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Mr. SMOOT. There are three hours.

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes. There is an amendment that I must
offer fixing the exemptions, and there is a proposition that the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIpsTEAD] desires to present, to
reconsider a very important vote; and that is going to take some
time. If we are going to recess now the Senator must change
that hour to a later time than 2 o’clock, because otherwise we
shall not have time to ccmslder those amendments, and they
must be considered.

Mr. MOSES. Why recess now? Why not go on with these
things?

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, T make the point of order that
it is not in order to debate a unanimous-consent request, and
I demand the regular order.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The point of order is well
. taken, and it is the duty of the Chair to order the roll to be
called.

Mr. SIMMONS. If the Senator will fix it at 8 or 4 o'clock
I shall be satisfied. That will give us time.

Mr, ROBINSON. Mr, President, I suggest to the Chair that
there is no ocecasion for ealling the roll if it is apparent that
an objection is going fo be made.

Mr. SMOOT., If the hour is fixed at 8 o'clock, will that
be satisfactory to everyone?

Mr, HARRISON. I am going to object if it is 3 o'clock.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator is satisfied with 2 o'clock?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, if I can be assured that I
shall have an opportunity in the morning to present the amend-
ment with reference to the exemptions and that the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. SHrpsTeap] will have an opportonity to
present his motion to reconsider the vote that was taken this
evening upon the tax-exempt securities, them I am perfectly
willing to enter into this agreement, but I want that assurance.

Mr. SMOOT. It has been supggested that we meet at 10
o'clock in the morning.

Mr. SIMMONS. Make it 10 o’clock then.

Mr. SMOOT. 1Is there any objection to making the hour of
meeting 10 o’clock in the morning?

Mr. ROBINSON. Not a bit.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes, Mr. President; there is objection to 10
o'clock.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, I see no reason
why we should take a recess now if we can go on for an hour
or two or three hours.

Mr. ROBINSON. I will state to the Senator from New
Mexico that it will be impossible to keep a full attendance
here. The Senate can, of course, continue in session by a
majority vote, but I have investigated the matter, and a num-
ber of Senators are going to leave, and it will be a practical
impossibility to maintain a full attendance.

Alr, MOSES. They can be reached by the Sergeant at Arms.

Mr. ROBINSON, If the Senate wants to proceed, we can
proceed indefinitely with that understanding; but I will not be
responsible for the vote.

Mr. SMOOT. I think we would like to get rid of the bill
to-morrow, and we can finish it to-morrow between 11 and 2.
I ask that the roll be called, Mr. President.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will eall the
roll. -

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

Adams Fletcher McKinley Ehields
Ashurst Frazier McLean Shipstead
Bayard George MeN Slmmons
Bruudegee Glass Mayfield Smith
Brookhart I‘&ale - }q!aslt? Smoot
Broussard arre ee Spene
Bursum Harris Norbeck Stanficid
Cameron Harrison Norris Stephens
Capper Heflin Oddie Sterling
Caraway Johnson, Minn.  Overman Swanson
Copeland Jones, N. Mex, Pepper Trammell
Cummins Jones, W Pittman Wadsworth
Curtis Kendrick Ralston Walsh, Mags,
Dale Keyes Ransdell Walsh, Mont.
Dial 5 Reed, Mo, Warren
Edge Lad Reed, Pa. Watson
Ferrig Lodge Robinson Weller
Pess McKellar 8h Willis

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-two Senators hav-
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present. The Sec-
retary will state the propesed unanimous-consent agreement.

The reading clerk read as follows:

It is agreed by unaininrous consent that the Senate take a recess
until 11 o'clock a. m. to-morrow, and not later than 2 o'clock to-morrow
shall proceed without further debate to vote upon the bill (H. R.
6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, te provide revenue, and for
other purposes, apd all pending amendments thereto.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The
Chair hears no objection, and the unanimous-consent agreement
is entered into.

In pursuance of the unanimous-consent agreement, the Senate
(at 6 o'clock and 45 minutes p. m.) took a recess until to-mor-
row, Saturday, May 10, 1924, at 11 o’clock a. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Froax, May 9, 192}

The House met at 12 o’clock noon, and was called to order
by the Speaker.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shern Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

We look up unto Thee, O God, our Father in heaven, out
of our failures and wants, with a desire to know Thee better
and to learn more of the infinite heights and depths of Thy
wisdom. O gratify those desires which mark us most divine.
Life has many hard lessons to learn, but impress us that they
are good lessons to him who has wisdom enough to learn. Be
our shield when temptation is nigh; be our support when afflic-
tion is heavy; be our guide when the way is difficult and un-
certain, and give us the spirit that accepts Thee when in kind-
ness or rebuke, when in sternness and in blessing. Stoop to our
Rt:ds, O God, and be the guest of each and the Saviour of all

en.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

RO QUORUM—CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that
there is no quorum present.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arkansas makes the
point of order that there is no quorum present. Apparently
there is no quorum present.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, T move a call
of the House.

A call of the House was ordered,

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the
Sergeant at Arms will bring in the absentees, and the Clerk will
call the roll

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failwd
to answer to their names:

Anderson Geran Madden Bears, Fla.
Andrew Gilbert Martin Stalker
Bacharach Graham, Pa. Michaelson Stengle
Byrnes, S, C. Greene, Mass, Miller, I1L. Btrong, Pa.
Byrns, Tenn, Howard, Okla. Montague Bullivan
Canfield Huddleston Morin Bn eet
Clark, Fla. Hull, Tenn. Morris
Cannolly, Pa. Hull, William E, Mudd Tay!or, Colo,
Cooper, Ohlo Jacobstein O'Brien Tinkham
Corning Jeffers Park, Ga Tydings
Crowther Johnson, Ky, Peavey Vare
Lurr)‘ Kahn Phillips Ward, N. X.
Deal Kurtz Raus!e.‘% Ward, N. C.
Dem)l'm Langley Reed, W. Va. Wason

ick Larson, Minn, Reid, I1L Welsh
Dewell Lehlbach Rogers, N. H. Williams, Tex.
Drane Lll Rosen m Williams, T11,
Edmonds MeDufie House Winslow
Evans, Mont. MeFad Sanders, N. Y. Winter
Fish McLeod Scott Wurzbach
Funk McNulty Bears, Nebr Zihiman

The SPEAKER. Three hundred and forty-eight Membera
have answered to their names—a quorum.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with
further proceedings under the call

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will open the doors.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its chief clerk,
announced that the Senate had insisted upon its amendments
to the bill (H. R 8233) making appropriations for the Ex-
ecutive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, and offices for the fiseal year ending
June 20, 1925, and for other purposes, disagreed to by the
House of Representatives, had agreed to the conference asked
by the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon and had appeointed Mr. WarreN, Mr. Joxes of Wash-
ington, and Mr. OvirMAN as the conferces on the part of the
Senate.

APPOINTMENT OF A CONFEREE

Alr. WOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that

the name of Mr. S8ummEers of Washington be substituted for
that of Mr. Wasox as a conferee on the independent offices
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appropriation bill, Mr, Wasox being unable to serve on account
of illness.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana asks unani-
mous consent that the name of the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. Susmmers] be substituted in place of Mr. Wasoxy as a
conferee on the independent offices appropriation bill, on ac-
count of the illness of Mr. Wason. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

IMMIGRATION

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I call up the
conference report on the bill H. R. 7995, the immigration bill.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H, R. 7995) to limit the immigration of aliens into the
United States, and for other purposes.

Mr., JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the statement accompanying the conference
report be read in lien of the report.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington asks
unanimous consent that the statement be read in lieu of the
report. Is there objection?

Mr. RAKER and Mr, WATKINS rose.

Mr. SABATH. Mr, Speaker, I reserve the right to object. I
desire to know from the gentleman from Washington if he does
not believe that the entire report should be read, in view of there
being so many provisions in the report?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I do not think anything
could be gained from that. The report is here, and the text is
printed also in the Recorp, where it can be read by the Mem-
bers. It would be very hard fo follow the reading of it from
the desk.

Mr. SABATH. If unanimous consent is given that the state-
ment be read in lieu of the report, would it be necessary, Mr.
Speaker, for me to reserve a point of_order on the conference
report now, or later?

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the gentleman should
make the point of order now.

Mr. SABATH. Then, Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order
against the report.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois makes a point
of order against the report. Is there objection to the request
that the statement be read instead of the report? [After a
pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, should the gentleman from Illi-
nois state his point of order at this time?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has made his point of order,
and the Chair will consider the point of order in detail after
the statement is read.

Myr. JOHNSON of Washington. Did the gentleman from Illi-
noig state his point of order?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman from Illinois
will state it after the statement is read.

The SPEAKER. The Chair suggests it would be better to
bhave the statement read first,

The conference report and statement are as follows:
CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on theé disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R
T7995) to limit the immigration of aliens into the United States,
and for other purposes, having met, after full and free confer-
ence, have agreed to recommend und do recommend to their
respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate, and agree to the same with an amend-
ment as follows: In lieu of the matter proposed by the Senate
amendment insert the following:

“ That this act may be cited as the ‘immigration act of 1924’

“ IMMIGRATION VISAS

“8ec. 2. (a) A consular officer upon the application of any
immigrant (as defined in section 3) may (under the conditions
hereinafter prescribed and subject to the limitations prescribed
in this act or regulations made thereunder as to the number
of immigration visas which may be issued by such officer) issue
to such immigrant an Immigration visa which shall consist of
one copy of the application provided for in section T, visaed by
such consular officer. Such visa shall specify (1) the nation-
ality of the immigrant; (2) whether he is a quota immigrant
(as defined ‘in section 5) or a nonquota immigrant (as defined
in section 4); (3) the date on which the wvalidity of the im-
migration visa shall expire; and (4) such additional informa-
tion necessury to the proper enforcement of the immigration

laws and the naturalization laws as may be by regulations
prescribed.

*(b) The immigrant shall furnish two copies of his photo-
graph to the consular officer. One copy shall be permanently
attached by the consular officer to the immigration visa and
the other copy shall be disposed of as may be by regulations
prescribed,

“(¢) The validity of an immigration visa shall expire at the
end of such period, specified in the immigration visa, not ex-
ceeding four months, as shall be by regnlations prescribed. In
the case of an immigrant arriving in the United States by
water, or arriving by water in foreign contignous territory on
a continuous voyage to the United States, if the vessel, before
the expiration of the validity of his immigration visa, de-
parted from the last port ountside the United States and outside

foreign contingnous territory at which the immigrant embarked, -

and if the immigrant proceeds on a continuous voyage to the
United States, then, regardless of the time of his arrival in the
United States, the validity of his immigration visa shall not be
considered to have expired.

“(d) If an immigrant is required by any law, or regulations’

or orders made pursuant to law, to secure the visa of his pass-
port by a consular officer before being permitted to enter the
United States, such immigrant shall not be required to secure
any other visa of his passport than the immigration visa issued
under this act, but a record of the number and date of his
immigration visa shall be noted on his passport without charge
therefor. This subdivision shall not apply to an immigrant
who is relieved, under subdivision (b) of section 13, from
obtaining an immigration visa.

“(e) The manifest or list of passengers required by the immi-
gration laws shall eontain a place for entering thereon the
date, place of issuance, and number of the immigration visa of
each immigrant. The immigrant shall surrender his immigra-
tion visa fo the immigration officer at the port of inspection,
who shall at the time of inspection indorse on the immigration
visa the date, the port of entry, and the name of the vessel, if
any, on which the immigrant arrived. The immigration visu
shall be transmitted forthwith by the immigration officer in
charge at the port of inmspection to the Department of Labor
under regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Labor.

“(f) No immigration visa shall be issued to an immigrant if
it appears to the consular officer, from statements in the appli-
cation or in the papers submitted therewith, that the immigrant
is inadmissible to the United States under the immigration
laws, nor shall such Immigration visa be issued if the applica-
tion fails to comply with the provisions of this act, nor shall
such immigration visa be issued if the consular officer knows
or has reason to believe that the immigrant is inadmissible to
the United States under the immigration laws.

“(g) Nothing in this act shall be construed to entitle an
immigrant to whom an immigration visa has been issued to
enter the United States if upon arrival in the United States
he is found to be inadmissible to the United States under the
immigration laws, The substance of this subdivision shall be
printed conspicuously upon every immigration visa.

“(h) A fee of $0 shall be charged for the issuance of each
immigration visa, which shall be covered into the Treasury as
miscellaneous receipts, i

“DEFINITION OF ‘ IMMIGRANT'

“8ec. 3. When used in this act the term ‘ immigrant ' means
any alien departing from any place outside the United States
destined for the United States, except (1) a goverument official,
hig family, attendants, servants, and employees, (2) an alien
visiting the United States temporarily as a tourist or tempo-
rarily for business or pleasure, (3) an alien in eontinuous
transit through the United States, (4) an alien lawfully ad-
mitted to the United States who later goes in transit from one
part of the United States to another through foreign contiguous
territory, (5) a bona fide alien seaman serving as such on a
vessel arriving at a port of the United States and seeking to
enter temporarily the United States solely in fhe pursuit of his
calling as a seaman, and (6) an alien entitled to enter the
United States solely to carry on trade under and in pursnance
of the provisions of a present existing treaty of commerce and
navigation.

Y NOXQUOTA IMMIGRANTS

“8ec. 4. When used in this act the term ‘nonquota immi-
grant ' means—

“({a) An immigrant who is the unmarried child under 18
years of age, or the wife, of a citizen of the United States
who resides therein at the time of the filing of a petition under
section 9;
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" %(b) An immigrant previously lawfully admitted to the
United States, who is returning from a temporary visit abroad;

“(e¢) An immigrant who was born in the Dominion of Can-
ada, Newfoundland, the Republic of Mexico, the Republic of
Cuba, the Republic of Haiti, the Dominican Republic, the Canal
Zone, or an independent country of Central or South America,
and his wife, and his unmarried children under 18 years of age,
if accompanying or following to join him;

“(d) An immigrant who continuously for at least two years
immediately preceding the time of his application for admission
to the United States has been, and who seeks to enter the
United States solely for the purpose of, carrying on the voca-
tion of minister of any religious denomination, or professor
of a college, academy, seminary, or university; and his wife,
and his unmarried children under 18 years of age, if accom-
panying or following to join him; or

“(¢) An immigrant who is a bona fide student at least 15
years of age and who seeks to enter the United States solely
for the purpose of study at an accredited school, college, acuad-
emy, seminary, or university, particularly designated by him
and approved by the Secretary of Labor, which shall have
agreed to report to the Secretary of Labor the termination of
attendance of each immigrant student. and if any such insti-
tution of learning fails to make such reports promptly the
approval shall be withdrawn.

S QUOTA IMMIGRANTS

“ Sgpe. 5. When used in this act the term °quota immigrant’
means any immigrant who Is not a nonqueta immigrant. An
alien who is not particularly specified in this act as a non-
quota immigrant or a nonimmigrant shall not be admitted as a
nonquota immigrant or a nonimmigrant by reason of relation-
ship to any individual who is so specified or hy reason of being
excepted from the operation of any other law regulating or for-
bidding immigration.

“ PREFERENCES WITIHIN QUOTAS

“REe. 6. (2) In the issuance of Immigration visas fo quota
immigrants preference shall be given—

“(1) To a quota immigrant who Is the unmarried child under
21 years of age, the father, the mother, the hushand, or the
wife of a eitizen of the United States who ig 21 years of age
or over; and

“(2) To a quota immigrant who is skilled in agriculture,
and his wife, and his dependent children under the age of 16
years, if accompanying or following to join him. The prefer-
ence provided in this paragraph shall not apply to immigrants
of any nationality the annual quota for which is less thaun 300.

“(b) The preference provided in subdivision (a) shall not in
the case of quota immigrants of any nationality exceed 50 per
cent of the annual guota for such nationality. Nothing in this
section shall be construed to grant to the class of immigrants
specified in paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) a priority in
preference over the class specified in paragraph (2).

*{¢) The preference provided in this section shall. In the
case of quota Immigrants of any nationality, be given in the
calendar month in which the right to preference is established,
if the number of immigration visas which pay be issued in
such month to quota immigrants of such nationality has not
already been issued; otherwise in the next caléndar month.

TAPPLICATION FOR IMMIGRATION VISA

“R8ec. 7. (a) Every immigrant applyiug for an inunigration
visa shall make application therefor in duplicate in such form
as shall be by regulations prescribed.

“(b) In the application the immigrant shall state (1) the
immigrant's full and true name; age, sex, and race;: the date
and place of birth; places of residence for the five years imme-
diately preceding his application; whether married or single,
and the names and places of residence of wife or husband
and minor children, If any: calling or oeccupation; personal
description (including height, complexion, color of hair and
eves, and marks of identification) ; ability to speak, read, and
write; names and addresses of parents, and if neither parent
living, then the name and address of lis nearest relative in
the country from which he comes; port of entry into the
United States; final destination, if any, beyond the port of
entry; whether he has a ticket through to such final destina-
tion; whether going to join a relative or friend, and, if so,
what relative or friend and his name and complete address;
the purpose for which he is going to the United Stafes; the
length of time he intends to remain in the United States;
whether or not he intends to abide in the United States per-
manently; whether ever in prison or almshouse; whether he
or either of his parents has ever been in an institution or
hospital for the care and freatment of the insane; (2) if
he clnims to be a nonquota immigrant, the facts on which he

bases such claim; and (8) such additional information neces-
sary to the proper enforcement of the immigration laws and
the naturalization laws as may be by regulations prescribed,

“(e) The immigrant shall furnish, if available, to the con-
sular officer, with his application, two coples of his ‘dossier’
and prison record and military record. two certified copies of
his birth certificate, and two copies of all other available public
records concerning him kept by the Government to which he
owes allegiance, One copy of the documents so furnished shall
be permanently attached to each copy of the application and
become a part thereof. An immigrant having an unexpired
permit issued under the provisions of section 10 shall not be
subject to this subdivision. In the case of an application made
before July 1, 1924, if it appears to the satisfaction of the
consular officer that the immigrant has obtained a visa of his
passport before the enactment of this act, and is unable to
obtain the documents referred to in this subdivision withont
undue expense and delay, owing to absence from the country
from which such documents should be obtained, the consular
officer may relieve such immigrant from the requirements of
this subdivision,

“(d) In the application the immigrant shall also state (to
such extent as shall be by regulations prescribed) whether or
not he is a member of each class of individoals exeluded from
admission to the United States under the immigration laws,
and sueh classes shall be stated on the blank in such form as
shall be by regulations prescribed, and the immigrant shall
answer separately as to each class,

“(e) If the immigrant is nnable to state that he does not
come within any of the excluded classes, but claims to be for
any legal reason exempt from exclusion, he shall state fully in
the application the grounds for such alleged exemption.

*(f) Each copy of the application shall be signed by the
immigrant in the presence of the consular officer and verified
by the oath of the immigrant administered by the consular
officer. One copy of the application, when visaed by the con-
sular ofticer, shall become the immigration visa, and the other
copy shall be disposed of as may be by regulations prescribed.

“(g) In the case of an immigrant under 18 years of age the
application may be made and verified by such ‘individual as
shall be by regulutions preseribed.

“(h) A fee of 81 shall be charged for the furnishing and

“verification of each application, which shall include the furnish-

ing and verification of the duplicate, and shall be covered into
the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts, ]
" NONQUOTA IMMIGCRATION VISAS

“8rc. S, A consular officer may, subject to the limitations
provided in sections 2 and 9, issue an immigration viga to a non-
quota immigrant as such upon satisfactory proof, under regu-
lations prescribed under this aet, that the applicant is entitled
to be regarded as a nonguota immigrant.

SISKUANCE OF IMMIGRATION VISAS TO RELATIVES

“Rec. 9. (a) In case of any immigrant claiming in his appli-
cation for an lmmigration visa to be a nonquota immigrant by
reason of relationshiip under the provisions of subdivision (a)
of section 4, or to be entitled to preference by reason of rela-
tionship to a citizen of the United States under the provisions
of section G, the consular officer shall not issue such immigra-
tion visa or grant such preference until he has been authorized
ta do so as hereinafrer in this section provided.

“(b) Any citizen of the United States claiming that any im-
migrant is his relative, und that such immigrant is properly*
admissible to the TUnifed States as & nonquota immigrant
under the provisions of subdivision (a) of section 4 or is
entitled to preference as a relative under section 6, may file
with the Commissioner General a petition in such form as may
be by regulations prescribed, stating (1) the petitioner’s name
and address; (2) if a citizen by birth, the date and place
of his birth; (3) if a naturalized citizen, the date and place
of his admission to eitizenship and the number of his certifi-
cate, if any; (4) the name and address of his employer or the
address of his place of business or occupation If he is not an
employee; (5) the degree of the relationship of the immigrant
for whom such petition is made, and the names of all the
places where such immigrant has resided prior to and at the
time when the petition is filed; (6) that the petitioner is
able to and will support the immigrant if necessary to prevent
such immigrant from becoming a public charge; and (7) such
additional information necessary to the proper enforcement
of the immigration laws and the naturalization laws as may
be by regulations prescribed. -

“{e) The petition shall be made under oath administered
by any individual having power to administer oaths, if exe-
cuted in the Unifed States, but, if executed outside the United
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States, administered by a consular officer. The petition shall
be supported by any doeumentary evidence required by regu-
lations prescribed under this act. Application may be made
in the same petition for admission of more than one individual.

“(d) The petition shall be accompanied by the statements of
two or more responsible citizens of the United States, to whom
the petitioner has been personally known for at least one year,
that to the best of their knowledge and belief the statements
made in the petition are true and that the petitioner is a re-
spongible individual able to support the immigrant or im-
migrants for whose admission application is made. These
statements shall be attested in the same way as the petition.

“(e) If the Commissioner General finds the facts stated in
the petition to be true, and that the immigrant in respect of
whom the petition i8 made is entitled to be admitied to the
United States as 4 nonguota immigrant under subdivision (a)
of section 4 or Is entitled to preference as a relative under
section 6, he shall, with the approval of the Secretary of Labor,
inform the Secretary of State of his decision, and the Secretary
of State shall then authorize the consular officer with whom

the immigration visa or grant the preference.

“(f) Nothing in this section shall be construed to entitle
an immigrant, in respect of whom a petition under this seec-
tion is granted, to enter the United States as a nonquota
immigrant, if, upon arrival in the United States, he is found
not to be a nonquota immigrant.

