are not
members of the commitiee, are in most instances the very items
which have been remodeled in this bill. There remain to be
considered a multitude of other important things.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
me? : .

Mr. REED. I yield.

Mr. ASHURST, Of course, the Senator knows that the
Recorp discloses that I have been constant in my support of
the various amendments to which the Senator refers.

Mr. REED. Certainly the Senator has.

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator lost his temper because— |

Mr, REED, On the contrary, I have seldom been so good-
humored.

Mr. ASHURST. I was judging by the Senator's expressions.

Alr. REED. As to that, I can not say. But the Senator has
urged that we work under impossible conditions. I say that
kindly. I would not have a controversy with my friend.

Mr. ASHURST. I am not seeking any.

Mr, REED. I will illustrate what an additional burden these
night eessions will impose. I attempted fto-day to draw an
amendment to this bill, T thought I could draw an amendment
to anything ever created by man. When I came fo fit my
amendment to this bill T was by no means sure that it meant
what T wanted it to mean, because of the technical language
of the bill. I went to one of the experts and asked him what

the effect would he, and asked him to give me some figures as
to the revenue. That was before dinner to-day. An hour or
two ago he told me that he had been called to other work and
could not get to ift. So we are asked to come in here and work
all night to carry on this matter, regardless of everything else,
to do what? The Senator says the bill is a bad one, *Why
hasten the evil day? Why stand upon the mountain top and
cry, * For God’s sake, bring us to destruction quickly?”

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, the Senator says that other
people can not put into his mouth words that he does not use,
There are other Senators here who eccupy that same attitude.
The Senator must not put inte my mouth words that T de not
use.
Mr. REED. I do not want to.

Mr., ASHURST. The Senator will not. I will not let him do
it. It is not simply that he does not want to, but I will not
permit him to do it; and I do not say that unkindly,

The Senator must kmow that nine-tenths of the discussion in
the Senate—and if he does not know it he is too unpretending
a simpleton to stay in the Senate—goes out on an unreturning
parabola and never comes back to touch the subject. Nine-
tenths of the talk in this body does not relate to the subject
under discussion ; and there is not a Senator here who will say
that it relates to the subject, except that he says his own
speeches relate to the subjeet. My learned friend from Georgia
[Mr. Harnis] introduced an amendment that should have been
disposed of in 20 minutes, and it is new nearly 6 o’clock, and
that amendment is undisposed of, although five councilmen in
the smallest town in Arizona would have disposed of it cor-
rectly in 10 minutes; and yet the Senate of the United States
takes 6 hours!

I complain against inefficiency.
Senator from Missouri alone——

Mr. REED. No; I hope not,

Mr. ASHURST. But fo others as well,

Mr. REED. The Senator from Arizona, of course, has a per-
fect right fe have whatever opinion he pleases regarding my
utterances or those of other Senatorgs. He has assumed the
right lately to lecture the whole Senate in regard to its method
of doing business. I do not agree with him that_the talk in
this body is idle. I have heard speeches made here that might
as well not have been made, but in the nrain the discussion in
this body is iliuminating. The men who complain most are,
mayhap, the chief offenders.

Mr. President, I wasg reeiting what has already been accom-
plished by the discussion of this bill. A board of five aldermen

I do not refer now to the

| mright have done it better and more quickly. The remarkable
| thing is that these remarkable gentlemen from Arizona do not
- conre down here and take possession of the Congress.

In addition to what I have already mentioned we have had
discussions of matters that are yet to be settled, and if we
could simply get the Members of the Senate to listen to these
discussions it would not be necessary to repeat them four or
five times.

In regard to night sessions, if this bill is bad we need
not be in a hurry on this side. If the rest of the Republican
program is equally bad, then the longer we discuss it and the
slower we are in adopting it the better. I do not know of any
proposition now being made whose adoption would relieve this
country. : :

The Republican majority has laid aside its tariff bill, beeause
those Members did not know what to do with it. I do not blame
them. I am glad they laid it aside. Every day it is laid aside
so much the better for the counfry.

They laid aside the soldiers’ bonus bill, and that is not on
the progranr. They do not intend to bring that out and pass
it. If we hold night sessions until they get to the bonus bill,
we will all die in our seats for want of sleep before they bring
it out. I know of nothing that lies in the future that is so
alluring that we need sit here all night in wait. Such a wvigil
will not hasten the dawn.

In the meantime the bloe, the celebrated bloe, which started
in to save the country, has surrendered to the profiteers. I
congratulate them.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend-
ment propoged by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. HArris] to
the amendment of the commitiee,

Mr. HARRISON. T ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Assistant Secre-
tary proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. FLETCHER (when his name was called). I make the
same announcement as to my pair and its transfer as before.
If permitted to vote, I would vote “yea,” but I can not secure
a transfer of my pair.
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Mr. HALE (when his name was called). I transfer my pair
with the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHierps] to the
junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crow], and vote * nay.”

Mr. HARRIS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the junior Senator from New York [Mr. CArper],
which I transfer to my colleague, the junior Senator from
Georgia [Mr. WaTson], and vote “ yea.”

Mr, JONES of New Mexico (when his name was called). I
have a pair with the Senator from Maine [Mr. FErxarn]. In
his absence I am not permitted to vote. If I were at liberty
to vote, T wounld vote “ yea.”

Mr. KING (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCuat-
BER]. In his absence I withhold my vote. If permitted to vote,
I would vote “yea.”

Mr. SUTHERLAND (when his name was called). I transfer
my palir with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoOBIN-
sonN] to the junior Senator from Delaware [Mr. pu Poxt], and
vote “nay.” ;

Mr. SWANSON (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Washington [Mr.
Joxges]. I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Texas
[Mr. CurBeErsoN], and vote “ yea.” -

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Cort]. In his absence, being unable to obtain a transfer, I
withhold my vote. If permitted to vote, I would vote * yea."”

Mr. HARRIS (when the name of Mr. WaTrsox of Georgia
was called). I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr, War-
sox of Georgia] has been compelled to go home on account of
illness. If he were present, he would vote “ yea.”

The roll call was concluded,

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I desire to announce the ab-
sence on official business of the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. LopgeE] and the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNpERwooD],
who are paired. I desire to announce also the following pairs:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. DicriyeaAaM] with the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Grass]; and

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Steruixe] with the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SarH].

Mr. McLEAN (after having voted in the negative). I trans-
fer my general pair with the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Myers] to the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. WELLER]
and allow my vote to stand. ’

Mr. EDGE (after having voted in the negative). Has the
senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owex] voted?

The VICE PRESIDENT. He has not voted.

Mr, EDGE. I have a general pair with that Senator, which
1 transfer to the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr., STANFIELD],
and allow my vote to stand.

Mr. DIAL. I have a general pair with the senior Senator
from Colorado [Mr. Pmreps], and in his absence I withhold
my vote.

%Ir. HARRISON. I have a general pair with the junior
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Erxixns]. In his absence,
not being able to secure a transfer, I withhold my vote. If
permitted to vote, I would vote “ yea.”

Mr. McCORMICK (after having voted in the negative). Has
the junior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Kexprick] voted?

The VICE PRESIDENT. He has not,

AMr. McCORMICK. I have a standing pair with that Senator,
which I transfer to the junior Senator from California [Mr,
SHorTEIDGE], and allow my vote to stand.

The result was announced—yeas 21, nays 36, as follows;

YEAB—21,
Ashurst Heflin Pomerene Swanson
Borah Hitcheock Ransdell Walsh, Mass.
Broussard La Follette Reed Walsh, Mont.
Caraway MeKellar Sheppard
Gerry Overman Simmons
Harris Pittman Stanley

NAYS—36.
Brandegee Frelinghuysen MecLean Penrose
Bursum Gooding McNary Poindexter
Cameron Hale Moses Smoot
Capper Harreld Nelson Spencer
Cummins Kellogg New Sutherland
Curtis © Keyes Newberry Warren
Edge Lenroot Nicholson Watson, Ind,
Ernst MeCormick Norbeck Williams
France McKinley Oddie Wilis

XOT VOTING—39.

1 Dial Fletcher Jones, Wash,
Calder Dillingham Glass Kendrick
Colt du Pont Harrison Kenyon
Crow Elkins Johnson
Culberson Fernald Jones, N. Mex. Lad

Lodge Page * Bmith TTnderwood
MeCumber Phipps Htanfield Wadsworth
Myers Robinson Sterling Watson, Ga.
Norris Bhields Townsend Weller,
Owen Shortridge Trammell

So Mr. Hareis's amendment to the amendment of the com-
mittee was rejected. 2

Mr. PENROSE obtained the floor.

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr, President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. PENROSE. I yield for a question.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There is still one amendment
dealing with the normal tax that has not been disposed of,
and that is an amendment which I now offer, I understand
after a record vote is had on this amendment the chairman
of the Committee on Finance will move to take a recess, and
if this amendment is acted on now all matters in connection
with the normal tax provision will be disposed of.

Mr., TRAMMELL. I think the Senator is mistaken in saying
that all amendments regarding the normal tax provision will
then be disposed of, because there will be some other amend-
ments proposed .to this particular section,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I must be absent from the
Chamber to-morrow on official business, and I would like to
have this amendment acted upon to-night if possible,

Mr, PENROSE, Let it be read and acted on.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The amendment is very
similar to the one offered by the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Gerry], It is not as drastic as the amendment offered
by the Senator from Rhode Island. His amendment sought
to reduce the normal tax on net incomes of less than $5,000
to 2 per cent, on net incomes between five and ten thousand
dollars to 4 per cent, and on net incomes between ten and
fifteen thousand dollars to 6 per cent. The amendment which
I offer seeks to reduce the normal tax on net incomes of less
than $5,000 to only 3 per cent, and on net incomes between
five and ten thousand dollars to 6 per cent, making all incomes
over $10,000 pay the present rate, namely, 8 per cent.

The loss of revenue, I am informed, if this amendment is
adopted, will be about one-half what the loss would have heen
if the amendment of the Senator from Rhode Island had been
agreed on, namely, about $75,000,000.

As there has been a full discussion upon the subject, and all
aspects of the question have been fully debated, I do not think
it is necessary to have any further discussion. I ask for a yea-
and-nay vote, and will be content with the result.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the
amendment to the amendment.

The AssISTANT SECRETARY. On page 28, at the end of line 2

insert the following additional proviso:
o Shhsaher, ot o o 8 e B e ot 1o (g e
the rate upon the first §5,000 of such excess amount shall be 3 per
cent ; the rate upon the second additional $£5,000 of such excess nmount
shall be 6 per cent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this amendment to the amend-
ment of the committee the Senator from Massachusetts asks for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ofdered, and the Assistant Secretary
proceeded to call the roll

Mr, DIAL (when his name was called). I have a general pair
with the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Purres]. In his absence
I withhold my vote.

While on my feet I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr,
Sarrri] is detained at home on account of illness. He has a
general pair with the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Stes-
LING].

Mr. EDGE (when his name was called). Making the same
announcement as before with reference to my pair and its
transfer, I vote * nay.”

Mr, HALE (when his name was ealled), Making the same
announcement that I made on the previous vote with reference
to my pair and its transfer, I vote * nay.”

Mr. HARRIS (when his name was called). Making the same
announcement as before with reference to my pair and its trans-

fer, I vote “‘yea.”

Mr. JONES of New Mexico (when his name was called).
Making the same announcement in regard to my pair that I
made a while ago, T withhold my vote, If permitted to vote,
I should vote * yea.”

Mr. KING (when his name was called). T have a general
pair with the senior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Mo-
Coarser]. I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. Reen] and vote “ yea,”
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Mr. SUTHERLAND (when his name was called). Making
the same announcement as before with reference to my pair
and its transfer, T vote “ nay.”

Mr., SWANSON (when his name was called). Making the
same announcement with reference to my pair and transfer
that I made on the previous vote, I vote * yea.”

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). Making the
same announcement as before in regard to my pair, I with-
hold my vote. If permitted to vote, I would vote * yea.”

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. HARRISON (after-having voted in the affirmative). I
have a general pair with the junior Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr., Erxixs]. In his absence, being unable to obtain a
transfer, I withdraw my vote, If permitted to vote, I would
vote “ yea.”

Mr. McCORMICK. Making the same announcement as before
as to my pair and transfer, I vote ‘‘ nay.”

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. President, I wish to announce the follow-
ing pairs:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopge] with the Sena-
tor from Alabama [Mr. UNpERWOOD] ;

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Sterrixe] with the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SarrH] ;

The Senator from Vermont [Mr., Dicurxceaas] with the
Senator from Virginia [Mr., Grass];

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Ferxirp] with the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. JoNES] ;

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLEAN] with the Sena-
tor from Montana [Mr. Mygrs] ; and

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. Barnr] with the Senator
from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER].

The result was announced—yeas 21, nays 32, as follows:

YEAS—21,
Ashurst Hitcheock Pomerene Walsh, Mass.
Broussard Kin Ransdell Walsh, Mont.
Caraway La Follette Sheppard Williams
Gerry McKellar Simmons
Harris Overman Stanley
Heflin Plitman HBwanson
NAYS—32.
Brandegee I-‘rellnghu ysen McKinley Penrose
Bursum sooding McNary Potndexter
Cameron Hale Moses 8
Capper Harreld Nelson pencer
Curtis Kellogg Newherry Sutherland
Edge Keyes Nicholson Warren
Ernst Lenroot Norbeck Watson, Ind.
France MeCormick Oddie Willis
NOT VOTING—43.

Ball Fernald McCumber ‘ibortridge
Borah Fletcher AlcLean Smith
Calder Glass Myers Stanfield
Colt Harrison New Sterling
Crow Johnson Norris Townsend
Culberson Jones, N, Mex. Owen Trammell
Cummins Jones, Wash, Page Underwood

ial Kendrick Phipps Wadsworth
Dillingham Kenyon Reed Watson, Ga.
«du Pont Ladd Robinson Weller
Elkins Shields

So the amendment of Mr. WarLsa of Massachusetts to the
amendment of the committee was rejected.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, I desire to announce to the
Senate that I intend to move that the Senate take a recess until
11 o'clock to-morrow morning. Prior to making that motion I
desire to state to the Senate, and I hope the country will take
note of it, that I propose to move to hold an evening session
to-morrow; and on Wednesday I shall submit to the Senate,
or there will be submitted to the Senate, a resolution which I
hope by that time will be indorsed by a majority of the Senate
in writing, and which has already been indorsed by all Sen-
ators available this aflernoon, pledging themselves to remain
in the Capitol and maintain a quorum night and ‘day until the
pending bill is disposed of. That will be submitted to the Sen-
ate on Wednesday.

Now, I am informed that it is desired and desirable to hold
a short executive session, and therefore I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive business,

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr, President—

Mr. PENRROSE., Then later I shall move, as in legislative
session, that the Senate take a recess until 11 o’clock to-morrow.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Before the motion is put I should like to
ask the Senator why he does not resort to the rule of the
Senate under which a two-thirds majority may bring about a
-cloture of debate?

Mr. PENROSE,
result.

I seek my own method in l')ringing the

I think a continuous session of the Senate night and

LXI—421

day will enable all to be heard, and those who desire to discuss
the evils of Wall Street, the iniquities of the Federal Reserve
Board, and many ancient and medieval topies can be heard any-
where during fhe morning hours from 4 or 5 until daylight.
I desire to accommodate thgse Senators. I now move that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of executive business.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. President, before the Senator

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is not debatable ex-
cept by unanimous consent. Is there objection to hearing the
Senator from Mississippi?

Mr, PENROSE. I object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is objection. The question
is on the motion of the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr, HARRISON. I suggest the absence of a quoruni.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is, Shall the Sen-
ate— :

Mr. WILLTAMS. My, President, you can not cut me off in
that way. That may be the Massachusetts method, but——

Mr., PENROSE. Mr. President, I had the floor and I yielded
for a question to the Senator from Mississippi and then made a
motion. T ask that the question be put on my motion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is, Shall the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive business?

My, WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I asked the Senator to with-
hold his motion for a moment while I made a few remarks, and
now I ask him again to do so.

Mr. PENROSE. The Senator from Mississippi has not the
floor, and I press my motion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of
the Senator from Pennsylvania.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr, President, what is the parliamentary
situation? Am I recognized or not?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion for an executive ses-
sion is not debatable.

Mr. WILLIAMS,. I understand that.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair asked if there was
unanimous consent to hear the Senator from Mississippi, which
was objected to, and the roll eall is now proceedlng

Mr. WILLIAMS. If unanimous consent is asked for any-
thing, of course, I shall decline——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will proceed with
the roll call.

The Assistant Secretary called the roll,
Senators answered to their names:

and the following

Ashurst Hale MeKellar Sheppard
Brandegee Harreld MeKinley Simmons
Broussard Harrls MeNary Spencer
Bursum Harrison Moses SBtanley
Cameron Heflin Nelson Sutherland
Capper Hiteheock Newberry Swanson
Caraway Jones, N. Mex, Nicholson Trammell
Curtis Kellogg Norbeck Walsh, Maszs,
Edge Kenyon Oddie Warren
Ernsl Keyes Overman Watson, Ind.
Fra King Penrose Willis
Frallnglm\ sen La Follette Pittman

Gerr Lenroot Poindexter

Goodv ing MeCormick Ransdell

The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty-three Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. HARRIS. I wish to announce that my colleague [Mr,
WarsonN] is temporarily detained from the Senate on account of
illness.

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of
the Senator from Pennsylvania that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if I understand the rules of
the Senate, that question is not debatable.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is not debatable.

‘Mr. WILLTAMS. Very well.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After 1 hour and 25 minutes
spent in execntive session the doors were reopened.

RECESS,

Mr, CURTIS. I move that the Senate take a recess until to-
morrow morning at 11 o'clock.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 7 o'clock and 40 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Tuesday, Octo-
ber 25, 1921, at 11 o'clock a. m.
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CONFIBRMATIONS,
Egzecutive nowinations confirmed by the Senate Oclober 24
(legislative day of October 20), 1921.
EXvoy EXTRAORDINARY AND MINISTER PLENIPOTENTIARY.
Franklin E. Morales to be envoy extraordinary and minister
plenipotentiary to Honduras.
PosTMASTERS.,
COLORADO,
John H. McDevitt, jr., Durango.
William D. Woodward, Grover.
CONXNECTICUT.
John M. Dondldsen, Fairfield.
INDIANA,

John P. Switzer, Bryant.
Carl McKinley, Borden.
Clarence H. Magenheimer, Haubstadt.
Jacob F. Ruxer, St. Meinrad.

TIOWA.
Albert H. Dohrmann, Charlotte.
Omar H. Brooks, Cleghorn.
William Foerstner, High.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Moxvay, October 24, 1921,

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Father in Heaven, Thou hast not been far from us at any
time; Thy promise is not breken, but enlarged. Truly Thou
art our everlasting portion, and we bow and bless Thy sacred
name in life and in death. O be present in our lives and carry
forth our little knowledge into wisdom. Bless the flower and
the fruit of our service whieh is for the common good. May we
always get strength and vision from the life of Him who is
altogether holy. If any clouds hang over our heads, may they
break in blessings and open the gates of difficulty which may be
before us. Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Friday, October 21, 1921,
wis read and approved.

AGRICULTURAL ENTRIES ON ALASKAN COAL LANDS.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. Speaker, under instruction: from
the Public Lands Committee I desire to submit a privileged re-
port on the bill H. R. 7948, a bill to provide for agricultural en-
tries on coal lands in Alaska.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 7948) to provide for agricultural entries on coal lands
in Alaska.

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee.
leged report?

The SPEAKER., The gentleman from Oregon [Mr. SiNnxorT]
has called the attention of fhe Chair to the guestion as to
whether or not it is privileged, and the Chair is uncertain. As
the Chair understands, the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Six-
wo1T] intends fto argue the question before the House as to
whether it is a privileged report or not.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I think there is no question
about the privilege of the bill. If the Speaker desires to hear
me now:

The SPEAKER. The Chair will be glad to hear the gentle-
man at some other time.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, then I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks in the Recorp on the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Public Lands relating to the bill. The sub-
Jject is an important one, and I have given some time to the
collation of the authorities, which may help the -Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

JURISDICTION OF THE COMMITTEE O¥ THE PUBLIC LAXDS TO REPORT
PmiviLeGED BILLS.

My, SINNOTT. Mr, Speaker, in presenting the question of the
privileged character of H. R. 7948, under Rule XI, clause 56, we
are first met with the question, assuming the bill to be privileged,
can it now be reported from the floor as a privileged bill, sinee
it was originally reported on August 3, 1921, through the basket?
Fortunately this question has been decided by Speaker Reed,
volume 4, Hinds’ Precedents, section 3146:

Mr. Speaker, is that a privi-

-

8146. Bills from a committee having leave to report at any time must
Ela J;portaﬁ from the floor of the House and not by filing thgm with ghe

Alihough a ﬂiﬂﬂl ed matter may lose its privilege by an informal
ll!_l!ann:r of making the report, the injury may be repaired by a new

Rule XT as it relates to the Committee on the Public Lands is
as follows:

The rollowlng-:uamed commitiees shall have leave to report at any
time on the matters herein stated, viz, * * * the Committee on the
Public Lands, bills for the forfeiture of land ts to railroad and
%ri.zhﬁrrem;p::auons. Bills prg;eutir]t& {:%ecaélaﬁan n th:e public Inmtsi and

or reservation of the
R 1o Shs aaae f pu ands for the benefit of actual and

COXSTRUCTION BY DIFFERENT SPEAKERS ON RULE X1, CLAUSE 56, AS IT
RELATES TO THE COMMITTEE ON THE PUBLIC LANDS.

The leading decisions on the rule giving privilege to the Com-
mittee on the Public Lands are cited in volume-4, Hinds’ Prece-
dents, sections 4633 to 4639, inclusive.

DECISIONS BY SPEAEER CARLISLE.

The bill H, R, 7901, the subject of Speaker Carlisle’s decision
on March 17, 1888, Fiftieth Congress, first session, page 2195,
cited and copiously quoted in section 4633 of Hinds’ Precedents,
may be found in the House library, volume 34, House hills,
Fiftieth Congress, first session.

Speaker Carlisle held this bill privileged, although its title
was as follows:

To secure to actual settlers the public lands adapted to agriculture
to protect the forest on the public dpomin, and for -?tber purposes—

And the bill, which is too long to read now, in addition to pro-
visions relating to actual and bona fide settlers, covered the
following subjects:

Section 2 provides for classification and sale of mineral lands under
exlsunt{,- law.

Section 3 provides for entry bL: citizen or association of citizens on
160 acres of vacant iron or coal ds.

Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7 provide for sale of timber,

Section 8 provides for reservin timberlands as public reservations.

Section 10 provides for the tion of lands chiefly valuable for
stone, unfit for cultivation, and destitute of iy

Section 11 provides for publie or private sale of isolated tracts.

Section 27 makes it unlawful to cut or destroy timber on the lands
of the United States, or to set fire to any tree on such lands, or to
knowingly manufacture any lumber from such timber, 1

Section 28 dedicates 2 rods of each side of the section line on said
lands for public highways.

When section 2 of the bill wag read, which js as follows:

Sec. 2, That all public lands chiefly valuable for mineral deposits—
namely, iron, coal, gold, silver, clnpabar, lead, copper, nickel, and tin—
and every com us 160 acres or less quantity thereof, in legal sub-
divisions, the greater part of which is unfit for cultivation, shall be
classified as mineral lands, and shall be disposed of under existing laws,
except as herein provided. All iron lands shall be disposed of in like
manner &s is p ded by law for entry of coal lands.

Mr, Adams contended that enough had been read to show that
the bill was mot privileged, on the ground that it had been
decided that a matter can not be privileged which contains
other matter not privileged in its character. Speaker Carlisle
in overruling the point of order among other things said:

In other words, it is impossible to enlarge the area of the publie
lands subject to entry under the homestead law without in some way
legti:’;ntlng in respect to lands that are not now subject to homesiead
entry.

This quotation is from Hinds' Precedents, Volume IV, section
4633, where excerpts from the deeision are given.

Another decision by Speaker Carlisle may be found in Cox-
GRESSTIONAL REcorp, Fiftieth Congress, second session, volume
20, part 1, on page 47. This decision is copiously guoted in
Volume IV, section 4637, Hinds' Precedents, from which T take
the following quotation:

The Chair has invariably placed a very liberal construction upon that
rule—

Referring to said Rule XI. On this same page 47 of the Reconp
of the Fiftieth Congress, second session, Mr. Holman, who re-
ported House bill 7901, in the first session, in his argument as to
the privilegéd character of House bill 1368, the subject of
Speaker Carlisle’s decision, referred to House bill 7901, held by
the Speaker privileged in the first session as follows, showing
the character of the bill which Speaker Carligle held privileged :

I refer especially, Mr, Speaker, to the decislon made by the Chair on
the question of order raised on the genmeral land bill at the last session.
The general purpose of that bill, the general scope of it, was to secure
the publie lands to actual settlers, but it necessarily’ involved a vast
amount of other matters; protection of coal fields from menopoly, pro-
tection of water courses from menopoly, protection of forests from de-
struction, and a multitude of other incidental matter. That bill bristled
with legislative provisions which are prominent and yet only incidental,
and, in some cases, a:;lly remortel{ incidental, to the gene P of
protecting to the actual settlers the public lands, yet the point of order .
was overruled ; whereas. this bill contains. but a single subject matter
and the provisions directly necessary to secure the purpose sought to
be attained, namely, that certain lands heretofore granted by Congress
to a corporation shall be restored to the public domain and secured for
the benefit of actual settlers,
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Another decision of Speaker Carlisle is cited in the second
footnote under section 4638 of volume 4, Hinds' Precedents, on
page 963. In addition to the subjects mentioned in the foot-
note the bill related to the desert-land law where no setile-
ment is required. The bill also required a map of the irrigation
plan showing its sufficiency, and also related to abandoned
military reservations, land warrants, and land scrip.

DECISION BY STEAKER CRISP.

The bill, S. 3643, held privileged by Speaker Crisp, cited in
volume 4, section 4635 of Hinds' Precedents, is printed in Cox-
GRESSIONAL IRecomp, volume 24, Fifty-second Congress, second
session, January 26, 1893, on page 864. The following is a copy
of the bill held privileged :

Be in enacted, ete,, That all public lands now remaining undlsposed
within the abandoned military reservation in the State of Wyoming
known as the Fort Bridger Military Reservation, are hereby made sub-
Ject to disposal under the homestead law only : Provided, That actual
occupants thereon upon the 1st day of July, 1892, shall have the
preference right to make one entry not exceeding one guarter section
under existing laws if qualified, which shall include their respective
improvements : Provided further, That any of such lands as are oc-
cupied for town-site purposes and any of the lands that may be shown
to be valuable for coal or minerals shall be disposed of as now pro-
vided for lands subject to entry and sale under the town-site coal or
mineral land laws, respectively.

It will be noted that while in the first part of the bill the
land is to be disposed of under the homestead law only, yet

the last proviso provides that any of the land occupied for
town-site purposes and any land valuable for coal or minerals
shall be disposed of under the town-site, coal, or mineral land
laws, respectively. This decision of Speaker Crisp may be
found in the Recorp for the Fifty-second Congress, second ses-
sion, page 2177, February 23, 1803.
DECISION BY SPEAKER REED.

An important decision of Speaker Reed is cited in section
4638, volume 4, Hinds' Precedents. wherein Speaker Reed is
quoted :

The Chair thinks that this provision has always had a
construction, and will decide that it is a privileged matter.

The provision referred to, of courge, is Rule XI, clause 56,
as it relates to the Commitfee on the Public Lands. I shall
read the bill, which is printed in the Recorp of the Fifty-fourth
Congress, first session, page 1760, February 15, 1806, which
Speiker Reed held privileged :

Be it enacted, ete,, That snits by the United States to vacate and
annul any patent to lands heretofore erroneously issued under a clal
grant shall only be brought within five years from the passage of this
act, and suits to vacate and annul patents hereafter issued shall only
be brought within 10 years after the date of the issuance of such
patents. But no patent to any lands held by a bona fide purchaser
shall be vacated or annulled, but the right and title of such purchaser
is hereby confirmed.

Sgc. 2, That if any person claiming to be g bona fide purchaser of
any lands erroueousliv patented or certified shall present his claim to
the Secretary of the Interior prior to the institution of a suit to cancel
a patent or certification, and if it shall appear that he is a bona fide
purchaser, the Secretary of the Interior shall request that suit be
brought in such case against the patentee, or the corporation, company,
person, or association of persons for whose benefit the certification was
made, for the value of said land, which in no case shall be less than
minimum Government price thereof nor more than the amount paid
by the purchaser {o the original grantee of the United States, and the
rﬂle of such claimant shall stand confirmed. An adverse decision biv
the Secretary of the Interior on the bona fides of such claimant shail
not be conclusive of his rights, and if such claimant or one claiming
to be a bona fide purchaser, but who has not submitted his claim to the
Secretary of the Interior, is made a party to such sult, and if found
by the court to be a bona fide purchaser, the court shall decree a con-
firmation of the title and shall render a decree in behalf of the United
States for the value of the land as hereinbefore provided. Any bona
fide purchaser of lands Patented or certified to a railroad company, and
who is not made a party of such sult, and who has not submitted his
claim to the Secretary of the Interior, may establish his right as such
bona fide purchaser in any United States court having jurisdiction of
the subject matter, or, at his option, as prescribed in sections 3 and 4
g{ chapter 376 of the acts of the second session of the Forty-ninth
JONEress,

Src. 3. That if at any time prior to the institution of suit by the
Attorney General to cancel any patent or certification of lands erro-
neously patented or certified, a claim or statement is presented to the
Secretary of the Interlor by or on behalf of any person or persons,
corporation or corporations, claiming that such person or persons, cor-
poration or corporations, is a bona fide purchaser or are bona fide pur-
chasers of any patented or certified land by deed or contract, or other-
wise, from or through the o%inal patentee or corporation to which
patent or certificate was issued, no suit or action 1l be brought to
cancel -or annul the patent or certification for sald land until such
claim is investigated in said Department of the Interior; and If it shall
appear that such person or corporation is a bona fide purchaser as
aforesaid, or that such persons or corporations are such bona fide pur-
chasers, then no such suit shall be instituted and the title of such
claimant or claimants shall stand confirmed ; but the Secretary of the
Interior shall request that suit be brought in such case against the
patentee, or the corporation, company, person, or association of persons
for whose benefit the patent was lssued or certification was made for
the value of the land as hereinbefore specified.