“PERMIT TO REEXTER UNITED STWTES APTER TEMPORARY ABSENCE

“Sec. 10. (a) Any alien about to depart temporarily from
the United States may make application to the Commissioner
(General for a permit to reenter the United Stafes, stating the
length of his intended absence, and the reasons therefor. Such
application shall be made under oath, and shall be in such
form and contain such information as may be by regulations
preseribed, and shall be accompanied by two coples of the ap-
plicant's photograph.

“(b) If the Commissioner General finds that the.alien has
been legally admitted to the United States, and that the appli-
eation is made in good faith, he shall, with the approval of the
Secretary of Labor, issue the permit, specifying therein the length
of time, not exceeding one year, during whieh it shall be
valid. The permit shall be in sueh form as shall be by regu-
lations preseribed and shall have permanently attached thereto
the photograph of the alien to whom issued, together with such
otfer matter as may be deemed necessary for the complete
identification of the alien.

“(e) On good cause shown, the validity of the permit may
be extended for such period or periods, not exceeding six
months each, and under such conditions as shall be by regula-
tions prescribed.

“(d) For the issuance of the permit and for each extension
thereof there shall be paid a fee of $3, which shall be covered
into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.

“ (e) Upon the return of the alien to the United States the
permit shall be surrendered to the immigration officer at the
port of inspection.

“ (f) A permit issued under this seetion shall have no effect
under the immigration laws, except to show that the alien to
whom it is issued is returning from a temporary visit abroad;
but nothing in this section shall be construed as making such
permit the exclusive means of establishing that the alien is so

Teturning,
“ NUMERICAL LIMITATIONS

“8ge. 11. (a) The amnual guota of any nationality shall be
2 per cent of the number of foreign-born individuals of such
nationality resident in econtinental United States as deter-
mined by the United States census of 1890, but the minimum
quota of any nationality shall be 100.

“(b) The annual quota of any natiomality for the fiseal year
beginning July 1, 1927, and for each fiscal year thereafter,
shall be a number which bears the same ratio fo 150,000 as the
number of inhabitants in continenfal United States in 1920
having that national origin (ascertained as hereinafter pro-
vided in this seetion) bears to the number of inhabitants in
continental United States in 1920, but the minimum quota of
any nationality shall be 100.

“(c) For the purpose of subdivigion (b) national origin shall
be ascertained by determining as nearly as may be, in respect
of each geographical area which under section 12 is to be
treated as a separate ecouniry (except the geographical areas
_ specified in subdivision (c¢) of section 4), the number of in-

habitants in continental United States in 1920 whese origin by
hirth or ancestry is attributable to such geographical area.
Such determination shall not be made by tracing the ancestors

| tion and

or descendants of particular individuwals, but shall be based
upon statistics of Immigration and emigration, together with
rates of inerease of population as shown by successive de-,
cennial United States censuses, and such other data ag may be
found to be reliable,

_“(d) For the purpose of subdivisions (b) and (c) the term.
‘inhabitants in eontinental United States in 1920° does not
include (1) immigrants from the geographical areas specified
in subdivision (c) of section 4 or their deseendants, (2) aliens
ineligible to citizenship or their descendants, (3) the descend-
ants of slave immigrants, or: (4} the descendants of American
aborigines.

“(e) The determination provided for in subdivision (e) of
this section shall be made by the Seeretary of State, the Seere-
tary of Commerce, and the Secretary of Labor, jointly. In
making such determination such officials may ecall for informa-
assistanee from the Bureau of the Census.
Such officials shall jointly report to the President the quota of:
each nationality, determined as provided in subdivision (b),

2 | and the President shall proclaim and make known the quotas
the application for the immigration visa has been filed to issue |

so reported. Thereafter such quotas shall continue with the
same effect as if specifically stated herein and shall be final and
conclusive for every purpose except (1) in so far as it is made
to appear to the satisfaetion of such officials and proclaimed by
the President that an error of fact has occurred in such deter-

| mination or in such preclamation, or (2) in the case provided

for in subdivision (¢) of seetion 12. Such proclamation shall
be made on or before April 1, 1027. If the proclamation is not
made on or before such date, quotas proclaimed therein shall
not be in effect for any fiscal year beginning before the expira-
tion of 90 days after the date of the proclamation. If for any
reason quotas proclaimed under this subdivision are not in
effect for any fiscal year, quotas for such year shall be deter-
mined under subdivision (a) of this section,

“(f) There shall be issued to quota immigrants of any nation-
ality (1) no more immigration visas in any fiscal year than the
quota for such nationality, and (2) in any calendar month of
any fiseal year no more immigration visas than 10 per cent of
the quota for such nationality, except that if such quota is
less than 300 the number to be issued in any calendar month
shall be preseribed by the Commissioner General, with the
approval of the Secretary of Labor, but the total number to
be issued during the fiscal year shall not be in excess of the
quota for such nationality.

"(g) Nothing in this act shall prevent the issuance (with-
ont increasing the total number if immigration visas which
may be issued) of an immigration visa to an immigrant as a
quota immigrant even though he is a nonguota immigrant.

* NATTONALITY

“ Sec. 12, (a) For the purposes of this act nationality sghall
be determined by country of birth, treating as separate coun-
tries the colonies, dependencies, or self-governing dominions,
for which separate enumeration was made in the United
States censns of 1890; except that (1) the nationality of a child
nnder 21 years of age not born in the United States, accom-
panied by its alien parent not born in the United States, shall
be determined by the country of birth of such parent If such
parent is entitled to an immigration visa, and the nationality
of u child under 21 years of age not born in the United States,
accompanied by both alien parents not born in the United
States, shall be determined by the country of birth of the
father if the father is entitled to an immigration visa; and
(2) if a wife is of a different nationality from her alien hus-
band and the entire number of immigration visas which may
be issued to guota immigrants of her nationality for the calen-
dar month has already been issued, her nationality may be
determined by the country of birth of her husband if she is
accompanying him and he is entitled to an immigration visa,
unless the total number of immigration visas which may be
issued to quota immigrants of the nationality of the husband
for the ecalendar month has already been issued. An immi-
grant born in the United States who has lest his United States
citizenship shall be considered as having been born in- the
country of whieh he is a citizen or subject, or if he is not a
citizen or subjeet of any country, then in the country from
which he comes.

“(b) The Secretary of State, the Secretary of Commerce, and
the Secretary of Labor, jointly, shall, as soon as feasible
after the enactment of this act, prepare a statement showing
the number of individuals of the wvarious nationalities resi-
dent in continental United States as determined by the United
States census of 1800, which statement shall be the population
basis for the purposes of subdivision (a) of section 11. In the
case of a country recognized by the United States, but for
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which a separate enumeration was not made in the census of
1800, the number of individuals born in sueh country and
resident in continental United States in 1890, as estimated by
sucly officials jointly, shall be considered for the purposes of
subdivision (a) of section 11 as having been determined by the
United States census of 1890. In the case of a colony or de-
pendeney existing before 1800, but for which a separate enumer-
ation was not made in the census of 1890 and which was not
included in the enumeration for the country to which such
colony or dependency belonged, or in the ease of territory ad-
ministered under a protectorate,, the number of individuals
born in such colony, dependency, or territory, and resident in
continental United States in 1890, as estimated by such offi-
cinls jointly, sball be considered for the purposes of subdi-
vision (a) of section 11 as having been determined by the
United States census of 1800 to have been born in the country
to which such colony or dependency belonged or which admin-
isters such profectorate.

“(e) In case of changes in political boundaries in foreign
countries ocenrring subsequent to 1890 and resulting in the
ereation of new countries, the Governments of which are recog-
nized by the United States, or in the establishment of self-
governing dominions, or in the transfer of territory from one
country to another, such transfer being recognized by the
United States, or in the surrender by one counfry of territory,
the transfer of which to another country has not béen recog-
nized by the United States, or in the administration of terri-
tories under mandates, (1) such officials, jointly, shall esti-
mate the number of individuals resident in continental United
States in 1880 who were born within the area included in such
new countries or self-governing dominions or in suech territory
so transferred or surrendered or administered under a man-
date, and revise (for the purposeg of subdivision (a) of section
11) the population basis as to each country involved in such
chunge of political boundary, and (2) if such changes in po-
litical boundaries occur after the determination provided for in
subdivision (¢) of section 11 has been proclaimed, such officials,
Jointly, shall revise such determination, but only so far as
necessary to allot the quotas among the countries involved in
such change of political boundary. For the purpose of such
revision and for the purpose of determining the nationality of
an immigranf, (A) aliens born io the area included in any
such new country or self-governing dominion shall be considered
a8 having been born in such country or-dominion, and aliens
born in any territory so transferred shall be considered as hay-
ing been born in the countiy to which such territory was trans-
ferred, and (B) territory so surrendered or administered
under a mandate shall be treated as a separate country. Snch
treatment of territory administered under a mandate shall
not constitute consent by the United States to the- proposed
mandate where the United States has not consented in a
treaty to the administration of the territory by a mandatory
power.

“{d) The statements, estimates, and revisions provided in this
section shall be made annually, but for any fiscal year for
which quotas are in effect as proclaimed under subdivision (e)
of section 11, shall be made only (1) for the purpose of deter-
mining the nationality of immigrants seeking admission to the
Unitedd States during such year, or (2) for the purposes of
clanse (2) of subdivision (e¢) of this section.

“{e) Such officials shall, jointly, report annually to the Presi-
dent the guota of each nationality under subdivision (a) of
section 11, together with the statements, estimates, and revi-
sions provided for in this section, The President shall proclaim
and make known the quotas so reported and fhereafter such
quotas shall continue, with the same effect as if specifically
stated herein, for all fiscal years except those years for which
quotias are in effect as proclaimed under subdivision (e) of
section 11, and shall be final and eonclusive for every purpose.

# EXCLUSION FROM UXITED STATES

*“8Srec. 13. (a) No immigrant shall be admitted to the United
States unless he (1) has an unexpired immigration visa or was
born subsequent to the issuance of the immigration visa of the
accompanying parent, (2) is of the nationality specified in the
visa in the immigration visa, (3) is a nonquota immigrant if
gpecified in the visa in the immigration visa as such, and (4) is
otherwise admissible under the immigration laws.

“(b) In such classes of cases and under such conditions as
may be by regulations prescribed, immigrants who have been
legally admitted to the United States and who depart there-
from temporarily may be admitted to the United States without
being required fo obtain an immigration visa.

“{e) No alien ineligible to citizenship shall be admitted to the
TUnited States unless such alien (1) is admissible as a nonquota

immigrant under the provisions of subdivision (b), (d), or
(e) of section 4, or (2) is the wife, or the unmarried child
under 18 years of age, of an immigrant admissible under such
subdivision (d), and is accompanying or following to join him,
or (3) is not an immigrant as defined in section 3: Provided,
That this subdivision shall not take effect as to exclusion until
March 1, 1925, before which time the President is requested to
negofiate with the Japanese Government in relation to the ab-
rogation of the present arrangement on this subject.

“{d) The Secretary of Labor mayv admit to the United States
any otherwise admissible immigrant not admissible wunder
clause (2) or (3) of subdivision (a) of this section, if satisfied
that such inadmissibility was not known to, and could not
have been ascertained by the exercise of reasonable diligence
by, such immigrant prior to the departure of the vessel from
the Jast port ountside the United States and outside foreign
contiguous territory, or, in the case of an immigrant coming
from foreign contignous ferritory, prior to the application of
the immigrant for admission.

“(e) No quota immigrant shall be admitted under subdi-
vision (d) if the entire number of immigration visas which
may be issued fo quota immigrants of the same nationality for
the fiscal year has already been issued. If such entire number
of immigration visas has not been issued, then the Secretary
of State, upon the admission of a quota immigrant under sub-
divigion (d), shall reduce by one the number of immigration
visas which may be issued to quota immigrants of the same
nationality during the fiscal year in which such immigrant is
admitied; but if the Secretary of State finds that it will not
be practicable to make such reduction before the end of such
fiscal year, then such immigrant shall not be admitted.

“(f) Nothing in this section shall authorize the remission or

refunding of a fine, liability to which has accrued under sec-

tion 16.
“ DEPORTATION

“Sre. 14 Any alien who at any time after entering the
United States is found to have been at the time of entry not
entitled under this act to enter the United States, or te have
remained therein for a longer time than permitted under this
act or regulations made thereunder, shall be taken into custody
and deported in the same manner as provided for in sections 19
and 20 of the immigration act of 1917: Provided, That the
Secretary of Labor may, under such conditions and restrictions
as to support and care as he may deem necessary, permit per-
manently to remain in the United States, any alien child wlm
when under 16 years of age was heretofore temporarily ad-
mitted to the United States and who is now within the United
States and either of whose parents is a citizen of the United
States.

" MAINTENANCE OF EXEMPT STATUS

Y 8ec. 15. The admission to the United States of an alien ex-
cepted from the class of immigrants by clause (2), (3), (4),
(5), or (6) of section 3, or declared to be a nonquota immigrant
by subdivision (e) of section 4, shall be for such time as may
be by regulations prescribed, and under such conditions as may
be by regulations prescribed (including, when deemed neces-
sary for the classes mentioned in clauses (2), (3), (4), or (6)
of section 3, the giving of bond with sufficient surety, in such
sum and containing such conditions as may be by regulations
prescribed) to insure that, at the expiration of such time or
upon failure to maintain the status under which admltted he
will depart from the United States.

“ PENALTY FOR ILLEGAL TRANSPORTATION

“8rc. 16. (a) Ii shall be unlawful for any person, including
any transportation company, or the owner, master, agenf, char-
terer, or consignee of any vessel, to bring to the United States
by water from any place ontside thereof (other than foreign
contiguous territory) (1) any immigrant who does not have
an unexpired immigration visa, or (2) any quota immigrant
having an immigration visa the visa in which specifies him as
a nonquota immigrant.

“(b) If it appears to the satisfaction of the Secretary of
Labor that any immigrant has been so brought, such person, or
transportation company, or the master, agent, owner, charterer,
or consignee of any such vessel, shall pay to the collector of
customs of the customs distriet in which the port of arrival is
located the sum of $1,000 for each immigrant so brought, and
in addition a sum equal to that paid by such immigrant for his
transportation from the initial point of departure, indicated in
his ticket, to the port of arrival, such latter sum to be delivered
by the collector of customs to the immigrant on whose ac-
count No vessel shall be granted clearance pending
the determination of the liability to the payment of such sums,
or while such sums remain unpaid, except that clearance may
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be granted prior to the determination of such question upon the
deposit of an amount sufficient to cover such sums, or of a bond
with sufficient surety to secure the payment thereof approved
by the collector of customs.

“(e¢) Buch sums shall not be remitted or refundel, unless it
appears to the satisfaction of the Secretary of Labor that such
person, and the owner, master, agent, charterer, and consignee
of the vessel, prior to the departure of the vessel from the last
port outside the United States, did not know, and eounld not
have ascertained by the exercise of reasonable diligence, (1)
that the Individual transported was an immigrant, if the fine
was imposed for bringing an immigrant without an unexpired
immigration visa, or (2) that the individual transported was a
quota immigrant, if the fine was imposed for bringing a quota
immigrant the visa in whose immigration visa specified him as
being a nonquota immigrant.

“ ENTRY FROM FOREIGN CONTIGUOUS TERRITORY

“B8re. 17. The commissioner general, with the approval of
the Secretary of Labor, shall have power to enter into contracts
with transportation lines for the entry and inspection of aliens
coming fo the United States from or through foreign contigu-
ous territory. In prescribing rules and regulations and mak-
ing contracts for the entry and inspection of aliens applying
for admission from or through foreign contiguous territory
due care shall be exercised to avoid any discriminatory action
in favor of transportation companies transporting to such
territory aliens destined to the United States, and all such
transportation companies shall be required, as a condition
precedent to the inspection or examination under such rules
and contracts at the ports of such contiguous territory of
aliens brought thereto by them, to submit to and comply with
all the requirements of this act which would apply were they
bringing such aliens directly to ports of the United States
After this section takes effect no alien applying for admission
from or through foreign contignous territory (except an alien
previpusly lawfully admitted to the United States who is re-
turning from a temporary visit to such territory) shall be per-
mitted to enter the United States unless upon proving that he
was brought to such territory by a transportation company
which had submitted to and complied with all the requirements
of this act, or that he entered, or has resided in, such territory
more than two years prior to the time of his application for
admission to the United States.

“ UNUSED IMMIGRATION VISAS

“8ec. 18, If a quota immigrant of any nationality having an
immigration visa is excluded from admission to the United
States under the immigration laws and deported, or does not
apply for admission to the United States before the expiration
of the validity of the immigration visa, or if an alien of any
nationality having an immigration visa issued to him as a
quota immigrant is found not to be a quota immigrant, no
additional immigration visa shall be issued in lieu thereof to
any other immigrant.

“ALIEN SEAMEXN

“ 8re. 19. No alien seaman excluded from admission into the
Urited States under the immigration laws and employed on
board any vessel arriving in the United States from any place
outside thereof, shall be permitted to land in the United States,
except temporarily for medical treatment, or pursuant to such
regulations as the Secretary of Labor may preseribe for the
ultimate departure, removal, or deportation of such alien from
the United States,

“8Sec. 20. (a) Upon the arrival (after the expiration of four
months after the enactment of this act) of any vessel in the
United States, it shall be the duty of the owner, agent, chart-
erer, consignee, or master thereof to deliver to the immigra-
tion officer in charge at the port of arrival, in respect of each
alien seaman employed on such vessel, a landing card in tripli-
cate, stating the position such alien holds in the ship’s com-
pany, when and where he was shipped or engaged, and whether
he is to be paid off and discharged at the port of arrival, and
sueh other information as may be by regulations preseribed,
and having permanently attached thereto a photograph of such
alien.

“(b) If the alien seaman after examination (which exami-
nation in all cases shall include a personal physical examination
by the medical examiners) is found to be temporarily admissible
to the United States, he shall be permitted to land during the
stay of the vessel in port, or temporarily for the purpose of
reshipping on board any other vessel bound to a place outside
the United States, and the immigration officer shall cause the
fingerprints of the alien to be placed upon each copy of the
landing eard, and indorse upon each copy the date and place
of arrival, the name of the vessel, and the time during which

Ay

the landing eard shall be valid. Thereupon one copy of the
landing card shall be delivered to him by the immigration
officer, one copy shall be transmitted forthwith to the Depart-
ment of Labor under regulations prescribed under this act, and
the third copy shall be retained in the immigration office at the
port of arrival for such length of time as may be by regulations
prescribed. It shall be unlawful for any alien seaman to remain
in ti® United States after the expiration of the validity of his
landing card.

“({e) Any alien who has received a landing card under
this section and who departs from the United States shall,
prior to his departure, surrender such card to the master of the
vessel, who shall, before the departure of the vessel, deliver
suclh l}e::]‘a.r:(i to such individual as may be by regulations pre-
SCr. A

“{d) An alien seaman who departs from the United States
temporarily at frequent intervals in the pursuit of his calling,
or who is employed on a vessel touching at more than one port
of the United States in the eourse of a continunous voyage, may
be admitied to the United States, under such regulations as
may be preseribed, without the requirement of a landing card
in respect of each eniry into the United States.

“{e) Landing cards shall be printed on distinctive safety
paper prepared and issued, under regulations prescribed under
this act, at the expense of the owner, agent, consignee, char-
terer, or master of the vessel. The Secretary of Labor, with
the cooperation of the Secretary of State, shall provide a means
of obtaining blank landing cards outside the United States

“{f) The owner, agent, consignee, charterer, or master of
any vessel who violates any of the provisions of this section
shall pay to the collector of customs for the customs disirict
in which the port of arrival is located the sum of $1,000 for
each alien in respect of whom the violation occurs; and no
vessel shall be granted clearance pending the determination of
the liability to the payment of-such fine, or while the fine
remains unpaid, except that elearance may be granted prior to
the determination of such question upon the deposit of a sum
sufficient to cover such fine, or of a bond with safficient surety
to secure the payment thereof approved by the collector of
customs,

“8ec, 21, (a) The owner, charterer, agent, eonsignee, or
master of any vessel arriving in the United States from any
place outside thereof who fails to detain on board any alien
seaman employed on such vessel until the immigration officer
in eharge at the port of arrival has inspected such seaman, and
delivered to him a landing card (in cases where a landing
card is required), or who fails to detain such seaman on board
after such inspection or to deport such seaman if required by
such immigration officer or the Secretary of Labor to do so,
shall pay -to the collector of customs of the customs district
in which the port of arrival is located the sum of $1,000 for
each alien seaman in respect of whom sueh failure occurs.
No vessel shall be granted clearance pending the determination
of the liability to the payment of such fine, or while the fine
remains unpaid, except that clearance may be granted prior
to the determination of such question upon the deposit of a
sum sufficlent fo cover such fine, or of a bond with sufficient
surety to secure fhe payment thereof approved by the eollector
of customs.

“(b) Proof that an alien seaman did not appear upon the
outgoing manifest of the vessel on which he arrived in the
United States from any place outside thereof, or that he was re-
ported by the master of such vessel as a deserter, shall be
prima facie evidence of a failure to detain or deport after re-
quirement by the immigration officer or the Secretary of Labor.

“(e) If the Secretary of Labor finds that deportation of the
alien seaman on the vessel on which he arrived would eause
undue hardship to such seaman he may cause him to be de-
ported on another vessel at the expense of the vessel on which
he arrived, and such yvessel shall not be granted clearance until
such expense has been paid or its payment guaranteed to the
satisfaction of the Becretary of Labor.

“(d) Section 32 of the immigration act of 1917 is repealed,
but shall remain in force as to all vessels, their owners, agents,
consignees, and masters, and as to all seamen arriving in the
United States prior to the enactment of this act. Sections 33
and 34 of such act are repealed, to take effect after the expira-
tion of four months after the enactment of this act, but the
provisions of such section 34 shall thereafter remain in force
in the case of any alien seaman who has landed in a port of
the United States before such repeal becomes effective,

“ PREPARATION ©OF DOCUMENTS
“S8ec. 22. (a) Permits issned under section 10 shall be

printed on distinctive safety paper and shall be prepared and
Issued under regulations prescribed under this act
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“ (b) Mhe Public Printer.is autherized to print for sale to
the public by the Superintendent of Public Documents, upon
prepayment, additional copies of blank forms. of /manifests. and
crew lists to be preseribed by the Secretary of Labor pursuant
to the provisions of sections 12, 13, 14,.and 36 of the immigra-
tion act of 1017.

* OFFENSES IN CONNECTION WITH DOCUMENTS

“Sro. 23, (a) Any person who knowingly (1) forges,. coun-
terfeits, alterg, or falsely makes any immigration visa, landing
card, or permit, or (2) utters, uses, attempts to use, possesses,
obtains, -accepts, or receives any immigration visa, landing
cat(d, or _permit, knowing it.to be forged, counterfeited, altered,
or .falsely made, or.to have been procured by means of any
false claim or statement, or fo have been otherwise pro-
cured by fraud or nnlawfully obtained; or who, except under
direction of the Secretary.of Labor or other proper officer,
knowingly (3) possesses any blank permit, (4) engraves, sells,
brings into the United States, or has in his control or posses-
sion any plate in the likeness of a plate designed for the print-
ing of landing cards or permits, (5) makes any. print, photo-
graph, or impression in, the likeness of any immigration visa,
landing eard, or permit, or (6) has in his possession a distine-
tive paper awhich has been adopted by the Secretary of Labor
for the printing of Immigration visas, landing cards, or per-
mifs, shall upon conviction thereof be fined not more than
$10,000 or imprisoned for not more than five years, or hoth.

“() Any individual who (1) when applying for an immi-
gration visa -or permit, or!for admission to the United States,
persanates another, or-falsely :appears in the name of a de-
ceased individoal, or evades or attempts: to evade the immigra-
timt laws by appearing under an assumed or fictitious mame, or
(2) sells or otherwise disposes of, or offers. to.sell or otherwise
dispose of, .or utters,:an immigration visa, landing card, or
permit, to any personnot authorized by law to receive such
document, shall, upen . convietion thereof, be fined not more
E:llu 810,000, or imprisoned for.not more than five years, or

th.

“(c) Whoever knowingly makes under oath any false state-
ment in any application, affidavit, or other document reguired
by the immigration laws or regulations preseribed thereunder,
shall, upon conviction thereof, be fined not more than $10,000,
or imprisoned for not more than five years, or both.

““ BURDEN OF PROOW

“Hrc. '24. Whenever any alien attempts to enter the United
Stures the burden of proof shall be upon such alien to establish
that he is not snbject to exclusion under any provision of the
immigration laws; and in @ny deportation proceeding against
any alien the burden of proof shall'be upon such alien to show
that he entered the United States Iawfully, and the time, place,
and manner of such -entry into ‘the United States, but in pre-
senting sueh proof he.shall be entitled to the produetion of his
immigration wisa, i any, or of other documents concerning
guch enfry, in the custody of the Department of Labor. ' 1

SM\RULBS 'AND - RECULATIONS

“Sec. 25. The Commissioner General, with the approval of
the Secretary of ‘Labet, shall preseribe rules and regunlations
for the enforcement of the provisions of this act; but all such
rules and ‘regulations, 'in so far as 'they relate to the adminfs-
tration of this act by consular officers, shall be prescribed by the
Secretary of ‘State on the recommendation of the Secretary of
Labor.

“ACT TO BE IN ADDITION TO IMMIGRATION LAWS

“HEe. 26, The provisions of this act are in addition to and
not in substitution 'for the provisions of the immigration laws,
and shill be enforced as a part of such laws, and all the penal
or otlier provisions of such laws not inapplicable shall apply to
and be enforced in connection with the provisions of this act,
An glien, although admissible under the provisions of this act,
shall not be admitted to the United States if he'is excluded by
any provision of the immigration laws other than this act, and
an alien, although admissible under the provisions of the immi-
gration laws other than this act, shall not be admitted to the
United States if he is excluded' by any provision of this'act.

H STEAMSHIP FINES DNDER 1917 ACT

“8Ec, 27. Section 9 of the immigration act of 1917 is amended
to read as follows:

#* 8pe. O, That it shall be unlawful for any person,.including
any transportation company other than railway lines entering
the United States from foreign contiguous territory, -or ihe
owner, master, agent, or consignee of any vessel fo bring to
the United States either from a foreign country or any. insular
possession of the United States any alien afllicted with idiocy,
isanity, imbecility, feeble-mindedness, epilepsy, constitutional
psyrchopathic inferiority, chronic aleoholism, tuberculosis in

any form, or a loathsome or dangerous. contagious disease, and
if it shall appearito the satisfaction of the Secretary of Labor
that .any alien ;so-brought to the United States was afilicted
with any of the said diseases or disabilities at the time of for-
eign.embarkation, and that the existence of such disease or dis-
ability might have been detected by means of a competent med-
ical ;examination at such time, such person or transportation
company, -or the master, agent, owner, or consignee of .any
sneh vessel shall pay to the collector of eustoms of the customs
district in which the port of arrival (s loeated the sum of
$1;000, and in addition a sum-equal to that:paid by such alien
for his transportation from the initial point of departure, indi-
eated in. his ticket, fo the port of -arrival for each and every
vielation of the provisions of this section, such latter snm to be
delivered by the collector of customs to the alien on whose
account assessed. It shall also be unlawful for any such per-
son to bring to any port of the United States any alien afllicted
with any mental defect other than those above specifically
named, or physical defect of a nature which may affect his
ability to earn a living, as contemplated in section 3 of this act,
and if it shall appear to the satisfaction of the Secretary of
Labor that any alien so brought to the United States was so
afilicted at the time of foreign embarkation, and that the exist-
ence of such mental or physical defect might have been (e-
tected by means of a competent medical examination at such
time, such person shall pay fo the collector of customs of the
customs district in which the port of arrival is located the
sum of $250, and in addition a sum egual to that paid by such
alien for his transportation from the initial point of departure,
indicated in his ticket, to the ,port of arrival, for each and
every violation of this provision, such latter sum to be deliv-
ered by the collector of customs to the alien for whose account
assessed. It shall also be unlawful for any such person to
bring to any port of the United States any alien who is excluded
by the provisions of section 3 of this act because unable to
read, or who is excluded by the terms of section 3 of this act
as a native of that portion of ‘the Continent of Asia and the
islands adjacent thereto described in said section, and if It
shall ‘appear to the satisfaction of the Secretary of Labor that
these disabilities might have been detected by the exercise of
reasonable precaution prior to the departure of such aliens
from a foreign port, such person shall pay to the collector of
customs of the customs distriet in which the port of arrival is
located the sum of $1,000, and in addition a sum equal to that
paid by such dlien for his transportation from the initial point
of departure, indicated in his ticket, to the port of arrival, for
each and every violation of this provision, such latter sum to
be ‘delivered by the collector of customs to the alien on whose
account assessed. L

“*1If a fine is imposed. under this section for the brinzing
of an alien to the Unifed States, and if such alien is accem-
panied by another alien who is excluded from admission by
the last proviso of section 18 of tliis act, the person liable for
such fine shall pay to the ecollector of customs, in addition to
such fine but as a part thereof, a sum equal to that paid hy
such accompanying alien for his transportation from his initial
point of departure indicated in his ticket, to the point of
arrival, such sum to be delivered by the collector of customs to
the accompanying alien when deported. And no vessel shall be
granted clearance papers pending the determination of the
question of the liability to the payment of such fines, or while
the fines remain unpaid, nor ghall such fineg be remitted or re-
funided; Provided, That clearance may be granted prior to the
determination of suc¢h guestions upon the deposit of a sum snf-
ficient to cover such finés or of a bond with sufficient surety
to secure the payment thereof, approved by the collector of
customs: Provided furiher, That nothing contained in this
section shall be construed to subject fransportation companies
to .a fine for bringing to ports of the United States aliens who
are by any of the provisos or exceptions to section 3 of this act
evempted from the exelnding provisions of said section.’

“8ec, 28, Section 10 of the immigration act of 1917 is
amended to read as follows:

¢ 8ec. 10. (a) That it:shall be the duty of every person, in-
cluding owners, masters, officers, and agents of vessels of trans-
portation lines, or internmational bridges or toll roads, other
than railway lines which may enter into a contract, as provided
in section 23, bringing an alien to, or providing a means for an
alien ‘to come to, the United States, to prevent the landing of
such alien in the United States at any time or place other than
as designated by the immigration. officers. Any such person,
owner, master, officer, or agent who falls to comply with the
foregoing requirements shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and
on conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine in each case
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of not less than $200 nor more than $1,000, or by imprison-
ment for a term not exceeding one year, or by both such fine
and imprisonment; or, {f in the opinion of the Secretary of
Laber, it is impraecticable or inconvenient to prosecute the per-
gon, owner, master, officer, or agent of any such vessel, such
person, owner, master, officer, or agent shall be liable to a
penalty of $1,000, which shall be a lien upon the vessel whose
owner, master, officer, or agent violates the provisions of this
section, and such vessel shall be libeled therefor in the appro-
priate United States court.

“*(b) Proof that the alien failed to present himself at the
time and place designated by the immigration officers shall be
prima facie evidence that such alien has landed in the United
States at a time or place other than as designated by the im-
migration oflicers.’

*“ GENERAL DEFINITIONS

“ Bec. 20. As used in this act—

“(a) The term ‘ United States,” when used in a geographical
sense, means the States, the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii,
the District of Columbia, Porto Rico, and the Virgin Islands;
and the term ‘continental United States' means the States
and the District of Columbia ;

“(b) The term ‘alien’ includes any individual not a native-
born or naturalized citizen of the United States, but this defini-
tion shall not be held to include Indians of the United States
not taxed, nor citizens of the islands under the jurisdiction
of the United States;

“(e) The term ‘ineligible to citizenship,” when used in refer-
ence to any individual, includes an individual who is debarred
from becoming a citizen of the United States under section
2169 of the Revised Satutes, or under section 14 of the act en-
titled *‘An sct to execute certain treaty stipulations relating to
Chinese,” approved May 6, 1882, or under section 1996, 1997, or
1998 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, or under section 2
of the act entitled ‘An act to authorize the President to in-
crease temporarily the Military BEstablishment of the United
States, approved May 18, 1917, as amended, or under law
amendatory of, supplementary to, or in substitution for, any
of such sections;

“(d) The term ‘immigration visa' means an immigration
visa issued by a consular officer under the provisions of this
act;

“(e) The term ‘consular officer’ means any consular or
diplomatic officer of the United States designated, under regu-
lations prescribed under this act, for the purpose of issuing
immigration visas under this aect. In case of the Canal Zone
and the insular possessions of the United States the term ‘con-
sular officer’ (except as used in section 25) means an officer
designated by the President, or by his authority, for the purpose
of issuing immigration visas under this act;

“(f) The term ‘immigration act of 1917’ means the act of
February 5, 1917, entitled, ‘An act to regulate the immigration
of aliens to, and the residence of aliens in, the United States’;

“(g) The term ‘immigration laws’ includes such act, this
act, and all laws, conventions, and treaties of the United States
relating to the immigration, exclusion, or expulsion of aliens;

“(h) The term ‘person’' includes individuals, partnerships,
corporations, and associations;

“(i) The term ‘Commissioner General' means the Commis-
sioner General of Immigration ;

“(j) The term ‘'application for admission’ has reference to
the application for admission to the United States and not to
the application for the issuance of the immigration visa;

“(k) The term °‘permit’ means a permit issued under sec-
tion 10;

“(1) The term ‘landing card’ means a landing card issued
under section 20;

“(m) The term ‘unmarried,” when used in reference to any
individual as of any time, means an individual who at such
time is not married, whether or not previously married;

“(n) The terms ‘child,’ *father,” and ‘mother’ do not in-
clude a child or parent by adoption unless the adoption took
place before January 1, 1924;

“(0) The terms 'wife’ and ‘ husband® do not include a wife
or husband by reason of a proxy or picture marriage.

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION

“ Sge. 30. The appropriation of such sums as may be necas-

sary for the enforcement of this act is hereby authorized.
“ACT OF MAY 19, 1821

“ Spo. 31. The act entitled ‘An act to limit the immigration
of aliens into the United States,’ approved May 19, 1921, as
amended and extended, shall, notwithstanding its expiration
on June 80, 1924, remain in force thereafter for the imposition,

collection, and enforcement of all penalties that may have ac-
crued thereunder, and any alien who prior to July 1, 1924, may
have entered the United States in violation of such act or regu-
lations made thereunder may be deported in the same manner
as if such act had not expired.

“TIME OF TAKING EFFECT

“8ec. 82. (a) Sections 2, 8, 13, 14, 15, and 16, and subdivision
(f) of section 11, shall take effect on July 1, 1924, exeept that
immigration visas and permits may be issued prior to that date,
which shall not be valid for admission to the United States
before July 1, 1924. In the case of quota immigrants of any
nationality, the number of immigration visas to be issued prior
to July 1, 1924, shall not be in excess of 10 per cent of the
quota for such nationality, and the number of immigration visas
so issued shall be deducted from the number which may be
issued during the month of July, 1924, 1In the case of immi-
gration visas issped before July 1, 1924, the four-month period
referred to in subdivision (¢) of section 2 shall begin to run
on July 1, 1924, instead of at the time of the issuance of the
immigration visa.

“(b) The remainder of this act shall take effect upon its en-
actment.

“{e) If any alien arrives in the United States before July 1,
1924, his right to admission shall be determined without regard
to the provisions of this act, except section 24.

“ BAVING CLAUSE IN EVENT OF UNCONSTITUTIONALITY

“8rc. 33. If any provision of this act, or the application
thereof to any person or circumstances, is held invalid, the
remainder of the act, and the application of such provision to
other persons or circumstances, shall not be affected thereby.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

ALBERT JOHNSON,

WiLtiam N. VAL,

Birp J. VINCENT,
Managers on the part of the House.

Davip A. Reep,
THOMAS STERLING,
Hengy W. KevEs,
Wirtian H. King,
W, J. Harers,
Managers on the part of the Senate.
I do not agree to the insertion of the proviso at the end of
subdivision (e¢) of section 13.
Whai. J. Hagrris.

STATEMERNT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference
on the disagreeing votes on the Senate amendment to H. R.
7995, a bill to limit the immigration of aliens into the United
States, submit the following written statement explaining
matters agreed upon by the conference committee and recom-
mended in the text of the conference report.

The Senate disagreed to the entire text of the House bill,
offered its hill as an amendment thereto, and voted for a con-
ference. The House disagreed to the Senate amendment and
agreed to a conference. The conferees therefore found the
entire subject of immigration open, and the bhill is now offered
with an amendment which strikes out the Senate amendment
and offers in lieu thereof the text printed in the conference .
report.

The greater part of the amendment is in effect the original
House bill, considerably tightened as to its restrictive features.

The managers on the part of the Senate accepted the non-

‘quota feature of the House bill, but reduced these by striking

out the skilled-labor nonquota classification, by changing the
contignous territory clause so that it applies only to those born
in such territory, and by limiting the “relative” clause to
wives and children of American citizens.

Fathers and mothers are given a preferential right within
quotas, together with bona fide farmers, their wives and small
children, up to 50 per cent of all quotas which are more
than 300.

The minimum age for students is made 15 years, and safe-
guards are provided for the maintenance of the status as
students at accredited and designated schools,

The definition of an “ immigrant ” is reduced from the Senate
proposal to the original House provision.

The House conferees accepted words by which “ immigration
certificates ” are designated as “ immigration visas.”

The plan in the Senate amendment for determination of
quotas by national origins was accepted by the House managers
after it had been rewritten and perfected.
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The quota plan of the Honse—2 per cent based on the 1880
census (with a minimum quota of 100)—stands for three years,
after which the following gquota plan goes into effect:

“The annual gquota of any nationality for the fiseal year
beginning July 1, 1927, and for each fiscal year thereafter, shall
be i noumber which bears the same ratio to 150,000 as the num-
her of Inhabitants in continental United States In 1920 having
that national origin (ascertained as hereinafter provided in this
sectivn) ‘bears to the number of inhabltants I continental
United States in 1920, but the minfmum gquota of any nation-
ality shall be 100.”

Provisions for working out this plan are carried in para-
grapls (¢), (d), and (e) of sectlon 11, Including a provision
for puiting this plan into operation by proclamation of the
Presldent, nnder certain conditions.

The effect of section 11, broadly speaking, is that for three
yeurs the guota shall be bused on a percentage of the foreign
born in the United States in 1890, and thereafter the quota per-
ecentage shall be based upon the whole white population of the
United Stutes, with due regard for the national origin of that
population.

Anotlier Important change in this bill as It went from the
House {8 the additlon of a provise (shown here in italics) to
piragraph (e) of sectiom 18, page 23, the excluslon section, a8
follows:

“{) No alien ineligible to citizenship shall be admitted to the
United States unless such allipn (1) is admissible as a non-
quots immigrant under the provisions of subdlvision (), (d),
or (e) of sectlon 4, or (2) is the wife, or the unmarried child
under 18 yeurs of age, of an immigrant admissible under such
sulidivision (d), and is accompanying or following to joim him,
or (2) is pot an immigrant as defined in section 3: Provided,
That thiz sulidivision shall not take cffect as to exclusion until
March 1, 18925, before wchich time the President is requested to
negotiate with the Jepanese Government in relation to the abro-
gation ef the present arvangement on this subjeel”

It appesared that in order properly to conduct our foreign re-
Intions it was necessary to extend somewhat the date upon
wlilch exclusion should become effective. This provision glves
eight monthe beyond the time provided in the original House
draft In order to adjust our diplomati¢ relations on this
subject in o friendly way and to provide for notice through
proper diplomatic channels that Congress had enucted leglsla-
tion which brings to an end at a date certain the present
anderstanding with Japan. This provision does not invite the
mnking of a treanty, the exclusion being effective on March 1,
1025, or, In other words, bringing excluslon inte full force and
effact hefore the expiration of this Congress,

For the period between July 1, 1924 and March 1, 1925,
Japanese fmmigration will be limited to 80 persons by tlie
qinta provizsion of the Immigration bill, in addition to those
swho may come under the exemptions provided for students,
minigters, and teachers of all conntries,

H. R. 7903 ig so written that the postponement to March 1,
1025, of the effective date of the clause relating to execlusion of
persons Ineligible to ecitizenship does not automatically con-
tinve in foree after July 1 the terms of the “ gentlemen’s
agreement."”

Whe extension of time doeés not affect the countries of the
Far East, for exclusion from them is effected by other laws
which are not repeanled by this bill.

The charge for viséing and registering the certificate and
passport of an immigrant has been reduced from $11 to $10
to muke it conform to other passport fees,

The fee for a permit for an outgoing allen who expects to
return is reduced from 86 to $3.

A new paragraph is ardded to section 22, page 34, as follows:

*The Public I'rinter is authorized to print for sale to the
public by the Superintendent of Iublic Documerits, upon pre-
payment, additionn]l copies of blank forms of manifests and
erew lists to be prescribed by the Secretary of Labor pursuant
to the provigions of sections 12, 13, 14, and 36 of the immlgra-
tion aet of 1917."

The alien seamen’'s provisions of the Mouse bill remain,
although perfected In some details,

The Senate provision permiitting about 80 to 40 defective
children, admitted under bond, to remain in the United States
if one parent Is nn American citiven is retained, the main
regson belng the! there is no place to which to deport the ma-
Jority of theze unrortunates,

Atnert JOHNBON,

Wintrasm N, Varce,

Do J. VISOENT,
Manogers on the part of the House,

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, though T am famillar with the
ruling ot the former Speaker on the question, nevertheless I
Teel it is my duty to raise thig point of order and submit it to
the Ohair,

Mr, Speaker, the conferees have exceeded their authority in
several instances, but in the main T desire to call the Spenker’s
attention to the violation in section 10 of the House bill and
gection 18 of the new blll, This refers to an allen inellgible to
citizenship, or the Japanese provision.

Under the House blll the act would have gone into effect
July 1, 1924, while under the Senate blll it would have gone
into effect immediately., The conferees have exceeded their
authority in extending the time when the law should go Into
effect by agreeing to the following proviso:

Provided, That this subdiviglon shall not take effect as 1o exclu-
slon until March 1, 1025, before which tlme the President is requested
to pegotiate with the Japanese Government lo relation to the abroga-
tion of the present arrengement on this subject.

Now, as I have stated, I fully appreclute the fact that the
former Speaker, in the Sixty-fifth Congress, ruled that where
either House strikes out ull after the enucting clanse and the
bill then goes to conference, that the conferees have wide lati-
tude. But later on I note this:

In the IMouse of Representatives, In the later practice, the Bpeaker
may rule

The SPEAKER., Trom what page is the gentleman quoting?
543&:‘. SADBATH. DPPage 231, the second paragraph, paragraph

The SPEAKER. The Chalr has it before him.

Mr. SABATH. Reading from that sectlon:

In the Houss of Representatives, In the later practice, the Speaker
may rule out a conference report Iff it be shown tbat the mpanagers
bave exceeded theit authority.

I think that was the ruling of Speaker Clark in the Sixty-
fifth Congress. I have Lad no chance or epportunity to examine
the rullng, relying on that provision. I believe, without further
investigation on my purt, the Bpeaker has authority to rule
a counference rveport out of order where the. gonferees have
exceeded their authority, as they have in this instance. I think
it is cleur they have gone way beyond what the Senate or
the House voted upon und what either of the bills provided for.

Mr. CRAMTON. WIII the gentleman yleld?

Mr. SABATH. Yes.

Mr, CRAMTON. Leaving out of consideration the guestion
as to all after the enacting clause hayving Deen stricken out,
and referring to the time when this provision would become
effective under the Senate bill, the gentleman says it wmtld
would become eflective immediately?

Mr. SABATH. Yes.

Mr. CRAMTON. I understand it does not mention nuy date,
It does not say the Ist of May or the 1st of June, 1024, but
leaves It to become effective when the law becomes effective.
If the law did not become effective until the expiration of this
Congress the latest date would be the 4th of March, 1925. This
provision would not become effective until the 4th of March,
1025, if the Iaw itself did not become effective until that time.
That is correct, is it not?

Mr. SADATH, Well, if the gentleman is of the opinion thut
there is any danger of the law not going into effect until such
time, all right, but 1 doubt very much whether that was the
Intention of the Senate.

Mr., CRAMTON. What T suggest is that the date fixed by the
Senate was an Indefinife date that might happen uny time be-
tween now and the 4th of March, 1025.