It is obvious from these decisions of Speakers Carlisle, Crisp,
and Reed that a liberal construction has always been given
this Rtule XI, clause 56, as it relates to the rights of the Com-
mittee on the Public Lands.

liberal

Examining H, It. 7948 in the light of these decisions, it Is
apparent that the bill is entitled to a privileged character. Sec-
tion 1 of the bill grants actnal settlers a surface homestead
right on public lands containing coal, oil,- or Zas, which are not
now subject to homestead settlement. Section 1 enlarges the
area of the public domain subject to homestead settlement.
Seection 2 of the bill provides for the issuance of a patent with
a reservation to the United States of all the coal, oil, or gas in
the land patented. Section 2 further protects and safeguards
the rights of the homestead settler by restricting the operations
of the coal, oil, or gas permittee or lessee in the interest of the
homestead settler; it also requires the permittee or lessee to
give a bond for the payment of damages to the crops or im-
provements on the land. It will be remembered that the coal,
oil, or gas deposits in the land covered by H. R, T948 are now
subject to disposition under the Alaska coal leasing act of Octo-
ber 20, 1914 (38 Stat., 741), and the oil leasing act of the Sixty-
sixth Congress, Public 146, approved February 25, 1920, United
States Statutes at Large, volume 41, page 437. Said acts pro-
vide for the removal of said minerals by permit or lease,

Therefore, Mr., Speaker, the main provisions of section 2 ave
to insure to the settler the fullest use of the homestead with the
least possible molestation from the permittee or lessee; the
means for accomplishing this object are by requiring a bond or
undertaking against damages to crops and improvements, also
by restricting the permittee or lessee to so much of the surface
only as may be reasonably required for his mining operations.
Without such safeguards and restrictions the privilege of the
homestead settler would be bootless and nugatory. This propo-
sition is well stated in that part of Speaker Carlisle’'s decision
on H. R. 7901, Fiftieth Congress, first session, not quoted in
Hinds' Precedents, section 4633, and which I shall read:

The Chair supposes that a_ bill reported from this committee might
include matters having no relation to the Enbllc_lands or to the privi-
leged subjects mentioned in the rule, and thus might lose its privilege:
but the Chair will state that in such a bill all provisions relating to the
preservation of the public lands for actual settlers, and providing the
means for accomplishing that object, are certainly privileged ; otherwise
the privilege would amount to nothing.

L EXTENSION OF REMARKS.

Mr. DYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent fo extend
my remarks in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

EXPUNGING OF REMARKS FROM THE RECORD.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to expunge from the
Recorp of Saturday, October 22, the remarks printed as an ex-
tension of remarks by Hon. TrHoMas L. BranTtox, of Texas, be-
ginning on page 7417. And as explanatory and in justification
for the motion I make, I call the attention of gentlemen to a
copy of a letter which is found on page 7420 of the Recorp,
beginning at the bottom of the page.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming moves to ex-
punge from the Recorp the remarks indicated. Those in
favor——

Mr, BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to be heard on
that. These are my remarks. Will the gentleman from Wyo-
ming [Mr. MoxperL] yield me some time? T would like to be
heard on it. My remarks will be proper.

Mr. MONDELL. How muech time does the gentleman desire?

Mr. BLANTON. I would like 10 minutes. This is an im-
portant matter. It is a matter——

Mr. MONDELIL. The gentleman ought to apologize to the
House instead of asking 10 minutes.

Mr. COCKRAN. Perhaps he will.

Mr. MONDELL. I think anyone who reads the Recorp will
agree that it was an unpardonable breach of the privileges of
the House to have inserted in the Itecorp such a letter.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on the motion.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming moves the
previous question.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, certainly some of these re-
marks are not objectionable.

The SPEAKER., The gentleman from Texas is out of order.
Unless the gentleman from Wyoming will yield

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman grant me some time?

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the regu-
lar order,

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question,

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
ayes seemed to have it.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division.

The House divided ; and there were—ayes 153, noes 1.

Mr. MALONEY. DMr. Speaker, I ask for informatlon.
that strike out the entire remarks?

Does
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The SPEAKER. The previous question is ordered.

Mr. BLANTONXN. The motion is te strike out the entire
speech. :

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming will state his
motion.

AMr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to expunge from the
Recorp the entire extension of remarks indicated.

The SPEAKER. Will the gentlenian please indicate it?

Mr. MONXDELL. Beginning on top of page T417 of the REcorD
of Saturday, October 22, and extending down to the bottom of
page 7424

The SPEARKER, The gentleman from Wyoming makes a mo-
tion, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MoXDpELL moves to e:lmnge from the Reconp the extension of
_::eman*'rks beginning on page 7417 and concluding at the bottom of page
1

AMr. MOXDELL.
marks on page 7425,

The Clerk read as follows:

Down to the end of the extension of remarks on page T425,

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion
of the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr, Moxprrr].

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced tlmt the
ayes seemed to have it.

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division.

The House divided ; and there were—ayes 146, noes 1.

AMr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote because
it shows there is no quormm present, and I make the point of
order that there is no quorum present.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas makes the point
that there is no quorum present, and it is clear that no quornm
is present. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant
at Arms will netify the absentees. Those im favor of the mo-
tion to expunge will, as their names are called, vote “yea™
and those opposed will vote “nay,” and the Clerk will call the
roll,

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 314, nays 1,
answered “* present ” 2, not voting 114, as follows:

Down to the end of the extension of re-

YEAB—314.
Ackerman Cooper, Wis. Hawley Lyon
Almon Loughl n Hay l?c(!lint!c
Anderson Crago Hersey McCormick
Andrew, Mass, Crisp Hickey McDuffle
Andrews, Nebr,  Crowther Hin: Al¢Fadden
Anthony Cullen Himes McLaughlin, Mich.
Appleby Curry Tech MeLaughlin, Nebr,
Arentz Dallinger Hogan MeLaughlin, Pa.
Aswell Darrow Houghton M¢FPherson
Atkeson Davis, Tenn. Muddleston MeSwain
Bankhead Ideal Hudspeth MacGregor
Barbour Denison Hukriede Madden
Barkley Dhickinzon Hull Maloney
Beck Dominick Ireland Ma;
Bell Dowel} Jaeoway Martin
Benham Drane James erritt
Bivd Driver Jefferis, Nebr, Michaelson
Bixlér Dunbar Jeffers, l Michener
Blacks H Johnson, K = Miller
Blakeney Dyer Johnson, Miss.  Millspaugh
Bland, Ind. Echols Johnson, 8, Dak. Mondell
Bland, Va. Idmonds Wash, Montague
Baics Ellott Jones, Tex. Montoya
Bewling L1lis Kearng Moore, I11.
HBox Evans Keller Moore, Ohio
Brennan Fairchild Kelley, Mich. AMorgan
Bel Kelly, Nelsow, A. P.
Brinson Farvrot Kendall Nelson, J. M,
Irooks, 111 Fenn Kennedy Newton, Minn,
Brown, Tenn. Fess Ketcham Newton, Mo,
Browne, Wis. Fish Kincheloe Nerton
Iuchanan Fisher Kinkaid ' Connor
Bulwinkle Fitzgerald Kirkpatrick Oldfield
Burroughs Fordney K 1 Oliver
Burton Frear Kline, N. ¥ Ol
Butler Free Kline, Pa. mﬁ’éme
Brrnes, 8. C Frothingham Knutsen Overstreet
Byrns, Tenn. Fuller Kopp Paul
Cable Funk Ruus Parker, N. J.
. amphp!l Kans. Gallivan Kreider Parker, N. Y.,
Campbell, T'a. Garrett, Tenn, unz Parks, Ark.
Carew :;nrmtf. Tex. Lnn;pert FParrvish
halmers ensman nham Patter
Chandler, Okla.  Gernerd Lankford [’att:rgggz ?h J.
Chindblom Gilbert Larsen, Ga, Perkins
t'hristopherson  Glynn Larson, Minn, Peters
Clague Goodykoontz Lawrence Porter
Clark, Fla. Gorman Layton_ Pon
Clarke, N. Y. {;raham, Il o Pringe
louse iraham, Pa. Lea, Calif. i
Codd Gireen, Iowa Leatherwood (].Ltl;{n
Cole, Towa Greene, Mass. [.ehibach deliffe
Cole, Ohio Greene, V. Lineberger Raker
Collier Hadley . Linthicom Rankin
Collins Hammer sogan Ransley
Colton Hardy, Colo, London Rayburn
Connally, Tex. Hardy, Tex. Longworth yisd
Connell I 1] wrey Reber
Connolly, Pa, Haugen Reece
Cooper, awes Luhring Reed, N, Y.

Reed, W. Va, Sinnott Swin Volstead
Ricketts Siegon Tm% Walsh
Roach Smith, Idaho Taylor, N. J. Walters
Robertson Smith, Mieh, Faylor, Tenm. Watson
Robslon Smithwick Temple Weaver
Rodénberg Speaks Thompson Webster
Rogers: Sproul Tillman heeler
Rese - Stafford Tlmberlake White, Kans.
Rouse Steagall Tincher Williamson
Ryan Stedman Tinkham Wilson
Embnth Steenerson Towner Winslow
Banders, Ind. Stephens Treadway Wood, Ind.
gam}ers, ¥ X xeﬁenson son Woodzuff
Sanders, Tex. Upshaw Woodynrd
Sandlin Strong, Kans. vg'{le Wright
Seott, Mich. Summers, Wash. Vare Wyant
Scott, Tenn, Sumners, Tex. Vestal Zihlman
Shaw Swank Vinson
Shelton HSweet Voigt
NAYS—1.
Blanten
ANSWERED ‘* PRESENT "—2,
Cockran Wingo
NOT VOTING—114.
Ansorge Focht MeArthur Schall
Bacharach Foster McKenzie Hears
Beedy Freeman Magee Shreve
Be French Mann Siegel
Bon Fulmer Mansfield Sineclair
Bowers (Gahn Aead Slemp
Brand Garner Mills Hnell
Britten Goldsborough Moore, Va Bnyder
Bm 8 Gould Moores, Ind, Stiness
ci Griest Morin Strong, Pa.
Burke Griffin Mott Sulltvan
Burtness Hays Mudd Taylor, Colo
Cannon Herrick Murphy en Eyc!
Cantrill Hi Nolan Thomas
Carter Humphreys O’Brien Tilson
Chandler, N. Y. Husted Ogden Underhill
Classon Hutchingon Paige Yolk
Cople: Jones, Pa, Park, Ga. Ward, N. Y
Cramtom Kahn Perlman Ward, M
ale Kiess Petersen Wason
Davis, Minn. Kindred Rainey, Ala, White, Me.
Dempsey ingl Rainey, Il Willlams
Doughton Kitchin Rameeyer Wise
Drewry Kleczka Rhodes Woods, Va.
Dhunn Knight Riddick Wurzbach
Elston Langley Riordan Yates
Fanst , Ga. Rosenbloom Young
Flelds Lee, N. XY Rossdale
Flood Little Rucker

So the motion of Mr. MoxXDpELL was agreed to.

The Clerk anneunced the following pairs:

Until further notice:

Mr. BacaaracH with Mr. Krrcnrs.

Mr, Foster with Mr. RiorpaN.

Mr. Favsr with Mr. GARNER.

My, Graesy with Mr. Froop.

My, Wirrzaas with Mr. Woops of Virginia.

Mr, Hays with Mr. SULLIVAN.

Mr: McArtare with Mr. HOMPHREYS.

Mr. Sareve with Mr. DREWRY.

Mr. Kanx with Mr. GoLDSBOROTGH.

Mr. Macee with Mr, Tex Evck.

Mr, Caxxox with Mr. Mooge of Virginia.

Mr. Davis of Minnesota with Mr. Ramvey of Illinois.

Mr. Stixess with Mr. KiNpreD.

Mr. Roseserooa with Mr. Freros.

Mr. Brooxs of Pennsylvania with Mr. Wise.

Mr. Paiee with Mr: CARTER.

Mr. Norax with Mr. GrI¥FIx.

Mr. Duss with Mr. O'Briex,

Mr. Bree with Mr. RUcCKER.

AMr. Perranax with Mr. Warp of North Carolina.

Mr. Ruopes with Mr. DoUuGHTON.

Mr. SxypEr with Mr. BRAND.

Mr. Vorx with Mr. Parx of Georgin.

Myr. Burpick with Mr. SEars,

Mr. S~xern with Mr, Meap.

Mr. Sieger with Mr. Lee of Georgia.

Mr., Mopp with Mr. CANTRILL.

Mr. Sixcram with Mr. TrHoxAs.

Mr. Bowens with Mr. MANSFIELD,

Mr., Hurerixsos with Mr. Tayror of Colorado,

AMr. Kiess with Mr. ForaEn.

Alt. KxtgaT with Mr, RAISEY of Alabama.

The result of the vote was anunounced as above recorded.

The SPEAKEH. A guorum is present. The Doorkeeper will
open the doors.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, on the bill reported by the
Delegate from Alaska, which lie claims to be privileged, I wish
to reserve points of order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair stated to- the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr, GArRETT] that points of order were reserved.
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REFUNDING FOREIGN. OBLIGATIONS.
Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve:

itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the |

Union for the further consideration of the bill Hi R. 87

The SPHAKER. The genfleman from Michigan moves that
the House resolve itself into Comnrittee of thee Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further consideration of the re-
funding bill. The question is on agreelng to that motion.

The motion was agreed fo.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. TowxEr]
will please take the chair.

Thereupon the House resolved itself into- Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid-
eration of the bill H. R. 8762, with Mr, TowxsER in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Wholer
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration
of the bill H. It. 8762, which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bl (H.‘. R. 87062) 'to ereate a commission anthorized under certain
conditions. to. refund. or convert obligations of foreign Gevernments
owing. to the United States of America, and for other purposes.

ANNOUNCEMENT.
My, GARRETT of Tennessee. Mpr. Chairman, I want to ask

unanimeus consent that the gentleman from Mississippi [Mm |
Lowrey] nmy address the House out of order for two minutes, |
to.make an announcement that he wants to make to the House: |

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from: Tennessee asks unani- ||

mons consent that the gentleman from Mississippi may address
the House out of order for two minutes. Is there objeetion?
There: was: no- objection..
Mr. LOWREY. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to. anneunce

what I think will be a most interesting: and most helpful meet- |
ing to-night in the general ecaucus room at the House Office [
Building. There willi be two addresses by two. Amerieans who |

have been in Japan, one for 20 years and the other for 30
vears—Dr. Walne and Dr, Axling. They are both very much

interested in the' cordial relations between this country and |

Japan, and they are both men of ability. The two- speeches
will last together, I suppese, about am hour, and we can de-
pend upon it that they will be wise, that the speeches will be
helpful and interesting. I invite every Member to hear those
speeches: if possible. [Applause.]

REFUNDING FOREIGN OBLIGATIONS.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Frear] desires to offer an amendment.

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, at the conclusion of the speeches
on Friday I offered an amendment. T ask permission to with-
draw that, and to substitute another amendment.

Mr. STAFFORD. No amendment has been offered yet.

Myr. FREAR. Then I offer an amendment, if T may..

A,
intended to offer the amendment when the motion to rise was
made on Friday.

The: CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Frear] was on the floor at the same time, as tlie Chair recalls.
The Chair will recognize the gentleman from Wisconsin. The
Clerk will report the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Frear;: Page 2, line 14, after the word
* interest,” insert “ Provided, That the total amount of interest pay-
able on: any such obligation Tecoived. hereunder shall not be less t
an amount equal to interest on the principal thereof at the rate of &
per cent per annum.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Frear] is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. FREAR. Alr. Chairman, I offered an amendment Fri-
day night. It referred to a limitation on interest rates placed
on the refunded foreign obligations and was allowed to. lie on
the table. I have asked leave to withdraw it.

This amendment whieh I now offer as a substitute is one pre-
sented by the chairman of the committee: [Mr. ForpNEY] as
preferable, and meets, as I understand, with no objeetion from.
the Treasury Department. It provides for a tetal 5 per cent
rate of interest, which. I think will guiet much of the appre-
hension wlich has Deen expressed on hoth sides of the aisle,
and at the same time serve as a complete protection. to the
Treasury Departinent and an assuranee that we will receive
back the full amount of the interest that has been ecalled for.

I do not care to diseuss it further, except to say that it meets
with the approval, as: I understand, of the Treasury Depart-
ment. It certainly is an improvement over the amendment I
offered. I have no pride of authorship in the matter. It
covers, as I understand, the interest provision placed in the
original acts authorizing foreign loans and the delinguent

COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. I

.

three years' interest agreed upon, all of which is included im

‘the 5 per eent rate.

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

- Mr. FREAR. Certainly.

Mr. FESS. I undersinnd the _gentleman’s amendment is
that the total shall not fall below 5 per cent, which gives some
Iatitude if the commission finds it advisable in the different
terms, long and short, that one might be higher than 5 and
one might be lower than 5, but at the same time the total will
amount to but 5 per cent?

Mr. FREAR. That is my understanding, and it was ex~
plained to the House the other day that of course there had
been three years' interest which have been delinquent and out-
standing, and the purpose is to carry that along with the other
interest; and that is the only manner in which it ean be
clearly expressed.

Mr. FESS. My concern was whether, in giving the legal
authority, we' might find it wise on economic matters to re-
pudiate what we give legal authority for. You de not think
that would do- it?

Mr. FREAR. This was prepared by the Treasury Depart-

. ment,, and it seems to me It is as reasonably protected as we:

can draw it
Mr. COCERAN rose.
Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. PFPREAR. Yes.

Mr. STEVENSON, I would like to ask the gentleman if he

‘does not alse contemplate fixing some limit on the length of

t

iy

'ment itself states. It is clear in its terms.

time that the bonds shall run, so that they ean not put it at
1100 years?

Mr. FREXR. That is another proposition, standing by itself.

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

Mr. FREAR. Certainly.

Mr. COCKRAN: The question I want to ask the gentleman:
'is, What particular virtue attaches to 5 per cent? Is there any
- particular reason why 5: per cent is fixed as the rate?

Mr. FREAR. The Treasury Department has inserted that
rate beeause that is the ameunt tliey are charging to-day. It
covers the amount of delinquent interest amd the rate fixed in
the original lean authorizations. It reaches the amount of 5

per cent and has been agreed upon between the countries of

Europe and our own.

Mr. COCKRAN. Is there: any provision made for contin-
gencies—suppose- the interest rose to T or 8 or 9 pen cent, is it
‘the intention: that these obligations shall forevermore and for all
'time- bear 5 per cent interest?

Mr. FREALL. I ean notsay anything beyond what the amend-
But if we refund
we can refund at any rate we agree upon.

Mr. MADDEN, Will the gentleman yield?

Mzr. FREAR. Yes

Mr. MADDEN. I was wondering whether it provided for
payment of interest in annual or semiannual periods..

AMr. FREAR. There is no provision in relation. to that. Let

- me say that we are dealing with Governments, some able to pay

and seme unable to pay. It is thought best to let the depart- -
ment have: some- degree of discretion: TLet me say that, as [

understand, this meets with the consent of the Treasury De-

partment. It is offered by the chairman of the committee, or,

at least, he handed it to me; and it is, in the judgment of the

department, preferable to the substitute which T offered. We

can not put all restrictive conditions in this bill. We are deal-
ing with: 19 Governments and with. varying questions of eco-
nomies; so I think we ought to leave the department some: dis-

cretion while we are placing restrictions on if.

Mr. TREADWAY. Will the gentleman: yield?

Mr. FREAR. I will.

Mr. TREADWAY. The question I wanted to ask has been
perhaps answered by the gentleman as to what was the atti-
tude of the Treasury Department. Do I understand that the
Treasury Department offered this amendment?

Mr. FREAR. The Treasury Department handed it, as I un-
derstand, to.the chairman of the eommittte, who handed it to
me, as something that they would aceept if it met with the
approval of ther House.

Mr. LONGWORTH,

Mr. FREAR. I will .

Mr. LONGWORTH. I think in order to be absolutely aceu-
rate it ought to be stated that the Treasury Department does.
not favor this amendment. It prefers the bill as it was re-
poried by the committee, but if the House desires to adopt any
limitation it feels that this would be the most desirable.

Mr. FREAR. I think that statement of the genfleman fromu
Qhio is correct. Let me add that the Treasury Department
says it is not objectionable to the bill as introduced by the

Will the gentleman yield?
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Treasury Department. The bill as introduced gave the Secre-
tary of the Treasury sole power. The committee put on five
amendments and this will make the sixth amendment, and
this saves the commission from pressure that will be brought
to bear later urging a reduction in interest rates. All that is
desired is to meet the conditions named in the original act of
authorization and to include the delinquent interest, all of
which I believe is a matter of general agreement between the
Governments interested.

Mr, FORDNEY, Mr, Chairman, I ask nnanimous consent to
address the House for 10 minutes and tu revise and extend my
remarks,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani-
mous consent to address the House for 10 minutes and to re-
vise and extend his remarks. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I took up
with the Treasury Department the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] on Friday evening.
The Treasury Department had serious objection to that amend-
ment, but prepared an amendment, which has been offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin this morning, and sald that the
Treasury Department would much prefer no amendment at all,
but if the House insisted upon an amendment the one offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin this morning would be the
most preferable, becauge such amendments throw about the
commission a great handicap.

Now, I want in the time I have to address the House to call
attention of gentlemen to the contradictions in the existing law,
one paragraph with another.

Section 2, page 6, provides—and I will not read it all, but
that portion which bears upon the subject of interest:

Spc. 2. That for the }mrpose of more effectually providing for the
national gecurity and defense and prosecuting the war by establishi
eredits in the United States for foreign Governments, the Secretar liﬁ
the Treasury, with the approval of the President, is hereby authorized,
on behalf of the United States, to purchase at par fdm such foreign
Governmenis then engaged in war with the enemies of the United
States their obligations hereafter issued, bearing the same rate of inter-
est and containing in their essentials the same terms and conditions as
those of the United States issued under authority of this act.

- L L 2 L] » L ]

The act further authorizes the Secretary—
to enter into such arrangements as may be necessary or desirable for
establishing such credits and for purchasing such obligations of foreign
Governments and for the susequent paguent thereof before maturity,
but such arrangements shall provide that if any of the bonds of the
United States bearing a higher rate of interest than 33 per cent, then
and in that event the obligations of such foreign Governments held by
the United States shall be by such foreign Governments converted in a
like manner and exchanged into obligations bearing the same rate of
interest as the bonds of the United States issued under the provisions
of section 5 of this act,

Now, then, on page 12 this language is found :

The Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized to purchase at
par from such foreign Governments, respectively, their several obliga-
tions hereafter issned, bearing such rate or rates of interest, matur
at such date or dates, not later than the bonds of the United States
then last issued under the authority of this act, or of such acts ap-
proved April 24, 1917, and containing such terms and conditions as the
, Becretary of the Treasury may from time to time determine, or to make
advances to or for the account of any such foreign Governments, and
to recelve such obligations at par for the amount of any such ad-
vances ; but the rate or rates of interest borne by any such obligations
shall not be less than the highest rate borne by any bonds of the
United States which, at the time of the acquisition thereof, shall have
been issued under suthor!t{ of sald act approved Aﬁrll 24, 1917, or of
this act, and any suoch obligation shall contain such provisions as ihe
Becretary of the Treasury may from time to time determine for the
conversion of a proportionate part of such obligations into obligations
bearing a higher rate of interest if bonds of the United States issued
under authority of this act shall be converted into other bonds of the
United States bearing a higher rate of interest, but the rate of interest
in such toreiin obligations issued upon such conversion shall not
lsetsu;t than the highest rate of interest borne by such bonds of the United

ates, ]

There is a law stating that in converting those short-time
obligations into long-time obligations the rates of interest in the
long-time obligations shall not be less than the highest rates
that our bonds carry. 3

Reading, now, further from this compilation of Liberty loan
legislation, on’ page 14, subdivision (b), we find the following:

The Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized from time to
time to convert any short-time obligations of foreign Governments
which may be recelved under the authority of ihis section into long-
time obligations of such foreign Governments, respectively, maturing
not later than Oectober 13, 1938, and in such form and terms as the
Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe; but the rate or rates of
interest borne by any such long-time obligations at the time of their
acquisition shall not be less than the rate borne by the short-time
obligations, * * #*

The short-time obligations bear a rate of interest at 5 and
G per cent, most of them, but there are some obligations issued
by the foreign Governments that carry a rate of interest at
31 per cent. However, while we were making loans to these
foreign Governments they paid the interest semiannually to

our Government, on all obligations issued up to that time, and
on the obligations which they have given to our Government
which are demand notes that bear 34 per cent interest they paid
5 per cent, because it was agreed between our Government and
the foreign Governments that the rate of interest should be &
and not 3% per cent.

Mr. J. M. NELSON.
reading from?

Mr, FORDNEY. I am reading from the law which authorized
those loans, under which they were made, In section 3, page
15, of this pamphlet, there is another paragraph that relates to
interest, being the acts of April 24, 1917, and later, and in it we
find this provision:

But the rate or rates of interest borne by any such long-time obliga-
tions at the time of their acquisition shall not be less than the rate -

borne by the short-time obligations so converted into such long-time
obligations.

That is the existing law.

Mr. WALSH. From what law is the gentleman reading?

Mr. LONGWORTH. Section 3 of the second Liberty loan act.

Mr, WALSH. But the gentleman has read from two or three
different bond acts.

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; and those loans were made under two
or three different acts. I am reading from the act approved
September 24, 1917, referring now to the last paragraph which
I read. The other paragraphs were in the act of April 24, 1917,

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

Mr. FORDNEY, Yes.

Mr, FESS. I notice the law to which the chairman refers
has this proviso, that the authority granted by the section to
the Secretary of the Treasury to establish credits for foreign
Governments as aforesaid shall cease upon the termination
of the war. My question is whether the law the gentleman
is reading will be operative when the exchange of treaties has
been made.

Mr, FORDNEY. Yes; the authorization of the loans will
cease at the time, and no loans could be made after that time;
but we are still officially at war with Germany.

Mr. FESS. But we will not be very much longer.

Mr. LONGWORTH. The distinetion, I will say to my ecol-
league, as I understand if, is this, that the authority to make
turther loans ceases after the date of the termination of the
war, but the powers to be exercised under the acts are in-
definite,

Mr. FORDNEY. The cessation applies only to the time when
the loans can be continued to be made. So far as the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear]
is concerned, on Saturday last I conferred with the Treasury
Department, and they concluded that the amendment that was
then suggested by the gentleman from Wisconsin would be very
objectionable indeed and greatly handiecap the commission,
They prepared the amendment which the gentleman has this
morning offered, and stated that if they were to have any
amendment they would prefer this. Personally I would prefer
no amendment at all.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Michigan
has expired.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

AMr, FORDNEY, The reason why I would prefer no amend-
ment at all is this: The 3-year extension of time for the
payment of this interest expires on the 1st of May next year.
The interest due for the first year in round numbers was $500,-
000,000, For easy figuring let us say that each year the past
due interest is $500,000,000. Therefore on the 1st of May next
year there will be $1,500,000,000 of interest due. That has been
due for three years, and if we are to receive 5 per cent on
those deferred payments of interest the interest on the $300,-
000,000 for three years would amount to $75,000,000,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr., FORDNEY. Just a moment. Let me conclude this
statement. Then for two years the interest would be $30,-
000,000 and for one year $25,000,000, or a total of $150,000,000
on accrued interest past due. Some leeway must be given to
our representatives to obtain from the foreign Governments
the interest due us on those past-due obligations, and I do
not believe we should tie the hands of the commission in
seltling these accounts and getting a right amount from those
foreign Governments that belong to our people; and how in the
world we can at this time dictate and determine by law just
what course shall be pursued by the commission, I am unable
to say. 1 yield to the gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr, Chairman, what is the gentleman
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Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. I did not very clearly catch
the reading of the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin, Is that amendment broad enough to provide that
there shall be 5 per cent interest charged on deferred interest?

Mr. FORDNEY. It provides that we shall receive not less
than an average of 5 per cent. That is the substance of the
amendment.

Mr. GAREETT of Tennessee, That is on the principal?

Mr. FORDNEY. It does not say principal, but it means the
obligation, bécause when the interest becomes due it becomes
a part of the prineipal, in my opinion. It will have to cover the
entire amount then due when the settlement is made, principal
and interest. That is what I should say, although in that I
might be in error.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I think in the ordinary trans-
actions between individuals—I know it is the law in my State,
and I think it is the law generally in all the States—unless com-
pound interest is specifically provided for it can not be colleeted
in an action at law. :

Mr. FORDNEY. I think you are in error. In the State
which I have the honor to represent, any obligation that bears
interest annually compounds for one year at least, but not
longer unless specifically provided for. Under the laws of the
State a provision in a contract providing for compounding
interest is unconstitutional, but if you hold a mortgage on a
piece of property and the interest is payable annually, and there
is a default of inferest, that interest for the first year bears
interest, but not after one year's time. Whether that might be
the same law in the various States I do not know, but that is
the law in the State of Michigan.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentlemhan yield fuor-
ther?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will yield.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I have gained the impression,
whether from the hearings or from other sources I ean not for
the moment recall; I do not know whether there is anything
in the hearings about if, but certainly I have obtained the
opinion that the representatives of the foreizn Governments,
in so far as this matter has been discussed, have very earnestly
insisted that it would be pretty diffienlt for them te explain to
their Governments under the practices of those Governments
how they could agree to compound interest.

Mr. FORDNEY. If the gentleman will permit me right there,
I am afraid my time has about expired——

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, We will try to get the gentle-
man more time; this is a very important matter.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Davis, the Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury, explained——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again
expired.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, T ask unani-
mous consent—how much time does the gentleman want?

Mr. FORDNEY. Five minutes.

SeEvERAL MeEmMBERS. Take 10 minutes.

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. [ ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may have 10 minutes additional.

Mr. FORDNEY. I will try to conclude in five,

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from Tennessee asks
unanimous consent that the gentieman's time be extended 10
minntes. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none.

Mr. LONGWORTH. If the gentleman will yield T think——

Mr. FORDNEY. I was saying to the gentleman that Mr.
Davis, then Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, made this state-
ment to our ecommittee, that in the deferring of these payments
of interest the foreign Governments were willing to de this—that
is to say, they did not want to 2o back to their Governments and
ask authority to issne more interest-bearing obligations, but
they were willing to do this, that if we would defer the pay-
ment of interest for three years at the end of three years the
foreign Governments would be willing to add one-half of 1 per
cent to 5 per cent, making it 52 per cent for the first two years’
interest upon all these obligations, and for the next two years
6 per cent, and for eight years, making a total of 12 years,
they would pay interest at the rate of 6} per cent, and one-
half per cent at this would reimburse us for the $1,425-
000,000 of interest deferred. It is 5 per cent on $9,500,000,000
for three years. That would give to our Government exactly
the same amount of money, $1,425000,000, that the 1nterest
upon interest wotld amount to in that length of time.

AMr., STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. That arrangement was not entered into by

the foreign Governments, although the foreign Governments

were ready and willing at that time to agree to that sort of a
plan and perhaps this commission ean induce the foreign Gov-
ernments to agree to something of that kind to relmburse us.