Mr, SABATEH. I am of the opinion that when there ig no
date set the act goes Into effect immedlately when the blil is
finally signed and becomes a law,

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEHAKER. The Chalr will hear the gentlamnn from
Callfornia.

Mr, RAKIR, Mr. Speaker, I desire to make the point of
order that the conferees have exceeded thelr authority in
adding the following part of a proviso, subdivigion (¢) of
sectlon 13,.and I want to make It clear to the Speaker that
I only refer to that part where the President is requested—

to negotiate with the Japauese Goyernment in relation to the abroga-
tion of the present arrungement on this subject.

For the reason, firet, that it is not germane to either bill
as passed by the two Houses; second, it is not within the
jarisdiction of the conference; third, it is legisintion outside
of both bills; and, fourth, it {s a waiver of the jurisdiction of
the House to legislate on immigration.
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I want to discuss, if the Speaker will permit, the point of
order made hy the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Sasate]. I
have read the decislons—including the latest one referred to
as made by Spenker Clark—on the question of dates.

Provision () of section 12 of the House bill and sub-
division (c) of section 10 of the Senate bill were identical.
The Senate provision placed that subdivision in operation on
the taking eflect of the aect. The House provision placed it
in effect on the 1st of July, 1024,

I take it for granted that the conferees of the two Houses,
recognizing the rule, did not attempt to violate It It was
clearly before them.

Now, arguing against the point of order of the gentleman
from Illinois; first, because I want to get this clearly before
the Speaker and beforé the House ! recognizing that rule, the
conferces kept within the rule as laid down and adopted a
conference report that subdivision (e) of section 13, the entire
section, is operative and in force on the 1st of July, 1924,
and the conferees therefore did not exceed their anthority.

To manke my point plain T want to cull the Speaker's at-
tention to section 32 on page 19 of the conference report, which
reags as follows:

Bec. 82, (a) Sectious 2, 8, 18, 14, 15, and 16, and subdivision (f)
of section 11 shall take effect on July 1, 1924,

The SPEAKER. Whnt puge s the gentleman reading from?

Mr. RAKER. Page 19 of the conference report.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Page 45 of the hill,

Mr. RAKER. These are practically the same in hoth Houses
except ns to the date—-

except that Immigration visas and permits may be issued prior to that
date, which shall not he valid for admission to the United States be-
fore July 1, 1924, 1In the case of quota immigrants of any nationality,
the pumber of immigration visas to be issued prior to July 1, 1924,
shall not be in excess of 10 per cent of the guota for such narlonality,
and the number of immigration vigas go issusl shall be deducted from
the number which may be lssued doring the month of July, 1024, In
the case of immligration visas lssuml before July 1, 1924, the four-
month perlod referred to in subdivision (e) of sectlon 2 ghall begin to
run on July 1, 1024, instead of at the thoe of the Issuance of the fm-
migration visa,

(b) The remalnder of this act shall take effect upon its enactment.

The House bill, specifying thiose subdivisions and subdivision
12, which is identical with subdivision 13 of the present act,
said that they should take effect July 1, 1924, aud the re-
mainder of the act shall fake efféct upon its enactient,

The Senate bill reads as follows:

Sections 2, 11, 12, 138, subdivision (b) of section 8, and sululivisions
(n) and (b) of section 10 shall take effect on July 1, 1924—

lenving suhdivision (e¢) of section 10 of the Senate amendment,
which is identical with subdivigion (d) of section 12 of the
House bill, to take effect immediately.

Now, Mr. Speaker, taking this bill by its feur corners and
reading it. section 13 of the hill, which is the conference re-
port, the whole act takes effect on July 1, 1924, as provided
therein.

Every rule of statutory construction that has been laid down
holds that when there are two contlicting provisions in the
same act, the last provision controls, and this act would tuke
effect on July 1, 1924, as to subdivision (e) of section 13 be-
yond all question, amd asg illusteating the argument, T would
call the Speaker's attention to this matter which further ap-
plies to the point.

It is an old and well-setiled rule that when two liws upon the same
subject, passed at different times, are inconsistent with each other, the
one last passed must prevail. 8o it has always been the rule that
where different provislons of a statute, all passed at the same time,
can not be reconciled, the one that came last in polnt of position must
prevall; and this was upon the theory that effect should always be
given to the latest rather than to an carller expresslon of the legis-
lative will, the presumption being that the latter purt of the statute
was last considered. (78 Callf, 258.)

In Thirty-sixth Cye. 1130, we find the following rule:

¢. Conflicting provislons: In the consideration of couflicting pro-
vigions In a statute, the great object Lo be kept in view iz to ascertain
the leglslative intent, and all partlealar roles for the construction of
such provisions must be regarded as subservient to this end. In ae-
cordance with the well-sottled principle that the last ezpression of the
legislative will (s the low, in cose of conficting procisions in the rame
statute or in different statules, the last envcted in point af time pre-
vaila; and, en the sume principle, if both were enagted at the same
time, the last in order of arrangement controls, As a corollary to

this latter rule, a proviso in an act repugnant to the purview thereof
Is not vold but stands as the last expression of the leglslative will.
Where the confllct is between words and figures, the words will be
glven effect. Where general terms or expresslons in one part of a
statute are inconsistent with more specific or particular provisions in
another part, the particular provisions will be given effect as clearer
and more definite expressions of the legislative will. But a particular
expression in one part of a statute not go large and extensive [u its
import as other expressions In the same statute will yield to the larger
and more extensive expressions, where the Iatter embody the real intent
of the legislature.

Mr. CRAMTON. Will the gentleman yield for a very brief
question?

Mr. RAKIER.
Speaker first,

S0, therefore, Mr. Speaker, the conferees having this docu-
ment before them as one docunent, taking up the whole thing,
the last thing they did was to say that section 13 of this bill
shoulil take effect on July I, 1924, wud the subdivision is in
direet conflict with subdivision (¢) of section 18. Therefore,
the last expression by the conferees in coming to their conclu-
sion Is effective, and turning back to subdivigion (¢) of section
13, the only thing remaining Is. namely, the point of order
which I make, because we must take the last expression of the
conferees in determining the matter. So that the snbdivision
to which I make the point of order is the one wherein the
I'resident is requested to negotinte with the Japanese Govern-
ment in relation to the abrogation of the present agreement
on this subject.

My contention is that it is not germuane to either bill passed
by the House or the Senate. It is entirvely new legislation en-
grafted upon this conference report, and not germane to either;
and, beyond all question, it is a yielding of the power of the
House to legislate upon this question and Is turning over its
function of legislating In regard to immigration to the Presi-
dent of the United Stutes relative to an agreement, when there
can be no such thing a5 a gentleman’s agreewent between the
President amd a foreign eountry. There never has been an
agreement by the President, The only thing talked of as a
gentlemun's agreement Js that which was entered into by the
Secretary of State of the United States and the foreign am-
hagsatdor of Jupan in various corrvespondence which all concede
wis beyvomd the treaty-making power. But hy this act, Con-
gress is asked to recognize an agreement beyvomid the constitu-
tional power of the President. beyond the constitutional power
of the House, and now to ¢ome in and yleld and turn the sub-
Ject over to the President of the United States to negotiate npon
i question thut is absolutely beyond his power and bevond his
Jurisdietion.

S0 clearly neither Honse had that matter Lefore it, Neither
House had an opportunity to pass it. This House at no time
ever said it would yield It power to legislate on Immigration.
This House never suld at any time that it would surrender
Its power to legislate on a domestic qguestion of this kind, It
is almost inconceivable that the House at the present time—
and that Is the only thing I am presenting to the Speaker, mak-
ing no objections to any other features of the bill—that the
House ever surrendered its power to legislate on immigra-
tion. 1t Is n domestie question pure and simple.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
that the gentleman is not discussing the point of order.

Mr, RAKER. I am trying to suggest and suobmitiing that
the point of order relative to the date is not before the Spenker
because the conferees have not exceeded their suthority as to
the date, and the whole part of section 13 is operative on July
1, 1924, Then we come (down to the last point I make in regnrd
to exceeding the powers of the conferees, and therefore I say
that the point of order should be sustained and the con-
ference report sent hack to the conferves,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, as I understand
the ruling of various occupants of the echalr, where parlia-
mentary situations have arisen such us confronts the Chair and
the Honse at thig time, namely, where the Senate has stricken
out the whole of the Iouse bill and Inserted a new mensure
and that measure goes to conference, the whole subject is be-
fore the conferees and they are clothed with wide powers in
reaching an agreement. Indeed, it has been held in numerous
decisions that their powers are broad enough to write a new
measure,

It lias been ruled that where the rates of a revenue bill are
involved, when that LI came In under elrcumstances similnr
to this, that the conferees were not limited between the fig-
ures originally agreed upon by the House and those agreed
upon by the Seunate but they may go below or above those
figures. It has been ruled in ~* least one instunce where the

I would like to get this thought befure the
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question of dates was involved that the conferees were not
confined between the two dates fixed by the respective bodies,
So it seems fo me that this point of order will turn upon the
question of germaneness submitted by the gentleman from
California [Mr. Raxer]; that is to say, if the conferees have
inserted matter not germane to the House bill or to the Senate
bill, then the point of order will lie. It seems to me, Mr,
Speaker, that the language beginning in line 3, on page 24,
with the word * before,” and reading—

before which time the President is requested to negotiate with the
Japanese Government in relation to the abrogation of the present
arrangement on this subject—

is not germane. It would not be germane if offered as an
original proposition in the House. It is a request fo the Execu-
tive to exercise a purely executive power in so far as that
power may be exercised under the Constitution. It is in no
sense a legislative proposition. It does not clothe the Presi-
dent with authority to do anything that he has not now the
power to do, It involves no element or item of legislation
which is in any way binding on the Executive or upon the
law-enforeing department of the Government. Not being
legislative, therefore, I respectfully submit that it can not be
germane to legislation. .

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the point of
order on the ground that the words read by the gentlemun from
Tennessee [Mr, GArsETT] as to the President negotiating with
the Japanese Government in relation to the abrogation of the
present arrangement is tantamount to asking the House of
Representatives to legislate on a matter which is entirely
within the province of the President and the Senate, in the
sense that it refers to the treaty-making power under the Con-
stitution which is delegated to the President and the Upper
Chamber of Congress and concerning which the Lower House
has no concern whatever.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington rose.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is ready to rule, but he will
hear the gentleman from Washington.

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. Mr, Speaker, I only want to
make one suggestion. Section 32 provides when the law shall
go into effect, including section 13, and then section 13 carries
its own date of going into effect. I think there is nothing to
that point of order, :

The SPEAKER. The Chair is ready to rule. The first point
made by the gentleman from Illinois, it seems to ghe Chair,
is thoroughly disposed of by the decision of Speaker Clark,
quoted in the Manual to which the gentleman from Tennessee
refers. It says:

And it has been held so often and =0 far back and by =0 many
Bpeakers that where everything after the cnacting clause is struck out
the conferees have carte blanche to prepare a bill on that subject, that
it seems to the Chair that guestion is no longer bpen to controversy,

The Chair on that ground overrules the point of order. That
leaves the other point of order made by the geutleman from
California [Mr. RaxEr] and discussed by the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. Garrerr], that the provision asking the Presi-
dent to negotiate with the Japanese Government in relation to
the abrogation of the present arrangement is not germane.

But it seems to the Chair that inasmuch as this report
terminates the understanding referred to on July 1, this pro-
vision extending it to March 1, 1925, and at the sameé time
asking that the President meanwhile shall negotiate to abrogate
it, which may possibly terminate it sooner, that that makes
it clearly germane to the subject, and the Chair overrules the
points of order.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that debate in regard to this conference report
be limited to two hours.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington asks
unanimous consent that debate on the conference report be
limifed to two hours. Is there objection?

Mr. MACLAFFERTY. My, Speaker, reserving the right to
object, just how is that time fo be apportioned?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington.  The rule I believe provides
one hour, and I am asking for an extension of one hour more,

Mr. MacLAFFERTY, Can I be provided with 10 minutes
of that time?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I would like to have the
confrol of the hour for those opposing the conferemce report
to be with the ranking member of the committee.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, it seems to me there ought to be
some time that I might have to discuss the conference report.
(Can we not enter info an agreement to make it three hours?
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Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I do not think I could go
any further with my request. I think two hours is all the
time needed to discuss the matter thoroughly, While it is an
important question, the debate should be keen and to the point.

Mr. RAKER. I suggest to the gentleman from Washington
that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Sasate], have half an
hour and that I may have half an hour, while the gentleman
from Washington woyld control one hour.

Mr. LAGUARDIA, What is the time under the rule?

The SPEAKHER. The gentleman from Washington, of course,
has the floor, and at the expiration of one hour he may move
the previous question, which wounld end debate. The Chair
understands that the gentleman desires to extend the time for
debate to two hours, instead of one.

Mr. LAGUARDIA, But if the gentleman's motion for the
previous question is voted down, then the conference report
will be open for debate, and every Member who was recognized
would be entitled to an hour.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington asks unan-
imous consent that there be two hours of debate, of which
one hour shall be controlled by himself. Does the gentleman
from Washington agree to the division suggested by the gen-
tleman from California, that the gentleman from Illinois should
Eaveqhulf an hour and the gentleman from California half an

our:;

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Does the gentleman from
Illinois prefer it in that way?

Mr. SABATH. T am in this position: I have already as-
sured Members on the other side some time, and I should not
like to find myself in a position withont having at least a
few minutes for myself,

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from
Washington yield to me?

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington., Yes.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will he add to his request that the
previous question shall be considered as ordered at the end
of the two honrs? :

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Certainly. I shall modify
my request in that respect, Mr. Speaker,

Mr, RAKER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
will the gentleman make his request that he have 1 hour,

~that the gentleman from Illinois have 30 minutes, and that T

may have 80 minutes?

Mr. JOHNSON of Waslington. Yes; with the understanting
that T be permitted to close debate, and that at the end of the
two hours the previous question shall be considered as ordered.
~ The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington asks unan-
imous consent that the debate be limited to two hours, at the
end of which time the previous question shall be considered
as ordered. aud that 1 hour of that time shall be controlled
by himself, 30 minutes by the gentleman from Iilinois, and 20
minutes by the gentleman from California. Is there objection?

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Mr. Spenker, reserving the right to
object, T want 10 minutes on the floor from somebody, and if
I do not get it T am going to ohject.

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman should realize that if
he objects there will be only one hour of debate.

Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gentleman
from Washington a question? Does the gentleman propose to
allot any time whatever to Members on this side? [

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the time be extended to two hours and a half, and that these
gentlemen from the Pacific coast have the other half hour
that they desire.

Mr, BACON. Mr. Speaker, I object to that.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, T modify my
request aud make it for 2 hours and 20 minutes, of which T
shall control 1 heur, 10 minutes of which shall be given to
one gentleman from California and 10 minutes to the other,
and that the third gentleman from California [Mr Raxer]
shall have one-half hour and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr,
SaBaTH] one-half hour.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, T object.

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

Mr. LAGUARDIA, DMry. Speaker, 1 object.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington is recog-
nized for one hour.

Mr, LINEBERGER. DMr. Speaker, a’ parlinmentary inquiry?

The SPEHAKIFR. The gentleman will state it,

Mr, LINEBERGER. What is the status of the time?
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington is recog-
nized for one hour, Objection was made as to any agreement
in respect to time.

AMr. MacLAFFERTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LaGuagpia] to withdraw his objection.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, my colleagues do not seem
to be clear upon this matter. At the end of the hour to which
the gentleman from Washington is entitled, if he moves the
previous question and the motion be voted down, do not the
rules of the House provide that any gentleman then recognized
i entitled to the floor for an hour,

The SPEAKER. That is correct.

Mr. BLANTON. But you can not vote down the previous
question,

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the objection.

AMr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary
inguiry. A motion to recommit is in order after the previous
question is ordered?

The SPEAKER. It is. TIs there objection to the request of
the gentlemsan from Washington that there be 2 hours and 20
minutes of debate upon the conference report, that the gen-
tleman from Washington shall eontrol 1 hour, that the gentle-
man from Illinois shall control 30 minutes, and the gentleman
from California [Mr. Raxer] shall control 30 minutes, the
other 20 minutes to go to the two other gentlemen from Cali-
fornia, and that the previous question shall be consldered as
ordered at the end of that debate? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

Alr, JOHNSON of Washingfon. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen,
with so much time for debate it would seem we might possibly
Jook carefully and without rancor into this particular provision
which seenis for the moment likely to jeopardize the final enact-
ment of the immigration bill which had recently the vote of a
large majority of the membership of this House, I am convinced
that the way to make sure that we absolutely secure Japanese
exclusion is to allow the eight months' grace requested by the
President and by the Secretary of State. If Members will be
good enough to remember that this bill was introduced on the
first day of this session, December 5, and it had then in it the
exclusion clause to go into effect July 1, they will see that we
meant then to allow several months for the eclause to go into
effect. Your Committee on Immigration and Naturalization
held hearings every day throughout the Christmas holidays.
We thought we could have the bill out and on the calendar by
the 8th or the 10th of January and that it would be among the
first measures passed by the House, We were not able to work
quite so fast. There are many interests against it, as you
know, They cateh at every straw. We got the bill on the eal-
endar, I believe, on the 10th of Fehruary. Then it was re-
written, and the result is that it is now the 9th of May, and
no exelusion act. Every time that this bill has been printed
we had July 1 as the date for the exelusion act to take eflect.

Gentlemen, the bill is so written that the allowance of the
eight months does not mean a Japanese influx at all. A few
will come before July 1. DBut the minute you put the exten-
sion on you also put on the gquota provision; so that for eight
months, or up to March 1, you will have a quota for Japan.
That quota in this bill is a minimum of 100 per year, with a
limitation of 10 per cent per month. So the whole number of
extra Japanese who could come to the United States if they
got the necessary permit from the United States consul during
the limited time this provise would run, would be 80, and no
more,

Mr. FREE. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. In addition to those who
might come in properly under the treaty clause, which we grant
to all nations alike, the nonquota class—students, teachers,
and ministers. That is all there is to the proposition—

Mr. FREE. If this is true—

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Is is absolutely true.

Mr. FREE. I say if it is true, then why do you insert in
the bill a proviso that the President will enter into negotia-
tions to do away with the gentlemen's agreement; if it is
done away with, why should the President negotiate any
treaty—

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Well, does the gentleman
want to be kind and decent to another nation, or just hit him
on the head?

Mr. FREE. I want to see a menace to the United States
stopped and do not want to see this influx of a nation which
now would threaten us as it has done for 20 years. [Applause.]

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. If the gentleman had been
- a little more active earlier in the session we might be a little
more sure of it now.

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? a

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Not now, I will yield later,
I desire to read the proviso. See how mild it is. I ask you,
gentlemen, in an oceasion like this, dealing with other nations,
dealing with a matter that runs a little beyond the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization, a little beyond the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs—a situation which runs in a com-
bination of the House, the Senate, and the Chief Executive,
do you suppose that T wounld come here and offer to jeopardize
the bill T have worked on for five solid years?

Mr, RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I think we ought to ap-
proach this properly and correctly, and it seems to me as if
the whole immigration bill— :

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I can mnot yield.

Mr. RAKER. I will yield the gentleman cne minute of my
time if he will yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. In just a minute. Now,
what hurts is this: If California people will be only patient.
I live on the Pacific coast; there are three States on that
coast—California, Oregon, and Washington.

The distriet which I represent is just as much interested
in this as any of the California districts. It is just as big
a4 question to us in the district I represent as to any other
coast distriet.

Gentlemen, I am trying to be absolutely fair about it. It
is not fair to have telegrams coming pouring from out the
West to the effect that if we defer the date it will open up
a big influx of Japanese from now to March 1. I have
some California telegrams here; they are not fair; they are
not eorrect. Perhaps it is a misunderstanding. I do not blame
the people of California for being a little afraid because they
feel they have been tricked in the past, perhaps through mis-
understanding and perhaps for other reasons.

Mr, CARTER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Yes.

Mr. CARTER. What law provides for the keeping of this
Japanese immigration down to 807

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The quota section of this
bill. The quota goes for the eight months, and that ends it.
The minute we make the extension of time the ineligible class,
the nonadmissibles—the minute that is postponed the Japanese
will have gome on the quota, if at all. The extension is from
July 1 to March 1, and during that time of extension they ecome
on the quota, and we are protected. It may be, for all I know,
that the Japanese so-called gentlemen's agreement is at this
moment abrogated. In the Senate the other day on the amend-
ment there was a big vote, which was in the nature of an abro-
gation of this agreement. You understand that was not a paper
or an order; nothing but a so-called gentlemen's agreement.
Japan made it; Japan claims to have kept it; we think not, but
her claim is our reason for showing a few months' ce.

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr, Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield for.a question?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Yes.

Mr. MILLER of Washington. If this is the way to bring
about exclusion of the Japanese, why did you not digcover it
before and put it into the original House bill, so that the
House could eonsider it? [Applause.]

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Becanse the bill has been
running along all the time with the thought that it would be
passed much earlier than now, and with the idea that the ex-
clusion would be established on July 1, and that there would
be time for the President and the Secretary of State to prop-
erly tell the Japanese Government in official letters that the
Congress of the United States had willed that whatever I8 the
agreement, whatever it may pretend to be, is by the will of
Congress, over. Also, hecause our committee did not care to
recognize by words in this act treaties or agreements relating
to immigration, which we did do in the qunota act There is
nothing here now that calls for a treaty; nothing whatever;
and if this bill became the law to-morrow and was signed by
the President to-morrow, what is there to prevent the Presi- °
dent and the Secretary of State, If they so will, to begin the
negotiation of a treaty? They would not, of course; but whae
is there to prevent, or what can there be in an act of Congress?

Mr. MILLER of Washington. If the gentlemen’s agreement
fs permitted by this bill and the Japanese are put under a
quota, what in God’s name is the use for the President to
negotiate anything further about the Japanese? [Applause.]

Mr., JOHNSON of Washington. If the gentleman will be
kind enough to read this provision carefully he will find that
'51&8 Et’lresldent is to negotiate for the end of this peculiar

on.




1924

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

8229

Mr. DYER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. JOHNSON of Wasghington. Yes.

Mr. DYER. This is the first time they have been put under
a quota?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Yes; they were exempted
under the present quota law. They would now go under the
quota for eight months from July 1. That prevents an influx.
Read this provision, It says:

Provided, That this subdivsion shall not take effect as to ex-
clusion until March 1, 1025, before which time the President is re-
guested to mnegotinte with the Japanese Government in relation to
the abrogation of the present arrangement on this subject.

We eall it an * arrangement.” We do not say agreement.

Now, then, gentlemen, if there is anything to this gentle-
men's agreement—it has been running on for 17 years—if there
is anything to it, is not this Nation big enough; is not this Con-
gress big enough to feel that it can afford to give sufficient
time, six or eight months, especially when it is all in the life-
time of this very Congress, with four days to spare, before the
4th day of March? This is an international matfer. I am
just as vitally interested in it as any man that ever came
from California. I am not afraid to stand here and say so,
because I want to be sure to save the whole immigration bill
and gnarantee the exclusion provided in the bill, which is the
exclusion of all orientals.

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr., JOHNSON of Washington. Yes.

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Will the President veto this
bill if this provision is not in it? Is that what the gentleman
means to convey?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I do not want to take a
chance of a veto. We have a fair bill. It takes eare of all our
relutions with the nations of the world. It protects every treaty
with all of the nations of the world. It is absolutely fair.
Why slam Japan alone?

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

AMr, JOHNSON of Washington. Yes,

Mr. WATKINS, The gentleman says only 80 or 100 would
be admitted. But under section 4, subdivisions (a), (b), (d),
and (e), could not the children, the wives, students, instructors,
and ministers cofe in, because under the nonguota provision
Japan will be on the same basis as all other nations between
July 1, 1924, and March 1, 1825, and these classes of other
nations ean enter without number?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. What does that mean—
fatliers and mothers and parents of American citizens?

Mr. WATKINS. Under the monquota provision these can
come in.  You are right, perhaps, as to the quota.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Certainly I am right.

Mr. WATKINS. Every student ean come in, and every
preacher, student, and instrocfor; not only that, but every
Japanese a citizen of the United States can go over there and
bring back a wife.

Mr. VAILE. No. Read the langunage.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Gramas of Illinois). The
time indieated by the gentleman from Washington has expired.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I beg three minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman is recognized
for three minutes more.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Gentlemen, let us be calm
about this. We have deliberately provided here in this immi-
gration restriction bill that the students of the world may come
to the United States under certain tight conditions. We have
made the age for students 15 years or over in order to confo
with a treaty which permits Chinese students to come in at that
age. We give all nations the same provisions. We have greatly
tightened the regulations as to where and how they maintain
the status of students. 5

It is a nonquota provision, and that provision will stand,
whether or not you have this proviso allowing elght months
in which to blow a kiss to Japan; and it is exactly the same
with the other nonquota provisions.

Gientlemen, we pride ourselves upon the faet that this bill
treats all the nations alike. We have not picked out a single
nation for assault by the United States. Certain people are
not eligible to citizenship. We have a Supreme Court de-
cision fto that effect, and now we are frying to get our laws
adjusted in harmony with that fact. It is claimed by many
that Japan has lived up to its agreement for 17 years. Nearly
all the Pacific coast people have denied that. But we want
Japan to be gracefully notified as to the decision of Congress.

Mr, SUMMERS of Washington. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yleld?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Yes; certainly.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. If the Japanese are put on
a quofa basis, does not the gentleman believe it will be just
as objectionable to them to take them off that basis?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. No. This law would indl-
cate what the treaty would have to be, and I do not believe
it Is possible to even propose on this side or on that side a
treaty; and if it were, and it was possible in any way, there
is stlll a Senate, which by Its vote has shown it would not
agree to such a freaty; but even if it should, which is not
possible, there still remain four days in which to have a three-
line resolution put through to extend the barred zone of pres-
ent immigration laws. :

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Yes.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Regarding this as a purely domestic
question, why should it take a period of eight months for the
President to notify Japan of the passage of an act of Congress?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I would have preferred an
earlier date, but we have done the best we could. I would
have preferred January 1. It would mean 60 Japanese com-
ing in. Mareh 1 would be 10 months. When you get down to
the last analysis with a few Congressmen and Senators acting
as conferees and trying to be exactly fair to the Senate and
}10 ltlm House and to the Executive you can not stop to split

airs.

The SPEARKER pro tempore. The fime of the gentleman
from Washington has again expired.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I now yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BurToN].

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I have rarely felt more anxiety
about any measure pending before the Congress than about the
one pending to-day. The whole question is involved of our ob-
servance of agreements with other countries and of our atti-
tude of friendliness or unfriendliness toward other peoples of
the earth.

I wish fo say at the very outset that I regard the question
of immigration, as well as of citizenship, in the United States
as more properly and naturally one of legislation for the Con-
gress to determine, but the status of those coming from other
countries presents a problem of such delicaey that diplomacy
must have to do with the subject of the admission or the ex-
clusion of immigrants. It js also within the treaty-making
power to agree upon their admission. I would say, further,
that the Japanese Government has said to us, through her am-
bassador, that they regard the question of immigration as one
within the control of our own people as a matter of domestic
policy and that they do not wish to send here from their na-
tionals those who will be objectionable to us. In justification
of a policy of restriction or exclusion I am compelled to say
that if there is any one feature that I have noticed in traveling
about in the last 30 years, nofwithstanding closer relationships,
and notwithstanding the increase of trade, it is the growth of
race repulsion.

However reluctant I may be fo enact legislation offensive
to a great many peoples of the earth, we are nevertheless justi-
fied in passing such a bill as this. It is not a reflection upon
Japan. As I said here a couple of weeks ago, no counfry on
the globe has made greater progress in the last 60 years in all
that makes for political power and for advancing civilization
than Japan. We are far greater, but our growth hasg not been
more rapid in the last 60 years. They have come Into the very
forefront of civilization; they have shown great military
power on land and on sea; growth in the arts, in sanitary pro-
visions, and in all the activities whicli characterize a progres-
sive people. But nevertheless they are of a different racial
type. There is much in what a Chinese minister one time said
to our Secretary of State, “ You are asking to exclude us not be-
cause of our vices but because of our virtues.”

What are the virtues of the Japanese? Untiring industry;
economy ; thrift; loyalty to their country. to their ruler: and
readiness to imitate and adopt the best to be found in other
portions of the world. We may say, as Mr. Webster did of one
of our States, “ There is Japan. Look at her.” It is no dis-
paragement to them or their civilization that we desire to adopt
such a law as this. The plain truth is, in the first place, that
in competition in many lines of endeavor they surpass us, be-
cause they are more industrious, more constant in their labor,
and more economical in their habits of living. But they have
different standards from ours; they are out of line with us;
and thus we ave justified in adopting such a policy.,

But how shall we go about it? Shall we slap a friendly
nation in the face? Shall we adopt a provision that is entirely
unnecessary to carry out the object we have in mind? Shall
we say to Japan, * We will utterly disregard our agreements
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with you and ruthlessly pass a measure which is intended as
an insult to you”? That is the way it is now taken in Japan,
and I verily believe it will be so taken in the future.

Mr. MAcLAFFERTY. Will the gentieman yield? :

‘Mr, BURTON. I ean not yleld. The gentleman will have his
own time in which he can speak, and he can take as long as he
wants. ? .

This is what it is proposed to do to-day, and this is what this
bill would do without such a reseryvation as that agreed upon
by the conferees.

I ask my fellow Members in this House to pause before they
take such action against a nation which is more friendly to us,
probably, than to any other nation in the world. We were with
them in their begimnings. They took up our methods. They
adopted many of our forms of adminlstration, our post-office
management, our postal system. They have been largely en-
gaged in trade with us from the beginning; they have welcomed
our public. men, our professors, with a hospitality nowhere
surpassed ; and let me repeat there is no couniry in the world
that is making more progress than they. They have been the
vietors in three wars: they have taken up the problems of
modern politics and solved them with an ingenuity and a grasp
which nations of the western world might well emulate.

It is not a great concession that is made by this brief clause,
I merely postpones until the 1st of March, 1925, the full opera-
tion of this law,

Alr. GARRETT of Tennessee..

Mr. BURTON. Yes.

Mr. GAERETT of Tennessee. Of conrse, it goes further than
that, It requests certain Executive action. Would the gentle-
man favor suggesting Executive action or requestiug Execu-
tive action. with all that implies, with regard to the immigra.
tion question with all pations?

Mr. BURTON. No, What is the objectien of this provision?

The SPRAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has
expired.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I yield the gentleman five
minutes more.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Grapam of Illinois). The
gentleman from Ohio I8 recognized for five additional minutes,

Mr. BURTON. It is placing Japan in a preferred position.
However, this means nething more than a brief postponement
and an adjustment in a friendly, orderly way. There they are
among thé other Asiatics. They are more advanced; our rela-
tions with them are closer; their susceptibilities are keen; they
are proud of their progress and why should they not be?

Mr. LONGWORTH. ' Will the gentleman yield? :

Mr. BURTON. Yes. :

Mr. LONGWORTH. Is it not a faet that Japan went
further, perhaps, than any other pation in meeting us during
the Conference on the Limitation of Armaments?

My, BURTON. In coneurring with us; yes. 'They are ready
and they are willing to fellow the example of other nations
of the earth. If we seek for peace, for the betterment of
humanity, for the limitation of armaments, Japan has been
as ready as any country of the world to acquniesce and follow
our lead. \

What yvou are proposing to do to-day is to visit an unneces-
sary affront upon them, the result of which will be felt for
years to come.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Did we not ourselves place them in a
preferential class years ago by the gentlemen’s agreement?

Mr. BURTON, We certainly did, and they have maintained
it In good faith. !

Mr. LINERERGER. But the gentlemen’s agreement has no
standing in law.

Mr. RANKIN. Is it not a faet, with regard to the disarma-
ment conference. that agreements were reached first by the
United States and Great Brifain, and then Japan reluetantly
followed?

Mr. BURTON. Oh, no; of course I do not mean to disparage
the most excellent cooperation of the British Government.

Mr., RANKIN. That is my recollection of it.

Mr. BURTON. I have but a minute more and I ean not yield
further. A nation, like an individual, has a mission to perform.
We claim to be in the vangunard of civilization leadine in that
which makes for progress in free government, the advancement
of the individual and in material resources, but we have duties
to perform to the rest of the world, What are those duties? To
hold out a helping hand to the weak of every nation and of
every race, to meet the strong, like Japan, on a footing of jus-
tice, of generosity, and of fairness,

Let us not take this hasty step and offend a friendly people.
Let us proelaim to the world that we have regard for the feel-
ings of other people, Let us recognize that among the varied

Will the gentleman yield?

races of the earth all have their excellencies. We can not
claim, by any manifestation of eonceit, that all of them belong
to us. Japan has many traits which are worthy of the highest
regard, and to the remotest bounds of the earth peoples have
their excellencies. Let our relations with everyone be on a
foundation of friendliness, manifesting that we in America seek
leadership nof merely in those things that make for power and
for wealth, but in those finer qualities of generosity, justice,
and regard for the feelings of all. It is especially important
that we maintain serupulous regard for all our enzagements.

I can not too strongly impress upon my fellow Members the
Importance of what they are doing to-day and the ill will
which may be promoted by our action if we pass this bill with-
out reservation. The addition by the conferees does not in any
way hamper the operation of the immigration policy proposed,
It does not even continue the gentlemen's agreement. There
is no provision here in this exception for a new treaty. It is
merely a method of trying in a graceful manner, without giv-
ing unnecessary offense, to close this incident. While we pro-
elaim to Japan that we have eertain rules in regard to our
eitizenship and those that may come here, we nevertheless de-
sire to enforee these rules in a spirit of friendliness and good
will which we hope may last not merely to-day but for all the
years to come. [Applause.]

Mr. SAPATH. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House,
many of you, I take it, must be under the impression that the
Japanese question is the only questien that is involved in this
report. I admit that that is an important question, but I feel
I am in honor bound to bring home to you the other provisions
that have been embodied in the bill since it Teft the House. I
do this because I do not believe you have had the time to
familinrize yourselves with what has actually oceurred in con-
ferenee. -

In addition to the Japanese question, which will be éxplained
to yon thoroughly by the gentlemen from the Pacifie coast and
by others, the conferces have embedied also in this bill the
so-called national-origin scheme that was defeated on the floor
of the Houge. They have embodied the Simmeons amendment,
which was not considered on the floor at ali and is an amend-
ment of great importance. The conferees have cut down the
number of nonquota nearly 50 per eent, and they also cut off
the skilled-labor provision.

I admif, Mr; Chairman and gentlemen, tha®in many respects
the bill has been improved upon by the adoption of certain
administration: provisions, in many instances simplifying the
requirements and also making it easier of operation and en-
forecement. ' : v

I lesitate to say anything en the Japanese proposition, but
the members of my committee and the conferces will agree, and
must admit, that I have not utilized that proposition in any
way, shape, or form so that I could perhaps bring about the
defeat of this unreasonably harsh immigration bill

Lest I forget, I desire to call your attention to the fact that
I have noticed in the papers to-dany a statement as to the
Japanese proposition showing that under this provision 240,000
Japanese could come im by Mareh 1, 1025, Centlemen, that
statement is'on a par with a great many other statements that
have been made by restrictionists for the purpose of ereating
prejudice in the minds of the American people. That statement
was made by Mr. MeClatehey, of California; and theugh I do
not agree with the gentleman from California, of course there
would be a certain namber that could come in by extending the
time when the bill should go into effect to March 1, 1925, but I
ean not agree to any such wild statement that 240,000 will come,

However, what I desire is to explain to you the provisions
whieh from my peint of view, I believe, are of greater impor-
tdnce to America and to us than the Japanese provision.

Many of you gentlemen have voted for the bill and many of
the restrictive features and for 2 per ecent of the 1890 ceusus
because you were made to believe that ample provision has been
made in the bill whereby the so-called newer immigration will
receive certain advantages in the nonguota provision whereby,
under the nonquota provision, the wives and the children, the
husbands, the fathers, and mothers of American ¢ tizens will
be permitted to eome outside of the guota; and, lo and behold,
after the bill leaves here, notwithstanding the assurance that
has been given you, the conferees recede from the House posi-
tion and wipe out the provision for the husbands of Ameriean
cifizens. They wipe out the provisien for the parents of Ameri-
can citizens, so that neither of them ean come in as nonguota
immigrants, but will now be placed as queota immigrants,

What does this mean? It means that many of these Ameri-
can citizens will be unable to reunite their families and bring
their fathers and mothers to this eountry when they are more
than competent to take care of them and provide for them.
Oh, yes; in another provision they are given a so-called prefer-
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ential status, but in the same provision they give preference
to so-called skilled agriculturalists, and they give full power to
our consular officers to ascertain and grant that preference. I
am of the opinion that these young $1,800 men, who will be
clothed with czarlike power, will do as they please, being far
away from home, in giving exemptions to those that they wigh
to, and may, and I know that some will, diseriminate against
the parents and hushands of Ameriean citizens, to say nothing
of the fact they refused to make exemptions or to permit the
coming in of the wives of American soldiers who offered their
lives for our country and for our flag.

Yes; there are other provisions in this bill besides the Jap-
anese proposition. For instance, there is the Reed amendment,
or the so-called national-origin scheme. How many of you
know what that means and how far-reaching it is, gentlemen?

I will briefly explain to you what that means. It means that
the limitation on immigration after 1927 will be 150,000, this to
be divided under the so-called national-origin scheme. I have
utilized some of my colleague’s figures, as well as those of the
gentleman on the other side of the Capitol from Pennsylvania ;
and do you know what these fizures mean? It means that
Great Britain will receive under the national origin more than
three-fifths of the entire immigration, and that is not taking
into comsideration Canadian immigration. That is outside of it.
All the rest of Europe will have less than two-fifths and Great
Britain .alone will have above three-fifths of the immigration.
8o such countries as Germany, France, Czechoslovakia. Bel-
ginm, Seandinavia, Holland, Poland, in faet all the other na-
tions of Europe will be diseriminated against and their guota
cut nearly to nothing, I wish you would look over these figzures,
ug fime will not permit me to read them. I put them in the
Recorp yesterday, and if you will examine the small number
that will be admitted under the scheme of the varions nationals
of the different countries you will agree with me that it can
not be defended by anyone; that if is manifestly wrong, unjust,
unfair, and diseriminatory.

Quotas
National
presons | | ofiswo | origias
Nationality or country e _ warlglm a m
- of 100 proviso
Albania o] 100 100
Armenia 0 100 100
Austria 7,842 990 1,840
Delginm. 1,563 | 09 260
Bulgaria.._.. 302 100 100
Czechpslovakia 14,357 1,873 1,320
1 801 &/;m | 100
Denmark — 5019 2,782 1,002
Esthania 1,348 102 m
Finland 3,02 145 408
by LT R PR e ] APy L e SR T SN 71 100 100
France 5,720 3,878 2,763
Germany.. .. 67, 607 60,129 2,018
Great ‘Britain and Treland 7,342 62,458 91,111
Cirecce 8,083 100 538
Hungary. e 5,47 485 1,250
Teeland...... 75 100 100
taly. €2, 057 8,889 5,878
Latvin. 1,540 17 253
ithuania i 622 a02 444
Luxemburg. 97 100 100
Methorlands. s 3, 602 1,637 2,660
y 12, 205 6, 453 2,432
Poland 80, 970 8,872 4, 500
Portugal. i 3, 465 474 bef]
Eumania 11732 ¥ 7,419 631 888
Russia 24, 405 1,792 4,002
Spain. 912 124 141
Bweden. . B TR 20,042 9, 561 B, 70T
Bwitzerland._. it 8,752 2,081 781
Yugoslavia 6,426 735 €02
Other Europe.. 56 125 100
Palestine._ .. 57 109 100
Byria 13 882 100 162
TR = e R s e e s e e 2,654 100 1
Other Agia '] 100 100
Africa M 100 100
e SR SSRGS ST R e dee 18 100 100
Atlantie Islands 13 100 134
Australia n 120 100
New Zealand._. 80 100 100
Japan
Total... 857, 801 161, 990 150, 903

And by fthis legislation we will offend every nation of the
warld outside of Great Britain,

Now, with the position we are going to take with Japan,
we are Again playing into the hands of England. If Great
Britain's representative had prepared this bill they could not
have done any better than Las been done by the eonferees, I
gay to you examine closely before you vote on this proposition,

There are other provisions in this bill, but I have not the
time to explain them. I say to you that it is my firm bellef
that it is the duty of Congress, if we have the interest of our
country at heart, to refuse an approval of this conference re-
port. Let us send it back, not only with instructions on the
Japanese proposition, but with instructions to strike out the
objectionable feature, the Reed amendment. I am of opinion
that that is the least thing we can do, although there are other
provisions in the bill that have no right to be there. They are
unfair, un-American, and ean not be justified by any man who
believes in fair play, who believes in justice, who believes in
maintaining friendly relations not only with Japan but with
all the eountries of Europe.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Califor-
nia is reeognized for 30 minutes, ¥

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, T ask unanimous consent that I
may extend my remarks in the Rxcorp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Californin? !

There was no objection.

Mr. LINEBERGHER. Mr. Speaker, T think we ought to have
more Members of the House here to listen to the gentleman
from California, and I make the point of order that there is
no quornm present,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from California
makes the point of order that no quorum is present, Evidently
there is not a quorum here. \

Alr. TINOHER. Mr. Speaker, T move a call of the House,

The metion was agreed fo,

The doors were closed, the Sergeant at Arms was directed to
bring in the absentees, the Clerk called the roll, and the follow-
ing Members failed to answer to their names;

Allgood - Gilbert Madden Beger ]
Anderson Greene, Mass, Miehaelson Smithwick
Androw ireenwood Miller, TIL Snyder
Bacharach Gridin AMontague Stalker
Black, Tex. Harrlson Moore, IIl, Stengle
Brand, Ga. ‘Howard, Okla.  Morin Sullivan
Byrnes, 8. C. Jacobst, Morris ooape
Canfield Jeffers Mudd Taylor, Colo.
Clark, Fla, Johnson, Ky, O'Brien Taylor, W. V.
Gouneﬁy ; hn O'Connor, N. Y. Thatcher
Connolly, Pa. Kerr Park, Ga. Tydings
Cooper, Ohio iiess Peavey Ward, N. ¥,
Cerning Ko,{:& Phillips Ward, N. C,
Carry En Rainey ason
Deniso mglerm Reed’le Vi i
nison son, Minn, . W. Va. Willi
Deminick Tilly Reid, TI1. Wigter e
Dowell Little Rogers, N. H, Wolft
Drane C1i . Rosenbloom Wurzhaeh
Ema | b el .| Do
en anders, N. ¥, lman
Fi d MeKenzie Beo
Fun MeNulty Sears, Nebr.
McSweeney Sears, Fla.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. On thig call 339 Members have
answered to their names, a quorum.

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with fur-
ther proceedings under the call,

The motion was agreed to.

The doors were reopened.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I desire to make a statemen’
facts as to what is before ms and my objection to the e
ence report, which goes to the life of it, namely, the proviso
to subdivision (c¢) of section 13,

On May 6, 1924, at about 5.30 p. m., the conferees of the two
Houses having under consideration H. R. 7805, had come to a
full and complete agreement; that immediately thereafter the
conference doors were thrown open and the public press invited
to enter, and the chairman of the conferees, Senator Rerp of
Pennsylvania, advised the public of the full and final agreement
of the conferees on the above-named bill, stating the substance
of such conference; that thereafter, on May 7, 1024, the Presi-
dent of the United States invited the eonferees of the majority
party to the White House, and a eonference between said eon-
ferees and the President was had. The President then—as it
was thereafter made publie—submitted a proposed amendment
to the bill, stating in substance that if it was allowed the bill
would be signed, and if not agreed to the bill would be vetoed,
the amendment proposed by the President being as follows:

Provided, That this subdlvision shall not take éffect as to exciusion
until March 1, 1925, before which time the President is reguested to
negotiate with the Japanese Government in relation to the abrogation
of the present arrangement on this subject.

And thereafter, on May 7, 1924, at 3 p. m., the conferces met
for the purpose of signing the report fhat the conferenee had
theretofore finally and fully agreed upon on the evening of
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May 6, 1924 ; and as it now appears from the conference report
filed the conferees accepted and adopted the President’s pro-
posed amendment to subdivision (¢) of section 13.