Mr, LONGWORTH. Would not then the specific answer to
the question of the gentleman from Tennessee be this, that
neither the existing law nor the amendment of the gentleman
from Wisconsin, whieh praetically reenacts, would permit the
collection of compound interest, but only interest enough which
at the end of the time would have been the full amount if
paid from the beginning?

Mr. FORDNEY, Absolutely. The average interest wonld
be not less than 5 per cent. Now, it is not the purpose of our
Government to punish these people over there. It is the pur-
pose of our people to obtain by these settlements the very
best interest of the people of the United States and get what
Jjustly and equitably belongs to us. But this must be re-
membered, too, that in borrowing money from our people which
we received from the sale of our Government bonds during the
war and making these loans to foreign Governments much time
elapsed between the time we received the money on our bonds
and the time we made the loans, and we lost interest during
the time while that money rested in the hands of the Treasury
Department ; and the expense in taking care of this in one way
or the other means considerable and we are entitled to be
reimbursed for all those expenditures.

Mr. DUNBAR. Will the genfleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will

Mr. DUNBAR. The gentleman has been talking a good deal
about interest. Have any negotiations been entered into be-
tween the United States Government and the Allies regurding
the seitlement so far as the principal is concerned?

Mr. FORDNEY, Our Government holds short-tinte notes—
demand notes, rather—for all loans made during the war. .

Mr. DUNBAR. Do the foreign Governments have any propo-
slt%onq to make as to What they will give for these short-time
notes

Mr. FORDNEY. They have agreed and have pald, so far as
they have paid any interest, 5 per cent on all these obligations.

Mr, DUNBAR. This bill is for the purpose of refunding the
debt. Have there been any negotiations that would indicate——

Mr. FORDNEY. To refund the debt, providing for long-time
obligations and the rate of interest to be paid in the future,
whereas the demand obligations we now hold bear various rates
of interest, ranging from 31 to & per cent.

Mr, DUNBAR. My question does not concern itself so much
about the interest as it does with the assumption of obligations
in some tangible form by eur allies,

Mr. FORDNEY. In taking the long-time obligations there
must be a provision relating to the interest, and as short-time
obligations, as T have said, bear various rates of interest, we
want to settle upon a final rate. and provided for in the laug-
time obligation.

Mr. DUNBAR. Has there been any negotiations between the
United States and her allies regarding the settlement to be
made as to the principal of the debt?

Mr. FORDNEY. The prineipdl is provided for by law. There
is mo question about that. There is no guestion about the
amount they owe us. They are ready and willing to give us
their long-time obligations if we will only send representatives
there authorized to take those long-time obligations.

Mr. DUNBAR. What are these long-time obligations they
propose to give us?
Mr. FORDNEY.
year 1938, i

Mr. DUNBAR. Does not the gentleman believe that a knowl-
edge of what these long-term obligations are would have con-
siderable influence in our voting for this bill?

Mr. FORDNEY. Very likely. But I am not ready to tie the
hands of the commisgsion right now and say something that I
do not know anything about. I do not know whether it would
be advisable to take a short-time obligation fronr some of those
bankrupt nations over there and know that they wounld net be
paid when due or take long-time obligations. If I were to
settle those claims, if I were sent there to represent the people,
I would net want you to tie 'my hands in meeting such condi-
tions as confronted me,

I have confidence in the President of the United States and
the Secretary of the Treasury, and I have confidenee especially
when there is a commission of four men added to the Secretary
of the Treasury, making a total of five. When we made the
loans without any restrictions whatever upon the Secretary of
the Treasury we had confidence in our Secretary of the Treas-
ury, by and with the advice and censent of the President, to
make the loans. Have you no more faith in the Republican
representatives in the same position that the Democrats were in?

I do not know, but the luw- provides the




6692

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

OCTOBER 24,

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. As I understand the gentleman
from Michigan, notwithstanding he thinks the proposed amend-
ment is better than the one that was suggested at our last meet-
ing, he thinks this amendmentsought to be voted down?

Mr, FORDNEY. T do.

Mr. KNUTSON. Has any understanding ever been had be-
tween this Government and foreign countrles as to the rate of
interest to be paid on the indebtedness?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; and they have paid 5 per cent interest,
as far as they have paid any interest. They have already paid
as far as they had money to pay with, and they paid 5 per cent,
although the obligation only called for 3% per cent.

Mr. TINKHAM. Was there any evidence given by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury that there had been any negotiations,
either by word of mouth or in writing, concerning the funding
of the debt and the payment of interest?

Mr, FORDNEY. The Secretary of the Treasury takes the
position that they have no authority to convert those short-time
obligations into long-time obligations.

Mr, TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, that is not an answer.

Mr. FORDNEY. Perhaps I did not understand the gentle-
man,

Mr, TINKHAM. My question was, Did the Secretary of the
Treasury indicate in any way to the committee that in any way,
either by word of mouth or in writing, any negotiations had
been entered into with any foreign Governments concerning re-
funding of that interest?

Mr. FORDNEY. He determined that they have no authority
to do anything of that kind, and they are asking for it by the
adoption of this bill.

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Would it be possible, if this Frear
amendment is adopted, for us to be attempting to procure from

. the foreign Governments, or any of them, more interest than we
are paying on the Liberty loans for the money we are using?

Mr. FORDXEY. We are now. The interest they have paid is
greater than what we paid to our people.

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. That hardly was the spirit of the
original notes, was it? It was intended originally they should
pay as much as it cost usg, and no more.

Mr, FORDNEY. They agreed to pay 5 per cent, and have
been paying it, and are willing to pay it. Mr. Chairman, I now
insert at this point a letter handed me by my good friend Con-
gressman MappeExs, written by John G, Shedd, president of Mar-
shall Field & Co.

JOHN G, SHEDD, PRESIDENT OF MARSHALL FIELD & CO., REPLIES TO CON-
GRESSMAN FORDNEY'S ATTACK ON THE FIRM'S ATTITUDE TOWARD THE
FORDXEY TARIFF BILL,

Our aitention has been directed to published statements said to have
been made in Congress last Tuesday by Representative FOrDNEY, of
Michigan, to the effect that Marshall Field & Co. is opposed to the
Ameriean valuation plan in the Fordney tariff bill because of its large
purchases in Germany and Japan,

In 1909 newspapers quoted Mr. ForpXEY as stating definitely that
we owned hosiery factories in Japan. We wrote Mr. ForpNEY denying
this, At the same time there was read into the CoONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of April 10, 1909, page 1080, an affidavit made by us in which we
stated that we had no gsancial interest in foreign factories,

Again, in 1913, Mr. Forpx¥ey stated at a hearing before the Ways
and Means Committee that we ha:d pot answered his inguiry as to
whether we were Interested in factories in Japan. We wired denial to
(;gnsils-’elsgmnu Raixey, of the Ways and Means Committee, on January
“"Mr. Forpxey evident]{ has a poor, or convenlent, memory, as on
October 18, 1921, he again declared that Marshall Field & Co. buys the
entire production of factories in these countries in order to get the
benefit of cheap foreign labor; that it spends millions of dollars in
Chemnitz, Germany, and in Japan for goods that it sells to American
citizens ; that it buys the entire product of not one but many mills in
Germany making hosiery and knit goods ; that it buys the entire product
of knit underwear and hosiery of four factories in Japan.

With due msscct to the position of Congressman FORDNEY, chairman
of the Ways and Means Committee of the House of Representatives, we
can not permit such repeated misrepresentations to go unchallenged.

Marshall Field & Co. has uot bought the entire product of German
hoslery or knit goods mills and has never bought or made hosiery or
kpit underwear in Japan.

In the year 1920 we did the largest volume of business in our history,
In that year we paid for goods made in Germany less than one-half of 1
per cent of our volume of business and for goods made in Japan less
than 1 per ecent. In fact, all the money paid for goods made in all
foreign countries, including commodities on which there is no duty
gsa?saed. constituted considerably less than 10 per cent of our entire

usiness,

We have I“Tng offices in the principal markets of the world and are
constantly seeking the novel productions of foreign labor which has not
been produced in this country.

Mr. FounNey asks, “ Why not employ people at home and pay their
money here ¥

We are manufacturers in America on a large scale, owning and o
erating domestic manufacturing enterprises in seven States, having E
the neighborhood of 17,000 American citizens on our manufacturing
and distributing pay roll. The products of our mills include silks,
carpets, rogs, sheetings, sheets, pillow ecnses, comforters, ginghams,
cutings, bedspreads, wool and cotton blankets, knit underwear, laces,
lace curtains, handkerchiefs, towels. crochet and embroidery cottons,
threads, yarns, cotton damask, burlap bags, cotton batts, men's an
boy’s clothing, perfumes and toilet goods, and many other articles that
go into consumption in our country. We are probably the largest buyer

and distributor of textlle production of Ameriean labor. We import
cotton yarns, China cotton, and burlap and manufacture them in this

country into laces, curtains, blankets, burlap bags, ete., giving employ- .

ment to hundreds of American workers in this country. Our entire
capital is invested in Ameriea.

Qur experience in buying and distributing merchandise for more than
50 years convinces us that the practical and successful method of
assessing duties in vogue for over 100 years should not be disearded for
a theoretical, untried, and impractical plan that will inevitably increase
the cost of living to the already overburdened consumer, and, in our
Judgment, bring disastrous results to the United States. We have
therefore felt it our duty and right to express our opinion to Congress,
to the press, and to the merchants of the country Yhat they might
realize its danger.

Mr. Chairman, if this company imports such small quantities
of foreign-made goods, why are they so vigorously opposing the
American valuation provision of our new tariff law? I do not
wish to do an injustice to anyone. I am happy to insert Mr.
Shedd’s letter, and if I am incorrect will most humbly apologize,
but have been somewhat misquoted.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, let us get clear in our minds
this matter of the payment of interest, There have been no
intel:est payments on the foreign debt up to this time of any
considerable amount by any nation out of their own funds.
Some of our foreign debtors have left in the Treasury a portion
of the allotments and loans made to them, with a view of meet-
{ng accrued interest on foreign loans. Whatever payment of
interest there has been has been out of funds we furnished.
Remember that, Now, Mr, Chairman, I rather regret I can not
agree with any of these suggestions for fixing or attempting to
fix an interest rate. I admit the gentleman from Wisconsin
Dresented some rather forceful arguments in favor of an attempt
to do that. Perhaps the best argument in favor of an attempt
at fixing interest rates by Congress is that by fixing the mini-
mum rate we shall relieve the commissioners to a certain extent
from importuning and embarrassment. But the gentleman
from Wisconsin himself will now admit that the amendment he
first suggested, if not absolutely unworkable, would be so diffi-
cult of administration as to render it clearly unwise to adopt it.

The interest rates fixed or suggested by the statutes under
which the various loans were made vary considerably, and under
the gentleman's amendment we might charge England 3% per
cent and Czechoslovakia 5 per cent, though I am quite certain
the gentleman from Wisconsin would not want to do that.

Mr. FREAR. Mpr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONDELL. Yes.

6Mr. FREAR. The gentleman refers to the first amendment
ndw?

Mr, MONDELL. Yes; the first amendment the gentleman
offered. The chairman of the committee [Mr. Forbxey] has
discussed the matter of interest with the Secretary of the
Treasury, and the Secretary, who prefers that there shall be no
interest rate fixed, suggested that if there must be one he pre-
ferred an amendment such as has just been offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] rather than the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin in the first in-
stance, But the Secretary can nof, it occurs to me, be favor-
able to such an amendment.

I can not believe that he gave the effect of such an amend-
ment careful consideration; and while suggestions from the
Treasury Department and the Secretary of the Treasury are
persuasive with me, they are not conclusive by any manner of
means.

What is the situation? Europe, now in serious financial
straits, owes us vast sums. So far as Great Britain is con-
cerned, I think there can be no doubt of her ability to meet her
obligations, or of the fact that she will do so. With regard to
France, our next largest debtor, her financial situation is not
80 favorable, France will, I fear, have a very hard time of it in
meeting her obligations. As to some of the countries heavily
indebted to us, it seems quite clear they can not pay us much
of anything now. I do not pretend to know just when they may
be able to pay.

I am one of those who have believed and said that we should
approach this entire matter without any other thought than
that we should eventually receive the total of the principal of
the sums the countries of Europe owe us.

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

Mr. MONDELL. My, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that I may proceed for 10 minutes. 2

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman’s re-
quest?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONDELL. These debts should be paid, and, so far as
the sums due us from the major powers of Europe are con-
cerned, I have no doubt they will be paid. And yet, taking

that view of it, we must admit that if we did enter the war, as
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it has been said we did, to save civilization, we were a little
tardy in getting in, and the money that was loaned was for the
saving and perhaps did save civilization,

However, notwithstanding the fact that these loans were a
contribution to the saving of civilization, we made enormous
contributions on our own account in men and money, and I think
these obligations should be met, and I think the nations of
Europe are prepared te meet them,

When we come to the question of interest, I am of the
opinion that the provisions of this bill are quite sufficient as a
guide to the commission. The interest rate shall be such—
page 2, lines 15 and 16— as shall be deemed for the best
interest of the United States of America.”

Who is going to make this settlement? In the last analysis,
as Uncle Joe Canxox would say, the President of the United
States; for whatever is done by this commission under section 2
is done with the approval of the President. When it is all done
by these five men appointed by the President and confirmed by
the Senate, representing, I hope, the minority as well as the ma-
jority, the President will finally pass upon all the questions
involved.

Just how ecan we now wisely determine the question as to
what the interest rates should be? Under the amendment that
has been offered, perhaps the Secretary of the Treasury had in
mind a reduction of the interest rate in certain cases, possibly
at the beginning of the period of the loan, with an increase of
rate as time passes. That could be done under the amend-
ment. The loan could begin at 3% and close at 7. It may be
that in the case of some of these obligations the interest rate
ought to be as low as 31 per cent. I do not know., But I do
not believe we should put ourselves in the position of holding
the obligations of friendly foreign nations with an interest rate
that may run as high as 6 or 7 or 8 per cent in the latter
years of the loan.

Well, gentlemen say you can come back to Congress and have
that all adjusted. That is the trouble now. If former Secre-
taries of the Treasury had performed their full duty under the
law, it would not be necessary for the Congress to be consider-
ing this guestion now at all.

The entire matter would have been settled long since. It is
only because former Secretaries under the last administration
failed to perform their whole duty under the law that this ques-
tion is now before us, for the law provided specifically what
ghould be done and how it should be done, and under the law a
large portion of these obligations would have had an interest
rate of 3% per cent.

If the world ever gets back to normal, or to what has been
considered normal in the past, the obligations of solvent powers
will sell at par bearing a rate as low as 3 per cent or 3% per
cent, That was the sitnation prior to the war, and there is no
reason why it may not be the gituation 3 or 4 or 5 or 10 or 15
years from now. I doubt the wisdom of a provision that under
no circumstances shall the interest charged in the aggregate be
less than 5 per cent. I believe we can well leave this whole
mafter to the diseretion of the President and the commissioners,
so far as interest rates are concerned, in the expectation and
belief that they will make such arrangements touching the in-
terest on these foreign debts, foreign obligations due us, as shall
be deemed by them to be for the best interests of the United
States of America. I doubt if they will decide that our interests
or fairness and justice demand so high a rate as 5 per cent in all
COases,

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

Mr. MONDELL. It may be necessary to be very lenient with
some of these debtors, some of the smaller countries of Europe,
in the matter of interest charges. I think it is very unwise to
lay down a hard-and-fast rule touching this matter.

Now I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Does not the gentleman believe that if
we adopt this amendment, which provides that the total interest
received shall not be less than an amount equal to the interest
at the rate of 5 per cent that fact shall preclude the charging
of interest at a higher rate than 5 per cent on the principal?

Mr. MONDELL. Well, from my reading of the amendment
I was under the impression that it would authorize an interest
charge beginning at a lower rate than 5 per cent and rising to a
rate above 5 per cent, provided the total interest for the period
during which the obligation ran would amount to 5 per cent.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If we limit the interest rate to 5 per cent,
of course it will never exceed 5 per cent, will it?

Mr. MONDELL. I think it might be more than 5
under this provision,

Mr. CHINDBLOM, 1In practical effect?

Mr. MONDELL. It says that it shall not be less than 5 per
cent in the aggregate, 1 think it might begin at a lower rate and
run to a much higher rate.

per cent

Some gentleman may deem it wise for us to demand the last
ounce of the pound of flesh, but I doubt it. I think we should
insist on the payment of the principal. I think it is fair and
just and reasonable that we should do so; but if we are to have
these obligations funded in such a way that it will be possible
for some of the lesser powers to meet their obligations, there
must be a good deal of leeway left the commission and par-
ticularly in the matter of interest charges. The gentlemen
operating under this act must have a very considerable amount
of discretion. There is little doubt with regard to the interest
rates on the major portion of the obligations.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

511;. MONDELL. May I have one minute more, Mr. Chair-
man ?

- The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks an extension of one
minute. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONDELL. The very fact that the Secretary of the
Treasury suggested the amendment before us as a possible sub-
stitute for the amendment heretofore proposed indicates that he
has it in his mind to charge at least an interest rate that will
meet all the expenditures and obligations of the American peo-
ple under these loans. I think the very fact of his making the
suggestion warrants us in the belief that there will be no dis-
position to reduce the interest rate below a figure that will
return to the United States her outlay on these loans; and if
we are compensated in the amount these loans have and shall
cost the American people, I think that is quite enough. We
certainly do not desire to make a profit on the transaction.
[Applause.]

The CHATRMAN, The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. Corrier].

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute for the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Mississippi offers a
substitute for the amendment, which the Clerk will report

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute offered by Mr. CoLLier for the amendment offered by Mr.
Frear: Page 1, line 10, after the word ** authorized,’” insert:

Ls; 'I‘o enter into agreements with re Bresentatives of foreign nations.”

“n paﬁe 2,-at the end of section inser

That no agreement or agreements so entered into with

respect to any matter herein authorized shall be deemed to have been
comﬂleted nor to have force and effect until it shall have been submitted
to t @ Consress of the United States and embodied in a law passed by

Mr. LO.\GWORTH. Mr, Chairman, I reserve a point of order
that that is not properly a substitute for the amendment of the
gentleman from Wisconsin,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio reserves the
point of order.

Mr. COLLIER. I do not care to discuss the point of order.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Then I will make the point of order.

Mr. COLLIER. I should like to discuss the amendment.

Mr. COOCKRAN. I hope the gentleman from Ohio will give
the gentleman from Mississippi an opportunity to be heard on
the merits of his amendment, :

Mr. LONGWORTH. I said I would reserve the point of
order, and of course I shall be glad to do so if the gentleman
desires it.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Mississippi on the reservation, if he desires to be recog-
nized.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Certainly.

Mr., COLLIER. I understood the gentleman from Ohio had
made the point of order.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I understood the gentleman to say that
he did not care to debate it. Of course, I shall be very glad to
reserve the point of order.

Mr. COLLIER. The gentleman misunderstood me. I do not
care to debate the question whether this is in order, but I do
want to debate the merits of the proposal. =

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized to discuss the
amendment,

Mr, COLLIER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, this amend-
ment seeks to restore in a way the limitations which existing
law throws around the refunding of these obligations. The
present bill destroys all the limitations, all the safeguards, that
the Liberty loan act of 1917 throws around the refunding of
these obligations.

The reason I offer this as a substitute is that if this amend-
ment be adopted then there will be no use for the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear], because
if the amendment which I have offered be adopted then we may
give this authority either fo the Secretary of the Treasury or
to a committee. We may give themn blanket authority to enter
into negotiations with these foreign Governments, or to make
such arrangement as they deem best in reference to interest,
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in reference to the length of time when these payments are to
be made, because the arrangements that they make are not final,
but will have to be sent back to Congress for review and re-
vision,

The position taken by the minority from the start is that there
is no need for this bill, that the bill now before the House
seeks to take the place of an existing law which has thrown
every safeguard possible around the refunding of these obliga-
tions, This existing law has determined and limited the amount
of interest to be paid upon these bonds, for the Liberty loan
acts have determined and fixed the duration of those bonds
by having them expire at the same time when the Liberty loan
bonds issued in the United States expire. All that this amend-
ment seeks to do is to have the Congress finally pass upon the
agreements made by our representatives with the agents of the
foreign Governments.

Mr. J. M. NELSON. Will the gentleman yield?

AMr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin,

Mr, J. M, NELSON. I wish the gentleman would tell us
what proportion of these obligations are payable on demand.
I ean not reconcile statements made on the floor of the House.
Some gentlemen say they are all payable on demand and others
say not. f

Alr. COLLIER. What is payable on demand?

Mr. J. M. NELSON. These obligations.

Mr. COLLIER. If the gentleman will read the Liberty loan
acts he will find that in those acts the Secretary of the Treasury
was instrueted to purchase at par the obligations of the foreign
Governments and to accept from them obligations in all their
essentials bearing a resemblance to the bonds that were issued
in the United States in order to get the money for them,

AMr, J. M. NELSON. Do I undersitand that the periods are
all now fixed on these loans and that there are ne demand obli-

tions?
gsl\ir. COLLIER. The periods of time for which the obligations
are to run, I think, are fixed by existing law, That is the posi-
tion I take.

Mr. GREEXN of Iowa. Mr, Chairman, I would recommend
gentlemen on the other side the following amendment, which
would have practically the same effect as the oné offeved by
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Corrier], and apparently
answer all their purposes. I would recommend an amendment
striking out all after the enacting clause creating a commission
composed of five errand boys who would be authorized to go to
Europe, receive whatever proposals were made by European
Governments, and hand them back to the Congress. That is
the practical effect of the amendment of the gentleman from
Mississippi. It will reduce the eommission to a nonentity
without any power.

Mr. LAYTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. y

Mr. LAYTON. Does the gentleman think that in a matter of
this magnitude, involving $11,000,000,000, which even the little
children of this country are interested in, does he think that this
body should abdicate its functions and place them in the hands
of five men? I do not.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Iowa thinks
nothing of the kind. It is the first time in the history of any
nation of any importance that settlements of matters in dispute,
settlement of debts diffienlt of collection, settlement of matters
belonging to the Treasury, have been nundertaken by a legislative
body. So we are not abdicating our functions in the least when
we undertake anything of that kind. Let me proceed a little
further. Some gentlemen think that you are going to get more
money in the manner undertaken here, but I will tell you now
that you are simply fixing things so that you will never get a
nickel on a large portion of these obligations by undertaking
to say that you will not concede anything, you will yield nothing,
but will insist on the last penny and the extreme rate of interest,

Mr. DUNBAR. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes.

Mr. DUNBAR. Are there any of these obligations in dispute?
England owes us $5,000,000,000; is that in dispute?

Mr. GREEN of Towa. There is no dispute about that. If the
gentleman will look into the matter, he will find that there is a
* dispute as to the amount due on sales that have been made.

Mr. DUNBAR. That is a small portion of the bill; what we
are interested in is the money borrowed by European nations.
If that is in dispute, we have not been so informed.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. XNobody has claimed that that was in
dispute, but there conditions have arisen which make an ad-
justment necessary. As I said on last Friday, some of these
nations ean pay in the future; not one of them can pay to-day
the principal amount or part of the interest., Some can pay
later on. There are some of them that are in a condition of

bankruptey to-day. If T held a debt &gainst a bankrupt, or
went out as a lawyer to colleet if, would I insist on the last
penny? Would I want to go out without authority to yield any-
thing to him? He would throw up his hands in {despair and say
he never could pay it, and what was the use. That is the position
some gentlemen want us to take in collection of the debt,

Mr. DUNBAR. France, Great Britain, and Italy owe in prin-
cipal and interest over $10,000,000,000 of the $£11,000,000,000
that are owed us by European countiies. Does the gentleman
believe that either of these three nations are bankrupt?

AMr. GREEN of TIowa. Does the gentleman know the condi-
tion of Ttaly?

Mr. DUNBAR. 1 will say that I believe that Italy is bank-
rupt. I do not believe that England will ever pay her debt,
amd she never expects to pay the principal. What we should
do, and do quickly, not in three years' time, is to provide in
the bill——

Mr. GREEN of Towa. If my friend wants to make o speech
I will aid him in getting time, but I do not want to yield too
miuch time now.

Mr. LAYTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEX of Iowa. Yes.

Mr. LAYTON. Where is the objeetion to this Coengress, as-
suming it to be an intelligent body of men, sifting in final judg-
ment of the facts ascertained by the commission in each case?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Does the gentleman think that a com-
mission will be of any use whatever? Some gentlemen have
said that this cominission was liable to give away a portion
of the debt. If so, I de not want to hear anything from theni.
Some gentlemen have said that the commission would deliber-
ately act contrary to the interests of the eountry. If so, I do
not want to hear any further from them.

Mr. LAYTON. Whether they propose to give away a part of
the debt or remit a portion of the interest, let the Congress of
the United States say what it will do.

Mr, GREEN of Towa. If that is the way to treat a debt of
this kind, it is something new to a lawyer who has spent a con-
siderable part of his life in collecting hard debts.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washingion. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Is it not a fact that the
agents -of foreign Governments have to report back to their
Governments before they can get final action?

Mr. GREEN of Towa. No.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Why not?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Because they proceed in a ore sen-
sible way. They have authority to say to the other Govern-
ments, If you do this we will do that, and that is the only way
you can get an advantageous settlement of the matter. These
nations are struggling to-day to get money enough to earry on
the administrations. Many of them are not able to raise money
enough to pay the current expenses. Proceed in the way you
are proposing, and as to a large portion of these debts you will
never get anything. Here are nations who fought side by side
with us, like Belginm, which held back the Germans at the
beginning of the struggle, nations like France, giving the lives
of a million men to save the civilization of the world. They
have exhausted their resources. In some cases the very exist-
ence of their Governments is threatened by reason of their finan-
cial condition. Are we going out now and say to them that we
have appoirted a commission that will exact the last penny
from them and then make no concessions whatever? Are we
to say to them that we will make no terms, that we will au-
thorize this commission to make no concessions as to the time
of payment or as to the rates of inferest? We have already
put in the bill a provision that no portion of the debt can be
canceled, and now what more do you want? Gentleman, if you
proceed in this manner we might just as well dispense with this
commission entirely, for it will be of no use whatever and it
could be of no benefit. The Secretary of the Treasury can re-
ceive proposals from these foreign Governments at any time
now. The commission would be utterly- worthless,

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

Mr. COCKRAN. Mr, Chairman, I may have to ask the in-
dulgence of the committee for an extension of time, because I
hope to present an aspect of this matter which ean not be dis-
cussed in five minutes and which, though, so far as I know, it
has not yet been discussed, is fraught with the utmost im-
portance, not merely to this country but to the whole world.
We are dealing now with a situation that has never bhefore
faced any civilized society. Like every other question which
has arisen in the extraordinary times through which we are
passing, this one is obscured and embarrassed by the necessity
of employing a terminology which was developed under totally
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different conditions. When we apply to the problem of dealing

with the enormous debts due to this country by foreign nations,

principles which have governed debis due by Governments
to private individuals, we are in grave danger of being be-
trayed into grievously erroneous conclusions.

National debts are of comparatively recent origin. Hitherto
they have been due to individuals. Never before has a debt—a
stupendous debt—existed where several nations were the debtors
and one other nation the creditor. This creates a position of
surpassing and overshadowing difficulty. It is one for which no
parallel or precedent can be found in all the past experience of
mankind, and therefore one whieh I think ought to be approached
in a spirit of the purest patriotisimn, without the slightest tinge
of political partisanship or prejudice.

National debts may be said to have begun at the close of the
seventeenth century, when King Willlam III, in the era of
momentous military enterprises, found himself at variance with
his Parliament. He could not undertake to raise money after
the methods invoked by Charles I, because to do that it had
been shown would cost the King his head. And so the idea of
borrowing money on a systematic or comprehensive plan was
evolved out of the necessities of the King, who was contemplat-
ing o war on the Continent.

The first attempt was something in the nature of a gamble
or lottery. It was what we would call nowadays a kind of ton-
tine life policy. A number of persons were invited to sub-
seribe; 1 think it was £100 each. As one died a certain pro-
portion of the fund went to the survivors and the rest to the
Crown. But these methods were found very inadequate, when—
I think it was in 1694—a Scotchman named William Thomp-
son appeared in London and proposed that he would loan to
the Crown £1,200,000 in return for a charter authorizing hinr
to do a banking business and to issue paper money against
this debt, on which the Government was to pay 8 per cent in-
terest, a very moderate rate at that time.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. COCKRAN. Yes.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin.
Willinm Patterson?

Mr. COCKRAN, Did I say Thompson? 1t was Patterson. I
thank the gentleman for his correction. I meant William Pat-
terson. The amount was raised by public subscription—the
whole of it paid into the Treasury before the period fixed for
the first installment. The charter was issued to the ** governor
and the company of the Bank of England,” and out of that
transaction may be said to have arisen the entire financial
system of modern times. That debt never has been paid, but
it has been increased at various intervals. The bank has always
exercised the right to issue its own notes for an amount equal
to the debt owed it by the Government. All its other promises
to pay, at least until the last war—I do not know what changes
in its system niay have occurred under the stress of that emer-
gency—being covered and balanced by actual bullion held in its
vaults,

Mr. Chairman, the system of borrowing money by Govern-
ments thus established has spread all over the world. But,
remember, until now it has always been the Government, that
is to say, the sovereign that has asked and accepted advances
from his subjects, which he promises to repay. There was
no abasement of sovereignty in that transaction. The sov-
ereign had always aecepted loans from his subjects, even when
he tried to force moneys from them, without the consent of
Parliament; he always called these levies * benevolences,”
thus giving them the name at least of voluntary advances,
even when they were anything but voluntary in fact. A Gov-
ernment could always afford to borrow money, because the
sovereign could not be sued. He could not be compelled to
pay prinecipal or interest. There was no fribunal before which
he could be haled, and, therefore, when he borrowed money
there was no impairment or abasement of his sovereignty
whatever. Nobody could call him fto account. His honor
might be tarnished, but his sovereignty was in no way com-
promised. If the loan were floated in foreign ecountries and
money raised in them, those foreign citizens or subjects who
advanced it placed themselves in the position of his own
subjects. They were equally without power to compel payment
of the debt, or even to sune for it, and thus we see that raising
of a loan by Government involved no surrender of sovereignty.

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

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the time of the gentleman may be extended
for 15 minutes.

The CHATRMAN,

Was it William Thompson or

Is there objection?

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object,
I shall not object at this time, but I shall to any further ex-
tension of time, beecause I have an amendment which I think
is in order, and I presume that a substitute will be offered later
on and that debate will follow.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. COCKRAN. Mr. Chairman, we are now confronted by
a very different condition. For the first time in its history the
world now faces the necessity of dealing with an enormous
debt due by sovereigns where the creditor is also a sovereign,
Here is the momentous feature of our situation and of the
sitnation in which the debtor Governments find themselves that
I think this House should very carefully consider.