Immigration is purely a domestic question, solely within the
control of Congress through its legislative power, the President
having no control save and except in vetoing or approving leg-
islative acts.

The President of the United States has no constitutional
authority or right with reference to legislative matters, except
by advice, by message to the Congress, or by action of approval
or disapproval of final legislative action, and therefore a trans-
fer of the control of the immigration to the United States to
the treaty-making power excludes the House of Representatives
from any right or control of the terms of said treaty, is con-
trary to our form of government, and a yielding of the rights
of the House to deal with immigration hereafter. This must
not be.

Mr. Speaker, T respectfully and courteously request that I
be not interrupted, as I shall not yield.

For 15 years I have labored upon this question of immigra-
tion with the Committee on Immigration, first with Mr. Burnett
as chairman, and for the last five years and over with the
gentleman from Washington [Mr, JounsoN]. I have given my
undivided time and attention fo the legislation pending before
that ecommiftee, at times neglecting practically every other
thing, because I consider this one of the most important ques-
tions before as well as affecting the American people. After
months of labor the committee brought cut an immigration bill,
and the records will show that many, many of the provisions
of that bill were those that were penned by myself and adopted
by the committee, and that those were provisions that gave
the bill real teeth. Upon the floor of the House, when the bill
came up for consideration, I did what I could to see that it
passed as it was reported by the committee. There was but
one amendment, and that was but a variation between the
committee’s report and what was offered and what passed.
The bill passed the House with 323 Members voting for it and
71 against it. It went over to the Senate, and practically the
same words, with some amendments, were passed by the Sen-
ate by a vote of 62 yeas and 6 noes. The bill went to conference
and I was appointed one of the members of the conference
committee, which consisted of five Members from the Senate
and five Members from the House. We met and worked
practically every day in an effort to adjust the differences be-
tween the House and the Senate. After continual labor, not-
withstanding the newspaper reports and ecomments, at about
half past five o'clock, on the 6th day of May, 1924, the con-
ferees of the House and Senate came to a full and final agree-
ment relative to the conference report. It was ordered printed,
because there were some matters that were yet to get into
proper shape. ;

After the conferees finished their work the question came
up as to who would give to the public what had been done by
the conferees. The door was thrown open, and the newspaper
correspondents, who were thick on the outside, were invited to
enter, They did enter, and, under a private agreement between
the conferees, the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. REEp] was
to give a statement of what was the agreement of the conferees.
Senator Reep then gave that statement, and the papers of the
morning of the Tth carried it broadeast that the conferees had
agreed upon a conference report, which was an adoption of sub-
division (e) of section 13, relative to ineligible ecitizens, and
that it was to take effect on the 1st day of July, 1924

The conferees adjourned, to meet at 3 o'clock on the after-
noon of May 7, 1924, for the sole purpose of signing the confer-
ence report which had been agreed upon and had been printed.
When 3 o’elock arrived there were three small typographical cor-
rections to be made so that it would read properly, and we sup-
posed then that the matter was through. The press then pub-
lished, and the record shows now before the committee, that
on the morning of May 7 the President had called the majority
members of the conferees in council at the White House. It
was then reported, and reported to Members of the House
before I got to the conference committee at 3 o'clock that
afternoon—I was told that Members of the House had the
information before I ever heard it as a member of the confer-
ence committee—that the President himself had drawn this pro-
vigo on subdivision (e¢) of section 13, and we were then advised
that the President would sign the bill if that was agreed to, and
that he would veto it if it was not. Then and thereafter the
record shows, as has been presented to the committee here on
the econference report, without any violation of confidence, that
the conferees did then and there adopt the President’s amend-
ment to the conference report, which had been adopted the day
before by the conferees, all that was left being to sign it, I

agreed to the conference report on the day of May 6. I partici-
pated in the work of what the committee desired, what the
House had voted by 323 to 71, what the Senate had voted by
62 to 6; but when we came back on that afternoon fo sign the
conference report we find the President of the United States
sending an amendment in his own language, written on his own
typewriter, to the conferees, with the direction that the bill
would be vetoed if we did not yield and put on what he
desired.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman
does not want to make a misstatement.

Mr. RAKER. Iam not. I am speaking now of what is in my
files on the public print.

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. The gentleman does not say,
surely, that any such word was sent in typewriting or in any
other way to the conferees?

Mr. RAKER. I am talking about what the public print says.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The gentleman from Cali-
toi'nia talks of official records when he means only public
prints.

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman said that the amendment was
in his typewriting.

Mr. RAKER. Yes, the amendment. The point is that after
we had agreed upon the conference report, after the labor that
many of us had given to that bill, we are compelled on our honor
as Members of the House, elected by the people, to refuse and
decline to sign a report that had been our labor for years, be-
cause a foreign government desired to so dictate to us what
should be done about domestic legislation. [Applause.]
While I am as anxious as anyone in the House to see legislation
passed, and I believe that every feature of the bill outside of the
proviso to subsection (¢) of section 13 ought to be enacted into
law, yet I believe I would stultify myself as a representative
of the pecple, and that I ought to resign if I should now yield
my rights and duty as a representative of the American people.
What we hope to do is to recommit the bill with instructions to
the conferees to refuse to agree to the proviso. Gentlemen of
thl? House, thig is not a question of any politics, one side or the
other,

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

Mr. RAKER. I can not yield. My friends on the other side
are smiling. Did you read the repoert of the committee origi-
nally, when every member signed this report; and now, while
the chairman of the committee is present here in the Hall, I
ask him if he ever heard or if there was ever, so far as the
members are concerned, any politics in the Committee on Im-
migration regarding this legislation? I yield to him to con-
firm or deny that. If he does not, I shall proceed.

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAKER. I will

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I want to say now I have
been on the committee for about 12 years. Judge RAKER has
worked night and day for this exclusion provision. There has
been no polities. I sat seven years at the feet of one dear old Dem-
ocratic chairman, the dead Chairman Burnett, trying to get this
restriction and exclusion, and it grieves me now to tears to see
this thing split this way just when we have got it at our hands.
I do not want to see Californians fighting as to who brings
home the bacon., Be patient, keep your shirts on, and we shall
get the Japanese exclusion and the whole immigration restrie-
tion all guaranteed, Mr. Joex Raxer, and I give you full
eredit. [Applause.] However, he did not write quite every
line in the bill. -He does not claim that. But Judge RaxEer
knows and I know that there is a right way and there is a
wrong way. I will not strike the Japanese when he is down
and when we have won.

Mr. RAKER. Now, gentlemen, to confirm the matter, there
are no politics in the question; it becomes now a higher and
more important question than parties, either one side or the
other——

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAKER. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I am sure there has been no
politics injected; and since it is not a political question, does
the gentleman have any idea why the President sent only for
the members of his own political party when he desired to con-
sult on this important international question?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. He did not send: I asked.

Mr. RAKER. Because, while I may not have much sense, I
may not have much judgment, but by the eternal gods I never
yielded to any man when I knew I was right. [Applause.]
And T present my argument and insist upon proper legislation,
notwithstanding Mr. Hughes to the contrary. That is the
gituation. Now, it has led itself to a higher proposition than
politics; but here is a question involved in this amendment,
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namely, that we ask the President ourselves as Members of the
House to negotiate with the Japanese Government. On what?
The gentleman from Washington has said this morning, to my
surprise, that the gentlemen's agreement would be ended the
1st of July, 1924, What will you enter into? What is the
purpose of it? Kvery newspaper and every correspondent has
given information from the White House that it is for the
purpose of entering inte a treaty relating to restriction of immi-
gration. Now, are the Members of the House of Representa-
tives, as a part of the legislative branch of the Government,
provided for in the Constitution, namely, the House, the Senate,
and the President, to yield to the treaty-making power pro-
vided for by the same Constitution, namely, the President and
the Senate?

Is the Honse to yield to the power when our Supreme Court
has said that even the treaty-making power can not be granted
or used to waive the right of the Federal Government in re-
gard to immigration and in regard to the rights and the sover-
eignty of this country, and that we, the American people, through
those rights alone have the sovereign rights of the people, and
if the Congress should attempt to yield by saying that a for-
eign government, like Japan, could participate and say who
shall participate in making and providing a law, the Supreme
Court would hold it unconstitutional as well as against the
govereign power of the Government? The same way with a
treaty. The President has no power to enter into a treaty in
regard to immigration whereby he may say that a foreign coun-
try can defermine who to consult as to how immigration shall
come to this country, because it is the yielding of sovereign
power, The American people alone have the power to say who
ghall come and who shall stay away, and not under any circum-
stances to take into consideration the voice of the foreign coun-
try. If they did, we have yielded, we have waived the sover-
elgn right of a sovereign nation to stand for itself. [Applause.]
Turiber, this matter requests thg President to enter into nego-
tiations. What kind? He can not enter into a gentlemen’s
agreement. It is nof provided for in the Constitution. The
only right the President of the United States has is to enter
into a treaty provided by the Constitution fo be submitted by
him to the Senafe and be confirmed by a two-thirds vote.
What is he going to deal with in the next 10 months? He can
not enter into a gentlemen’s agreement. It must be a treaty.
The people of the United States, the Members of the House, all
know that in the history of this country there fiave been but
two treaties in regard to immigration, and they have been
both repealed by the Congress of the United States, and those
treaties related to China.

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. Tet us have that exact and
correct. Of course, there is a saving clause in the law that
takes care of those entitled to be taken care of by the freaty.
That is where go many misunderstand the Chinese treaty.

Mr. RAKER. My construction is that the Congress has re-
pealed all of the immigration treaties hetween the United States
and China. Some think it is the other way. But never to

this day has the President ever assumed the jurisdiction of |

treaties to control immigration to the United States; none on
the statute books:; none entered'into; and now we are asked
to appeal to the President as the Congress to waive our rights
and have him enter into a treaty in regard to Japanese immi-
gration, and after having entered into a treaty with Japan,
with the advice and consent of the Senate, after the House
had waived its right, can anybody rise and tell me how can we,
under any circumstances, ever refuse to yield the same right
to all the other countries of the world when they say that they
will not be bound by the laws passed by the Congress, but that
they want to enter into a treaty with regard to immigration?

Mr. LINEBERGER. Will the gentleman yield? We not
only waive them, but we request that they be taken away
from us.

Mr. RAKER. Yes; absolutely, It means we waive; that
it is @ relinquishment; it Is getting down on the knees and
getting the President to enter into a treaty that we may waive
our rights; that we may fail to do our duty; that we may vio-
late the Constitution; that we might become subservient to a
foreign country; that we are afraid to enact the laws and en-
foree them that we have sworn we would Yo in regard fo the
sovereign ‘rights of our country. [Applause.]

Mr, MILLER of Washington. And also put the House of
Representatives in a position where it never ean express itself.

Mr. RAKER. Absolately; there can be no guestion about it.

Mr. SINNOTT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, RAKER. I will ?

Mr, SINNOTT. I desire to know whether or not the state-
ment contained in the statement of the managers is correct,

L
|

that between July 1, 1924, and March 1, 1925, Japanese immi-
gration will be limited to S0 persons by the quota provision of
the immigration law. Is that a correct statement?

Mr. RAKER. With due regard to the gentleman who wrote
it, T think it is wrong. T think it opens the door to Japan, and
as the Department of Labor tells me this morning, it opens the
door to China and to India and to all the other Malay coun-
tries—opens the door into the United States. [Applause.] The
department called me up this morning early and Second As-
sistant Secretary White, of the Department of Labor——

Mr., JOENSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. RAKER. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. TLet us get that right. Do
not let us make a mistake about that. This law that we are
passing here is in addition to, and not in substitution for, all
existing immigration laws. We have a Chinese exclusion law
enacted by Congress, We have a geographical boundary exclu-
sion. This thing is air-tight. Why make such a misstatement?

Mr. RAKER. Second Assistant Secretary White, of the De-
partment of Labor, called me up this morning early and said
that all his legal force had gone into the matter, and added:
“If the matter is placed there by the President as suggested,
all of us believe it would open the floodgates to the Chinese
Stl.ﬁld the Hindus and all the other Malays," We do not want

at.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. And you do not get it in any
shape, manner, or form. I guarantee that all I ask is the
right and honorable way.

Mr. RAKER. And the gentleman from Washingfton told me
on the evening of March 6 that by the eternal gods he would
stand according to the eonferees' report. With all these secret
meetings, this desire on the part of the Executive branch to
control Congress, and after thie conferees have agreed, it is
folly to say, * Come on, boys, you do not know what you are
doing; yield your rights and agree to the Executive branch,”
which up to the present time has demonstrated that they have
fgnored every bill enacted by Congress in regard to immigration
except one, which President Harding signed, regarding the 3
per cent law. [Applause.]

The following language of the Supreme Court of the United
States bears out what I have just stated:

The right to exclude undesirable persons from coming to the United
Siates is as fundamental as the right to recelve desirable onmes. The
Natlon ean protect itself as well as benefit Itself. The power of ex-
cluding foreigners belng an Incldent of sovercignty belonging to the
Government as n part of those sovereign powers delegated by the Consti-
tution, the right to its exercise at any time wheff in its jndgment the
interests of the country require it, can not be surrendered by the
tréaty-making power. (Chinese exclusion case, 130 U, 8. 0EL.)

I received a telegram from Attorney General Webb, of Cali-
fornia, against theé Presldent’s proposed amendment to subdivi-
sion (¢) of section 13 of the conference report. Attorney
General Webb stands at the head of the legal profession in the
West, knows the Japanese situation, and wrote the allen land
laws of California, and i3 a staunch Republledn. No one cin
deny either of these statements. This telegram of Atterney
General Webb Is In words and figures following:

SAN TRANCISCO, CALIF., ay 8, 192}
Hon. JorxN E. RAxer,
House of Representatives, Washington, D, €.}

Deferring the effective date of ineligible alien exclugion until March,
1625, beautifully provides for a 10 months' open season for the influx
of Japanese. In view of the substantially wnanimous action of Con-
gress and the reported declaration of the President that he favors
exclusion, the declsion reached yesterday by the conference committea
to defer effective date 10 months is incomprehensible. The exclusion
of ineligibles, if right, ghonld not be deferred; if wrong, should not be
contemplated. It is a domestie question, wholly within the jurisdiction
and province of the Congress, and it would seem that action should be
taken with dignified firmness and not with vacillating weakness, It
would be, indeed, a disaster if the Congress should be cajoled, per-
suaded, or threatened into a final action upon this question unapproved
by its judgment. The action of the conference committee of yesterday
reversing its action of the day previous, all following the reported
declaration from the White House that the President favors the exclu-
slon of ineligible aliens, has caused in the Pacific Coast States the
most widespread alarm. Is it too much to hope for action that will
preserve the interests of our own people rather than action destructive
of our own rights and interests, but taken confessedly at the behest
and insistence of anocther natlon? If the entire effort is one to avoid
shocking the sensibilities of a. people, let us not forget that our own
people still have sensibilities. It is. probable that in its final action
the Congress will have to determine whether its action will be so framed
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as to please and satisfy the people of another mation or preserve the
interests of this Nation. In such event the decision should not be long
delayed, not difficult to reach.

U. 8. WEBB.

The Native Sons of California have expressed their views
through Clarence M. Hunt, editor of the Grizzly Bear. No
more loyal and patriotic organization exists in the United States
than the Native Sons of the Golden West. They stand for their
State and the Nation, first, last, and all the time. They know
the conditions and what is the correct remedy. The provisions
of the House bill, subdivision (b), section 12, meets their full
approbation and desires. The telegram from Mr. Hunt reads
as follows:

[Western Union telegram]

Los ANGELES, CALIF., May 7, 192}
Hon. JouN E. RAKER,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.:

In interest California strongly protest against agreement postpone
date operation exclusion bill to March next year. If Congress American
will insist on immediate exclusion. Agreed delay means surrendering
Picific coast to orientals, and such legislation disgrace to those
enacting. We want protection now.

Crarence M. Huxr,
Editor Grizzly Bear.

The following telegram is from Mr. Morgan Keaton, depart-
ment adjutant of the American Legion in California, reading as
follows:

[Western Union telegram]
SAN FrANCISCO, CALIF., May 8, 192§,
Hon. JouN E. RAEER, ;
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0.:

The legionnaires in California urge you be present when immigration
bill comes up on floor as reported by conferees, and want you to know
that we are standing behind you 100 per cent in your fight to make
this coast a white man’s country. To defer effective date of Ineligible
alien exclusion until March, 1925, is to provide open season for influx
of Japanese, If the entire effort is one to avold shocking sensibilities
of the people of another nation, let us not forget that our own people
still have sensibilities. It is probable that in its final action Congress
will determine whether its action will be so framed as to please and
satisfy people of another nation or preserve the interests of this
Nation. In such event the decision should not be long delayed, not
difficult to reach. Let us have dignified firmness and not vacillating
weakness. Kindest regards.

MorcAN KEATON,

The Seattle people, through their forward-looking and pa-
triotic citizens, kndw what they want and what is necessary.
They sent me a telegram, which they sent to Chairman Jonn-
son, also editorial of the Seattle Times, which telegram and
editorial are as follows:

SEATTLE, WASH., May 2, 192}
Hon. ALBERT JOHNSON,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.:

Earnestly urge youn impress upon President and your colleagues im-
portance to Republican Party of settling Japanese exclusion imme-
diately and by statute, as advocated by Republican eounty and State
convention. People this State in no mood for treaty or compromise
in any form. Pregident should sign bill in present form or veto it
and give Congress opportunity to enaet it over his weto. Evaslons
or postponement of issue will be disastrous, particularly any attempt
to take matter out of hands of Congress. We want no repetition or
continnation of gentlemen's agreement.

Ewixg D. CorLvin. E. J. Ervens.
TaOoMAS N. SWALE. PAUL EDWARDS.
HENRY A, WisE. E. P, WHITING.

PHILIP TINDALL.
JOHN J. SULLIVAN,

W. M. INGLIS.
RopERT M. JOXES.

SeATTLE, Thursday, May 1, 1984
CONGRESS MUST NOT SURRENDER ITS POWERS

President Coolidge is seeking to have Congress postpone the effective
date of the Japanese exclusion law to July 1, and in the meantime
negotiate a treaty with Japan which shall supersede the law.

If Congress permits this to be done it will be a fatal surrender
of its constitutional powers. The question of immigration is purely
a domestic question in which neither Japan nor any other country
has any right to interfere; and even to discuss the matter with her
would be to admit her right to interfere in any of our internal affairs
ghe sees fit. Next ghe will be demanding that we grant to Japanese
in this country full rights of voting, land ownership, and intermar-
ringe. And if we concede these rights to Japan it will be only a
ghort time when Rumania, Persia, Egypt, and Abyssinia will be de-

manding the same right§ as we grant Japan. Even more important,
China, with its population of 400,000,000, can not be expected ih-
definitely to acquiesce In the discrimination against her people in-
favor of Japam with its population of only 60,000,000. Some day a
powerful, stable government will be established in China and a reckon-
ing will be demanded.

Congress should give careful thought to these possibilities before it
surrenderg its powers,

Received the following telegrams and letters on this subject,
which shows the desires of the people on this question of
prohibition of further oriental immigration, particularly those
}mlalliglble to citizenship, which telegrams and letters are as

ollows:
BERKELEY, CALIF., April 30, 192},
Congressman JoHN E. RAKER,
Washington, D. O.:

Fifty thousand farm bureau members of California are alarmed over
the possibility of the alien land law immigration bill as passed by Con-
gress failing in signatuve by the President. Farmers are insistent that
exclusion feature as adopted in subdivision, section 12, House bill, and
indorsed by SHORTRIDGE in Senate be not destroyed nor changed in any
particular.

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION,

SuvisuN, CaLir., April 30, 192},
Hons., CLARENCE LEA, ARTHUR M. FRrEE, JoHN E. RAKER, ALBERT JOHN-
s0N, CHARLES CumeY, Junius KaHN, JamEs H., MACLAFFERTY,

HiraM JOHNSON, SAMUBL SHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D. .

GENTLEMEN : On behalf of the American Leglon and the Native Sons
of the Golden West I have been instructed to advise that we are ex-
pecting every Congressman and Senator to fight to the last diteh to
stop Japan's ambition. Feeling i3 running high here; we expected
gomething of President Coolidge, he has failed to deliver.

We also want the Johnson imfiigration bill passed; it is time we
were using a little judgment in selecting immigrants. Character is the
essential element; to-day Americans earry their blankets in California ;
foreigners do the work. Let the plea of cheap labor go by; let's make
the word quality, and close the melting pot. Assuring you our sincere
appreciation for your good work, we are,

Sincerely,
Reams PostT AMERICAN LEGION,
Soraxo Parnor Native Soxs,
Joux J. McCARroX, Secretary,
ASA BCARLETT, President.

Telegrams were sent to the commissioners of immigration at
the ports of San Francisco and Seattle as to the number of
Japanese entering said ports. The telegrams sent and the
replies therefo are as follows:

WASHINGTON, D. (., April 26, 192}

(Bigned)

Hon. J. D. NAGLR,
Immigration Commisgioner, Ban Fraencisco, Calif.:

Will you kindly furnish me with the latest data on the arrival and
landing of Japanese at the port of San Francisco? What is going on
now, and how has it been for the past 10 months? How as to antici-
pated arrivals? Telegraph answer., Rush,

JorN B. RAgER, M. C.

[Western Union telegram]

8aN Francisco, Carv,, April 29, 192},
Hon, JouN H. Ragzr, M. C., :
Washington, D. 0.;

Referring yours 26th instant, during past 10 months, July, 1922, to
April, 1924, inclusive, 8,454 Japanese admitted ; 1 debarred ; subdivided,
2,149 male, 1,806 female; subdivided, 1,862 former residents, 991 par-
ents, wives, and children of resident, 602 others; subdivided, 1,033
laborers, 2,422 nonlaborers. During this month 630 admitted: subdi-
vided, 402 males, 233 females; subdivided, 329 former residents, 184
parents, wives, and children of residents, 122 others; subdivided, 191
lahorers, 444 nonlaborers. Anticipated arrivals indicate an increase.
Shipping Guide schedules 5 arrivals during May on vessels touching at
Japanese ports; 4 during June,

Joux D. NaGLs,

WaisnmiNgToN, D. C., April 26, 192},
COMMISSIONER OF IMMIGRATION, -
Beattle, Wash.
Will you kindly furnish me with the latest data on the arrival and
landing of Japanese at the port of Seattle? What is going on now and
how has it been for the past 10 months. How as to anticipated arriv-

als., Telegraph answer, Rush. .
JorN E, RAKER, M. C.
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[Western Union Telegram]
Beattle, Wash,, April 28, 192},
Joux B. Raxer, M. C.,
Washington, D. O.:

Angwering telegram 26th, total Japanesa arrivals, Seattle, nlne
months ending March 81, immigrants, 703 ; nonimmigrants, 567. April
estimate : Immigrants, 181; nonimmigrants, 119, Authentle Informa.
tion from steamship agents and other sources Indicates many Japa-
nese admissible under present law, particularly wives and children of
those domiciled in United States, will immigrate before proposed law
becomes effective, Further Information obtalnable from Commissioner
General of Tmmigration, Washington, D, C.