What is the true, ultimate significance of this condition with-
out precedent in human experience, where a debt of unpar-
alleled magnitude oppresses the energies of men everywhere
and the debtors and the creditor are all sovereigns. Is such a
relationship possible without the gravest danger of disturbance
and disaster?

Coneeive its possibilities. We are the credifor of countries
wh'eh, we are told here, ean not possibly pay even a fraction of
the interest that is due. Practically all of them are maintain-
ing huge military establishments; some of them are maintain-
ing military establishmenfs and maintaining practically nothing
else. If we are their creditors in, the ordinary sense of the
relationship we have a right—is it not, in fact, our duty—to
step in and say to those debtor nations: “ Yon have no right
to waste your resources in such unproductive—mot to say de-
structive—enterprises, because in doing so you are impairing the
security of our debt.” But the moment we did that we would
have invaded their sovereignty, and they, to defend that sov-
ereignty, would be bound to repudiate our interference. Thus,
we may see our debt jeopardized and perhaps destroyed. Yet
if we are to respect the integrity of those very sovereignties
whose integrity we entered the war to defend and sustain, we
must be content to remain passive spectators while the security
of our property is in process of destruction. What remedy can
there be for that condition? There is none that I can suggest,
There is none that mortal man can suggest. For the situation
is absolutely unprecedented.

But this mueh surely is clear—every step we take must be
governed by realization of the fact that at this time a mistaken
ill-judged, intemperate act or word might kindle a flame that
would enwrap the world in a conflagration which must reduce
our civilization to hopeless ruin.

Mr. Chairman, it must be remembered that if we should
undertake to compel regard for our interests as a creditor
against some action or policy of a nation indebted to us that-
we might consider dangerous to the security of our debt, there
is but one way in which we could do it, and that is by force of
arms. Surely it is no exaggeration to say that we have here a
condition pregnant with disaster to all the world, a condition
the like of which never before confronted human beings and
which therefore demands the utmost prudence in dealing with
it on our part.

On the other hand, we can not and we should not forget the
fact that, in addition to the enormous expenditures which we
have incurred to make this war a success, we have advanced
to these countries the enormous sum of $11,000,000,000. And
it is our sworn duty to protect the interests of this country in
that stupendous debt where lies the path of duty leading to
peace and good will and effective industrial cooperation be-
tween nations with this unexampled difficulty to face and
overcome.

Mr. Chairman, our own debt is of staggering proportions,
The debts of these other countries are so large that there is
grave reason to doubt whether any of them can be paid. Some*
gentlemen have said that certain countries are insolvent and
that others are not. If every debtor country should undertake
to pay the obliggtions now due us they would all be insolvent,
and since they ean not meet their obligations they are actually
insolvent if we are to measure solvency by the usual standards,

But while the difficulty these conditions create is enormous
it is by no means insuperable. It may, indeed, open the way
to a future of progress and prosperity greater than the world
has ever known.

There is one feature about national debts running through
all history since they became elements of civilized society
which ought to be reassuring in these days of doubt and
perplexity. It is this: As they have risen in volume so always
has the prosperity of the countries that contracted them.
After the peace of Utrecht England’s debt was £50,000,000.
and then it was believed and stated by some men considered
among the wisest of their time that it was a burden that must
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permanently cripple the body pelitic. After the wars of the
Austrinn succession the debt rose to £80,000,000, and then men
of the highest repute, including Tebias Smallet, in his history
of England, declared her case to be desperate. And after the
vigorous and memorable administration of the elder Pitt when
the debt had risen to £140,000,000 the very wisest men of England
were declaring it was impossible to bear that obligation and
remain solvent, KEven David Hume, one of the most profound
philosephers and accomplished economists of his generation,
declared it would have been better if England had been con-
quered in war fhan saddled with such a debt. And Adam
Smith, while he did not absolutely despair of the future, yet
said, in his Wealth of Nations. that the extreme limit had
been reached ; any inerease would be fatal. It was because the
English people were universally convinced that it was abso-
lutely necessary to. obtain aid from the ecolonies in: order to
meeft those burdens that the attempt to tax them was under-
taken. That.attempt resulted not merely in failure, but it
piled £100,000,000 more on: the debt, and then it was almost
universally conceded that the very end had been reached and
that hopeless bankruptcy was inevitable. But-in a few years
the expenses of the French revolutionary wars raised the
debt to £800,000,000; and, extraordinary to relate, after each
of these tremendous increases of national expenditures and of
the debts contracted to meet thenr the country instead of
sinking in the mire rose by leaps and bounds to prosperity
greater than had ever been known. In the light of all history
I can not feel that these great debts are necessarily causes of
despair. As L have already said, it is well within the range,
not merely of pessibility but of probability, that we may
emerge from those conditions of difficulty and doubt to a
prosperity greater than the world has ever known:. But to do
this we must see that some definite advantage is gained by
mankind commensurate with the extent of the sacrifices they
have made and the greafer sacrifices they may be required
to make.

The wars of the French Revolution, whieh left England with
a debt of £800,000,000, inflicted still more extengive burdens and
inflicted much greater losses on all other European countries.
But it wrought benefits which more than compensated for the
sacrifices it entailed. DBy it men gained aceess to the soil on
which they lived. The survival of old feudal systems wmade it
impossible to purchase Iand. These were all swept away, and
that liberation was followed by the wonderful progress of the
nineteenth century, when the productive power of human hands
was reinforced by a suceession of inventions which wrought
such improvenment in conditions of human existence as a previ-
ous generation eould not have conceived, The expenditures and
the waste of the lnst war are vastly greater than any even
waged on this earth. This debt due to us by England as coms-
pared with her entire debt at the close of the French Revolu-
tionary war is as eleven billions to four. And this is but a
small fraction of her total debt. Our own debts have mounted
up till they reached the stupendous fizures of twenty to thirty
biflion dollars.. The debts of other countries linve piled up to a
degree that it is hardly possible even to compute. And yet, if
the result of all this terrible experience should be universal
disarmament, not limitation of armaments, but actual disarma-
ment—complete, universal. and: immediate—the reduction of all
military establishments to the point necessury to maintain do-
mestic peace, this expenditure of money, vast though it has
been, the loss of life-and the injury to private property; which
were still more distressing féatures of the dreadful conflict,
would prove to.be the wisest investmment of money, the grandest
enterprise of which the world has ever been the theater. It
would make the war itself, not & scourge laid by an angry Provi-
dence on a world that had forfeited His favor, but & merciful
dispensation of a beneficent (rml to: lift humanity to the highest
plane it had ever reached.

Now, this Lirings me to my wn(_lm-.tiou. I believe these enor-
mous debts due us should be treated by this couytry as the great-
est forees to show men that they must disarm, that they can not
coutinue to maintain hoge armaments and at the same time
meet these obligations. And the moment they show willingness
to disband' theip military forees, then we should by our treat-
ment of these debts and by every other means in our power aid
them to restore their industrial prosperity.

There may be some Governments willing to ignore their obliga-
tions to us. T doubt it, but even if there should he the fact that
they have at one time acknowledged the debts by issuing their
obligations coulth not fail to lend great weight to representations
by this country in favor of disarmament. But there is one coun-
try that certainly ean never dispute an obligation which she has
once issued. Ingland’s greatness depends entirely upon her
veputation for commercial probity. She was not the leading

country of the world when the Bank of England was established

about the same time that the system of coinage established on
the advice of Locke and Newton assured every man who de-
posited a thousand pounds in an English bank, that he would
get it back In money of precisely the same value. It was this
reputation for commercial probity that made her the depository
of the money of the whole world. And it was from the profits
of banking that she was able to finance the wars against revo-
Iutionary France. And when in the middle of the last century
by a system of war trade she made the whole world the unob-
structed source of raw materials for her factorles she estab-
lished that extraordinary position throughont the world which
one of her poets characteristically deseribed when ha sang:

Set in these stormy Northern Seas,

Queen of these restless fields of trade,

England, what shall men say of thee

At whose feet the worlds divide?

The world has for many years divided at the feet of England,
not hecause of her fleets or her armies but becanse her commercial
probity has never been questioned, and I believe, no matter
what might be her disposition, she can not afford to ignore any
demands that may be made on her to meet an obligation. Her
debt to us may therefore be a factor of enormous weight in
effecting disarmament if our Government uses the position of
creditor to induce England to join us in ridding the world of
the dreadful curse of military establishment. But this enor-
mous power which may be exercised by this fund I do not want
intrusted to any hands but the hands of Congress, where the
Constitution places it. By the pending bill you intrust to this
cominission the power practically to abeolish these enormous
debts, because the right to fix the rafe of interest carries with it
the right to determine the character of thie debt itself. Thatisa
power with which angels could not be trusted. If you should put
it in the hands of angels you would soen find it was being exer-
cised by the hands of devils. Methods of corruption are so subtla
and extensive that to bestow such a power on any limited number
of human beings would be alimost certain to bring scandal on the
Government and profound discontent on the country. There is
ne occasion for giving such power to a small commission when
we have here a body which will be as generous as the most gen-
erous, just as the most just, patriotic as the most patriotic,
humane to the degree required by the utmost requirements of
humanity.

I do not want to fix at this time the rate of interest pre-
seribed by the amendment. There is no more sacredness in 5
per cent than in any other rate. And therefore there is no
reason for making that rate permanent. But if this resolution
proposed by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. CoLuier] is
not adopted, there will be no limitation at all on the power of
the commission. I would not

Mr. LONGWORTH. I want to call the attention of the
gentleman to the fact that none of the acts of this commission
are in force and effect unless approved by the President.

Mr. COCKRAN. I am not willing to put this power in the
hands of the President, for the reason that the founders of the
Constitution put it in the bands of this body after the fullest
discussion,

It may be that in time a rate of even 3 per cent would be
excessive. It may be, on the other hand; that 8 or 9 per cent
would be reasonable. But whatever rate of interest may be
finally fixed on we can.not refuse to retain in our hands the final
determination of what should be done with this enormouns fund
without being recreant to our oath of office. We are appointed
to control the public purse. We can not trust that control to
anybody else and remain loyal to our duty. But apart from nll
technical constitutional provisions, I believe the policy of states-
manship, of humanity, and of patriotism requires us to keep
the final power to deal with this debt in our own hands. We
surely will not write ourselves down inecapable of acting with
discretion and prudence and' even with generosity in this matter
of supreme momenf. I appeal to the Republican majority to
assert the dignity of the Congress it controls, not merely to make
our own position more exalted, but to perform our duty in a
manner which will redound to the eredit and prosperity of this
country and contribute immeasurably to the welfare of the
whole human race. [Loud applause.]

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that
the debate on the point of order is exhausted. I have no ob-
jeetion at all to the discussion proceeding indefinitely, but I
would like to get an amendment that is in order before the
House.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands the gentleman
demands the regular order. Does the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. LoxaworTH] press his point of order?

Mr. LOXGWORTH. I am willing to reserve it until espe-
cially the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, GARrETT] may ex-
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press his opinion, I am clearly of the opinion that the sub-
stitute is not in order, but 1 alse maintain, Mr. Chairman, that
debate of the reservation of the point of order is under the
five-minute rule, and gentlemen may obtain the floor by making
an amendment to strike out the last word, or a similar motion.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state for the information
of the committeee that if a gentleman demands the regular
order, where the reservation of a point of order to an amend-
ment is pending before the committee——

Mr. BLACK. I reserve the demand for the regular order to
make this statement.

- The CHAIRMAN. Allow the Chair to make this statement.
It i8 necessary then for the persen who reserves the peint of
order to make that reservation of the point of order.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Do I understand the Chair to role that
debate on the reservation of.the point of order is by unanimous
consent?

The CHATIRMAN. The debate on a reservation of a point of
order is by unanimous consent, and it is within the privilege of
any member of the committee at any time to demand the regu-
lar order, when it is incumbent on the member who has made
the point of order to either withdraw the point of order or
make it. I understand the gentleman from Texas makes the
point of erder, and the Chair is inquiring of the gentleman
from Ohio whether he desires to withdraw the point of order
or make it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Wﬂshingmn I make the point of order,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washington makes
the point of order. Does the gentleman from Ohio withdraw
the point of order or make it?

Mr. GARRETT of Temmessee. Mr, Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr, LONGWORTH. Yes.

. Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Does the gentleman make the
point of order that it is not germane to the anrendment?

Mr. LONGWORTH. For the moment I am simply making the
point of order that it is not offered properly as a substitute for
the amendment of the gentleman from Wisconsin. I am not
now making the point of order that, if offered to the body of the
hill, it may not be germane. I will reserve that to a later
period. I submit now, Mr. Chairnran, that the amendment of
the gentleman from Wisconsin relates to specific authority
already granted under the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The amend-
ment of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Freir] provides
that “ the total amount of interest payable on any such obliga-
tion reeceived hereunder shall not be less than an amount equal
to interest on the principal thereof at the rate of 5 per cent
per annum.” The object of the amendment of the gentleman
from Wisconsin is for the sole purpose of restricting the disecre-
tion of the commnrssion as to the inferest srrangements that
may be entered into. The substitute offered by the gentleman
from Mississippi [Myr, Corrter] goes much further. In fact, it
makes no reference whatsoever to the purport, directly or indi-
rectly, of the amendment of the gentleman from Wisconsin, It
relates to agreements that may be entered into. If has a much
broader scope than the pending amendment, In fact, it has no
relation to it except in a very distant degree, and therefore it
can not be considered a substitute, and the Chair sustains the
point of order.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE,

The conrmittee informally rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, a message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, one
of its clerks, announced that the Senate had passed bill of the
following title, in whiech the concurrence of the House of Rep-
resentatives was requested:

S. 2588, An act extending the time for the construction of a
bridge by the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co.
across the Missourf River at Chamberlain, 8. Dak.

REFUNDING FOREIGN OBLIGATIONS,

The commitiee resumed ifs session.

Mr. BURTON rose.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment which I
wish to offer.

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman
from Ohio rise?

Mr. BURTON. I rise to oppose the amendment.

Mr. BLACK. Mr, Chairman, I make the point of order that
the debate is exhausted.

M&'. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word,

Mr. BLACK. That is a pro forma amendment, and I offer

- ¢n amendment to the substance,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has net been here the entire
time while the amendment was pending, but if no Member here-
tofore has offered the pro forma amendment to strike out the
last word, the Chair will recognize the gentleman from Ohio
[ My, Bt.mmn]. who offers a pro forma amendment,

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I am unalterably opposmd to
this 5 per cent amendment. When we survey the history of
the wenderful struggle in which ilie happiness and the civiliza-
tion of the whole world was at stake, it emphasizes our rela-
tions with our associates in that m‘rful contest, Their suffer-
ings were far greater than ours; frightful though ours may
ha\'e been. The very shadow of death extended over almost
all of Europe, and that dark shadow has not yet been removed :
and this Congress, speaking for the Ameriean people, can not
afford to drive a hard bargain with those who were our allies
in that struggle in which the future of the whole human race
was involved. [Applause.]

This is no time to insist upon what is termed “ honest usance.”
It is a time for generosity. It is a time for recognition of the
frightful sufferings of those who stood by us, who fought our
fight, who labored for the protection of our own welfare as a
nation and our firesides and homes,

I wish to make one or two practical suggestions. FPive per
cent under normal conditions is o very high rate of interest for
any country to pay. Three per cent was the rate prevailing in
England and in France down to a comparatively recent period.
The rate in Great Britain was shaded to 23 per cent. Due fo o
rising rate of interest, beginning about the commencement of

this century, Government bonds drawing 2% to 3 per cent fell *

in value considerably below par in the two countries. It is a
very interesting phenomenon, but one, I think, readily ex-
plained. Our own Government commenced in the Civil War to
issue bonds at 7.3. That rate was dropped to 6 per cent, and
then by suecessive grades it fell to 4; and then in the case of
the bonds which could be used as the security for the issue of
national bank-note currency, to 2 per cent, But any naiion
would feel under ordinary conditions that 5 per cent was an
almost prohibitive rate and ecarried a threat of probable bank-
ruptey. I trust we have already passed the peak in the high
rates of interest, and I judge that is so from present indications.

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

Mr. BURTON. Certainly.

Mr. FREAR. This is simply intended to make it equal to
the amount placed in the Liberty loan net for three years' in-
debtedness.

Mr, BURTON. From the language of the amendment I can
not make out anything except that & per cent shall be the rate
of interest charged. I shall ask that the amendment he read
again before a vote be taken upen it. X

That rate we ought not to impose upon those countries. We
are soon to have a conference convening here that promises, I
trust, far-reaching and beneficent results. Not Paris, nor Ver-
sailles, nor Berlin, nor The Hague, nor London was ever the
theater of a meeting of the nations of greafer importance or
holding out, I trust, greater promise than this meeting at
Washington on the 11th day of Nevember next. [Applause.]
And let us not arouse suspicions, lét us not throw distrust or
possible ill will over that gathering by proclaiming to the na-
tions of the earth, who should join with us in the cause of
peace and good will, that we insist upon a rate of interest
which, until the exceptional conditions of this war, was almost
unpreeedented among the debts of the nations,

Mr, Chairman, if I can have some further time, there is an-
other phase of the question that I would like to discnss.

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

Mr. COCKRAN. How much time does the gentleman want?

Mr. BURTON. I should like to have five minutes,

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Ohio asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for five minutes more. Is there ob-
jeetion?

There was no objection.

Mr. BURTON. I am altogether opposed to the reference of
this question of the loans back to this Congress. There is no
one who more than I would be reluctant to relinquish any
proper prerogative of this body. But neither the executive
nor the legislative branch can gain by intruding into the prov-
ince of the other. The details of this settlement do not prop-
erly belong to a legislative body. Let the Congress lay down
general rules such as that no debt shall be reléased, if you will.
There must be a great deal. of negotiation and of bargaining
of sgreements with reference to rates of interest and as to
date of payment, and I may say in regard to these rates of
interest, suppose some country would say, * If you will give us
a low rate of interest we will pay in five years, but if you
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charge us a high rate of interest we can not pay until 30
vears.” Do you wish the commission to be restrained in its
action in the face of such questions as that?

The settlement of these questions dees not belong to the
Congress. A reference back to Congress would mean inter-
minable delay, and the nations with which we deal would claim
the same right. When the broad authority was given to lend
billions upon billions, resulting in the loaning of $10,000,000,000
or $11,000,000,000, why was it not provided that the granting of
the loans by the Secretary of the Treasury should be approved
by the Congress? That was a power far greater than this,

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BURTON. I regret that I can not yield, because my time
is so limited.

Considering that to be a proper function to rest in the dis-
cretion of the Executive, the right was given to the Secretary
of the Terasury, with the approval of the President.

If we leave the final settlement of this question with Con-
gress, it is inevitable that there will be numerous amendments,
and =0 no agreement can be final. Any tentative agreement
made by the commission will be referred back to that commis-
sion ngain., T have had much experience in legislatures, and I
have noticed the penchant for amendments. I served once with
a man of whom if was said that if the Ten Commandments
were laid down as a platform, he would be prompt to move
an amendment; and if any proposal of the commission goes
through here without substantial modifications, it will be a
miracle.

Let me call your attention to still another practical fact.
The parties with whom you are dealing will not go to the
length to which they would go, will not make the agreements
whicli they would make, if they know there is behind the agree-
ment which they enter into the condition that it be referred
here to the action of Congress, which will inevitably deman:]
concessions and conditions. When I think of the ambitious
action of persons in seeking to control the Executive I am
reminded of the remark of Jack Cade, who was oftentimes a
forerunner of many ideas regarding modern finance., He sent
word to King Henry, “ I am mntent that he shall be king, but I
will be protector over him.” When anyone attains very con-
siderable influence in any position there is the idea of over-
shadowing the executive departinent. Can we not rely upon the
honesty of those who are chosen by the President? The light
of publicity rests upon them. Sooner than indulge in any
negleet of the interests of the United States or any shadow of
dishonesty they would rather face the pistol of an adversary,
for an aroused public opinion will demand that those commis-
sioners observe the requirement of the statute, that they do
that which is for the United States, They will be loyal to
our country’s best interests and will be enabled to safeguard
the interests of the people.

AMr. Chairman, I wish to say one thing more. Do not let us
count here as if we could reach out our hands and obtain the
amount of these debts. There is the threat of bankruptcy over
all of our debtors, not excepting even those who are financially
the strongest. It is a time for recognizing that situation; and
there is yet a stronger appeal. In view of the relations, present
and future, of this country to those countries, it is time for
friendly consideration, for generosity, for mercy even, rather
than for harshness in insisting upon our rights, [Applause.]

Mr. FORDNEY. I move that all debate on this amendment
and all amendments thereto close in 20 minutes,

Mr. BLACK. I have a substitute which I wish to offer.

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. The amendment pending is
merely a pro forma amendment. I should like to be recognized
in opposition to that amendment.

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas wish to
discuss his substitute for the amendment?

Mr. BLACK. I do if I can ever get the chance to offer it.

The CHAIRMAN. It is the right of the gentleman who has
charge of the bill, after fire minutes on an amendment, to move
to close debate at any time, instanter if he desires. It is within
his privilege now if he desires to make the motion. As the
Chair understands the motion of the gentleman from Michigan,
it is to close debate on the amendment of the gentleman from
Wisconsin and all amendments thereto in 20 minutes, Is that
the motion?

Mr. FORDNEY. On the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. FFrear] and all amendments thereto.

‘Mr. BLACK. Does the gentleman mean to ineclude any
amendments to the amendment?

My, FORDNEY. The amendment of the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr, Frear] and all amendments to that amendment, not
amendments to the section.

Mr. BLACK. The pro forma amendment had better be with-
drawn, then.

The CHAIRMAN. That is not necessary. The gentleman
from Michigan moves that all debate on the amendment of the
gentlemun from Wisconsin [Mr. FreAr] and amendments thereto
cloge in 20 minutes.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Before the Chair puts that, I
want to make some remarks on this.

Mr. FORDNEY. On this amendment?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes; and the nature of the re-
marks will involve a broader aspect than the amendment itself,
I would be glad, before we come to the vote upon this amend-
ment, to have the opportunity of expressing myself not only
upon this amendment but upon the other aspects of it.

Mr. FORDNEY. I will add 5 minutes, and make it 25 min-
utes, and yield the 5 minutes to the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. GArrETT]. :

Mr., GARRETT of Tennessee. I want more time than that,

Mr. FORDNEY. How much more time?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. At least 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will inquire of the gentleman
from Michigan how the time is to be controlled.

Mr. FORDXNEY. There were 20 minutes asked for on this
side of the House to oppose the amendment. If the gentleman
from Tennessee wanits 10 minutes, T will add 10 minutes and
make it 30 minutes.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. The gentleman can not move to
close debate can he, in the committee?

The CHAIRMAN. After there has been five minutes’ debate
on an amendment the gentleman has that right.

Mr. FORDNEY. I will modify my motion and make it 20
minutes. .

The CHAIRMAN. Wahile it is not within the provinece of
any Member to designate the persons who shall have control of
the time, nevertheless, for the benefit of the Chair, in recognition
it is sometimes of value for the gentleman in charge of the bill
to suggest the names of the Members who have asked for time.
The gentleman from Michigan [Mr, ForpNEY] asks unanimous
consent to modify his amendment and to make it 30 minutes,
Is there objection?

Mr. FORDNEY. I also ask unaimous consent that I control
15 minutes of that time and that the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. Corrier] control the other 15 minutes.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan modifies his
request and asks unanimous consent that all debate on the
amendment of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] and
all amendments thereto close in 30 minutes, one-half of the time
to be controlled by himself and one-half by the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. Corrier]. Is there objection?

Mr. BLACK. T object.

Mr. FORDNEY. Then, Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate
on the amendment of the gentleman from Wisconsin and all
amendments thereto close in 30 minutes,

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, foreign Governments owe the
United States $10,141,267,585.68, in addition to certain accrued
interest, Of this huge sum, $9,435,225329.24 is due from ad-
vances made by our Government from money it raised under
the Liberty loan acts. That money came from the pockets of our
patriotic people, who bought Liberty bonds until it hurt, It
came even from the pay of our soldiers, who also bought Liberty
bonds until it hurt. I well remember the Liberty loan cam-
paign we waged among the soldiers of the Twenty-ninth Divi-
sion and the gredt sum its members subscribed. Poor and rich,
soldier and civillan, all contributed to the-sums our Govern-
ment lent to foreign mnations because of the war. Why we
lent Cuba $9,025,000 I do not know. What Esthonia did with
the $13,999,146.60 we lent it I do not know, but I do know
that beside all of the great loans—$4,166,318,358.44 to Great
Britain, $3,350,762,938.19 to France, $1,648,084,050 to Italy—the
United States paid out of its own pocket for its huge Army and
Navy and financed itself its deciding military part in the war.

To-day all nations of the world need money. The United
States itself needs money. We need money to lift the burdens
of present taxation, and we need money to pay such obliga-
tions as those commonly called the soldier bonus. The people
of the United States are to-day watching to see what action this
Congress will take in reference fo the refunding of the foreign
loans, .

The United States need not have gone into the war as it did.
It could have selfishly raised its armies, built its navies, and
used its treasures to fortify its coasts so that no foreign nation
could have ever successfully attacked it. It did not do so, and
I am glad it did not do so, but there is no reason why we should
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remit the loans of money we made on top of our enormous con-
tributions of men and money as represented by our independent
participation in the war. The American people will be glad
to see in this bill that the World War Foreign Debt Commission
will not have power to cancel “any part of such indebtedness
except through payment thereof.”

This legislation which we shall soon pass is one of the great
steps toward returned American normaley.

I take this occasion to bring to the attention of the Congress
a matter which touches deeply upon the historic past of this
Nation—a matter which touches deeply a vital source of na-
tional inspiration, It has recently been announced that the
War Department would sell to the highest bidder that sacred
birthplace of the Star Spangled Banner, Fort McHenry. Our
Secretary of War, Mr. Weeks, has repudiated this announce-
ment, but at the same time he stated that Congress was respon-
sible for the disposition of forts, arsenals, and camps for which
there is not a present prospective military use. 1 know that
this House, and I know that the Military Affairs Commitiee of
this House, with membership on which you have honored me,
will never consent to any such disposition of Fort McHenry.
Sanctified by the shellfire of an enemy fleet which gave birth
to our National Anthem, indissolubly associated by the immortal
Francis Scott Key with the patriotic soul of America, Fort Me-
Henry stands as one of the heritages of the whole Nation, and
1 do not believe that this Congress will ever consent to its dis-
posal as a useless war property. [Applause.]

Mr. GARRETT of Teunessee. Mr. Chairman, I regret ex-
ceedingly that the parliamentary situation is such that we can
not have a vote upen the proposition contained in the amend-
ment proposed by the gentleman from Mississippl before we
vote upon that offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr,
Frear]. I would be less than frank with the House if I did
not state that I am exceedingly dubious about the desirability
of adopting the amendment of the gentleman from Wisconsin.
And yet, if it is to be determined by this Housge that this au-
thority over questions of both administration and policy, policy
which I said in my remarks the other day ought to be deter-
mined by the legislative branch, are to be turned over to a com-
mission, then I do feel that we must vote for some limitations
other than the bill itself earries, If the Collier amendment-
could be the first proposition voted upon and was carried, then,
so far as I am concerned, I would not support the Frear amend-
ment, More than that, I would be willing to strike from this
hill some, if not all, of the limitations placed upon the commis-
sion.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burtox], for whose ability we
all have great respect, has after all in arguing this question and
insisting this power should be turned over to a commission, used
only the argument of convenience. That is an argument which
might be made on unnumbered questions that arise, bhecause
5 men ecan act more speedily and more promptly than can 435.
But that is not the question. As the gentleman from New York
[Alr. CockraN] so well sald just now, and as was said in general
debate the other day, the Constitution imposes a duty on the
Congress in regard to moneys raised by public taxation. Far-
thermore, as was so well said by the gentleman from New York,
it is a question which in its broadest aspects goes far beyond
the mere matter of the money already owed us. Have you
thought, my fellow Members, that in these debis now due to the
United States there probably lies the germ of more difliculties,
dissensions, differences, and irritation for the future than any-
thing that has ever arisen in the history of this country?

This is no debt between individuals; it is a debt between
nations. This is a transaction between sovereigns. There is no
world ecourt to which we can go to enforce our rights as indi-
viduals can go. There is but one way that this indebtedness
ultimately can be collected unless the nations voluntarily pay
it, and that is by war, Not only should the Congress retain in
its hands that power which it will have, even if this commis-
sion is created, of determining, in accordanee with the bill, what
policy it will adopt in a mattér of collection in the years to
come as fixed by the commission, but it should retain now, at
the time of the seftlement, those questions of policy that will
constitute the possibilities of irritations of two generations yet
to come. Congress is the war-declaring body and has all the
responsibilities that attend upon that power.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Tennes-
see has expired.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Can I havé 10 minutes more?

Mr. BLACK. I ask, Mr. Chairman, that the gentleman from
Tennessee be allowed to proceed for 10 minutes, not to be taken
out of the 30 minutes, because the majority leader [Mr. MoxpgeLL]

used 15 or 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The time has been limited to 30 minutes, .

and it is only fair that 15 minutes should be accorded to this
side of the House. The Chair would be glad to accede to any
arrangemen{ gentlemen may malke as to the use of that time.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I will say that there are 10
minutes remaining that belong to this side, and I will simply
ask to proceed for five minutes,

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

AMr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Now, Mr, Chairman, I wish to
emphasize in this presence, and I do this particularly because of
certain suggestions made by the honorable gentleman from Ohio
[Mr, Burrox]—I wish to emphasize in this presence that the
attitude I take, and I know the attitude which my fellow Mem-
bers on the minority side take, is not to be construed as a lack
of confidence in the integrity of the Secretary of the Treasury
or the President of the United States.

I said the other day that an insistence of that sort was
merely pettifogging. It is a question of the proper division
and correct exercise of the powers of government. There are
funetions concerning the revenues of this country that the
Congress is peouliarly charged with under the Constitution and
that, in my opinion, can not be delegated. Danger of encroach-
ment on the Executive? O, no, indeed. Desire to limit the
Executive? Indeed not. I do not desire to limit the Executive
in the exercise of any executive power, but I am not willing
to confer upon any executive the exercise of legislative power,
because the Constitution of my country forbids it.

The Collier amendment will be offered in due time, but the
trouble is that we have first to vote upon the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear]. In apprehen-
sion of the fact that the amendment of the gentleman from
Mississippi may not prevail, I think T shall, though reluctantly,
vote for the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin in Committee of the Whole, but if subsequently when
the gentleman from Mississippi offers his amendment it should
prevail and this bill goes back into the House, I myself shall
ask, if no one else does, for a separafe vote on the Frear anrend-
ment, and shall then record my vote against it.

Bear in mind just what is involved here, The authority
exists now in the Secretary of the Treasury fo deal, according
to the acts of April 24, 1917, and September 24, 1917, with all
this indebtedness except that which is held by the Grain Cor-
poration, the Armenian Relief Administration, and those prod-
uets that were purchased by foreign Governments from the
War and Navy Departments. Outside of them the Secretary
of the Treasury has ample power, and I assert again now that
no legal adviser of the Secretary of the Treasury has ever yet
officially let it be known thak he believed there was any doubt
about that power,

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

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Yes.

Mr., STAFFORD. If the law authorizing the sale of Liberty
bonds delegated the power to the Seeretary of the Treasury to
accept foreign bonds in payment of the loans or credits ad-
vanced to foreign Governments, why did not the prior Sec-
retaries of the Treasury, Mr. Grass and Mr. Houston, exercise
that power? ;

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Mr. Chairman, it was pointed
out here, and the hearings are full of the statements, that
under Mr, Secretary Grass in 1919 negotiations began, and upon
the authority of Secretary Grass I can state that under his
administration and under the administration of Mr, Houston
an agreement had practically been reached, when suddenly for
some reason unknown negotiations were broken off by Mr.
Tloyd-George, the premier of England—not upon the initiative
of the Government of the United States.

The CHATRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Tennessee
has again expired. .

Mr. HUSTED. Myr. Chairman, it seems to me there are two
compelling reasons why the interest rate should not be fixed
in this hill at § per cent. The first reason ig a purely selfish,
business reason, and the second is a moral reason. Of course
the business reason is much the less important and I shall dis-
cuss that first.

I am opposed to it because I believe it is absolutely contrary
to the interests of good bargaining, We are proposing to
negotiate with some 19 Governments for the settlement in
some form of these loans., Some of these Governments are
insolvent and some of them are on the brink of insolvency.
From a purely selfish, business standpoint we are in very much
the situation of a board of directors of a bank that is trying
to settle with an insolvent debtor, or with a debtor who is on
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the brink of insolvency. If the board of directors should say
to the cashier that e may settle only upon the. basis of the
recovery of the principal and 5 per cent interest thereon, that
board would not get very much of a settlement, and no wise
board of directors would adopt a resolution of that kind. They
would give the cashier authority to make the best settlement
he could under the circumstances, assuming always that there
wis a cashier equal to his job.

The second reason is of vastly more importance. It is a
moral reason. As has been said on this floor, we went into
the war with those nations and we were rather slow going in.
I have always felt, and I believe I always shall feel, that we
should have gone in immediately after the sinking of the
Lusitania [applause], but that is neifher here nor there now.
We went in, and, thank God, we accomplished victory, but
these nations with whom we went in suffered vastly more than
we did in Joss of life and in the destruction of property, and if
we attempt now to collect from them more interest than we
are paying upon the funds that went into these loans, we will
be doing a wrong and an immoral act, which will subject our
counfry to just criticism throughout the world. [Applause.]

Mr. BLACK, Mr, Chairman, I offer the following amendment,
which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BrAcg to the Frear amendment: After
the word * provided " strike out the balance and insert the following :
“Any such bond or obligation of any foreign Government accepted under
the authority berein granted may contain an agreement providing for
the repayment of the loan on an amortization plan by means of a fixed
number of annual or semiannual installments sufficient to cover, first,
a charge on the loan as interest at the rate of 4 per cent per annum;
and, second, such amounts to be applied on the principal as will ex-
tinguish the debts within an agreed period of not more than 35 years."

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, I want to make this statement
to the House, even though the time for discussion is so limited
that I may not get any opportunity to discuss the amendment
which I have offered. I do not offen object to the extension of
time in debate or call for the regular order in the House as I
did when the reservation of a point of order was pending to the
amendment proposed by the gentleman fromr Mississippi [Mr.
Corrier], and the only reason I have done so this afternoon is
because I anticipated that sooner or later the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. ForpsEY] would move to close debate and that
I would have no adequate time in which to discuss my amend-
ment. I have no objection to the discussion proceeding all of
the afternoon, as far as I am concerned, if it is the will of the
House to do that. But I do want to take this opportunity to
say that I think it is the duty of the Chair to recognize Mem-
bers who have amendments which they desire to offer and which
carry substantive propositions, rather than to recognize Mem-
bers to propose pro forma amendments, such as to strike out
the last word. I regret now that the debate has been limited to
a very short range of time by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Forpxey], and I will have no adequate time to discuss
what I think is a very important proposition and one which we
might well consider and upon which we might well take favor-
able action.

Throughout the debate much has been said about the collec-
tion of the prinecipal and interest due us by our allies in the
Great War. Yes, " Hurry up: get busy,” say somre. * Get the
money,” say others. It is all very well to talk about the col-
lection of this interest and this principal as if it could be done
by the mere waving of a hand; but when we come to figure out
how it may be done we are confronted with some very real and
practical difficulties. Prior to the war the United States had
an annual balance of trade in its favor of about $500,000,000
which was settled by European nations by their offsetting
against it the payment of interest on the securities and obliga-
tions which Luorpean investors held in American industrial
enterprises and municipal improvements and by sums which
our merchants and exporters owed for services of their mer-
chant marines. These conditions now, as everyone knows, are
greatly changed. Europe has resold us all of our securities, or
practically so; we have a merchant marine of our own which is
finding it hard to secure sufiicient commerce to keep it busy and
is losing large sums of money every day. As a matter of fact,
one of the reasons for the present stagnation of commerce and
industrial depression throughout the country is the difficulty of
our customers abroad finding ways to settle the balance of trade
in our favor. In fact, the system of exchange with some coun-
tries has all but broken down compietely. The only time that
the world really enjoys prosperity is when there is a free ex-
change of commodities and services, and certainly all will admit
that this essential element is sadly lacking at the present time,

So as T view it this question of collecting our debt from our
allies presents a problem of great difficulty and the solution

is not going to be easy, and yet there is one solution which
neither our people will accept nor are the Allies asking, and
that is a cancellation of the debts, Dnut while the American
people are not willing that the debt should be eanceled, I do
believe that they are willing that we, their representatives,
should be generous and forbearing in the rate of interest and
the terms of payment. In this attitude they are moved by gen-
erous impulse toward our allies and by intellizent appraisal of
the difficulties which confront the world.

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLACK. I regret I have only five minutes. 1 will state
briefly the purpose of my amendment, and then if T have time
I will yield. *Now, the purpose of my amendment is to an-
thorize the commission in such cases as they may see proper to
fix a 4 per cent rate of interest and to provide that a sum in
addition to that sufficient to amortize the debt in 35 years shall
be paid. An annual payment of 5 per cent on the indebtedness
of any particular nation will accomplish the purpose which 1
propose. It will afford a definite plan of payment as well as
provide a moderate rate of interest. Therefore I believe we
could well afford to collect from these European debtors this
5 per cent annually, so that within 33% years the entire in-
debtedness would be wiped out, and at the same time we would
have also collected interest at the rate of 4 per cent per an-
num. Now, I admit if we look upon this indebtedness from a
cold-blooded standpoint of debtor and creditor, why, then, prob-
ably my amendment should not be adopted and we should get
all the interest that “ the traffic will bear.”” But I ecan not look
at the matter in that light. I do not forget that at the time
most of this money was loaned to our allies it was during the
darkest days of the war, when it seemed as if the Germans
would break through to the channel ports and were then
thundering at the gates of Paris. Russia had collapsed on the
eastern front and was out of the war and Germany had rushed
her well-trained legions to the western front, so as to make one
last supreme effort to break through before the Americans could
get there.

A supreme moment of history had arrived. Upon the outcome
depended in a large measure the future elvilization of the world.
It was in this fateful hour that Field Marshal Sir Douglas
‘Haig addressed the following stirring appeal to “all ranks of
the British Army in France and Flanders." He said: “ Every
position must be held to the last man. There must be no re-
tirement. With our backs to the wall and believing in the
Justice of our cause, each of us must fight to the end. The
safety of our homes and the freedom of mankind depend alike
upon the conduct of each one of us at this critical moment.”
And at a tremendous cost of human blood these gallant British
soldiers did hold the line until our intrepid American boys
could get there in sufficient numbers to win the war. Suppose
the British or the French had collapsed and had given up the
fight as the Russians did? How many more thousands of lives
and billions of dollars would it have cost us to win the war?
Yet we have the spectacle in this country to-day of certain ones
crying out with a loud voice, ** Soak the British, make them
Dny."

Yes; 1 want Great Britain to pay. Also Belgium, France,
Italy, and the other nations which owe us, but I do not want
the United States to be harsh and cold-blooded in demanding
it. We can well afford to display a spirit of forbearance and
generogity in this matter as we displayed a spirit of loyalty
and cooperation in helping to win the war. “-“g will lose noth-
ing by it.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr, Frear] has done very valuable work in the prepua-
ration af this bill in endeavoring to surround it with such
safeguards as would not give authority which would be per-
haps greater than should be conferred upon a commission. DBut
in this case I think he has endeavored to go too far. I think
it would be highly unwise to attempt to limit to any specific
figure, I care not what it is, the interest that may be agreed
upon for the funding of these obligations. A great many gen-
tlemen seem to have gone upon the theory that it is to this
commission only that this full power of negotiation is delegated,
whereas as a matter of fact every act of the commission before
it has full force and effect must receive the approval of the
President. Now, the exact effect of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin is to reenact as a part of this act
the provisions in section 3 of the Liberty loan act which pro-
vides: !

But the rate or rates of interest borne by any such long-time obliga-
tions— 3
That is, obligations to be hereafter refunded—

at the time of their acquisition shall not be less than the rate borne by
the short-time obligations so converted into such long-time obligations,




1921.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

6701

Now, all the obligations we hold, amounting to over $10,000,-
000,000, from the foreign countries are now represented by de-
mand nofes at 5 per cent, and this proposition of the gentleman
from Wisconsin simply reenacts as a part of this bill that sec-
tion of the second Liberty loan act. I can conceive, gentlemen,
though having no pretension to being a financier, that in the
days to come when interest rates will be expected to drop that
it would be much wiser to have a part of the foreign debt re-
funded in very long term securities at a lower rate of interest
than 5 per cent rather than have them only in short-time secur-
ities at 5 per cent, and I fear that such a provision as this would
tend in the direction during the negotiations of having these
foreign obligations at a short time rather than——

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LONGWORTH. I regret my time is so limited. If I
have the time later, I will yield. But at any rate it must be borne
in mind, gentlemen, that this amendment is not made on the
suggestion of the Treasury Department. This I concede to be
true, that if the Congress desires to place a limit on the inter-
est in these funding operations that this is the way to do it.
If you desire to put any limit to the interest, this amendment
is the one that should be voted for, but I agree entirely with
my distinguished colleague [Mr. Burrox] that this is not the
time, even if it might be advisable at some other time—this is
not the time for the United States to be in the attitude of a
creditor who is attempting to exact the last cent of interest. A
great conference of the mations is approaching. We should
meet on the most friendly possible terms, They owe us $11,-
000,000,000, We expect to get it all, but if we now say we
are going to hold you down to the very last cent of interest
I do not think this is the time to be in the position of demand-
ing the last pound of flesh. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired;
all time has expired. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Brack] to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Frear].

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, may we have
the Black amendment reported?

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas will be again reported.

There was no objection. i/

The Clerk began to read the amendment.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, may we have that amend-
ment read as it will appear in the original Frear amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will state to the gentleman
from Alabama that this amendment is in fact a substitute,
although it is called an amendment. It is intended to super-
sede, as the Chair understands it, entirely the language of
the original amendment.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Very well; I withdraw the suggestion.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment of the
gentleman from Texas to the amendment of the gentleman
from Wisconsin, :

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now reverts to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear].

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the
noes appeared to have it.

On a division (demanded by Mr. Frear) there were—ayes
08, noes 128,

S0 the amendment was rejected.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment,

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoLLIER : Page 1, line 10, after the word
“ guthorized,” insert “ to enter into agreements with representatives
of foreign nations'; and page 2, at the end of section 2, insert
“Provided, That no agreemgnt or agreements so entered into with
respect to any matter herein authorized shall be deemed to have been
completed mor to have force and effect until it shall have been sub-

mitted to the Congress of the United States and embodied in a law
passed by Congress.”

Mr, LONGWORTH., Mr. Chairman, I make the point of

order that the amendment is violative of paragraph 8, Rule,

XXI, in that it is not germane to the bill or the particular
paragraph to which it is offered.

I yield to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. Chairman, I make the further point
of order that the proposed amendment is virtually two amend-
ments, embodying two substantive propositions, and therefore
violates the rule that one amendment only should be submitted
at one time.

LXI
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The CHAIRMAN. The point of order made by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin occurs to the Chair as being well taken.
The gentleman from Wisconsin makes the point of order that
the amendment consists of two parts; that it is an attempt to
amend two different portions of the paragraph. The point of
order is that we can not consider both amendments at the
same time.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I do not recall
thé precedents just at the moment. I have a very distinet recol-
lection that it is a frequent practice in the House to offer
amendments in this form. I do not recall just now ever hear-
ing a point of order made npon it. Of course, the obvious way
to reach the situation would be by the gentleman demanding
a division of the guestion. It does not seem to me that there
is very much substance in the point of order. If the precedents
are against me, of course I will take it back. It lies within
the power of any gentleman to reach the same result by ask-
ing a division of the question.

The CHATRMAN. Permit the Chair to ecall the gentleman’s
attention to the fact that it appears on the face to be a little
different from the nsual method when amendments of this char-
acter are offered. This amendment seeks to authorize a change
in the language in a part of the bill, and then follows that
with an independent proviso. It hardly seems to the Chair that
they can be considered together,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I respectfully
submit that the two amendments, or the two propositions, are
complementary to each other. 1 think there can not be any
doubt about that. The first proposition in the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Mississippl [Mr. Corrier] is
to authorize negotiations. The second proposition is to pro-
vide when those negotiations shall become effective. It seems
to me that they are perfectly related and in the same section.
The proviso offered by the gentleman from Mississippi, Mr.
Chairman, is not Independent of his first proposition, although
there iz sufficient difference in them to make it a divisible ques-
tion upon the demand of any gentleman.

Mr. STAFFORD. If the gentleman will permit, does not the
gentleman see that there are two separate propositions?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, I do

Mr. STAFFORD. And that they are apparently two amend-
ments. The precedents are uniform that the gentleman can not
offer in one motion amendments related to more than one spe-
cific matter.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Now, the gentleman's recollec-
tion as to the precedents is probably better than mine, but I
have this impression. I insist that these two propositions are
perfectly related to each other. I admit that they are divisible,
and my idea of the way to get at it is for a gentleman to ask
a division of the question.

Mr. STAFFORD. The committee has a right first to deter-
mine whether they shall accept the first formal proposition as
to entering into an agreement. That is a definite amendment
itself. And the other proviso is a distinct, separate proposi-
tion, and the committee should have the right to exercise its
judgment as to that.

Mr. PARKER of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, while I am
not in favor of this amendment in any ‘way, I desire to say that
it seems to me that this is one proposition. That is to say, if
the gentleman, instead of putting it in two places, had made his
first insertion the entering into an agreement subject to ap-
proval of Congress, it would mean just what he said. That is
all one proposition—an agreement subject to the approval of
the Congress. :

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is made at this time
that the amendment consists of two propositions, and the point
is sustained by the Chair. The gentleman from Mississippi can
decide which amendment he wishes to present first.

Mr, COLLIER. Mr., Chairman, I offer the first part.

The OHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report it. :

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. COLLIER: Page 1, line 10, after the word “ aun-
thorized,” insert the words * to enter into agreements with representa-
tives of foreign nations.”

The CHATRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. CorLLier].

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I thought I was entitled to
time on that.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman.

Mr. COLLIER. I do not care to take up the time of the
committee for any great lemgth on this amendment. These
amendments are simply the gist of what all the general debate
was on last Friday and what the greater part of the debate
this morning has been on. Therefore I do not care to argue it
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further. I simply want to say this, however, that the amend-
ment now before the House simply leads up to the amendment
I am going to offer next. The amendment now before the
House simply authorizes the commission to enter into agree-
ments with representatives of foreign nations. The amend-
ment I expect to offer after that amendment has been dis-
posed of is:

Provided, That no mir:ement 80 entered into with respect to any mat-
ter herein authorized shall be deemed to have been completed or to have
force and effect until it shall have been submitted to the Congress of
the United States and embodied in' a law passed by Congress.

Mr. GREENE of Vermont., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLIER. I will

AMr. GREENE of Vermont, Does not the gentleman feel, on
reflection, that his words, after all, are only surplusage? How
can any commission created by this law report or extend the
time of payment, and so on, without entering into an agreement
with foreign nations? ¥

Mr. COLLIER. That is so.

AMr, GREENE of Vermont. Who else are they going to do it

with?

AMr. COLLIER. The gist of the amendment is to perfect the
latter amendment. I consider the first part of the amendment
simply a perfecting part of the amendment.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Since the gentleman has stated that
the purpose of his amendment is to lay the foundation of this
agreement which will require the ratification of Congress to all
this proceeding, will the gentleman state what the use of it
will be? What authority will it give the Secretary other than
that which he has now? He can enter into agreements sub-
jeet to the approval of Congress now.

Mr. COLLIER. I did not catch what the gentleman from
Iowa said.

Mr. GREEN of Jowa. I say he can enter into agreements
subject to the approval of Congress now. :

r. CO. Of course he can go on and fix these bonds
up now by law on the statute books. But he wants to change
that law. He wants those limitations to be set aside, and he
wants to throw away those safeguards, and wants authority
to have a new commission to refund these obligations in a new
way. Of course it has got to be done by some of the agents
of the United States, and I would really prefer, I will say to
the gentleman from Iowa, that if you are going fo change ex-
isting law and throw aside all the limitations that we put into
existing law—if you are going to do that, I do not think it
matters about a commission or one man, but if you accept the
amendment that I have offered I believe it will be better, and
I prefer to give blanket authority to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to enter into negotiations with these foreign Governments
and then report back to the Congress all the tentative agree-
ments he may make.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is what he can do now.

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Exactly. That is what he can
do now.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, just one word, While I
do not think the amendment amounts to anything one way or
the other, it leads up to an amendment that may amount to
something and to which this committee is opposed, and I hope
it will not be agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. CoLLIER].

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that
the ayes seemed to have it.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a division.

The CHAIRMAN. A division is demanded.

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 64, noes 104,

So the amendment was rejected.

AMlr. COLLIER. Now, Mr. Chairman, on page 2, at the end
of section 2, I will ask the Clerk to read the second part of
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the second part of
the gentleman's amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. COLLIER :

Page 2, at the end of sec 2, t “Provided, That no -
ment or agreements so entered into with respect to matters herein author-
ized shall be deemed to have been completed nor be of force and effect
until it shall bave been submitted to the Congress of the United States
and embodied in a law passed by Congress."”

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
that the amendment violates paragraph 8 of Rule XXI. It
is not germane either to the bill or to the section.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, in connection
with that point of order I want to call the attention of the
Chair to two or three precedents which seem to be very clearly
in point.

The purpose of this bill is by one complete act of legislation
to dispose of the question of the foreign debt. After this bill
has been signed by the President, under its purpose now, the
legislative branch of the Government will be through with it,
and the executive department will be clothed with authority to
completely settle the entire matter; to take bonds, or to take
obligations in place of the present obligations that we have.

The proposal embodied by the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. CorLrier] makes of the commission
that is created by this act a commission of inquiry and investiga-
ticm, with power to report back to Congress with a view to then
having the law passed that disposes of the question. To be sure,
his amendment deals with the foreign debt, but the mere fact
that it deals with the foreign debt is not necessarily conclusive
that it is germane. For instance, in a bill dealing with the sale
of public lands an amendment which provides for a gift of
public lands is not germane. In a bill providing for the in-
vestigation of the cost of armor plate, a proposed amendment
fixing the price of armor plate is not germane. An amend-
ment changing a resolution of inguiry, Mr. Chairman, into a
resolution of instruction is held not to be germane. That is
found in Fifth Hinds’, section 5804.

Here was a resolution, Mr, Chairman, to the effect “ That the
President of the United States, if not incompatible with the
public service, be requested to communicate to this House all
correspondence with the British Government on file in the
State Department with reference to the case of D. H. O'Connor,
a citizen of the United States, now imprisoned in Ireland.”

That was the resolution. The following amendment was then
submitted in the nature of a substitute:

e b o e g b Sk i s g
pension of the habeas corpus by the British Government in Ireland
xlgg:t trial, conviction, or sentence, a speedy and fair trial or & prompt

Now, the main resolution and the amendment both dealt with
the same thing; but, Mr. Chairman, the resolution dealt with a
question of inquiry, and the proposed amendment changed it
to one of instruction, and it was held not in order.

I want to call the attention of the Chair to two precedents
which I think are very conclusive on this propoesition. One is
in Fifth Hinds’, section 5850. :

To a bill authorizing the Court of Claims to ad
amendment providing for paying the claim ouh‘ixhtjgggaﬁzlﬂn gﬁl% %):
germane,

I want the Chair to netice that the bill itself dealt with this
particular claim, but the claim authorized the Court of Claims
to deal with it. The amendment proyvided for the disposition of
it then by Congress, another body, so as to conclude and finally
determine the matter. That is exactly the reverse of what is
true here. This proposed legislation proposes for Congress to
deal with a subject now conclusively, and completely authorizes
the executive department to carry out the terms of the law.
The proposal of the amendment is not for Congress to deal with
it now, but it is that Congress shall create this commission and
authorize them to make inquiry and investigate and find out and
report back, and then the Congress may, or it may nof, com-
plete the matter.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa.
yield?

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Yes.

Mr. GREEN of Towa. I think the gentleman is not going to
speak of the argunrent at all, but this resolution as amended
would not authorize the commission to do anything but to go
over there and get some offers, if they could, just as a messen-
ger might do.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Yes. This amendment authorizes
the commission to investigate and then report to Congress.

Now, Mr., Chairman, the reverse of the cases I have just
cited has been held to be true, so far as parliamentary law is
concerned, and I think this citation which I shall cite to the
Chair at this time is exactly on all fours with the proposition
before the Chair. This is from Hinds' Precedents, section 3831,
following 5850, that I just cited:

ition to a claim an amendmen posing to send the
cln?trga %opggoéot\lart of &nﬁyims was held not to betgg:gmne. -

In other words, they had a proposition before the Congress
that the Congress should determine whether a claim should be
paid. An awmendment was offered dealing with precisely the
same claim, but it did not propose that Congress should finally
adjudicate the matter. The amendment proposed that the Con-
gress should send it to the Court of Claims, and the Chair then
held that that amendment was not germane, because it was not
the same proposition.

Mr. GREENE of Vermont.

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr., SANDERS of Indiana.
Vermont,

Mr, GREENE of Veruront. Does not the gentleman believe
that the Treasury Department now has authority to enter into
formal negotiations and to submit its report to Congress and
asgk for ratification of a contract based upon such negotiations?

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I think so.

Mr., GREENE of Vermont. This bill undertakes not to do
such a thing as that, but to have the Congress settle it finally,

Therefore the amendment, to my mind, is a complete negative

of this bill.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Itis. -

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Then is not the parlinmentary
remedy not to seek to negative the bill by an amendment, but to
move to strike out the enacting clause or to vote against the
bill?

Mr, SANDERS of Indiana. To be sure.

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. This is not the remedy.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I agree with most of what the
gentleman has said. If the gentleman is opposed to the bill,
he can move to strike out the enacting clause. But the decisions
are very clear, Mr. Chairman, that you can not bring in by way
of an amendment a proposition to submit a matter to an en-
tirely different tribunal when you are undertaking to deal with
it by the Congress of the United States; and the reason for
that is very apparent. If we had the right to bring a new propo-
sition before this House by way of amendment, it would mean
that the House, within a few moments, on short debate, could
legislate upon matters of grave impertance. It is the purpose
of parliamentary law to send these matters to committees, to
let the committee have hearings, and determine and then
report to the Congress, and that is the principal reason for the
rule. If this amendment were held to be In order, the reason
for the rule would be clearly disregarded.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. In just a moment. In two or
three minutes I want to call the attention of the Chair to some
similar rulings that I think are much to the point.

1 refer first to page 475 of the Manual. That was the case of
a tariff commission. I want the Chair to notice the language
used in the ruling by the Speaker when he was determining
whether the creation of. a tariff commission and the referring
of matters to a tariff commission was germane to a revenue bill.
It was on a motion to recommit. He said:

The subject matter of the part of the motion to recommit which
relates to the Tariff Commission is to gather information; or, to state
it in other words, the purpose of the tariff bill is to get money, while
the purpose of the Tarlff Commission is to get information.

Now, that is exactly this ease. The purpose of this legislation
is to clothe a commission with authority to get this money, to
arrange for it so that it can be gotten in the future. I read
again from the decision of Mr. Speaker Clark:

The subject matter of the part of the motion to recommit which
relates to the Tari® Commission is to gather information; or, to state
it in other words, the purpose of the tariff bill is to get money, while
the purpose of the Tarift Commission is to get information; and it
seems to me that i{f the Englizh language has any significance whatever,
the two &)rnpositions are different, that one is not germane to the
other, and the truth is that the only kinship between these two propo-
gitions is that both contain the word * tariff.” '

Then, on page 479 of the Manual, quoting from another de-
cision—

And to ralse money or to get money is the whole scope of this bill
now pending here t y.

Then, dropping down to another paragraph—

And the whole scope of this tariff commission proposition is to get
Information.

Now, Mr., Chairman, I submit that under this long line of
precedents the proposition of the. gentleman from Mississippl
[Mr. Corrier] is an entirely different subject matter, and that
under the rules of this House it should be held out of order, and
this House should not be compelled to pass on this entirely new
matter in contravention of the rule.

Mr. CRISP. Mr, Chairman, I shall trespass upon the time
of the House but a very few moments in discussing this point of
order, which to my mind is as clearly without any merit as any
point of order I have ever heard lodged against any amend-
ment in the House of Representatives.

One of the grounds for the point of order is that it violates
gection 3 of Rule XXI, which is the rule adopted for the pur-
pose of considering revenue bills. The Chair and every Mem-
ber of the House know that that rule was adopted by the House
for a specific purpose and that it contravenes all general rules
of parliamentary law in every body in all the world. That rule
was adopted when the House was considering what were com-
monly called popgun tarift' bills,

I yield to the gentleman from |

Mr. LONGWORTH. If the gentleman will allow e, I made
the point of order both under paragraph 2 of Rule XXI and
under the general rule of germaneness. I made it under both.

Mr, CRISP. I understand that. When we were considering
what were called the popgun tariff bills, each bill dealing with
one particular subject of the general tariff bill and amending it,
it had been held in some of the decisions that under the rules
of the House it opened up the whole tariff bill for amendment.
So section 3, of Rule XXI, was put in to narrow amendments
and restriet them to that one schedule.

Buf, Mr. Chairman, that provision of the rule hias no bearing
whatever upon this case, because the bill we are considering is
not a revenue bill. The evidence of that is that the gentleman
in charge of this bill, knowing it was not a revenue bill, did not
rely on the rules to call it up as a privileged matter on the
ground that it was a revenue bill, but he asked unanlmous
consent for the consideration of this bill, and T am told that the
report was dropped through the basket. Reports on privileged
bills must be made from the floor of the House, and where n
report is made through the basket, if the bill was privileged,
that destroys its privilege. e

So that paragraph of the rule has no bearing whatever on
this case. Now, as to the general proposition as to whether
or not it is germane. I have taken the precaution to go to the
dictionary and get the meaning of the word “ germane.” Here
it is: “Near akin, in close relationship, apppropriate, rele-
vant, pertinent.” Now, who can say that the proposed amend-
ment is not near akin, in close relationship, relating to, and perti-
nent to this bill? il

What is this bill? This bill is a bill to create a commission
* authorized under certain conditions to refund or convert
obligations of foreign Governments owing to the United States
of America, and for other purposes.” What does the amendment
propose? It proposes that this commission can enter into nego-
tiations and report to Congress certain plans and methods by
which its debts shall be funded; that their action shall not be
binding until it is ratified by Congress. What is the legal
effect? It is simply a limitation on the power of the commis-
slon to do this particular thing. It adds no new matter, It is
cell't%inly germane, and I hope the point of order will be over-
ruled.

There is a reason in all rules concerning parliamentary
bodies. The reason of germaneness is so that the House could
not be swept off its feet and called upon to consider new and
extraneous matter. The House is not swept off its feet, the
House is not called on to consider new matter, it is not called
upon to consider any new subject interjected imto the bill by
this amendment. It simply places a new limitation on this
commission, and provides that its act shall not be binding until
ratified by Congress.

Mr. Chairman, the argument of my friend from Indiana [Mr.
Saxpers] and the question asked by my good friend from Ver-
mont has but one conelusion, and that is that because the com-
mittee of the House brings in a bill here to do a thing in a
certain way that the rest of the House is gagged and can not
change the plan. That is the logic of thelr contention.

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. I will

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. The gentleman says to do a thing
in a certain way. That is exactly the proposition in the hill—
to do a thing in a certain way—and the proposition of the
amendment is not to do it but to get advice.

Mr, CRISP. The proposition is to do it-with a certain re-
striction. The House of Representatives is greater than any
committee of the House, and when any committee brings in a
legislative scheme, the House has a right under the rules to
change that legislative scheme by providing a different method
provided it is germane. This amendment simply places a limita-
tion upon the commission created by the bill. For the life of
me, I can not see that this provision is not germane, and T trust
that the point of order will be overruled.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr, Chairman, I would like
to add a word to what has been so well said by the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Crise]. Paragraph 3 of Rule XXI, which is
the first proposition invoked here to destroy this amendment,
Says:

No amendment shall be in order to any bill affecting revenue which
is not germane to the subject matter in the bill ; nor shall any amend-
ment to any item of such bill be in order which does not directly relate
to the item to which the amendment is proposed.

Now, Alr, Chairman, the language of the Constitution of the
United States is as follows:

All bills for ralsing revenue shall originate in the House of Repre-
sentatives, .
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This paragraph 3 of Rule XXI has up te this time always
been applied to bills coming under that particular provision of
the Constitution which I have just read. This is not a bill to
raise revenue. Surely no gentleman will contend that. This
bill does not raise a dime of revenue. This bill provides a
method for settlement of obligations growing out of the loan
of revenue that has been already raised by taxation of the
people of the United States. I take it that no gentleman will
insist that this is in any respect a revenue bill as mentioned in
this section of the Constitution. !

Mr, LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Yes.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Paragraph 3 of Rule XXI relates to
bills affecting revenue. This certainly affects revenue.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. If that construction can be
placed on it, to wit, that this is a revenue bill because it
“affects ™ the revenue, then the rule could be invoked on any
appropriation bill, because appropriation bills. “affect” the
revenue. This has not been treated as a revenue bill. Why, it
is a matter of record that the Committee on Finance in the Sen-
ate of the United States reported an original bill long before
the House had ever acted upon it. If it had been a revenue bill
the Senate committee should have been estopped from acting
on it, because, under the Constitution, bills raising revenue must
originate in the House of Representatives.