3 Luroer WEEDIN, Commisgionor,

The following will show what was done by the conferees;
[H. R. 79951

On April 12, 1924, the Iouse passed the above-named bill—
323 yens, T1 nays. (Page 0257, April 12, 1924.)

The bill wus reported to the Senate, April 14 (ecalendar day),
1924, and printed.

On April 18 (calendar day), 1924, the bill passed the Senate
hy a vole of 62 ayes and G noes. (CoONGRESSIONAL IIECORD, P.
0640, April 18, 1924.)

The Senate struck out all after the enacting clause and in-
serted one amendment as a new -bill.

The provisions of the House. bill as passed and the Senate
amendment as passed are in most regards the same.

The Senate having passed the House bill with an amendment
asked for a conference with the House and appointed the fol-
lowing conferees: Senators Rerp of Pennsylvania, STERLING,
Keyes, Kixg, and Hagrnis,

The bill was presented to the House on April 19, 1924

On the 10th day of April the bill H, It. 7005 was called up
with the request that the House disagree to the Senate amend-
ment and appoint conferces, which was agreed to and the fol-
lowing conferees appointed: Jonnson of Washington, VAILE,
YVmncext of Michigan, SApaTH, and RARER.

Thereafter, on April 19, the chairman of the House conferees,
Mr. Joansox, called a meeting of the House conferees for Sun-
day morning April 20, 1024, at 10.30 a. m., later continued to
3.80 p. m,, at which thime the conferees of the House met in
the committee room of the Committee on Dumigration and
Naturalization, when and where the bill H. R. 7995 as thus
passed by the two Houses was considered.

Thereafter, on April 22, 1024, Senator Davip A. Reep of
Pennsylvania, ¢halrman of the conferees committee on behalf
of the Senate, called a meeting of the conferees of the two
-Houses to meet In the Commerce Commlittee room on the gal-
lery floor of the Senate wing of the Capitol at 11 a, m., Friday,
April 25, 1924

Thereafter, on Friday, April 25, 1924, at 11 o'clock a. m., the
conferees of the two Houses met, at which the conferees were
all present.

The conferees proceeded to consider the bill, I IR, 7905, as
passed by the two Houses.

The conferees adjourned, to meet on Saturday, April 26,
1924, at 10 a. m.

On Saturday, April 26, 1024, at 10 a. m., the conferees met
and coutinued their work until 1.30 p. m., and reconvened at
3.30 p. m., continuing wntil Iater in the day, when un adjourn-
ment was taken until Tuesday, April 20, 1924, at 10 a. m.

On Tuesday, April 20, 1924, at 10 a. ni, the conferees met.
Considerntion of the bill was had, and at about 5.30 p, m. ad-
journed until Wednesday, April 30, 1924, at 10 a. m,

On Wednesday, April 30, 1924, at 10 a. m.,, the conferees met
pursuant to adjourmmuent. Conslderation of the bill was had
and continued practleally all day, when adjournment was taken
until Thursday, May 1, 1924, at 10 a. m.

On Thursday, May 1, 1924, at 10 a. m., the conferces met
pursuant to adjournment and continued in session practically
all day, until they adjourned until Saturday, May 3, at 10
. m,

Pursuant to adjournment, conferees met on Saturday, May
3, 1024, st 10 a. m:. Continved work on bill practically all day,
when an adjournment was taken until Tuesday, May 8, 1024,
at 10 a. m.

Pursuant to adjournment, conferees met on Tuesday, May 6,
1924, at 10 a. m. and continued in session until about 530 p. m.

At about 5.30 p. m. on Tuesday, May 6, 1924, conferees came
to'a full and complete agreement between the two Houses, and
the conferees' report was ordered to be presented to the two
Houses to the end that the House recede from the Senate
amendment and agree to a Senate amendment with amendment,
which was concurred In by the Senate conferees.

The amendment as thus agreed to was ordered to be printed
(Print No. §) and was so done.

The conferees then adjourned until Wednesday, May 7, 1024,
at 8 p. m,, for the purpose of signing the conference report,
which had been fully and finally agreed thereto as above stated,

At the conclusion of the conferees’ work and after having
come to the agreement as above stated, the doors of the con-
relgence room were thrown open and the press permitted to
enter.

Therenpon and on hehalf of the committee, the chalrman of
the conferees, Senator Reep of Peunsylvania, gave a statement
to the press that the conferees had come to a full, final, and
complete agreement. This statement was carried in the even-
ing papers of May 6 as well as the morning papers of May 7.

The provigions of section 12, subdivizsion (b), of the ITouse
bill and subdivision (¢) of section 10 of the Senate amendment
were the same. These subdivisions relate to the exclusion of
aliens ineligible to eitizenship.

Before May 1, 1924, the public press carried an item that the
President desired an amendment to tlie bill relating to Japanese
exclusion and also carried the amendment thus desired by the
President, which was as follows:

Between the letter (b) and “ po,” in line G of page 19 of the House
bill as printed in the Benate, add the followinig: “On and after
March 1, 1026, and then add the following amendment to the end
of sald subdivision (b) of section 12 of the House hill:

Y Provided, however, That the provislons of this paragraph shall
not apply to the mnationals of those countries with which the
United States, after the enactment of this act, shall haye entered
into treatios by and with the advice and consent of the Sennte
for the restriction of fmmigration.”

So that subdlvigion (b) of section 12 as the bill passed the House
would read as follows:

“({b) On and after AMareh 1, 1920, no alien ineligible to citizen-
ship shall be admitted to the United States unless such alien (1)
is admissible as a yta. immigrant under the provisions of
subdivigion (b), (d), or (g) of eection 4, or (2) Is the wife, or
the unmarried child under 18 years of age, of an immigrant ad-
missible under such subdivisions (d), and is accompanying or
following to Join him, or (3) is mot an immigrant as defined in
section 8 : Provided, however, That the provisions of this paragraph
shall not apply to the nationals of those countries with which the
United States, after the enactment of this set, shall have entered
into treaties by and with the advice and consent of the Sanate
for the restriction of Immigration.”

The publle press carried the information that the conferces
had not agreed to the President’s proposals, but had adopted
subdivision (b) of section 12 of the House bill as it passed
the House, and the provigions of section 31 of the House bill
whllgg made effective subdivision (D) of section 12 on July
2 52 4,

Thereafter the public press carried the information on Sat-
urday, May 3, that President Coolidge announced to White
House callers his indorsement of the proposal that aliens
ineligible to eitizenship should be excluded from the United
States,

This continued to be earried in the publie press on May 3,
4, 5, and 6, and, as above stated, the chalrman of the conferees
at about 5.80 p, m, on May 6 gave the Information to the press
fhat the House provision In regard to exclusion was adopted
without change; that is, subdivision (b) of section 12 of the
House bill as it passed the House, and to take effect on July
1, 1924, as provided in section 32 as it passed the House.

The press carried the information and the Members of the
House were advised during the fore part of May 7 that the
President had invited the majority conferees to meet him at
the White House:; that the majority-party conferees met the
President at the time stated, May 7, 1924, in the forenoon;
conference was had and an amendment to subdivision (e¢) of
section 13 of the SBenate amendment as agreed to by the eon-
ferees May G—which was in identical langunge with subdivision
(b) of section 13 of the House bill—which amendment pro-
posed by the President was as follows:

At the end of subdivision (¢), section 13, add the following:

Provided, That this subdivision shall not take effect as to exclusion
until Mareh 1, 1925, before which time the President Is requested to
negotinte with the Japanese Government in relatlon to the abrogation
of the present arrangement on this subject.

Pursuant to adjonrnment of the conference committee on
May 6, at 530 p. m,, the conferees met on May 7, 1924, at
2 p. m. for the purpose of signing the conference report as
theretofore agreed upon May 0, at which time instead of sign-
ing the conference report theretofore agreed upon, motion was
mare to reconsider subdivision (c¢) of section 18 of the con-
ference report, which was against ohjection and thereupon and
thereafter conferees agreed to the President’s amendment to
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subilivision (¢) of seetion 13 and as thus amended, the con-
ferves ordered the same to be reported to the two Houses,

The conference report was submitted to the House as thus
spended by Mr. Jomssox, chalrman of the House conferees, on
May 8, 1024 at 5 p. m., and ordered to be printed.

As the bill passed the House, subdivision (b) of section 12
of the House bill under the provislons of section 32 of the
House bill took effect on July 1, 1924,

As the bill passed the Senate, subdivision (e) of seetion 10,
which iz identical with. subdivision: (d) of scction 12 of the
Haouse bill, also took effect upon its enactment.

These provisions in the conferees report became subdlvlslm
(¢) of section 13 and under the provistons of section 82 of the
cunferees' report, section 13 Is.to take effect on July 1, 1824.

I therefore contend thot—

The Presiilent’s proposed amendment as agreed opon by the
conferees to sulddivigion (e) of section 13 of the conferees re-
port leaves the matter in the pesition that before Muarch: T,
1925, the Mouse reqnesis the Prosident to negotiate with' the
Japanese Governwent In relation to the abrogation of the
present avrangement on thig sabject.

This is new matter not contemplated by the bill ns it passed

‘the Houze or ag it passed the Senate; not germane to either bill

or thie suhject under consideru.tmn——

(2) A walver of the House right to legislate on Immigra-
tion, and {

(3) The surrendering of its power and the power of Congress
to lezlslnte on immigration and turning it over to a treaty-malk-
ing power, which provisions arce contrary aud repugnant to the
mml.a!nm of the Censtitution, and

() A direct interference by the exeentive branch of the
Government with the legislative branch und a coercion by the
exciéutive branch of the legislative branch in matters pending
Lefore the legizlative branch and under conslderation by 1.

Mr, Speaker, I reserve the balance of my thine,.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington.,, Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
five minutes. 1 !

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington ig recog-
nized for five minutes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Now that we are at. the
crux of the matter, let us get it right, I am snre that the
House of Representafives wunts to get this right. We desire
to act with (lgnity and with honor. I have an abiding faith
that when this body understands It we will be right, no matter
what may happen ‘nt the otlier énd of the Capltol.

Mr, RANKIN.  Mr, Speaker, will flie gentleman yield?

My, JOOUNSON of Washington. No; I' éan not yield; I am
SOrry.

If this law' I8 net In addition to aud not in substitution for
the other fmmigration Inws that we have, then it is all wrong.
But it {8 in additlon, and it is so tightly drawn that you' enn
not divoree this law from the oflier immigration laws. Make
no mistake about that. The statement thot the President fs
to negotiate a treaty iz all wrong: All that the President has
asked is that, if possible, offense be not given to a friendly
nation. I make no seeret of his request. I am proud of wlhat

I enn his views, which are falr and right; 1. can state that In
the original writing and preparation of this bill at the begin-
ning there was no consultation either with the Secretary of
State or the Secretary of Labor; yet as we got along with this
bill, weighing every word, we rem_ived many valuable sugges:
tions from both distinguighied Secrvetaries, When Congress
atlempts to set up as big a plece of machinery as this bill eon-
tamplates, we wnnt it to be in harmony with the best views
of the Beeretaries who will execute it; we want it to snit the
Chief Executive, too, If possible.

President Coolldge suld he favored execlusion. He has said
so within a week. He has also sald that, inasmuch as he
favored exclusion, he desired to give the least possible offense
to a friendly nation. No conference commitice, consisting of
five Representatives and five Senators, will dare say that the
President gave a thonght to the action of the primaries in Cali-
fornyla, as suggested in the newspapers The President disre-
garded the primaries,

Mr. VAILH. That statement is true.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington, The President acted upon
each step as he received word from the conference commiitee,
rexardless of what happened elsewhere in the world, The
President is not dictating to or attempting to direet Congress,
The President, however, is President of the United States of
Ameriea. He made two suggestions fo the conferees, one of
which we nccepted. T believe 1S Inter suggestion to have been
wire and proper. Othenwise I assure yom, gentleman; I would
not have offered it to this House In my capacity as a con-

feree, We dare not ask thls House to waive its rights in the
handling of Immigration; nor do we authorize the making of a
treaty. We could not do that If we wanted to. That is pre-
posterous. What we have agreed to as conferees guarantees
and saves the whole legislation, Invmy humble opinion. It saves
the dignity of the United States algo. It Is fanir to the Presi-
dent. It Is fair to tlhie Secretary of Siate,

111[{:1 MOORE of Virginia. Mv. Speaker, will the gentleman
yie

Mr. JOH-NSON of ‘Washington. Yes; certainly.

My. MOORE of Virginia. In reply to theé statement of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Raxer], am T right in assum-
ing that this' bill would be satisfactory to you and to all
who stayed with you if this proviso in section 13 were omitted?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. We will take what we can
get.

Mr; MOORT of Virginia. Then the only suggestion here Is
with reference to this proviso?

Mr, JOENSON of Washington. Yes; and how gracefully and
properly to get rid of wmel.h_mg with Japan that we do not
understand and do not Tike.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. There is nothing involved In, it
about opening the floodgates to immigration from Japnn? ;

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington., Noj; absolutely no. There
has always been much miginformation in the United States
ahout everything Japrnese, T have studied all the statements
put out in years and know of the exaggeratioms, If you can
trust me.  The gentleman from Californin [Mr. RaxeEr] and
myself have ench been on the Innmmigration Commlitee albout 12
years, During the whole eight yeurs of the administration of
the gentlemnn’s party he wis unable to' take home the hacon.
He has worked hard for It. T have been for five long years
chairman of that committee, and now, through my party, Hon.
Joux A, RARER can go home with the Japanese bhacon under
Iis arm—a thing We conld not get dorlng all the years of the
administration of his party, neither he nor his Seuntors. T
will give him the full credit, if no one else will, for this ex-
chislon provigion. And wet If this Houuse can not show the
respect to the President to which he Is entitled in bis effort to

| have the Tnited States play the gentleman's part, there is

something wrong., California moay get a victory with ald from
everyone who would break this immigration bill, bot President

| Coolidge will get the eredit for acting with digoity, witli falr-

pess, aimd with honor, mark those words.

Mr. MOORIZ of Virginia. The only thing to do, the only
thing In this matter that the TTouse is nsked fo do, Is to prevent
bringing about a sitoation where the President can abrogato
the liw?

My, JOHNSON of Washington, Yes. It s to avold anything
possible in the name of or in imitation of or in the pretense
of a treufy; that is nll, Coolidge is right. We exclusionists
cin win. We Japanese exclusionists can win. We will win,
llmt there is o right woy and a wrong way., What morve ean

say?

The SPEAKHER. The time of the gentleman from Washing-

 ton has expired.
he has done. I am honered in the opportunity to state as best |

Mr. JOIONSON of Washington. Will somebody on that side
use rome of his time?’

Mr, MAcLAFFERTY rose.

The SPHAKER. Tle gentleman from Callfornia is recog-
nized,

Mr. MAcLAFFERTY. Mr. Spenker, I ask unanimous cousent
fo revise and extend my remarks in the Reconn,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gon-

tleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. MAcLAFFERTY. 1 am very glad to have leurd it so
clearly stated here, and so well ngreed upon, that this is not a
politieal question. I mysell well know it is not a polltical ques-

(tlom. I want my position here thoroughly understopd, 1 am

not here to flaunt anybody—not at all.  But this whole ques-
tion 18 so fundamental with me that hefore I would change on
this now I would allow myself to be cut to pieces by Inches
right before your eyes. [Laughter and applanse.]

I'um here, gentlemen, to tnlk for Amerieans who are coming
along 25 and 30, yesars from to-day. I nam here to talk for the
Httle children, the little Amerlean children who arée yet unborn
but who will be born upon the Pacllle cnast of North Amerlea.
T am here to warn you of tlie great danger to our eivilization.
T liave more Interest and belief in the good gualities of the
Japanese people than my frientd from Ohlo [Mr. Bukros] has,
for I know thelr gond qualities. Ho tells us they have pat-
terned after us, thercby paying us a great compliment, in the
matter of our post-office administration and in other matters;
but he did not tell you that they boust of fhe fact that they
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have organized their military institutions with Germany as
their patron saint. I have had more than one Japanese tell
me that.

I do not decry the right of the Japanese to have his own
national aspirations and ambitions; but if the American Con-
gress now, through an altruistic feeling in their hearts toward
these good people, waives the right to hereafter control mat-
ters of legislation respecting immigration, you are doing one
thing to undermine the institutions of this Republie.

Gentlemen, what is the gentleman’s agreement? Is there a
man in this room who can rise and tell me what it contains?
Do I know what it is? Do any of you know what it is? No.
Is it like a treaty? No. Was it indorsed and ratified by the
United States Senate? No. But it is an agreement which never
should have been made. It was made for the purpose of pre-
venting an increase of Japanese immigration into this country,
but it has been a rank failure in that regard.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. I will yield if the gentleman will give
me another minute of time.

Gentlemen, if there is going to be an affront given in this
matter, it has already been given. The Japanese people, after
we have paid them the compliments we have on this floor, are
not worthy of our insisting now that they are fools. The
Japanese people know that Amerieca is almost solidly for ex-
clusion, not becaunse they are Japanese but for biological reasons
and for economic reasons, and the great question with them is:
Shall exclusion heeome an absolute fact? They do not want us
to insult their intelligence by saying, “ Well, we are going to
give you a chance by treaty to negotiate for the wiping out of
this agreement.” T believe it is wiped out now. I read dis-
patches from the Tokyo papers yesterday and this morning
which stated that fact clearly, that while the newspapers over
there use headlines in deseribing what is going on now the
people there have very little interest in it, because they realize
it is going to result in exclusion anyway.

I want to put into this Iecorp some things that I have not
the time to read. I want to show you the statements some of
the great men of Japan have made. I want to show you that
Japan believes her national destiny is to control this world,
and that it is all right for her to do it if she can do it. She
believes that the American people some day should be her
slaves. That is what she believes. I do not care whether all
the Japanese of Japan were sitting in these galleries hearing
me say this. They knew it is true, and they believe it is the
divine law of their god that that should be true.

Why, my friends, if you could only understand this question
as we understand it, you would feel differently from the way
gome of you d6 feel. I want you to read the extension of my
remarks which I will put in the Recorp, because I can not
bring all the facts before you.

But to show you how the people on the Pacific coast are
feeling let me read you a telegram:

We are standing behind you 100 per eent in your fight to make this
coast a white man's country. To defer effective date of ineligible alien
exclusfon until March, 1925, is to provide open season for Influx of
Japanese. If the entire effort is one to aveid shocking sensibilities
of the people of another nation, let us not forget that our own people
gtill have sensibilities. It is probable that in its final action Congress
will determine whether its action will be so framed 8s to please and
satisfy peeple of another nation or preserve the interests of this
Nation. In such event the decision should not be long delayed nor
difficult to reach. Let us have dignified firmness and not vacillating
weakness,

And the end of !nother telegram.
Mr. TINCHER. Will the gentleman yield right there?
Mr. MacLAFFERTY. No: I have not the time.

Any exclusion postponment compromise should provide exclusion to
all Japanese from this date. Japan has violated, thereby abrogating,
gentleman’s agreement by waiving military service to Japanese return-
ing to Japan for brides and issuing passports, prohibited by agreement,
evidenced over 100,000 Jap laborers now in California and overflow
bookings all returning steamers from Japan,

Since the passage of this bill a few weeks ago there have
been about 1,000 Japanese bachelors who have gone back to
Japan in order to bring back brides and get in here before
July 1. There are more than 40,000 Japanese bachelors in
California now. They can not leave and get back because
there are not ships enough. But for every Japanese woman
who comes back it means five children. In my State 1 child
out of 11 born last year was a Japanese child. A

For God's sake, you men who know what the colored problem
means, not only to the white man but to the colored man, stand
by us in this. We will not forget you if you do. [Applause.]

There are over 40,000 Japanese bachelors in this country, according
to Japanese authorities, every one of whom could bring from Japan
within the period referred to, if the present agreement be in effect, a
kankodan bride whose duty {i would be to become the mother of the
average family of five children. There would be then a potential in-
crease within a few years of Japanese population to the extent of
240,000, in addition to the increase to be expected from birth rate
among those already here.

What Japan's policy would be under those circumstances is clearly
indicated by what she is doing or permitting now. The Japanese news-
papers of BSan Francisco report that during the preceding three
months—February, March, and April—2,000 Japanese bachelors left
San Francisco for Japan for the purpose of securing kankodan brides
and returning with them before July 1, when It was expected the ex-
clusion measure would become operative. The Government of Japan
directly encourages this element® of immigration by allowing such
searchers for brides three months' stay in Japan, while if they come for
business or pleasure they would be limited to 30 days, or compelled to
remain and perform their military duties.

In addition to the kankodan brides, the Japanese now here are send-
ing for all the relatives for whose passage they ean pay and whose
admission is permitted under the Government's present interpretation
of the gentlemen's agreement. To extend for a year more the time
during whieh such relatives can come would be to invite the admission
of a large number,

The gentlemen’s agreement, as explained by President Roosevelt, was
made for the express purpose, indorsed by Japan, of preventing an
increage of Japanese population in continental United States. That
purpose has been steadily violated by the manner in which the agree-
ment has operated.