Now, a word further. There is quite a distinction, to my
mind, between the proposition stated by the gentleman from
Indiana when he pointed to the case in which it was held that
in a bill to pay a claim an amendment to send it to the Court
of Claims was not in order. Why? Becnuse the bill before
the House or the committee, whichever it was, was a final
settlement of the proposition. An amendment was offered to
send it to the Court of Claims, which was a proposition entirely
different from the proposal before the House. The proposal
before this body now is to create a commission giving them
plenary power to negotiate and settle certain indebtedness
due the Government of the United Sfates. This proposition
contained in the amendment of the gentleman from Mississippl
is merely a proposal to limit the power by requiring that before
it shall have any force or effect it shall be submitted to the
Congress to act upon.

Mr. MADDEN. WIill the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I yield.

Mr. MADDEN. Does not this bill as it stands now without
the amendment of the gentleman from Mississippi propose to
give the commission the power, subject to the approval of the
President? The gentleman's amendment proposes to transfer
that power to fhe Congress.

Mr., GARRETT of Tennessee. Oh, indeed not. This cer-
tainly adds to it—that it shall have the approval of the Con-
gress as well as of the President. The amendment offered by
the gentleman from Mississippl does not disturb the provision
requiring the approval of the President. The President must
approve it twice—in the first instance when the setilement is
made, and then the President must approve it when he signs
the law that shall be passed by the Congress, approving its
terms.

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Does not the gentleman believe
that the first approval, according to the terms of the bill, is a
finality and is a confirmation?

AMr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes; and it is the desire to
limit it.

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Then, if it comes back to that,
the effect of the gentleman's amendment is to restore the ex-
isting situation itself—that is, that now there can be negotia-
tions with these foreign representatives and there can now be
submitted as the result of those negotiations a plan to Congress
which can then be acted on by the Congress and approved by
the President and become a law.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I do not think
the gentleman is quite right about that. I have argued that
the Secretary of the Treasury has authority now to proceed
under existing law to seftle this indebtedness, except as to
about $700,000,000 pointed out heretofore; but this is a plan
to change the law. Is it possible that a construction can be
ziven here npon a bill which is not designed to raise a- dollar
of revenue and which will not raise a single dollar of revenue,
that this power is to be invoked which has never been applied
except fo bills defined by the Constitution as bills raising reve-
nue, which will absolutely limit the Congress of the United
States upon other than a revenue bill in exercising its power?
I can not think so. !

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair is ready to rule. This charac-

ter of question is very often a difficult one to determine. It can
not be determined by the definition of germaneness, the Chair

would suggest to the gentleman who first addressed the Chair,
because of the fact that the rule itself under which the Chair
must act does not use the word “ germane” at all. The lan-
guage under which the Chair must decide this proposition is as
follows :

and no motion or pr tion on a subject different from that nnder con-
slderation shall be admitted under color of amendment.

That language, of course, is subject to very wide points of
view in interpretation. WWhen is a subject different from that
under consideration? The mere fact that a bill relates to loans
does not make every amendment relating to loans within the
rule. It has been decided many times that the mere fact that
an amendment offered which is related to the same subject mat-
ter of the bill did not make it germane., What, then, is the
point of difference? Where is the line to be drawn? The Chair
will say that from his examination of the authorities he has
been led to believe that there is none other than the good judg-
ment of the Chair which passes on the question. A great many
precedents could be cited on both sides of the case. A great
many precedents could be shown that wonld be very, very close
to the proposition that we have before us. Let us take the propo-
sition cited, I think, by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. SAN-
DERS] in his able presentation of the point of order:

To a osition to i
i 10 Ch CURt of DIatins was NI o T Pk aurapestny boipend the

Could that be considered as a precedent in the matter that we
have before us? No; because this bill*is what? This bill is to
provide a method for the adjustment and funding of certain out-
standing claims due the Government of the United States.
What does this amendment propose to do? It proposes to do
this: It says the establishment of a commission for that pur-
Dose shall be modified, changed, and limited by another provi-
sion, That merely says that after action by such commission
their action shall be submitted to the Congress and shall not be
valid until the action of the commission is approved. Ithas been
held time and time again that a limitation of this character is
germane—a limitation placed upon a thing itself that was to be
done, which is not itself outside of the scope of the subject
matter, that is not itself transferring the consideration of the
proposition to something else. So, it seems, that this is simply
a limitation, The Chair thinks he would be going very far,
indeed, to hold that it is not germane.

For that reason the point of order is overruled.

AMr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, is the matter open to debate?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr, Chairman, it has not been
debated yet.

The CHATIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. Coriier].

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I do not desire to debate this
any further, because all of the debate on Friday and this
morning on one side has been on this proposition. I understand
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Orprierp] desires five min-
utes,

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take up
the time of the committee unless some one on the other side de-
sires to do so. [COries of “Vote!” ]

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate upon
this amendment and all amendments thereto be now eclosed.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amend-
ment again reported?

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will again
report the Collier amendment.

There was no objection, and the Clerk again reported the
Collier amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Mississippi.

The guestion was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr, CoLuier) there were—ayes 71, noes 117.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed Mr. CoLLiER
and Mr. ForpxeyY to act as tellers.

The committee again divided, and the tellers reported—ayes
08, noes 133.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr, Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HAWLEY : Page 1, lines 9 and 10, after
the word “ that,” strike out the following: * the commission created by
section 1, with the np'proval of the esident,” and insert in lien
thereof the following: **, with the approval of the President, the com-
mission created by section 1." .

Mr. HAWLEY. My Chairman, all this amendment does is to
change the position of two clauses. As the language reads at
present it says “ That the commission created by section 1 with
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the approval of the President,” apparently limiting the appreval 1
of the President to the creation of the commission. The change
proposed makes the appreval of the President apply to every
phrase of the paragraph in the bill.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I move {o sirvike
out the last word. Ar. Chairman, in his remarks on the pend-
ing bill the distingnished gentleman from Tennessee, my friend
of many years, Mr, Gareerr, for whom I entertain a high re-
gard as one of the alert intellects and as minority leader, ene of
the most useful Members of the House, made a statement to
which I wish briefly to reply.

He sgaid:

It is necessary by reason of some things that have been said here—
as it would be proper under any circumstances—to briefly recite the
of these loans. I have mever heard before to-day the alle, Bgﬁ::

tiom, or, g0 far as 1 can remember, even the intimation, that the
retary of the Treasury who hnppened to be then in office, in comp!ﬁng
with t‘maut.huritg _gean by Cangresa to make loans to 1'.31

tioms, had violate act of 'Con Not until te-day, wha: t was
eman from [Mr. Forpnex] and the
mtlamn [Mr, I.om}wonm that they believed Mr.

tary McAdoe had wviolated the spirit if not the letter of the law, have
I.ever heard even a suggestion te that effect.

Now, it must be, Mr. Chairman, that the gentleman from
Tennessee was absent from the Chamiber when those loans were
under discussion in September, in the year 1917. Fer if he will
consult the REconp of ‘September b of that year he will find the
report of an interesting debate in which over and over it was
strongly intimated that the then ‘Secretary of the Treasury,
Mr. McAdoo—a man for whese personal character we all have
entire respect—had violated the spirit and the letter of the law
in making those loans. I have in my hand.and will read from a
copy of the Recorp of the Hth of September, 1917. Mr. KrtcHIN,
the brilliant leader of the Democracy on the floor at that time,
was addressing the House:

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

Mr. KiTCHIN, Yes,

N,
Mr. CooPER of Wisconsin, Is the Iree 1o state, or does he

gentleman
feal that he is justified in steting publicly to the House, how many
millien dollars were loaned to the provisional govermment under
Kerensky through Ambassador Bakhmeteff?

TRemeniber that Kerensky's government was a Tevelutionary
government, a sort of government on horseback, which lnsted
only a few months,

Mr. KircHIN. A credit was estabilighed with this Government for the
Russian Government up to $275,000,000.

Mr. CooPEr of Wisconsin, Hs it

Mr. K1

that much te the Aagreement was

such that If the circumstances warranted it we would loan the Russian |

Government up to 27.;.0{)0,000 but under the actual circumstances
afterwards iss

we them only $87,5600,000——
Mr. CoapER of Wis wiu.aﬂi mnignm?

Mr. KiTcHIN, We tnuk a mrt.tﬁca'te. practica a demand mote, from
the representatives 1;2 the Russlan ‘Government here as we @id from the

representatives of ‘and French Governments when we made
loans to them.

Mr. Coorur of Wisconsin, Then the security which was taken for this
$BT, 500‘000! loaned to the Kemah'y government consists of what is in

promissory m
Mr. EIToHIN. muﬂca:liy ﬂmt

The CHAIRMAN, Theﬁmeoi:thegenﬂemnn has expired.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I ask unsmimons consent to pro-
ceed for five mimites. [

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, 1 object.

Mr. OOOPER of Wisconsin. 1 hope the gentleman will not
ebject,
Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Reserving the right te abject, I
am not geing to dose mew. I =imply want to say that, so far as
giving information pertaining to this mest impertant measure
is concerned, I should mot ohject, but if gentlemen are going
back into the past mnd dig up pelitics, I shall ebject in the
future.

The CHAIRMAN,
The Chair hears none.

Mr. COOPER «of Wisconsin. I amr not digging up politics. 1
beg the gentleman frem Arkansas not to forget that T prefaced
what I am saying by guoting from the statement of your dis-
tinguished Democratic leader [Mr. Garrerr of Tennessee] ; that
he thought it proper :amd mecessary to recite the history of
these loans.

Mr. Karomin said that we took what was “ practically a de-
mand nete.”

AMr. Coorer of Wisconsin. ’S!g‘ned by whom ¥
mgf hfnu;ncmn Bigned by the representative of the Runssian Govern-

My, CoorEr of Wi The
Mr. K‘:z:rcnm The dulv nccroditea meprmanta.tlve of that Gewern-
m)l ?.‘r com-scr Wi sin. Was it ed
r. COOPER o sconsin. 8 b; bo t
dnrmckm oo sign ¥ anybody except Ambassa-

;]

Is there objection? [After a pause.]

7 Mr. KwcHix. No. I think that is about all we ought to go inte that
mat ter.

For some reason Mr. KircHix thought that we should not
further inquire about the loan to the Kerensky government.

A little later in the same debate occurred the following dia-
Ingue with Mr. Meore, a member of the Committee on Ways
and Means:

Mr. CooPEr of Wisconsin. Did not the law require, net the

handing
over of a demand note by the aceredited representative but the transfer
of bonds ‘at the time the cash was pald out of the Treasury of the

United States?

ﬁ.rt::om af E\en:xtsy&ngia 1 will Ko o
taps faken . She"eime che cdic R shven, Trend N
g A A R
w‘hichwﬂlxl'}remwmm«?h:ggssu i . e

And yet, althengh ithe war ended three years ago, not one of
the Kerensky demand motes, nor of any other of the war-loan
demand netes of foreign Gevermments, has bheen converted into
bonds. Our Government has ten billions of demand notes of
those Governments—nothing more.

The first two billiens of these loans, mduding the Kerensky-
Bachmeteff loan of $87,500,000, were mafie wnder the awthority
of section 2 of the act of April 24, 1917.

That section I will read:

Bre. 2. The
Pm:k-nt, is hereby au

what I read o mement ago

of the Treas apélmval
orized, on belml.tnf the mntea to pm‘-
par, from such for Governments t
with ﬂm enemies of the United States their abﬂxnﬁons ba-entte:
bearing the same rate of interest and containing in their essen-
tinls the same ferms and conditions as these of the United States
issned under the autherity of this act.

It is perfectly clear that the only power granted by that sec-
tien was the pewer to lean money te foreign Governments,
and in return to accept ebligations containing terms and con-
ditiens essentially Tike these of the obligations of the TUnited
States issuned mnder authority of the same act. Now, the obli-
gations of the United States issued munder that act were the
first Liberty bonds. But wwho ever saw a Liberty bond in the
form of a mere demand mnote? Does a demand note contain
‘“egsentially ” fhe same terms and conditions as a Liberty
bond? Did any person ever hear of a bond of the TUnited
States with mo provision in the bond itself definitely fixing the
date or dates on or before which principal and interest would
become due and payable?

Now, te show, beyond dispute, just what was the intention
of Congress as to the obligntions the Secretary must take when

was | he paid outﬂremoney,lm]ﬂreﬁd'ﬂle provise of section 2 of

the act of April 24, 1917.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin, Mr, Chairman, 1 ask for five
minutes to complete my statement.

The CHATRMAN, Is there objection? [After a paunse.]
The Chair hears none.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I invite the eareful attention of
the House to the previso of section 2 of the act of April 24,
1917. Here is the plain, nnmistakable lnanguage of the previso
showing the intent of Congress :

Provided, That the authority granted this sectien to the
of the Treasury to purchase bonds. from foreign Governments, as afore-

said, shall cease upon the termination of the war between ‘the United
States and the Imperial German Gevermment,

Mark that language. This proviso expressly declared that the
Secretary of the Treasury was granted power fo “purchase
bonds "—not demand notes, but “ bonds.”

But the genfleman frem Tenmessee [Mr. Gameerr] said that
the law of September 24, 1917, changed all this, But, in my
judgment, it did not. I voted for all of the Liberty loan bills,
and I ean not believe that Congress ever intended to provide or
did provide by the act of September 24 that money belonging
to our Gevernment could be loaned to foreign Governments on
demand netes. Be that as it wmay, however, it is important te
remember that $87.500,000 in money had been advanced to the
Kerensky government, and hundreds of millions move to other
governments on demand notes before the law of Septewber 24,
1917, was enacted. The total thus advanced before September
24 was about $2.000,000,000.

And yet, as the gentleman from Michigan and the genileman
from Ohio have suggested, there was ne authority to lean the
money of the United States Government to foreign Governnents
on demand motes.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman lins expired.

Mr. COOPER of Wiscensin. Under the leave granted by the
Heuse, I desire again to refer to the transactions with Mr. Boris
Bakhmeteff, the se-called ambassador representing Itussia. The
facts about these tramsactions ave set forth in a veluminous
official report now before the Senate-Judiciary Committee, a
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report compiled by the committee’s counsel, Don M. Hunt, from
the official Treasury Department records. »

From this report it appears, among many other things, that
a total of $187,729,750 in money was advanced to the provisional
government of Tussia, all on Bakhmeteff’s or his assistant’s
demand notes.

Aloneys from this fund raised from Liberty loan drives and taxation
for prosecution of the war, and aunthoriz to be loaned to foreign
Governments then at war with the enemies of the United States, went,
with the approval of the Treasury Department, to the aid of three
separate de facto governments in Russia, namely, the Kerensky govern-
ment, the Kolchak government, and the Wrangel government,

Some interesting facts about the unbusinesslike manner in which the
Russian affairs were administered by this Government are shown by the
fact that the War Def;}rtment of the United States Government pur-
chased from the provislonal Russian government, after its fall, war
munitions which had been contracted for by that vernment to the
extent of $11,000,000. Instead of paying that $11,000,000 into the
United States Treasury and crediting that sum as a qa ment on the
Russian loan, the $11,000,000 was paid into the National City Bank—

New York—

to the credit of Mr. Bakhmeteff.

At the time of the fall of the Kerensky government there was ap-
proximately $56,000,000 in the National Cify Bank to the credit of
that government.

In conclusion, referring again to the statement of the gen-
tleman from Tennessee that never prior to the speeches of the
gentleman from Michigan and the gentleman from Ohio had
he heard even so much as an intimation that the advancing
of money on these loans had been in violation of the act of
Congress, I direct attention to the fact that four years ago
in the House debate it was not only intimated but also distinetly
asserted that there had been such violation of the law. This is
shown by the following from the REcorp of September 5, 1917 :

Mr. CoorEr of Wisconsin, Where the statute says that he can pur-
chase only obligations of these belligerent countries bearing the same
rate of interes%nand containing in their essentlals the same terms
and conditions as those of the United States issued under authority
of this act, it strikes me that in tak_ng the promissory note he has
not complied with the plain letter of the law.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on
this section and all amendments thereto be now closed.

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, my amendment is pending.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I think the gentleman ought to
give me a chance to reply to the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. CooPER]. 1

o

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment that |

is pending. I want to speak for five minutes.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I would like to
have five minutes in which to reply to the vicious attack of the
gentleman from Wisconsin. [Laughter.]

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on
this section and amendments thereto close in 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan moves that
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto shall
close in 20 minutes.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GAr-
RETT] is recognized. [Applause.]

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. - Mr. Chairman, I was present
four years ago when the debate to which the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Coorer] has made reference occurred. I had not
thought of it for some time, until he refreshed our memory
by reading it in extenso here to-day. I may have been dense
at the time, and I may be dense yet; but I certainly never
understood from that debate at the time, and do not under-
stand from anything that was in the debate at the time, as
was read here to-day, that there was any purpose of charging
that the Secretary of the Treasury violated the law, either on
the part of the gentleman from Wiscongin [Mr. CooPER] or on
the part of the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KircaIN].
But if the gentleman from Wisconsin did intend to charge that
at that time the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. McAdoo, violated
the law, of course I am ready to assume that I did not under-
stand him correctly.

But I dispute the fact. Now, gentlemen, I ask you to read for
yourselves all of section 2 of the act of April 24, 1917. Five
different times, as I now remember it, it provides that the
Secretary of the Treasury invest—I do not remember the exact
expression—in obligations of these foreign Governments. Not
once does it use the word “bonds” except as it refers to
bonds of the United States, It must have been the manifest
intention of the Congress. I have read it very carefully since
we had the debate the other day. You used “bonds™ in the
proviso. Not once, until you get down to the proviso, does it
use the word “bonds.” What is the proviso? Why, that after
the war is over he should not buy honds.

The war was not over when we were making these loans.,
We took obligations. Do you know that at the time the Sec-
retary of the Treasury was taking these obligations the Goy-
ernment of the United States had not itself executed its own
bonds that it was to sell to its citizens? You remember the first
Liberty loan. It was months after we subsgeribed before we got
our bonds.

Mr, COOPER of Wisconsin.
man yield?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman permit me
to d{txl*fict his attention to the phraseology of the proviso? It
was this:

Pmufn}’ed, That the authority granted by this section to the Secretary
solllflghn Treasury to purchase bonds from foreign Governments as afore- °

Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Oh, certainly. He had the
right at that time to purchase bonds. But he was not limited
to bonds. He could take obligations. And if a note of hand, or

jan I O U, or a due bill is not an obligation, according to the

gentleman from \Wisconsin, then the next time he wants to bor-
row money from me I want him to bring a bond. [Laughter
and applause.]

The CHATRMAN.
see has expired.

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

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. I have no more time.

AMr. STAFFORD. Oh, yes; the gentleman has. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, GRAHADM of Illinois rose.

Mr. TINKHAM. Myr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.
What is pending before the House?

The CHATRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Tingmanm] is recognized.

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, may I ask that my amend-
ment be read?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
TingnaMm] offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TINKEHAM : Page 2, line 1, after the words

The time of the gentleman from Tennes-

“or both,” insert the words “but in no event to extend the time of
{’; ait ’of interest beyond two years from the date of the passage of
4 act.'

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, my amendment proposes that
no current interest or interest upon the debt to be funded shall
be postponed further than two years from the passage of this
act. This amendment is not offered because there is the slightest
distrust of either the Secretary of the Treasury or of the com-
mission proposed to be established by the bill. It is not offered
even as a condition or restriction upon powers of the commis-
sion. It is offered to give the commission a power, in my opin-
fon, which to-day under the bill as drawn they do not possess.

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

Mr. TINKHAM., I can not in my five minutes.

The amendment gives the commission power to say to the
emissaries of any country seeking refunding of its debt and
desiring to postpone interest payments which possibly it would
be fair to require paid, “ The Congress of the United States has
put a limitation upon our power of postponing interest.”

There will be great pressure brought to bear upon the comnris-
sion from the international bankers and the various nations to
posipone interest payments—by the bankers, so that their loans
and commitments may be given priority and added security;
by the various nations, in order that they may expend the money

‘which might be devoted to interest payments to the United

States to other purposes, even to financing departments having
to do with trade competitive with like departments of ours, not
to mention the addition to naval and other equipment. If my
amendment is accepted a great power will be given to the com-

| mission if they can point to the direction of Congress, which

says that they shall not postpone interest payments further than
two years. That does not mean that we are going to insist that
those nations which can not in fairness pay shall be compelled
to pay, but gives the commission a power to be used diplomatic-
ally and fairly. At the end of the two-year period if there are
nations who can not pay interest upon their debt, then the Sec-
retary of the Treasury can report to the Congress that an
amendment concerning further postponement of interest should
be made and why that should be done., 1t would neither be

undignified nor improper for him or for the commission to do so0.
My, Chairman, will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. FESS.
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Mr. TINKHAM. Just ene moment. There has been no evi-
dence or testimony before any committee of this House or of
the Senate, either by word of mouth or written communication,
that any arrangement concerning payment of interest, tentative
or otherwise, has been made or suggested. The only really offi-
cial statement that there has bheen was made by the English
chancellor, Mr., Chamberlain, last spring. I have in my hand
the parliamentary debates of Monday, April 25, 1921, from
which I desire to read the said statement, and what was then
suggested England might do in relation to the interest upon
the debt owed by her to the United States. On page 75, under
the heading “ National debt,” the Engllsh chancellor said:

g‘he total deht is 27 5:8,000000 and ways

sury bills
accoun nnd external debt, at
par of exchan £1 162,000, 000 The 5ﬂmt observation I would make

is that it is obviously desirable that we should redeem as much debt
as we can while prices, though lower than they were, still remain above
the level which we expect them to reach in a comparatively short time
and to maintain over future years.

And then he made the further statement:

We have to provide next year (that, is 1922 and 1923) for one con-
giderable item not included in this year's estimates, mamely, interest
on our debt to the United States of Amerim, hich at par exchange
amounts to over 000 a is poan!ble that we may not

uire to provide more than hﬁt of t.he w]mle ear's 1ntgrext on our
;Mt tri-n tthe U&Lted States Go:’iedr:ment 28y s i
Do on expenditure pmt ba.&i iﬂ'xl
}Iess ec%h“ £950,000,000. Clearly that is too high nnd it mustyba

There has been propaganda, I might call it, both in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and in this House, that already there
is an item in the present budget bill to pay some interest upon
our debt. I do not know how this rumor arose or for what
purpose it has been circulated, but the fact is that there is no
such item, as I understand it. The Commiftee on Ways and
Means objected to the amendment which I have now offerdd
upon two grounds. The commitiee’s first objection was that if
the amendment was adopted all the nations would take advan-
tage of it and postpone their interest payment for twe years
after the passage of the bill, and that they were informed that
some of the nations were ready to pay interest now or before the
two-year period. England is the most sovereign of all nations,
and her proposal, which I have read, is that she does not pay
the interest until substantially two years have passed. There
are no other proposals, I am officially informed, pending from
{llllls' '?etll]xzr nations concerning the payment of the interest upon

(2]

This would therefore seem to dispose of the first objection.
The second objection is that there are countries like Austria,
Armenia, Poland, and other countries which can not pay in-
terest within two years. That objection is met, it seems to me,
by the suggestion that at the end of the twe-year period any
countries which can not pay shall be reported by the commis-
sion to the Congress and proper treatment given to the situation
as it may then appear.

The Secretary of the Treasury before the Ways and Means
Committee for diplomatic reasons could not, of course, do any-
thing but oppose mildly the suggestion which is contained in my
amendment ; but this House is not bound by diplomacy and is
here for frank and unrestricted expression.
trustees of this great fund of foreign indebtedness and in a
spirit of fairness and equity to our debtors should always hold
in mind the superior obligations we owe to those whom we
represent whose money is involved. In the public interest and
in the exercise of a very high duty I believe that my amend-
ment should be adopted and the hands of our commission
strengthened and given adequate power.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has expired.

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, may I ask for five more
minutes?

The CHAIRMAN. The committee has ordered otherwise.
The Chalr does not remember whether that was by unanimous
consent or by motion. The Chair understands it was by mo-
tion. The gentleman from Massachusetis asks nnanimous con-
sent to proceed for five minutes more. Is there ebjection?

Mr, CHANDLER of Oklahoma. I object.

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois rose.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois is recognized,

Mr, TINKHAM, Mr. Chairman, may I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks?

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection to the gentleman’s
Trequest?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Would the gentleman like to have his
amendment proposed now?

Mr, TINKHAM, Yes,

We are merely.

The CHATRMAN, The question is on the amendment pro-
posed by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, TINKHAM].

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Gra-
HAM] is recognized. The amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois will be read by the Clerk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Griuay of Illinois: On page 2, lines 18
i:d 19, after the word “Ims," in line 18, strike out * or hereafter may

BMr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Gentlemen of the committee, I
am not sure that I am right about this, and if at the conclusion
of my five minutes the members of the committee have convinced
me that I am wrong I shall be glad to withdraw my amend-
ment. But this is about the only opportunity I have had to
find out about the meaning of this language. As I understand
it this proposition is for the purpose of settling certain advances
that were made to foreign countries, which are set out in the
report. They are on account, first, of proceeds of advances
made under the Liberty loan acts. Now, surely no further
amount can be advanced under the Liberty loan aets, for by the
express language of those acts the power to do so is now ter-
minated. Second, proceeds of sale of surplus war materials by
the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy.

That is all over and settled and done with, through the work
of the American Liquidation.Commission.

Mr, LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Yes.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does not the gentleman appreciate that
the striking ont of those words would prevent our getting any
really good security for this debt—all that we now have? Does
the gentleman desire to excinde that?

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. No; if I am correct about this the
words refer back to the antecedent “all claims™—all claims
which the United States now has or hereafter may have.

Mr. LONGWORTH. *“Not now represented by bonds or
obligations, which the United States of America now has or
hereafter may have.” To strike out those words will defeat the
purpose of the bill.

Mr. HAWLEY. Will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. GRAHAM of Illineis. First let me ask a question, and
then I will yield. This language reads:

And to adjust and settle any and all claims, not now represented by
bonds or -obligations, which the United States of Ameriea now has or
hereafter may have against any foreign Government and to accept
securities therefor.

“All claims which the United Sfates may hereafter Lave.”
Does not the gentleman think it ought to be limited to the
claims which we now have?

Mr. HAWLEY, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr., GRAHAM of Illinois. Yes.

Mr. HAWLEY. In the course of the inquiry it dweloped that
there are some disputed matters between our Government and
some of the foreign Governments relative to the transportation
of our troops, and no balance has been struck yet, and it has
not been determined whether there are certain amounts they
ought to pay or whether there are amounts that we should
assume the payment of. These are claims ihat are not pre-
sented yet, They may be claims on our part against a foreign
Government, and we do not knew yet whether they are or nof,
and so this language is put in there to take care of such a
situation as that. :

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. That is what I am afraid of. I
do not believe that is right. I believe this act ought to be
limited to the things set out in the report—the advances made
under the Liberty loan acts, the sale of surplus war materials,
and obligations incurred through the United States Grain Cor-
poration and the American Relief Administration. If there
is anything else to settle in the disputed accounts between
us and other countries, I believe we had better do that in an-
other way.

Mr. HAWLEY. We understand that the foreign Govern-
ments are willing to have all the claims that may be payable
by them to us incorpomte(l in this legislation and settled at
one time.

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois.
wise?

Mr. HAWLEY. I ean see no objection to if.

Mr. STAFFORD. Why would not the commission have that
authority with the clause stricken out as proposed by the gentle-
man from Illinois? It is a claim we hme against that foreign
Government.

Mr. GRAHADM of Illinois. We have the claim spoken of by
the gentleman from Oregon now. This language refers to

Does the gentleman think that is
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claims arising in the future. If you have a claim at all, you
have it now.' So why put in language to cover claims that we
may have in the future?

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

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. 1 offer a substitute for the
amendment of the gentleman from Illinois,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee offers a
substitute for the amendment of the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Gramaar], which substitute the Clerk will report,

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 2, line 16, after the word *America,"” strike out the remainder
of the section,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair feels that he should recognize
the gentleman from New York [Mr., Farrcuirp] if he desires,
and that would preclude debate by the gentleman from Tennes-
see on his substitute.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. May I call the Chair's atten-
tion to the fact that the motion of the gentleman from Michigan,
as I understood it, was to close debate on the Tinkham amend-
ment and all amendments thereto.

The CHAIRMAN, No; it was to close debate on the section
and all amendments thereto,

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. VYery well,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment by way
of substitute offered by the gentleman from Tennessee for the
amendment of the gentleman from Illinois.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
GarreETT of Tennessee) there were—ayes 35, noes 107,

So the substitute was rejected. ;

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. STAFFORD. May we have the amendment again re-
ported ?

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr, GRAHAM of Illinois : Page 2, lines 18 and 19,
after the word “has,” in line 18, strike out the words “ or hereafter
may have.” ;

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment,

The guestion was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Granax of Illinois) there were 56 ayes and 117 noes.

So the amendment was lost.

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Mr. Chairman,
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FAmrcHILD: Page 1, line 11, after the
word * authorized,” strike out the words “ from time to time™; page 2,
lines 8, 4, and 5, after the word “America,” strlke out the words " or
any obligation of any foreign Government hereafter received by the
United Btates of America " ; page 2, line 9, after the word * and,” sirike
out the words * from time to time”; and on line 12, after the word
“ now,”" strike out the words “or hereafter.”

Mr, FAIRCHILD. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this amend-
ment is not to change at all the intent of the bill as reported
by the committee.

Mr. FORDNEY.
oceupied in debate?

The CHAIRMAN. There have been only three speeches of
five minutes each.

Mr. FAIRCHILD, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Wis-

1 offer the following

Mr. Chairman, has not the 20 minutes been

consin [Mr. Frear] in his address the other day called attention |

to the fact that in the committee, as an amendment to the
original draft of the bill, section 4 had been adopted limiting the
time in which the commission could act to three years. When
that amendment was adopted in committee they should have gone
back to section 2 and changed the phraseology of section 2 in
order to conform with the amendment which they adopted and
reported to the House. The expressions that my amendment
proposes to eliminate are expressions that relate only to a con-
tinuing commission, which could act forever. The bill as
drafted in the Treasury Department provided for such a per-
petual commission, and therefore the expressions * from time to
time " were included in the authorization to refund. The com-
mission could refund the existing indebtedness, and 10 years
later they could refund again, and 30 years later they could
refund again. It was a continuing commission, and therefore,
as provided in the Treasury Department draft of the bill, section
2 contained such expressions as “ from time to time™ in the
authorization to the commission to act. From “ time to time”
the commission was authorized to refund. On page 2, lines 3
and 4, it says, “or any obligation of any foreign Government
hereafter received by the United States of Ameriea.” *“ Here-
after received.” There is one of the expressions appropriate only
to a continuing, perpetual commission. My amendment simply
eliminates such expressions as *“ from time to time " and * here-

- tions to one man

after” in order to make section 2 conform to the intent of
Itjt.llsi bill as reported by the committee and to section 4 of the
111,

Mr. TEMPLE. Does not section 4 limit that altogether, that
it must be limited to three years? Section 4 says that all
powers exercised must be discontinued at the end of three years.

My, FATRCHILD. These expressions should be eliminated.

Mr. TEMPLE. Two years from now would be hereafter.

Mr, FAIRCHILD. It is not the purpose to give authority to
the commission to accept any further refunding after the com-
mission has once refunded. The anthorization is to refund the
existing obligations, and when refunded the authority of the
commission as to such obligations should cease.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment will
he voted down.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. FAmRcHILD].

The question was taken, and the amendment was lost.

The Clerk read as follows:

8EC, 3. That this act shall not be construed to authorize the ex-
change of bonds or other obligationz of any foreign Government for
those of any other foreign Govermment, or caneellation of any part
of such indebtedness except through payment thereof.

Mr. FISH and Mr. COLLIER rose.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment which I de-
gire to offer.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Mississippi, 2 member of the committee.

Mr., COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, CoLLIER: Page 2, line 25, after the word
::_;ge;:ﬁf‘.:' strike out the period and insert a comma and the words

Mr., COLLIER. My, Chairman, I do not care to debate this at
length., This amendment is simply for the purpose of making
clear that any cancellation or payment or any part thereof must
be in full. It makes it clear and precludes any authority to
accept a partial payment or a percentage of the payment.

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. It would be true, would it not,
that if they should agree to take 10 cents on the dollar it might
be construed as a payment?

-Mr. COLLIER. Exactly, and it would be a payment if they
agreed on any sum. I do not care to debate it any more.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, this amendment makes some provision for what the bill
does not provide. On line 24 it is clearly the intention of the
committee that this commission shall have the power to waive
all interest due from the foreign Governments, and I imagine
that that is not the intention of the committee, which if it does
it is very unfortunate to say the least. The reading of the sec-
tion so provides as it now stands. In this connection, and
that is what I took the floor for more than anything else, I
want to read just this statement:

Congressional cantion is eminently called for. The fervor and energy
with which this refunding legislation is sought to be accelerated, the
unique insistence that Congress shall abdicate its powers and fune-

the heralding of a compromise by which the one-
man power Is to ]’Je replaced by a commission of five, which, however,
is the identical “ one-man power " in only slightly different guise—
together with all the circumstances of visits of foreign diplomats, the
threats coming from across the sea, warning us that if we do not cancel
the $11,000,000,000 debt they will demonetize our heap of gold—all
these clouds upon the horizon make it a necessary virtue in Congress-
men to be circumspeet. If they remain on guard we may procoed
calmly, undaunted, and unafraid, ireating eyvery nation with our ac-
customed generous justice.

It is clear, as presented, that this is a yielding of the power
of Congress to control its affairs to a commission for the
purpose of adjusting that which is certain, as provided by the
bill, and as provided in section 3, a compromise to waive all
of the interest due the United States, and that question should
be determined by the Congress whose duty has been fixed by
the Constitution to determine the way in which property shall
be disposed of, what property shall be given away and to whom.

Mr., Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my remarks in the REcOrD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GREENE of Vermont.
man yield?

Mr. RAKER. Yes.

Mr. GREENE of Vermont.

Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-

I wish the gentleman would

point out to the House the language in section 3 that he took for
the text of his speech.

Mr. RAKER. Anyone who will read it will immediately know
that they refer to the indebtedness as the original obligations,
and on line 24 of section 3 it relates to the cancellation of any
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part of such indebtedness, using the word “ indebtedness™ to
differentiate between the interest now due and to become due on
the “ indebtedness.”

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. If the gentleman were a judge
and an action of account were brought before him, would he
hold the interest a part of the debt?

Mr. RAKER. That would depend. I would rely upon what
the law of the State was and what the contract provided ; also
the precedents on the questions involved. Even then, in many
instances it would be difficult to determine whether or not in-
terest was or was not to be collected; hence was an incidental
part of the “ original indebtedness.,” That same question may
be involved in these foreign loans and debts, as the bill pro-
vides “ any obligations,” and, further, “to adjust and settle any
and all claims”™ now or hereafter held by the Unifted States of
America.

As covering my views on this question presented by this bill,
I shall insert the “Appeal to Congress to conserve the property
of the United States and $11,000,000,000 of obligations of foreign
Governments,” by Albert E. Henschel, which is as follows:

APPEAL TO COXGRESS TO CONSERVE THE PROPERTY OF THE USNITED
STATES 1N $11,000,000,000 oF THE OBLIGATIONS OF FOREIGN GOv-

ERNMENTS, ;
(By Albert E. Henschel.)

ELEVEN BILLION DOLLARS FOREIGN DERT REFUNDING BILL UNCONSTITU-
TIONAL A8 DELEGATING POWER BELONGING TO CONGRESS—BUGGESTIONS
FOR RELIEVING UNEMPLOYMEXNT AND PROMOTING PROSPERITY.

The rights of the United States to the moneys loaned to foreign Gov-
ernments, pursuant to acts of Congress, are fixed by the several acts
under which the loans were authorized. These acts can not be repealed
or amended except by Congress. Congress can not, directly or indi-
rectly, delegate its powers to repeal or amend its statutes to any other
department or authority. It can not abandon or shift to other shoul-
ders the trust and responsibility imposed upon it by the Constitution.

MINOR INCIDENTALS MAY BE LEFT TO DISCRETION OF SECRETARY OF THE
TREASURY.

The acts under which the foreign loans were authorized did not
delegate to the SBecretary of the Treasury nor to anyone else the powers
of Congress, whether of a legislative nature or those coupled with the
trust to guard and contirol the public property. Every matter of sub-
stance—such as rates of interest, limits of dates of maturity, the price
at which the foreign obligations were to be purchased, the requirement
that the conditions of the foreign obligations shall be essentially the
game a8 those of our own bond issues, from the proceeds of which these
fumiﬁu loans were made, all things protective of the public interest—
was distinetly and definitely expressed in the acts, leaving only minor
administrative details to the discretion of the SBecretary of the Treasury,
subject to the President’s approval.

he guarding of the public interests at every point was taken ecare
of by Congress. There was no surrender of constitutional powers
vested exclusivély in Congress. There was no suggestion that in case
of failure to pay interest or principal that anyone may remit the same
and make a gift of it to the defaulting debtor. Such a provision would
have been an attempt to delegate a trust power belonglng exclusively to
Congress and therefore unconstitutional,

OKLY COXGRESS CONTROLS UNITED STATES PROPERTY.

If any gifts are to be made, if any national property rights are to be
sacrificed Cogﬁresu itself must do so, expressing its own ingemedtate will.
If made at the gifts must be made by the representatives of tha
people to whom the gropmy belongs. or can any substitution of
securities held in trust for the people be made except by a decision of
Con 8 defining with the same protective punctilio what the substi-
tuted securities shall be, as were fixed in the acts providing for the pur-
chase of the ori 1 securities.

The law on the subject is abundant and clear, as appears more at
large in the appendix,

CONGRESS CAN NOT DELEGATE ITS CONSTITUTIONAL POWERS,

The United States Bupreme Court in Van Brocklin ¢. State of Ten-
nessee (117 U. 8., 151, 168), said:

“ Congress under the power conferred upon it by the Constitution *to
dispose of and make all needful rules and regulations resqefti.ug the ter-
ritory or other property of the United States' has exclusive right to
control and dispose of (its public and unoccupied lands) as it has with
regard to other property of the United States.”

he Uniteﬁd States Supreme Court in United States v. Grimand (220
. B. gald :

“That Congress can not delegate legislative Fower to the President
is a principle universally recognized as vital to the integrity and main-
tenance of the system of government ordained by the Constitution.”
(Field v. Clark, 143 U. B., 440, 692.)

Our Government is based upon the principle of the separation of the
executive, legislative, and judiclal departments, so that neither may en-
croach upon the province of the other.

Jefferson said: “ If these three powers maintain their mutual inde-
pendence of each other our Government may last long, but not so if
either can assume the authorities of the other.” He looked for the
Eafety of"the Republic * to the broad representation of the people in

ongress.

Justice Cooleih in his Constltutional Law (2d ed.) .f)age 100, said :

“ No legislative body can delegate to another department of the
Government, or to any other authority, the power, either generally or
sgecial]y, to enact laws. The reason is found in the very existence of
its own powers. This high prerogative has been intrusted to its own
wisdom, judgment, and patriotism, and not to those of other persons,
and it will act ultra vires if it undertakes to delegate the trust, instead
of executing it.””

FUNDING BILL UNCONSTITUTIONAL,

From these expositions of the Constitution by our highest court and
legal nuthorit{. as well as from those appearing in the appendix, it fol-
lows that legislation to vest the Secretary of the Treasury, or a com-

mission, however constituted, or any other authority, with power to
change the rights of the United States, in thelr foreign securlties, as
fixed by law, would be unconstitutional and void.

the same are now

MONEY 'AFFAIRS OUGHT TO BE IN CHARGE OF THE PEOPLE'S REPRESENTA+
TIVES.

Also on the merits, it would seem that Congress is the only hod
sufficiently rgfkresentatlre of the public interests in a matter of sucl
staggering b as $11,000,000,000.

In this view I am supported by Dr. Franklin's expression in the
constitutional convention, * That it was always of importance that the
ggople shonld know who had disposed of their money, and how it had

en disposed of. It was a ma that those who feel can best judge,
This end would be best attained if money affairs were to be confined
to the immediate representatives of the people.”

Lord Bryce, in a recent lecture, expresse(! himself similarly, saying i
“A democracy Is not conslstently demoecratic if it leaves its fortunes
the hands of a few persons who pl it before they have consulted It.

The representatives of the people in Congress assembled are as com-

tent and trustworthy to protect the public interests as any that have

een suggested. They will command all the ald and information at the

digposal of the executive department.
he property and revenues of the United States should be held and
applied, primarily, as prescribed by the Constitution, * to pay the debts

gltl tprgv de for the common defense and general welfare of the United
ates,

DO XOT FORGET THE RIGHTS OF THE AMERICAN PEOPLE.

So far as our foreign debt legislation is concerned we are naturally
moved by kindly considerations for our debtors and shall grant them &
reasonable time within which to start their interest payments and
facilitate them, as far as may be consistent with justice to our own

people,

Idns accommodating our debtors we must reflect also upon our own
needs,

It is a fact that the American people are bowed with an overwhelm-
ing national debt—almost entirely imposed for nomproductive purposes
of the war. Taxation is onerous. Incomes are on the wane. Lack of
employment is a national problem, and in this supreme difficulty we
find ourselves strained not only to meet our own obligations but to pay
interest upon the interest which our foreign debtors are tcmpomrilii
unable to meet, If they would onl{ curb their military zeal they woul
soon return to normal standards. It is entirely groper that they should

ay interest on the postponed interest because E]thelr failure we are
orced to borrow on Treasury notes to pay this interest for them.

PUBLIC PROPERTY A PUBL:Z TRUST.

Their postponed interest already mounts up to a billion dollars, which
at 6 per cent means 360,000.003 a year, which the American people
are taxed to pay, to make EDOd the default of our debtors. Common
honesty requires that such burden should not fall upon the Amerlean

people,

If Congress keeps its eye and its grip on the $11,000,000,000 of for-
eign obligations In our Treasury there is strong assurance that the
roperty rights of the people will not be menaced or sacrificed, but will
Ee protected and maintained.

EFFORTS FOR CANCELLATION OF ELEVEN BILLION DEBT.

Congressional caution is eminently ecalled for. The fervor and ener,
with which this refunding legislation is sought to be accelerated, the
unique insistence that Congress shall abdicate its powers and functions
to one man, the heralding of a compromise by which the one-man power
is to be replaced by a commission of five, which, however, Is the iden-
tieal * one-man power ” in only slightly different guise—together with
all the circumstances of visits of foreign diplomats, the threats coming
from across the sea, warning us that if we don't cancel the $11,000,-
000,000 debt they will demonetize our heap of gold—all these clouds
upon the horizon make it a necessary virtue in Congressmen to be cir-

cumspect. If they remain on guard we ma{ proceed calmly, undaunted,
and unafraid, treating every nation with our accustomed generous
justice.

WE SHALL XOT SURRENDER OUR RIGHTS.

We shall not be panle stricken by mysterions threats, whj.ﬂperings-. or
fears, as stirred IPrsasldent Wilson to reverse his party platform, to
recede from his campal pledges, to implore Congress to undo its
legislation on the tolls of the Panama Canal.

e know we have an honest title to f:l.ill 11,000,000,000 of securities,

e shall not delegate anybody to give it up.
WEvery Amerlenga Bepre);entﬁtim dealing with European relations is
struck “with the aptness, sagacity, and love of America displayed in
Washington's Farewell Address. The following excerpts may be profit-
ably heeded at this time.

WASHINGTON NOT OBSOLETE IN AMERICAN HEARTS.

Our truest and dearest friend, Washington, warns against the ggirit
which “ opens the door to foreign influence and corruption which finds
a facilitated access to the Government itself through the channels of
arty passion. Thus the policy and will of one country are subjected
o the policy and will of another,” He also warns against undue attach-
ments to favored nations by concessions and privileges denied to others.
“Jt gives to ambitious, corrupt, or deluded citizens who devote them-
gelves to the favorite nation facility to betray or sacrifice the interests
of thel.ruown country without odium ; sometimes even with popularity."
He continues :

“Ag avenues to foreign influences in innumerable ways, such attach-
ments are particularly ng to the truly enlightened and independ-
ent patriot. How many opportunities do they afford to tamper with
domestic factions, to practice the arts of seduction, to mislead public
opinion, to influence or awe public councils! * * * Agginst the
insidious wiles of foreign influence, I conjure yon to believe me, fellow
citizens, the jealousy of a free people ought to be constantly awake,
gince history and extperience prove that tore!gn influence is one of the
most baneful foes of republican government.

THE GENTLE ART OF MELLIFLUOUS LYING.

Our financial and other property interests may be safelﬂ committed
to the wisdom of Congress, because it is in touch with the people of
every part of the country and because it is not in direct contact with
the subtle influence of old-line European diplomats, whose usefulness to
European interests is frankly measured by their emctencg in the game of
bluff, their skill In camouflage, and their mastery in the gentle art of
mellifluons lylng:
LET US HAVE BILLIOXS OF “ PROSPERIEY LOANS."

While the discountennnclnf of unconstitutional and 11l-advised legis-
lation is the main object of this appeal, I desire to present some ideas
of a constructive nature,
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There is nothing umusual or unexpected in protracted business de-
pression tollowing a great war. What is the remedy ?

Must we stand idly by and wait for time to work its inevitable heal-
ing, or may we eontrol events by ﬂlck and appro te act.ten? I he-
lieve there is a simple, direct way restore confidence ‘and prospe

A debt incurred for constructive uses largely becomes self-extinguish-
I.nﬂy the new wealth it creates and by its many other compensations,

i us eonsider with what speed and sgwurmh? tude billions were raised

and npent for purposes of war we not be as generous to

prosper the labors and benants of Iﬂiance? We could soon unem-
ﬂomeat if we borrowed several billions a year for great national under-

kin for doubling the width aml multi the public roads,
utili our great water &owar nfn canals, ar
T io burn coal near the mine, m::sfer: £ heat, light, and power
on high-tension electrical lines. double-tracking our great railroads,
provi necessary rolling stock, depots, and stations.

THE VALUE OF FORESTS.

Forestation is of highest publie interest and importanee That alone
would keep a large army of men indefinitely at work.

Reliable estimates that the United States needs the cultiva-
tion of 400,000,000 acres with 675 trees to the acre. If we put our
financlal power behind this ilgantlc work and make it a success, we
would be able in the fifty year to gather in our results by cuttin
down 2 per cent—S§ Uaa:u of trees. If we make allowance o
400 000, trees as deml or unmarketable, we shall still have 5,000,-

000 trees every year as long as the harvested area is immediatel
lanted. If we assume that a 50-year-old tree will represent a cui

ue of onl las harvesting and refplantlng expenses—the United
States woul d op from permanent income of
$25,000,000,000 a year. And even hlgher bene:ﬂt would accrue by the

mm growing of the trees, giving shade and comfort, yleldlng fruit, pre-
ven flo and saving the soil rmm. destructive erosion.
We are annually losing areas of fertile suil on the banks of our

of goper forestati
If only a part of*the puhltc works here mggestnd could be undertaken,
there would be weork enough for everybody.

STAND BY THE CONSTITUTION.

Al this work comes within your powers under the Constitution.

I hope and trust that, tho our old Constitution has of late received
many wounds and bruises, you will still cling to it with love and rev-
erence as the citadel of our institutions and the guardian of our lib-
erties and his.

1 believe you will prove true to its principles and resist the influences
seeking to unload u mns, to the extent of their power, the entire
Respectfully submitted.

4 AreErT E. HENSCHEL,
25 Broad Street, New l'ofk City.
NEw York, October 18, 1921,

APPENDIX.,
LEGAL AUTHORITIES.
Distinetion between delegating power to make the law and eonferring

authority or discretien as to its execution.

8t. Louis Merchants Bridge Terminal Co v. United States (188 Fed,
Bep.. 191, p. 195), cirenit

‘4A1e3:|.s tive body may epowertoﬂndsomefactu

delegn
situation on which the epemtian of a law is conditioned, or to make
gnd enfu;.-g: regulatio;ls for the execution of a statute mord}ng to its
“ 5. But it can not delegate its lesialntive power ita power to exer-
cbeth& indispensable direction t , to add to, take from, or

to modify the law. ‘The true dlsunethm. said Jud nuney for the
Supreme Court of Ohio, in Cincinnati, Wilm!ngton &. nesvijle Railroad
Co. v. Commissioners of Ohlo State (77, 78) between

the delegation of power to make its law, w hlch necessnrily involves a
distinetion as to what it ghall be, and conf authority or discre-
to be exercised under a tnﬂm-mceotthe
To the latter no valid objection can

Justice Lamar (U. 8 Grlmnud. 220 1. 8., 506), at page 514:
“ From the beginni.ng of the Government various acts ]m\re been
rmed conferring upon executive officers power to make rul d,ﬁ:
tions—mnot for the government of their de ts, !mt for a
istering the laws which did govern. None of these statutes could con-
fer legislative power. But when Congress had legls.lu.ted and maicnted
its will, lt could give to those whe were to act such genera
?tovisinns power to fill us tbe detaﬂs I:: the estahnshment of admin
strative rules and

tion as to its execution,
law. The first can not be done.
be mage.' " (Cases cited.)

(P. 518.)

“PBut in making these regulations the officers did net ﬁjhlatz.
They did not go o:get;ide of the ecircle of that which w?ﬁe Tﬂ i had

affirmatively be done or treated as unla f done. But
confining themselves within the field covered by the statute they could
adopt regulations of the nature they had thus been generally aw orlm(l
to make in order to administer the law and carry the statute in effect.

40'?{1' Chief Justice Waite (Morrill . Jones, 106 U. 8., 466), at page

“ The Becretary of the Treasnry can not by his regnlntims alter or
amend a revenue law. All he can do is to regulate the mode of pro-
ceeding to carry into effect what Congress has enacted, * * In
our opinion the object of the Seeretnry could only be accompllshod by
an amendment of the law. That not the office of a Treasury
regulation.”

DELEGATION OF LEGISLATIVRE POWER.
(Black's Constitutional Law (3d ed.), p. 287.)

It is clear that Congress can not pass any law subjeeting the Gev-
ernment to the influence or ascendancy of nny foreign' power. *
Nor ecan it renounce ot surrender any of gowers granted to it h
the Constitution, whether to the other bmne of the Governm{
the States, or private parties, * * Nor ean it delegate the
powers confided te it, or authorize their exeﬂ.'l.se by any other body er
any person.

(P. 37T.)
Delegation of legislative power to the people at large, from whom it
was derived, is just as much against the splﬂ-lt of thge(:onstltution as
a delegation of it to one eitizen. Nor ean the ) ature be allowed to

;P::Eké the responsibility of deciding upon the laws which should be

(Cooley’s Constitutional Limitations (Tth ed.), p. 163.)
DELEGATING LEGISLATIVE POWERS.

One of the settled maxims in constitutional law is that the power
eonferred upon the legislature to make laws can not be delegated by
that department to any other body or anthority. Where the so‘vu'eign
power of the State has e authority, there it must rem.nin
and by the constitutional ageney alone the laws must be made until the
Cons tution itself is changed. The wer to whose judgment, wisdom,
SRSt e B roms has et atatd St s

by g other es W
power shall be devolved, ner can it substitute the {lu t, wisdom,
and patriotism of any other body for those to which alone the people
have seen fit to confide this sov ereign trust.

(Lewis's Sutherland Statutery Construction (2d ed.) sec. 87.)
The legislative power can not be del.egted. The power to make laws
for a State vested in the legislature wmreign requ
the exereise of jment aml discretlon It is a de ted power—
delegated in a Co he people in whom inherently are all the
P” rs. On eommon law pﬂncl les, as well as by settled constitutional
w, it is a power which can not be delesnt

(Locke on Civil Government, see. 142.)

These are the bounds which the trust that is put in them by the
society and the law of God and nature have set to the Iesis].ative gower
ot every Commonwealth in all forms of governm

. The Ie 1stue neither must mor can transfer ‘the power
g tuwa nwbndy else or place it anywhere but where the

(Hare’'s Am. Const. Law, p. 633.)

A legislative body can not so part with or delegate its powers as to
fn nnﬁei of them or their exercise whenever the puble
terest requires t is an agent or trustee for the people and has no

(ttokplueTtﬂeémtir: e h{ninut 1r2hmdxthan itsmp IR
Clar v. Orp. o as . Whea . Té
Church v. N. Y., 5 Cowen, 542; Phila. v. Fox, 64 Pa., mb 181; Parker

v, the Commonwealth, 6 Barr, 507.)

(P. 634.)
leeis!a.ture eould not alienate any part ef the legislative power
wh!.ch the Comnstitution vested in a general assembly nnnegnuy convened,
(Parker v. the Commonwealth, Pa., 507.)

-
CERTAIN TREATIES TO BE OPERATIVE MUST HAVE THE SAXCTION OF AX
ACT OF CONGRESS,
(4 Hinds" Precedents, sec. 1528.)

Attention is called to report of J. Ramioslgh Tucker, chairmam of the
House Judieiary Cmn:lttee March culminating in the offer
of a resolution, E

Resolved, Ths.t tl-.u President, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate. can tiate treaties with fore Governments by
which the duties levled y Congress can be cha or abrogated, and
such treaties to be operative as law must have the sanction of an act
of Congress.

RUFTUS CHOATE ON THE DUTIES OF THE EXECUTIVE.

On June 14, 1844, Mr. Rufus Choate, from the Committee on Foveign
tions, to whom had been referred the convention with Prussia and
the other States of the German association of customs and commerce,
reported the same adversely. In the report the committee says: “ The
convention which has been submitted to the Senate changes duties
which have been laid by law. It changes the ex directo and its own
vigor, or it enga the faith of the Nation and the fai of the
legislature throu which the Natien aets to make the change. In
either aspect it the President and the Semate wheo, by the Instru-
mentality of negotiation, repeal or materially vary regulation of com-
merce and laws of revenue which Congress had ordained. More than
this, the executive rtment plnees it beyond the power of Congress
to exceed the stipula maximum of import duties for at least three
years, whatever e ney may intervene to require it.

“In the judgm of the eomlnlttee the legislature is the department
of government by which commerce should be regulated and the laws of
mmne be puaed The Censtitution, in terms, communicates the

commeree and to impese auﬁee to that department.
E mmunicntes lt. in terms, to mo "other. * * The committee
believes that the general rule of our systetm is mdls utable that the
control of trade and the function of taxing belong, without abridgment
or participation, to tgrem They infer this from the language of
the Co tution, from nature and Frinciples of our Government,
from ¥ ot rapub]ican liberty it and from the unvaried
praetiue evidencing universal bel iet of al! in all perieds, and of all
ie es and epini.ons They think, t, as the general rule, the
presentatives of the people sittlng in thei{olegislnttve capacity, with
n doors, under the eye of the country, tommunicating freely with
eir constituents, may exercise this power more intelligently, more dis-
umt]y may more accurate and more minute information con-
ue:ntng the em‘p oyments and the interests enm which this deseription eof
measures ress, and miebetter diseern what true poliey prescribes
and rejects thm: is within the eompetency of the executive department
of the Government.

“To follow, mot to lead: to fulfill, not to ordain the law; to carry
into effect, bf tiation and compact with foreign (rovernmnts, the
legislative will when it has been announced upon the great subjects
of trade and revenue; not to interpese with controlling influence, not to
go with too ambitious enterprise—these seem to the commit-
tee to be the appropriate funections of the Executive. If Comgress
thinks the proposed arrangement a beneficial ene, it is quite easy to
ga.ss a law which shall impose the rates of duty contemplated by it,

effect when satisfactory information is conveyed to the President
that the stipulated equivalents are properly secured.”
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Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on all
amendments to section 3 now close. -

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. FisH) there were—ayes 111, noes 22.

Mr. FISH. Mr, Chairman, I demand tellers.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York demands
tellers. Those in favor of ordering tellers will rise and stand
until counted. [After counting.] Nine Members have risen,
not a sufficient number, and tellers are refused. The question
now is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from Mis-

sissippi.

Mr. COLLIER.
ported.

The CHAIRMAN,
be again reported.

There was no objection, and the Clerk again reported the
amendment offered by Mr. CoLLIER.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr,
CoLLIER) there were—ayes 33, noes 114,

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amendment
which I send to the Clerk's desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FisH: Page 2, after line 25, add a new
section, to be known as section 4 and to read as follows:

“That the commission is hereby directed to set aside all interest
aid on various loans made by the Government of the United States to
oreign Governments during the war as a separate fund for the pur-

Qqse of providing adjusted compensation for the veterans of the World
iVar, and any surplus shall be used for the purpose of redeeming Lib-
erty bonds.”

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr, Chairman, I make the point of order
against the amendment. It is enfirely foreign to the matter
contained in the bill. I am very much in favor of a soldier’s
bonus, but not at this time. I shall do my utmost to have this
Gtimgress consider a bonus bill during the regular session next
winter.

Mr. FISH. Will the gentleman reserve the point of order?

Mr. FORDNEY. I withhold the point of order.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Regular order.
point of order—— [Cries of * Vote! ]

* Mr. FORDNEY. I reserve the point of order.

SEVERAL MgeaBers. Regular order!

Mr. 'FISH. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the committee,
I am somewhat impatient with the attitude of certain Members
of this House on the question of the generosity of the Ameri-
can people and the Congress of the United States in regard to
the help rendered our allies in the World War. We spared
no sacrifice of treasure or of blood to help win the war, and,
as you know, we asked for no reparation, we asked for no in-
demnities, we asked for no territory; and we got just what we
asked—nothing at all. Thercfure 1 do not think it is right or
fair to question our generosity and to ask that those Govern-
ments that are able to pay the interest on their debts should
be relieved from that payment, the just payment ol interest
on the war loans. If Great Britain, which owes us approxi-
mately 40 per cent of the $11,000,000,000, would cease her enor-
mous expenditure for naval construction involving four super-
dreadnaughts at $40,000,000 each, she would be in a sound
financial position to pay her just debts at the present time.

The British Government, without making any real effort to pay
the interest on the five billions owed the taxpayers of this coun-
try, has quietly proceeded to gain control of the commerce and
trade of the world and to buy up the oil supply of Rumania,

. Galicia, Persia, anil Mesopotamia.

Furthermore, with the very money we loaned Great Britain
she paid adjusted compensation averaging from $140 to $7,290
to her ex-service men, whereas the United States plead poverty
to escape a like obligation. She also paid standard unemploy-
ment wages for 12 weeks to discharged soldiers. Are not our
ex-service men entitled to the same consideration for land settle-
ment, home aid, voeational training, and insurance? Could we
not well afford to issue interest-bearing debenture certificates,
having a prior lien on the British war loan, to fulfill our obliga-
tion to our ex-service men, which has been recognized and ful-
filled by every one of the allied countries and largely by good
American dollars? In other words, England treated her soldiers
properly withi our money. Why should we consider the cancella-
tion of any part of the British loan while she continues to build
a powerful navy by means of money owed to America? She
owes our taxpayers half a billion in back interest alone, yet her
sovernment officials recently loaned fifty million to the Argen-
tine Republie, to foster her trade relations with that country to
our disadvantage.

I call your attention to this fact that adjusted compensation
has been paid by every single allied nation to their soldiers par-

Mr. Chairman, I ask that it again be re-

Without objection, the amendment will

I make the

tially with this very money loaned by our Government, and yet
all that the Government of the United States has done for its sol-
diers is to give them the measly sum of $60. You have not pro-
vidéd for one cent more, and now you have an opportunity to
provide that the interest on this debt shall go where it belongs,
to those men who served their country in time of war and made
thie payment of the debt possible. It is practically impossible
to raise several billion dollars by increased taxation or the
issue of new bonds to fulfill this obligation, whereas the pay-
ment through the interest on the allied loans should be ae-
ceptable to all classes of business men and also te the veterans
of the World War and to the general public. I believe that
if you will accept this amendment and withdraw your point
of order you will facilitate the payment by the Allies of the
interest, because at the present time there is an extensive propa-
ganda in England, in France, and other allied nations for the
nonpayment of the interest and cancellation of the debt, and
by calling attention of the allied soldiers to the faect that the
American soldiers have not received one red cent of adjusted
compensation you will facilitate the puyment by those Gov-
ernments of their just interest. It is self-evident, Mr. Chair-
man and gentlemen of the commiitee, that if this fact is brought
to the attention of the allied soldiers they themselves will
squelch the propaganda that is going broadeast throughout
Europe to-day, while we are sitting here doing nothing for our
own ex-service men., .

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Glmirmml. I make the point of order
that the gentleman is not discussing the point of order at all.
I shall have to insist on making the point of order that the
gentleman is not discussing the point of order. The amendment
is not germane to the bill and the gentleman is not discussing
the point of order.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be heard on the
point of order. [Cries of “Rule!™]

Mr. FISH. Can I be heard on the point of order?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman on the
point of order. Let the Chair ask the committee to be quiet
in order that we may facilitate proceedings.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I made the point of order,
and I was informed five minutes ago that the gentleman would
be heard on the point of order,

Mr, KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary
inquiry. How much time has the gentleman from New York
consumed?

The CHAIRMAN. There is no time to be disposed of. The
Chair recognized the gentleman on the point of order, and if
the gentleman proceeded out of order the gentleman or any-
body else could have stopped him.

Mr, FISH. Mr, Chairman, I desire to address myself purely
to the point of order. This amendment has to do simply with
the dispensing of the interest through a separate fund to our
ex-service men, the surplus to be set aside to redeem the Liberty
bonds. The fundamental purpose of your bill is to provide for
the payment of the interest. We all know, every Member of this
House knows, that the allied countries are unable now and will
be unable to pay the principal for many years, The bill under
consideration provides for the funding of the loans, which
means the payment of interest at régular maturing dates, and
my amendment provides how to dispose of that interest. I
submit that it is logical, that it is appropriate, that it is rele-
vant, that it is akin, that it is germane, and, furthermore, I sub-
mit that if you incorporate this amendment you facilitate what
you are trying to do—secure the payments of the interest in
spite of the propaganda which covers a large part of Europe—
and therefore my amendment has a very distinet bearing upon
the bill. It will serve to notify the soldiers of France, England,
and Italy who may be opposing the payment of interest

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I make the
point of order that the gentleman is not confining himself to the
discussion of the point of order.

Mr. FISH (continuing). That this money will go as adjusted
compensation to the soldiers of America, their comrades in
arms. [Applanse,]

The CHATRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr, Chairman, if the Chair will allow me,
in addition the amendment is clearly an appropriation, and
an appropriation can not be made on this bill. The gentleman
from New York [Mr, Fisa] makes a curious argument, not on
the point of order but in support of his amendment, that as the
Allies can not pay the interest on what they owe us, that we
propose to turn over what they ean not pay to the soldier boys.
When we come to provide a bonus we will provide a more sub-
stantial bonus than something that can not be paid. [Ap-
plause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule.
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The Chair, from a consideration of slmilar cases, recognizes
the fact that there is only one thing the Chair can do, and that
is to sustain the point of order. It has been held several times
that to a provision providing funds, or for the organization, or
for the securement, or for a settlement of a claim, an amend-
ment providing for its disposition shall not be in order. This,
of course, is under the general rule which provides that no
motion or proposition that is different from that under consid-
eration shall be permitted under color of an amendment.
bill provides for the funding of an outstanding indebtedness.
The amendment provides that the proceeds of the debts thus
funded shall be used in a certain way; provides, in effect, for
the payment or appropriation of such funds. The question,
therefore, is whether or not the provision for the payment of a
fund is germane to a provision for its securement or for its
funding or for its settlement. Of course, that is another gues-
tion. It is clear that to provide for the payment of a fund is
not germane to provisions for its securement. This has been
held in many cases, The Chair will only cite two cases, as in-
dicative of their general character.

It was held by Speaker Clark as late as Jume, 1914, in the
Sixty-third Congress, that—

To a propesition to sell two battleships and build a new battleship
with the proceeds, a proposition to devote the proceeds to building
wagon roads was held net germane.

In other words, the disposition of the funds other than in the
way provided in the bill was not germane to the question under
consideration.

Under a decision rendered by Chairman TFitzgerald, noft so
very long ago, during the same Congress, the decision of Mr.
Fitzgerald held out of order as not germane a proposition to
amend a bill providing that funds resulting from the sale of
coal, phosphate, oil, gas, potassium, or sodium lands should
be paid into the reclamation fund and disposed of in a cer-
tain way, by providing that the proceeds should be used to con-
stitute a *“*npational good-roads fund.” That, of course, is
almost directly in point. Certain funds are provided by the
terms of the bill, and an amendment was offered to provide for
the disposition of the funds in a certain way, which was held
not to be germane. In this case outstanding indebtedness of
the United States is refunded under certain previsions of the
bill. It is proposed by the amendment to say how the proceeds
of this funding , of these outstanding debts, when they
are funded and paid, shall be made. The Chair holds that the
objections raised are well founded, and that the amendment
is not in order.

The Olerk will read.

The Clerk concluded the reading of the bill

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise and report the bill to the House with an amend-
ment, with the recommendation that the amendment be agreed
to and that the bill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to; and the Speaker having resumed
the chair, Mr. Towxer, Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union, reported that that committee
had had under consideration the bill H. . 8762 and had di-
rected him to report the same to the House with an amend-
nrent, with the recommendation that the amendment be agreed
to and that the bill as amended do pass.

Mr. FORDNEY. IMr. Speaker, on that I move the previous
guestion.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan moves the
previous question on the bill and amendment to final passage.

The previous guestion was ordered.

The SPEAKER., The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on fthe engrossment and
third reading of the bill,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
and was read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The guestion is on the passage of the bill.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I make the motion to recommit,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi moves to
recommit. The Clerk will report the gentleman’s motion,

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CoLLier moves to recommit the bill to the Committee on W
and Means with instruct!ons to report the same back orthw-m:. wl

the following amendment 2, at the end of section 2, insert:
“ provided, That mo so entered into with respect to any

agreemen
matters herein authorized shall be deemed to have been completed mor
to have forece and effect until it shall have been submitted to the
Congress of the United States and embodied in a law passed by Con-
81‘288.

Mr. COLLIER.
question.
The previous guestion was ordered.

On that, Mr. Speaker, I move the previous

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion
to recommit.

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
noes appeared to have it.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I call for the yeas and nays.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi calls for the
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered. '

The SPEAKER. As many as are in favor of the motion to
recommrit will, when their names are called, answer “yea™;
those opposed will answer “ nay.”

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 132, nays 185,

answered “ present ”

2, not voting 112, as follows:

YEAS—132.
Almon Dunbar Lanham Quin
Aswell Dupré Lankford Raker
Bankhead Falrc.l:ﬂd Larsen, Ga. Rankin
Barkley Favrot Layton Rayburn
Beck Fish Lazaro Reece
Bell Fisher Lea, Calif, Rouse
Black Gallivan Lineberger Rucker
Bland, Va. Garrett, Tenn, Linthicum Ryan
Blanton Garrett, Tex. Little SBabath
Bowl!ng orman Logan Sanders, Tex.
Box Hammer London Bandlin
Brennan Hardy, Tex. Lowrey Beott, Tenn.
Briggs Harrison Lyon Siseon
Brinson lintic Smithwick
Buchanan nyden MeCormick steagall
Bulwinkle Hogan McDuflie Stedman
Burke Hudﬂ:lestem McLas Pa. BStevenson
gmes'.rs. Dg. ;Iudspeth Mtﬁw !stull &
yIns, Te Acoway oney Sumners, Tex,
Carew James artin Swank
Clouse Jeffers, Ala. Michaelson Swing
Collier Johnson, K Nelson, J. M Tague
llins ohnson, s Newton, Mo, 'Hlﬁzm
Cun.noll*i’l’a. Jones, Tex, Norton Tyson
, Wis, eller "Brien Upshaw
Kelly, Pa. 0'Connor nson
Cullen edy Oldfield Voigt
Davis, Tenn, Kincheloe Oliver Weaver
Deal Kindred Wilson
Dominick Kissel Padgett Wingo
Dowell Kopp 8, Wise
Drane Kunz Parrish Woodrnll
Driver Lampert Pou Wright
NAYS—185
Ackerman Fairfield Leatherwood oge
Anderson Fenn Lehlbach Sanders, Ind.
Andrew, Mass, Fitzgerald Longwerth nders, N. X.
Andrews, Nebr. Fordney Luce Scutt,‘ilnh.
Anthony Frear Lwhrin, Shaw
Appleby Free McFa Shelton
Arentz Frothingham McLaughlin, Mich.S
Atkeson Fuller McLaughlin, Nebr.Bmﬂh Mich.
Barbour Funk McPherson Bpeaks
Benham Gensman MacGregor Spronl
RBird Gernerd Madden Stafford
Bixler lynm Mapes Steenerson
Bland, Ind. Goodykoontz Merritt Stephens
Boles Graham, I, Michener Strong, Kans,
Bowers Graham, Pa Miller Summers, Wash,
Brooks, 111, Green, Iowa Millspaugh Sweet
Browne, Wis Greene, Mass, naz Tayler, N. J
B‘lrmuxhs Greene, ¥t Montera Taylor, Tenn.
Burton dley Moore, I11. Temple
Butler Hardy, Celo, Moore, Ohio Thompson
Cable Hawley Ean Timberinke
Campbell, Eans, Hersey Nelson, A. P. Tincher
Campbell, Pa. = Hickey Newton, Minn Tinkham
Cannon Hill Olgg Towner
Chalmers Himes Osgborne Treadwa
Chandler, N. X, Hech Parker, N.J Underh
Chandler, Okla. Houghton Parker, N. Y. Vaile
Chindblom - Hukriede Patterson, Mo, Vare
Christopherson ull Patterson, N. J.  Vestal
Clague Huasted Perkins Volstead
Clarke, N. Y, [reland Peters Walsh
Codd Jefleris, Nebr, Po Walters
Cole, Iowa d ohnson, 8, Dak. Prin; Watson
Cole, Ohio Purnell Webster
Connell Kearns Radcliffe Wheeler
lin Kelley, Mich Ra White, Kans
Crago dall Ransley Williams
Crowther Ketcham Reber Williamson
Kinkald Reed, N. Y, Winslow
Dallinger Kirkpatrick Reed, W, Va. Wood. Ind.
Darrow Kleczka ts Weoedyard
Denison Kline, N Riddick Wurzbach
Dickinson Kline, Pa. ch Wryant
Edmonds Krans Robertson Zihiman
Elliott Krelder Robsion
Eillis Larson, Minn, Rodenberg
Evans Tawrence Ogers
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—2,
Clark, Fla. Reavis
NOT VOTING—112
Ansorge Burdick Cramton Faust
Bacharach B Dale - Fess
Beedy Cantrill Davis, Minn, Fields
Begg Carter mMpsey Floed
Blakeney Clasgson n Focht
Bonid Cockral Drewry Foster
Brand Colton Dunn
Britten Cﬂmllr 'I.We:. Dyer French
Brooks, Pa. ?e Echols Fulmer
Brown, Tenn Cople, Elston Gahn
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Garner Knutson Nolan Smith, Tdaho Mill h i -
Gilbert Langley n Snell Mon?ll::lllu i ﬂmgr gh!.:::?t? {:J‘L?é:‘gﬁ}
(,oldshorough Lee, Ga. Snyder Alontoya Ransley Smith, Mich Yalle
Gould Lee, N. Y. Park, Ga. Stiness Moore, 111, Reber Spenks Vare
Griest McArthur Pérlman Strong, Pa. Moore, Ohio Reece Sproul Vestal
Grifiin McKenzie Petersen Sullivan organ Reed, N. Y. Stafford Volstead
Haugen Magee Rainey, Ala. Taylor, Colo. Nelsom, A. P, Reéd, W. Va. Steenerson Walsh
Hays Mann Rainey, IIL Ten Eyek orton Ricketts Stephens Watson
Herrick Mansfield Rhodes Thomas Newton, Minn. Riddick Strong, Kans, Webster
Ticks Mead Riordan 'l‘ﬂnon Ipp Roach Snmme'rs, Wash, Wheeler
I‘umEhm_ys Mills Rosenbloom Osborne Robertson Sweet " White, Kans,
Hutehinson Monta Rossdale Wal:d, N. %. Parker, N. J. Robsion Swing Williams
Jones, Pa. Moore, Va. Schall Ward, N. Parker, N. Y, Rodenberg Taylor, N. J Williamson
Kahn Moores, Ind. Sears Wason Patterson, Mo. Rogers "I‘axlor' Tenn Winslow
Kircss Morin Shreve ‘White, Me. Patterson, N. J. ose Te ph; i Wi Ind.
I(inﬁ1 Mott Siegel Woods, Va. Perkins Sanders, Ind Thompson Woodruft
Kitchin Mudd Sinclair Yates Peters nders . Timberlake Woodyard
Enight Murphy Slemp Young go;ter gcott, Aich: Tincher Wurzbach
So the motion to recommit was rejected. Pﬁrl::sé?f foks Tonn e bt b7
The Clerk announced the following pairs: a0 was_ll_bl‘;?" pasc
On this vote: Almon Driver Lanh;un Raker
Mr. Krrcman (for) with Mr. BacHaRAacH (against). Aswell Dunbar Lankford Rankin
Mr. RarNey of Illinois (for) with Mr. SieeEn (against). Ssad e T biGn; Raybum
Mr. StLuvax (for) with M. Morr (against), Beex avrot Lakaro Ryan
Mr. Norax (for) with Mr. Mirrs (against). Bell Fisher Linthicum Sabath
AlIr. GRIFFIN (for) with Mr. Davis of Minnesota (against). | Black o e gan Ranaery, ez,
Mr. Rosspare (for) with Mr. BUrbIcK (against), Blanton Garrett, Tex. {‘.2"‘412? ﬁ?’ﬁgn
Mr, Tex Evex (for) with Mr. Macee (against). Bowling : Y Lyon Smithwick
Mr. Meap (for) with Mr. SxErr (against). A D S sy Seagai
Mr. Rrompan (for) with Mr. Foster (against). Brlggon e S e St
Mr. GorpssoroveH (for) with Mr. KN1eHT (against). Buchanan McLaughlin, Pa. Stoll
Mr. OARTER (for) with Mr. BRooxs of Pennsylvania (against). | Bulwinkle e s AlcSw Sumners, Tex.
Mr, G‘ARNEB (for) with Mr. StroNe of Pennsylvania (against). | Byrnes, 8. C. Jacoway Mar?ll:y E}";gue
Mr. Coxxarcy of Texas (for) with Mr. SHREvE (against) Byrnss’].'enn. James Michaelson Tillman
My, Huapareys (for) with Mr, Gmest (against). Sacsw ORI 438 Nelson, T, AL Tyson
Mr. BRAND (for) with Mr. LEg of New York (against). Coften™ Johnson; Alss.  OBeen " - Yiason
Mr. LEE of Georgia (for) with Mr. KaHN (against). Collins Jones, Tex. 0'Connor Volgt
Mr, MaNsFIELD (for) with Mr. HuTcHINSON (against). :‘*{;‘;3:‘ Ll T W e s L
Mr. DoverToN (for) with Mr. EcHoLs (against). Cron” H. - Kmteham Overntroct Wingo.
Mr. Froon (for) with Mr. FRENCH (against). Cullen Kincheloe Padgett Wise
Mr. MONTAGUE (for) with Mr. SyrTe of Idaho (against). i M ey WENSRE
Mr. Drewry (for) with Mr. Boxp (against). Dominiek Kunz Po:f
Mr. Crark of Florida (for) with Mr. LANGLEY (against), Drane Lampert Quin
Mr. Woops of Virginia (for) with Mr. KxursoN (against). ANSWERED “PRESENT "—2.
Mr. CantrIny (for) with Mr. Fess (against). Clark, Fla. Reavis
Mr, WARD of North Carolina (for) with Mr. FocHr (against). NOT VOTING—112.
Mr. Mooxe of Virginia (for) with Mr. SxypEr (against). Ansorge Elston Knuison Rosenbloom
Mr. F1erps (for) with Mr. MCARTHUE (against). e et paeley omale
Mr, Cockrax (for) with Mr. StEme (against). " Begg Fields Lee, N. Y. sghaﬁr
Mr. Fursmer (for) with Mr. BLAKENEY (against). Blakeney Flood MeArthur Sears
Until further notice : B st e i
Mr. Bega with Mr. Taxror of Colorado, Britten Freeman -“gﬁ‘;f glenﬁfslm
Mr. VoLK with Mr. PARE of Georgia. Brooks, Pa. French AMansfield 5 emg
Mr. DUNN with Mr. SEARS. e A Mina Che
Mr, SINcrair with Mr. THOMAS. Burtness Garner Montagne Snyder
Mr, Kiess with Mr. GILBERT. Cantrill Qi]bert AMoore, Va. Stiness
Mr. Favst with Mr. HARRISON. Cm“n : 3255‘"’“’“‘“ Mggirrels‘ ina :;‘i‘ﬂ“’h
Mr. REopES with Mr. RamNney of Alabama. Colton Griest Mott Tay inr. Colo.
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. Coamaly o L0 Mudd Ten Eyck
The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill. | Goofer O Lol i i i
AMr, COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, on that I ask for the yeas and | Cramton Hicks Ogden Volk
nays. B:]el = ;In mil‘aregs Tai Walters
The yeas and nays were ordered. oo B TE)[;es. Pa E’:f-lﬁxg: ggf‘g’i\ &
The question was taken; and there were—yeas 200, nays 117, | Donghton {ahn Petersen Wason
answered “ present " 2, not voting 112, as follows: Ef&“'n“ Ees; ﬁ:ﬁ:}:' i?f' }gﬂ:ﬁ; \‘[e&
YEAS— 200, Dyer Kitehin Rhodes Yates '
L a PRI Kelly, Pa Echols Knight Riordan Young
mmnm E%s}!ke‘ N Y. E?mm Egn ill:ll gro the bill was passed.
, Mass. Clonse Glynn inka The following additional pairs were announced :
Andrews, Nebr.  Codd Ki t
Anthomy: T Cole, Towa P e ot Mr. BLAResEY (for) with Mr, Frimer (against).
JA\ppIiby go:e, (ﬁmg :}mhu}, Pa E Jlne. ; Y. gg EACHE?% (for) “(ig Mr. Krrcaix (against).
rentz onne ireen, Iowa ne, Pa. . DAvis o nnesofa r) with Mr. GRIFFIN (against)
3 3 K {
gam i E%g:: Mass. xoe, Mr, S§ELn (for) with Mr. Meap (against).
Benham Crowther Hadley Kreider Mr. Broogs of Pennsylvania (for) with Mr. CARTER (against),
gjixr‘lier %g{gjger H:ni , Colo %ﬁgom:ycé!mn. Mr, Griest (for) with Mr. HUMPHREYS (against). !
Bland, Ind.  poreiodd e Tea, Calif. Mr. McArTaHUR (for) with Mr, FiErps (against).
gg;egm Bf:gls:;:m anfg I‘ehg:gwa Mr. HurcHINsSoN (for) with Mr. MAXSFIELD (against).
we awley Mr. Laxerey (for) with Mr. Crark of Florida (against)
Dowell - : B e
‘ﬁ‘.ﬁ‘éﬁ:‘iu. Hdmonds “‘i’ﬁg i‘ifﬁge"g‘” Mr. Focur (for) with Mr. Warp of North Carolina (against),
Browne, Wis. Elliott Hill Longworth Mr. Siecer, (for) with Mr, Raixey of Illinois (against),
gmggghs Ilgﬁl'lslis gotglﬁs {‘Eﬁe Mr. Magee (for) with Mr, TEx Evce (against).
Butler Fairfield Henghtoi McFadden Mr. Burpicx (for) with Mr. RosspAre (against).
Cable Fenn Hukriede MeLaughlin, Mich, Mr. Morr (for) with Mr. Surtivax (against).
s:ﬁgggllll i;:lms. %:ilsh Lot Eg;it ed ﬁg%nughlln. Nebr. Mr. Foster (for) with Mr. Riorpax (against).
o Fondtes Tre mccwzego”? Mr. Mizzs (for) with Mr. Norax (against).
::'g:lnsjers P lli;rrz;e:r .}gmg. NSEhfm % ﬁltad Mri. KxteaT (for) with Mr. GornseoroucH (against).
e n apes Mr. SErevE (for) with Mr. CoxNALLy of Texas (against).
e 0““' f‘g‘l’g‘:“‘“m FAREROn: Wash. ﬁﬁgﬂ Mr, Kaaxs (for) with Mr. LEE of Georgia (against).
Christopherson  Funk Kelley, Mich. Miller Mr. StroxG of Pennsylvania (fou} with Mr. GARNER (against)y
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Mr.-Lre of New York (for) with Mr. Beaxp (against).

Mr, Sxyper (for) with Mr. Moore of Virginia (against),

Mr. Fess (for) with Mr. CaxTRILL (against).

Mr. Sarre of Idaho (for) with Mr. MoxTAGUE (against).

Mr. Kxvtsox (for) with Mr. Woobns of Virginia (against).

Mr. Boxp (for) with Mr. DREwRY (against).

Mr. Ecaors (for) with Mr. DoucHTON (against).

Mr. FrRExcH (for) with Mr. Froop (against). -

General pairs:

Mr. Faust with Mr. RUCKER.

Mr., RHODES With Mr. Rarxey of Alabama,

Mr. Kiess with Mr, GILBERT.

Mr. Bece with Mr. Tayror of Colorado.

Mr. Vork with Mr. PArRk of Georgia.

Mr. Sixcram with Mr, THOMAS.

Mr. Doas with Mr. Seams.

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

(On motion of Mr. Foro~NEY, a motion to reconsider the vote
whereby the bill was passed wak laid on the table.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to revise and extend my remarks on this bill

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

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Mississippi. AMr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend remarks I made on the 21st of this
month.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend mry remarks by printing a copy of an address
made by me before the chamber of commerce in the city of
Clarksburg, Va., on Monday, the 17th, on the subject of un-
employment,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request as stated?

There was no objection.

By unanimous consent leave to extend remarks on the bill
just passed was granted to Mr. Brack and to Mr. PArgEr of
New Jersey.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bill of the
following title:

8. 71. An act for the consolidation of the offices of register
and receiver in district land offices in certain cases, and for
other purposes. P

SENATE BILL EEFERRED.

Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following title
was taken from the Speaker’'s table and referred to its appro-
priate committee, as indicated below:

&, 2588, An act extending the time for the construction of a
bridge by the Chiecago, Milwaunkee & St. Paul Railway Co. across
the Missouri River at Chamberlain, 8. Dak.; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. ?

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as
fecllows:
To Mr. Riorpax, indefinitely, on account of illness.
To Mr. Beaxp, at the request of Mr, Crisp, indefinitely, on
account of serions illness.
ADJOURNMENT.

AMr. FORDNEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 58
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday,

October 23, 1921, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Uuder clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

245. A letter from the Assistant Secretary of Labor, trans-
mitting a statement of typewriters, adding machines, and other
labor-saving devices exchanged in part payment for mew ma-
chines during the fiscal yvear ended June 30, 1921; to the Com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Department of Labor.

246, A letter from the secretary of Hawaii, transmitting copy
of the journal of the House of Representatives of the Legisla-
ture of the Territory of Hawaii, regular session of 1921; to the
Committee on the Territories.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII:

Mr. SUTHERLAND, from the Committee on the Publie
Lands, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 7948) to provide
for agricultural entries on coal lands in Alaska, reported the
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 432),
which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions were
severally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the Committee of the Whole House, as follows:

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on Claims, to whick was
referred the bill (8. 2153) authorizing the owners of the steam-
ship Teras to bring suit against the United States of America,
reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. 433), which said bill and report were referred to the
Private Calendar. :

Mr. BOX. from the Committee on Claims, to which was re
ferred the bill (H. R. 7928) for the relief of the Canadiap
Pacific Railway Co., reported the same without amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 434), which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. BULWINKLE, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (H. R. 8173) for the relief of Mrs. E. H.
Jackson, reported the same without amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 435), which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GLYNN, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill (H. R. 8216) for the relief of the widow of
Chang Tsu Tsao, of Hankow, China, reported the same with an
amendment, accompanied by & report (No. 436), which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Clalendar.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. RAKER: A bill (H. R. 8815) to authorize certain
homestead settlers or entrymen on United States reclamation
projects who entered the military or naval service of the United
States during the war with Germany to make final proof of their
entries ; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. LINTHICUM: A bill (H. R. 8816) authorizing and
directing the Secretary of War to grant the use of Fort Mec-
Henry Military Reservation in the State of Maryland to the
mayor and city council of Baltimore, a municipal corporation
of the State of Maryland, subject to certain provisions in con-
nection therewith; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. UPSHAW: A bill (H. R. 8817) to extend existing
pension benefits to Confederate soldiers, sailors, and marines,
and to the widows of Confederate soldiers, sailors, and ma-
rines during the remainder of their lives, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MORIN: A bill (H. R, 8818) granting the consent of
Congress to the city of Pittsburgh, a municipal corporation of
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, to construect, maintain,
and operate a bridge across the Monongahela River it or near
its junction with the Allegheny River, in the city of Pittsburgh,
in the county of Allegheny, in the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
meree.

By Mr. HILL: A bill (H. R, 8819) to preserve in perpetuity
Forts McHenry and €arroll, located in Baltimore, Md.: to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. PARRISH: A bill (H. R. 8820) to amend the laws
relating to the Postal Savings System; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads. ”

By Mr. ROUSE (by request) : A bill (H. R. 8821) to incor-
porate the National Society of the Colonial Daughters of
America ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HULL: A bill (H. R. 8822) to create a board of ad-
justment, which shall constitute a wage board and board of
appeals for employees of navy yards and arsenals, and to define
its powers and duties ; to the Committee on Labor.

By Mr. RODENBERG: Resolution (H. Res. 211) for the
appointment of a special assistant expert compiler for the Com-
mittee on Appropriations; to the Committee on Accounts.
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BECK: A bill (H. R. 8823) granting a pension to
La Verne Allen Brown; to the Committee on Pensions. 1

By Mr. BROOKS of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R, 8824)
granting an increase of pension to Matilda Devenney; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. CROWTHER: A bill (H. R. 8825) granfing a pension
to Margaret Clune; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8826) for the relief of Ada P. Sack; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. DUNBAR: A bill (H. R. 8827) granting a pension to
Cora Harbaugh; to the'Committee on Pensions. -

‘Also, a bill (H R. 8828) granting an increase of pension to
Scott Farmer; to.the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8829) granting an increase of pension to
Sophia Salyards; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FAIRCHILD: A bill (H. R. 8830) ting an in-
crease of pension to Sherwood H. Williams; to the Committee
on Pensions,

By Mr. PETERS: A bill (H. R. 8881) granting a pension to
Thomas C. Jones; to the Commiffee on Pensions.

By Mr. RAKER: A bill (H. R. 8832) to proude for the ex-
change of certain lands of the United States in the Tahoe Na-
tional Forest, Calif,, for lands owned by William Kent; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. RICKETTS : A bill (H. R. 8833) granting an increase
of pension to Julia Cannon; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: A bill (H. R. 8834) for the relief
of James J. MeAllister ; to the Committee on Indian Affairs,

By Mr. SMITHWICK : A bill (H. R. 8835) granting a pension
to Jerome B. Butler; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. TINKHAM: A bill (H. R. 8836) for the relief of
George Kluger; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R. 8837) granting a pension to
Emmn Hewitt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R. 8838) granting an increase
of pension to Barah E, Colelasure; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8839) an increase of pension to
Mary Barnwell ; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC,

Under clause 1 of Rule XXIT, petitions and papers were laid
o the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:
2813. By the SPHAKER (by request):
board of directors of the American Society of Civil Engineers,
urging that an adequate sum of money be appropriated, to be
expended under the direction of the Secretary of Agriculture,
for research and experimenfal work; to the Committee on

Agriculture.

2814. By Mr. BARBOUR: Petition of residents of Shafter,
Culif,, protesting against the passage of House bill 4388, the
Sunday observance bill; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

2815. By Mr. DALLINGER : Resolution of the Boston Asso-
ciation of Retail Druggists, protesting against a further increase
in the tax on nonbeverage alcohol; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

2816. By Mr. DRANE : Resolutions from Tampa (Fla.) Board
of Trade, relative to barge line operated by the United States
Government on the Mississippi River; to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors.

2817. By Mr. FENN: Resolution of the Men's Sunday Club
of the South Congregational Church of New Britain, Conn,, in
favor of real disarmament; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

2818, By Mr. GALLIVAN : Telegrams from Paul F. Folsom,
president of the Hawley Folsom Co., of Boston, Mass., and 10
others, favoring passage of Senate bill 1318; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2819. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of Thomas & Co., shoe manu-
facturers, of Brooklyn, N. Y.; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

2820. Also, petition of the Metal Trades Council, navy yard,
New York City; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

25821, By Mr. MONDELL: Petition of the First Methodist
Chureh of Douglas, Wyo., indorsing the propesed constitutional
amendment to prohibit sectarian appropriations (H. J. Res.
1590) and urging its passage; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

Resolution of the.

2822, By Mr. RAKER: Petition of Smith, Emery & Oo., of
San Francisco, Calif., urging the retention of the dye embar-vu
in the tariff bill ; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

2823. Also, petluon of the Industrial Accident Commmnission of
the State of California, San Franecisco, Calif., urging appro-
priation for the continuance of the publication of the Monthly
Labor Review issued by the United States Bureau of Labor
Statistics; to the Joint Committee on Printing.

2824, Also petition of the Philadelphia Bou:cse. of Philadel-
phia, Pa., urging amendment to the transportation act of 1920,
and for other railway legislation; te the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

2825. By Mr. SWING : Petition of sundry citizens of River-
side, Calif,, protesting against a compulsory Sunday observance
law ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

2826 By Mr. TAGUE: Petition of the Hamilton Club, of Los
Angeles, Calif.,, and Massachusetts members of the American
Association for the Recognition of the Irish Republie, pretest-
ing against refunding of obligations of foreign Governments: to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

SENATE.
Tuespay, October 25, 1921.
( Legislative day of Thursday, October 20, 1921.)

The Senate reassembled at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration
of the recess.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quoram.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the rell

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

Ashurst Frelinghuysen l(cKelInr Ransdell
ggg}l& Ggg Mcl’;en.uey Shen d
egee Sheppar,
Broussard Goodi McNary Shortridge
Bursum H - Meoses Simmons
Capper Harreld Nelson Smoot
Caraway Harris New gwu
Crow Harrison N ey .
Culberson Heflin Nicholson Stuqhﬁn
Cummins Hitcheock Norbeck Sutherland
Curtis Johnson Norris Swanson
Dial Jones, N. Mex. Oddie
Dilling] Ke! Overman Trammell
du Pont Kendrick Page Wadsworth
Keyes Penrose atson, Ga
Ernst La Follette Phipps Watson, Ind
Fernald Lenroot Pittman Hiams
Fletcher %ﬁ Poindexter
France rmick Pomerene
Mr. DIAL. I desire to annommce that my colleague [Mr.

SaarH] is detained on account of illness,
nouncement stand for the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-five Senaters having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over-
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed a
bill (H. R. 8762) to create a commission authorized under cer-
tain conditions to refund or convert obligations of foreign
Governments owing te the United States of America, and for
glg;eati purposes, in which it requested the concurrence of the

e.

I will let this an-

EXNROLLED BILL SIGNED.

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had signed the enrolled bill (8. T1) for the eensolidation of the
offices of register and receiver in district land offices in eertain
cases, and for other purposes, and it was thereupon signed by
the Viee President.

PETITIONS AXD AEMOEIALS,

Mr. PAGE presented a petition of sundry citizens of East
Calais, Plainfield, and Montpelier, all in the State of Vermont,
praying for the limitation of armaments, the payment of the
foreign debt, and a reduction of gevernmental expenditures, so
as to decrease taxatiom, which was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

Mr. McLEAN presenied a resolution adopted at a regular
meeting of the Men’s Sunday Club of the South Congregational
Church of New Britain, Conn., favoring a real program of dis-
armament, particularly a drastic reduction of naval and mili-
tary expenses, 0 a8 to decrease taxation, which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.
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