OAEKLAND, CALIF., May 7, 1924
J. H. MacLarrFERTY, M. C,
Washington, D. O.;

Nichi Bei, Ban Francisco Japanese newspaper, publishes to-day that
6,000 kankodan brides and relatives of California Japanese awaiting
fransportation from Japan to California exclusive, Four bundred
Japanese males sailing on President Wilson May 2 Instead of waiting
for Japan steamer sailing May 12. Reason latter sailing preventing
return before July 1, with so-called brides who become colaborers breed-
ing like pestilential flies. This evasion so-ealled gentlemen's agreement,
Delay means 80,000 mere Japanese here by March 1 and 50,000 more
Japanese-American children. Compromise crucifies Californla. Should
provide immediate exclusion of these hordes ineligible trouble breeders.
Southern statesmen realizing California’s problem will help us upon
request,

J. M. PERKINS.
—r
OAKLAND, CALIF., May 8, 192},
Hon. J. H, MacLArrERTY, M. C.,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.:

Any exclusion postponement compromise should previde exclusion of
all Japanese from this date. Japan has violated, thereby abrogating,
gentlemen's agreement by waiving military service to Japanese return-
ing to Japan for brides and issuing passports prohibited by agreement,
as evidenced by over 100,000 Jap laborers now in California and over-
flow bookings on all returning steamers from Japan.

J. M. PERKINS.

SAN FrANCISCO, CALiF., May 8, 2925
Hon. James H. MACLAFFERTY,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.:

The leglonnaires in California urge you be present when immigration
D1 comes up on floor as reported by conferees and want you to know
that we are standing behind you 100 per cent in your fight to make
this coast a white man's country. To defer effective date of ineligible
alien exelusion until March, 1925, is to provide open season for influx
of Japanese. If the entire effort is one to avoid shocking sensibilities
of the people of another nation, let us not forget that our own people
still have sensibilities, It is probable that in its final action Congress
will determine whether its action will be so framed as to please and
satisfy people of another nation or preserve the interests of this Na-
tion. In such event the decision should not be long delayed nor diffi-
cult to reach. Let us have dignified firmness and not vacillating weak-
ness. Kindest regards.

MoreAN KBAToN,

QUOTATIONS FROM JAPANESE WRITERS

[From * Mastery of the Pacific,” brochure published in 1909 and quoted
in Literary Digest, November 13, 1909, by Batori Kato, admiral of the
Japanese Navy and one of the writers of the four-power trealy at
digarmament conference]

In the event of war Japan could, as if aided by a magician’s wand,
overrun the Pacific with fleets manned by men who have made Nelson
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their model and trangported to the Far East the spirit that was wic-
torious at Trafalgar. Whether Japan avows it or not, her persistent
aim is to gain the mastery of the Pacific. Although peace seems to
prevail over the world at present, no one can tell how soon the nations
may be engaged in war. It does not need the English alliance to
gecure sunccess for Japan., That alliance may be dissolved at any
moment, but Japan will suffer no defeat. Her victory will be wan by
her men, not by armor plates—things weak by comparison.

[From the Tokyoe Hoelii, paper published in summer of 1919 and quoted
in Literary Digest July §, 1919, p. 81, by Count O'Euma, deceased,
leader of the Genro]

That age in which the Anglo-Tapanese alliance was the pivot, and
American-Japanese cooperation an essential factor of Japanese diplo-
macy, is gone. In future we must not look eastward for friendship,
but westward. Let the Bolshevikeof Russia be put down and the
more peaceful party established in power. In them Japan will find a
strong ally., By marching then westward to the Balkang, to Ger-
many, to France, and Italy, the greater part of the world may be
brought under onr sway. The tyranny of the Anglo-Saxons at the
Peace Conference is such that it has angered both gods and men.
Some may abjectly follow them In consideration of their own petty
interests, but things will ultimately settle down as has just been
indicated.

[From a Japanese imperialist pronouncement written in 1918 and
guoted in The Rising Tide of Color, by Lethrop Btoddard, pp. 49,
B0, 51, 52, 53]

Fifty millions of our race wherewith to conguer and possess the
earth! It is Indeed a glorious problem! To begin with, we have
China; Cbina is our steed. Far ghall we ride upon her! BEven as
Rome rode Latium to conquer Italy, and Italy to conguer the Medi-
terranean; even as Napoleon rode Italy and the Rhenish States to
conquer Germany, and Germany to conquer Europe, even as England
to-day rides her colonies and her so-called allies to conguer her
robust rival, Germany—even so shall we ride China. 8o becomes our
50,000,000 race 500,000,000 strong; so grow our paltry hunfreds of
millions of gold into billlons! How well have done our people! No
mistakes! There must be none now. In 1890 we conguered China;
Russia, Germany, and France stole from us our booty. How has our
gtrength grown since then—and still it grows! In" 10 years we
punished and retook our own from Russia; in 20 years we sguared
and retook from Germany; with France there is no need for haste,
Bhe has already realized why we -withheld the troops which glone
mighit have driven the invader from her soil. Her fingers are clutch-
ing more tightly around her oriental booty; yet she knows it is ours
for the taking. But there is no need for haste; the world condemns
the paltry thief; only the glorious congueror wins the plaudits and
approval of mankind, We mno,; are well astride our Chinese steed;
but the steed has long roamed wild and is run down; it needs groom-
ing, more grain, more training. Further, our saddle and bridle are
as yet mere makeshifts; would steed and trappings stand the strain
of war? And what wonld be that strain? As for America, that fatnous
booby with much money and much sentiment, but me cohesion, no
brains of government ; stood she alone we should not need our Chinese
gteed. 'Well did my friend speak the other day when he called her
people a race of thleves with hearts of rabbits. America, to any
warrior race, is not n foe, but an fmmense melon, ripe for the cutting.
But there are other warrior races—England—Germany—would they
look on and let us slice and eat our fil1? Would they? But using
China as our steed, should our first goal be the land? India? Or
the Pacific, the sea which must be onr very own, even as the Atlantic
is now England's? The land is tempting and easy, but withal dan-
gerous. Did we begin there, the coarse white races would too soon
awaken and combine, and forever immure us within our long-since-
grown intolerable bounds. It must, therefore, be the sea; but the sea
means the western Americas and all the islands between; and with
those must soon come Australa, India. And then the battling for the
balance of world power, the rest of North America—once that is ours
we own and control the whole world, & dominion worthy of our race!
North America alone will support a billion people; and that billion
ghall be Japanese with their white slaves. Not arld Asia, nor worn-out
Burope (which with its peculiar and guaint relics and customs should,
in the interests of history and culture, be in any case preserved), nor
yet tropleal Afries, is fit for our people—but North America, that
continent so succulently green, fresh, and unsullied—execept for a few
chattering mongrel Yankees—should have been ours by right of dis-
covery ; it shall be ours by the higher, nobler right of conguest,

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that the only in-
terest taken so far by the Members on this floor is in the Japanese
question. They do not care much about what was inserted in
the provisions of the conference report after the bill left this
House, and if some of my good friends with whom I do not
agree on this whole immigration policy would only think of
other nationals as much as they think of the Japanese proposi-

tion, we could more easily come to a conclusion to sati
question now before this House, o e

I am compelled to vote against the report because I am
against the entire bill. This conference report should be sent
back not only on the Japanese question but on other questions
which were inserted in the conference report which takae
away the nonqueta relief. When this bill left this House you
bad assured the American people that citizens of the Uuited
States were to be permitted to bring into this country their
fathers and mothers, but that was taken away, and in placa
tl_lereof you will find on page 16 of the bill, committee print
No. G, that they provided for an origin proposition that after
July 1, 1927, and for each fiscal year thereafter shall be a
number which bears the same ratio of 150,000—

Mr. CABLE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr: " DICKSTEIN. Yes.

Mr. CABLE. They did provide that wives of American citl-
zens could come in outside of the quota in addition to the
nnmarried children under 18 years of age. In other words
half a loaf is better than none. :

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And is it not true, in ly to the
man from Ohio, that they have refused tzegrynnt nppgg
naturalization because their wives were on the other side?

Mr, CAELE., Let me reply to the gentleman that that is not
true in Ohio.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. They do that in New York.

Mr. DICKSTEIN. In answer to my friend, let me state to
you now that when the bill left the committee room you voted
Tor a provision with reference to the nonquota. You told
us about uniting the family and what a wonderful American
piece of legislation you were enacting for the citizens of the
United States. When it came on the floor of this House you
supported that proposition. When it went into conference they
reported out a different proposition, and what did they insert
in place thereof? You are going to provide for an origin
quota. After 1927 you are going to abandon the 1890 census
and then you are fixing a maximum of 150,000 under the origin
basis of 1920 in spite of the fact that there are more people
entitled to come under the origin basis of the 1920 eensus,

Mr. CABLE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKSTEIN. No; my time is very short. This con-
ference report further destroys the very essence of the bill
that left this House. You almost can not recognize the pro-
visions of the bill that was voted by this House if you will be
good enough to read this bill. It practically destroys every-
thing that we fought for—that you men fought for. It prac-
tically destroys every humane feature in uniting the families,

Oh, my friend, the gentleman from Ohlo [Mr.- Burtox] asks,
“Bhall we slap the friendly nations in the face?” Why, you
have stapped every one of them in the face except England, the
so-called Nordics. You have slapped Italy in the face, you
have slapped Russia in the face, you have slapped every civi-
lized white nation in the face. Oli, you have been slapping all
the time, and I say to you that this report is full of diserimi-
nation. I only hope that when you vote you will not only
consider the Japanese guestion but also consider the other in-
humane provisions that were put in this conference Teport
which are unworkable, unjust, and un-American. [Applaunse.]

In order to further point out the policy adopted by the con-
ference report No. 688, it seems to me that the conferees have
gone beyond the rights of this House who, after long debate,
voted the 1890 census as a basis for a guota—althongh that
was admittedly diseriminatory—but the conferees, not satisfied
with the discrimination already dealt out togour allied nations,
went a step further by further restriction which clearly proves
to me that the conferees did nof represent the American senti-
ment but represented the British Government, which seems to
get a very large quota under this proposed new scheme of
origin quota.

This is one of the many harsh destructions of the House bill,
as I have not the time to point them all ount, relevant to the
Reed national-origin scheme adopted by the Senate, but which
when presented on the floor of the House during the considera-
tion of the immigration hill was defeated by a large majority.
This go-called national scheme—and this is the only way I can
designate and characterize it—reads as follows:

Sec. 11. (b) The annual quota of any nationality for the flscal year
beginning July 1, 1927, and for each year thereafter, shall be a num-
ber which bears the same ratio to 130,000 as the number of inhabitants
in continental United States in 1920 having that national origin (aseer-
tained as hereinafter provided in this section) bears to the number
of inhabitants in continental United States in 1920, but the minimum
quota of any nationality shall be 100,
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Both the Director of the Census, Mr. Steuart, and Dactor
Hill, who appeared before the managers, declared that they
would be obliged to adopt arbitrary methods to arrive at the
proper hasis upon which allocation will be based, This pros
vision which is to go into effect July 1, 1927, limits the number
of European immigrants to 150,000 annually, and from tabula-
tions prepared by the proponents of this scheme and utilized
on the floor of the House by the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
Vame] and in the conference meeting by the Senator from
Pennsylvania, reduced to actual understandable figures, based.
upon the limitation of 150,000, will give the various eountries
the following totals of permissible immigration as shown by
the table: ]

Quotas
2o | o
Present | L1391 operthe
Natlonality or country law with 150,000
minimum Hmit
of100 proviso
i 2288 100 100

ijnh;l;;rn 20 100 100
Austris.. ... 7,342 00 1,840
Belginm'..._. 1, 53 509 00
i g 14 ?g 1 £ x.slg
nEe Bl W2
il 1,348 1 ‘221,
Finland 3,921 145 488,
Fioma 71 100 100
France 5,729 B, 878 2,763
Garmany... 67, 607 80,120 22,018
(ireat Britain and Lreland 77, 842 62, 458 o1, 111
Greece 3.063 100/ 535
H 5, 747 4ES 1,259
Teaeland D;g 5 g g % .
| F = 42,

- La]y‘a- p l;ﬁ % ﬁ
i Agmlom oo
Netherlands 3, 02 1,637 2, 660
NOrway...... 12, 205 6,433 2,431

- | @l “m
Porti .
Rumulgi,s._-_ 7,419 631 380°
Riussia Dl. 406 1, 792 ‘. o0z
Spain 912 124 141
Sweden. 20, 042 561 8,707
Bwitzerland 3,752 021 781
Yugoslavia. 6,426 735 002
Other Europe | 86 125 100
Palestine b 57 100 100
Byrin. ... £52 100 162
Turkey.. 2,654 100
Other Asia 02, 100 100
Aftica 104 100 100
Egypt.... 18 100 160
Atlantio Islands. .. 121 100/ L4
A 1 e o9 120 100
New Zealand ..., 1] 100 100
Tatal... 847, 801 161, 980 150, 903

Now I call your attention to the quota -of Great Britain,
You will find in the schedule the present quota of 3 per cent
based on the 1910 census for Great Britain would be 77,342,
The proposed 2 per cent of the 1890 census debated by the
House would give Great Britain 62,458, The so-called national-
origin scheme under the 150,000 proviso would give Great
Britain 91,111 out of a total of 150,908, leaving the balance of
59.792 to be divided amongst the remaining countries of Burope.
If this is not a pernicious piece of legislation which favors one
as against all, whe® is? And yet they tell us on the floor of
the House that they have given this matter careful study and
consideration. You are practically abandoning the 1890 census
and fixing something which you do not know anything about.
Instead of adopting the latest census, which was taken in 1920,
and fixing a proper guota based thereon and provide an equal
and fair distribution of a quota which will meet with the
appreval of the American people, we are simply stubborn and
arbitrary and without reason pursuing a policy which our fore-
fathers fought against.

Now, again, as pointed out a few moments ago, you have:

by this report removed from the nonquota class the father and
mother of a citizen of the United States and placed them in a
preference class. What is this so-called preference? Do you
know that the preference, if any is given, comes within the 2
per cenf, whether it be of the 1890 census or any other census,
and do you know that this so-called preference to the father and
mother is no preference at all? If you will analyze section 6,
subdivisions (a) and (b), you will note that this preference,
if there is a quota left open, the consuls may give such pref-
erence to a limit of 50 per cent to any nationality. Now, then,

119 | all alike, whether the quota is large or small

| that same preference is granted also to persons skilled im
 agriculture, and his wife and children under 16 years of age,
. and for the purpose of my argument T shall present to you a
 state of facts in a few words.

Italy under the 2 per cent of 1800 census weuld recelve 3.8%0.
The eonsul then may give a preference to fathers and mothers
'and also to skilled agricultural men, together with their wives
‘and children, leaving a quota for the immigrants of Italy in
the amount of 1.944 Now, then, who shall be the judge of the
preference?. Will the consul favor the father and mother of
the relative citizen of the United States who seeks his own
flesh and blood to join him or will he consider the skilled agri-
cultural laborer and his family? And there will he many of
these persons who will even commit perjury in order to get a
preference. S

Look at the dangers to which }cu are subjecting these people,
‘Now, again, If that 50 per cent should be exhausted and the
consul should favor the skilled agricultural laborer to the extent
of 90 per cent and allow just 10 per cent of the fathers and
mothers, can not youn see what a miscarriage of justice wonld be
done? XNot alone that, but you ean reverse the situation and
you will find that if the 50 per cent under section 6, subdivision

(b), is exhausted and an American citizen seeks to bring into
this country his mother, and God knows we only have ome,
whom we ought to protect and provide for her every comfort
in life, by this legislation yon are practically destroying the
very essence of humanity by depriving the American citizen
of uniting his family and mother whom he may not have seen
for many years, and so one hardship upon another is set forth
by many changes in the proposed bill which is simply incor-
porated by a few fanatics, and some of our good Members of
this. House do not seem. to realize: that the origin scheme and
other provigions which, we may find incorporated in, this new
conference hill, print No. 6, supported by Report No. 688, is-
but a blind and has no basis of calculation and should not be
made a law.

I do not Intend to sit in this House and legislate: for one
class as against another. I can not sit here and see how one
injustice after another ig, done In. order to carry out certain
plans behind the restrictionists who assmme much power de-
rived from encouragement given them by Members of this
House and the Senate who think they are legislating for the
hest interests of the American people. If we are going fo
legislate, why not do so on a falr and equal basis? Let us be
‘able to say to the world that we have discriminated against no
one natienality as against the other; that we have treated them
This is not a
question for the foreigner to say. It Is for the American
Congress to say what the quota shall be, and, having said that.
the least it can do i8 not play fayoritism to anyone in par-
ticular, as has been: pointed out by me; as it; will do for Great
Britain and a few other nations as against the entire eivilized
world:. 5l

S0 I say to yom mew from California who are so absorbed
in. your Japanese: guestion—and speaking about the Japanese
question, I want to say right nmow that I have the highest:
regard for them as a nation, as they have shown great progress
and I believe they are coming around and advancing in civili-
zation. as & nation—that you must give some. consideration
to. the European question too. I do not believe that they
should be discriminated against, but in view of the fact that
they are ineligible for citizenship and in view of the faet,
as I gather from yon Members of the House who come from
the South and West, that the gentlemen’s agreement has:
been violated, I say you have the right to abrogate the gentle-
men’s agreement or treaty or whatewer youn may call it, but
in doing so do not be selfish. Examine your entire bill and
see what other new provisions have been Inserted after this
bill left this House, and in reading the proposed conference
commitiee report, print No. 6, which is the conference pro-
posed bill, do not stop after yonr personal Interest in. your
Japanese domestic trouble has been satisfied, but lock into
the whole of the conference report and see whether the new
matter therein contained is germane to the provisions of a
report in matters of this kind, whether the matters ineorpo-
rated would do the right thing by the American people, and
when you have done that you can then see that you. have
legislated for the American people and the interest of America.
[Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman froi. New York
has expired. \ ]

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr. GarrETr]..

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, there may be
many objectionable features to the bill as reported by the con-
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ferees. It is impossible to bring in an immigration bill that
would not be objectionable in part to many Members,

But there is one objection which seems to me to be so funda-
mental in character that we ought to pause and consider care-
fully before we commit ourselves to its adoption, and that is
the provision put in at the instance of the President of the
United States, as has been repeatedly stated, to the effect “that
before which time the President is requested to negotiate with
the Japanese Government in relation to the abrogation of the
present arrangement on this subject.” That is the subject of
exclusion.

I am puzzled to know why the President wishes that language
to be inserted. If it lie now within the constitutional power
of the President to negotiate a treaty upon immigration, he has
the power to act without any gequest on the part of Congress.
If it does not lie within his power under the Constitution then
nothing that this Congress can say will give him the power.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes; briefly.

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. I will tell you very briefly
exactly why. It seems that the Japanese, no matter how we
regard this agreement, regard it as a portion of their treaty
and think they have kept it honorably and faithfully, and they
think they should be notified——

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. I beg the gentleman's pardon,
I do not think that is the expression of the Japanese Govern-
ment. That may be the idea of some Japanese people as dis-
tinguished from the Japanese Government, but, as I read the
letter of the amhassador from Japan recently seut to the Senate
of the United States, he did not insist that it was any part of
a treaty,

The gentleman from Virginia, who is accustomed to analyzing
legal language, made some remarks from which I judge he
thought this insertion was only for the purpose of giving an
opportunity to the President to abrogate this agreement. 1
do not so interpret this language, Read it with care; read it,
too, in the light of the first request upon the subject which
the President of the United States made to the Congress, or
at least to one body of the Congress. That was that they insert:

Provided hoiweper, That the provisions in this paragraph (the ex-
cluglon paragraph) shall not apply to nationals of those countries
with which the United States after the enactment of this act shall
have entered into treaties by and with advice and consent of the
Senate for the restriction of immigration,

That indicates the presidential mind on this subject. If it
is merely to abrogate the gentleman’s agreement—if that is
the sole purpose—how is this alleged offense against the sen-
timent of the Japanese to be remedied? If that is all there
is to it, how are you going to remove the offemse by simply
saying that the President can talk to them about what Con-
gross has done? If the purpose is more than that, then ponder
well, my fellow Members, before you surrender the right of
the Congress of the United States, before you take the initial
step in surrendering the exclusive right of the Congress of the
United States to control immigration into this country. [Ap-
plause.]

I do not wigh to offend the feelings or sensibilities of Japan
or any other nation on the earth; but as between surrendering
constitutional rights of the people of my own country in order
to avoid wounding the sensibilities of other countries, I shall
have to choose to stand by my own people. [Applause.]

Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the
House, I am sure it is far from my desire to rise in my
place on this floor and oppose the conferees on my own side
of the House and the President of the United States, but
in the issue before us to-day there Is something more vital,
greater, and grander, if you please, than the personalities or
partisanship, and that issue, as I see it, is whether we shall
yield a fundamental right of the American people to regulate
immigration, a purely domestic matter, to any other than the
legislative representatives of the people, the Congress of the
United States. :

This proposition seems to me to resolve itself purely into a
question of fundamentals; and one of the fundamental ques-
tions involved is that we by this procedure recommended by
the conferees recognize the right of a foreign government to
be heard and negotiated with when we propose to exclude their
ineligibles to citizensghip from our shores. Another funda-
mental question involved is that we for the first time in our
history are admitting a principle with reference to Japan,
after having refused it to our historical friend, China. I
recognize the fact that a period of seven months may seem of

+

small importance to the conferees and may seem short to the
President of the United States and his responsible adviser
in foreign affairs, the Secretary of State, for both of whom
I bave always had great admiration, but I say that when
you violate a fundamental, it is just as reprehensible whether
you violate it for a week, a month, or a year as it is if you
violate it for a decade or century for that matter.

Now the praises of my friend, Senator Busron, which have
been voiced here to-day in the interest of the Japanese people
and their virtues I do not rise to question or deny. I believe,
along with the fundamental principles involved and which
I consider to have been violated, that we as Members of
Congress on our oaths have a fundamental obligation which
we can not escape, and that obligation is to the American
people and to the American people only, for these same Ameri-
can people when they sent us here made us’ their trustees, and
I for one propose to hold that trust sacred. If we once recog-
nize the right of a foréign government to enter Into the con-
sideration of a purely domestic matter like the immigration
question, if we establish this precedent, it will rise to plague
us in generatiens yet to come, and therefore, Mr. Speaker,
as much as T regret to do so, under the circumstances, I must
say to the House and to the country that I feel it my duty to
oppose the acceptance of the conference report with all the
energy which I possess. [Applause.]

The conferees—and I say this with all respect to them—
are merely the agents and trustees of this House. We are
those to whom they owe their allegiance and their responsi-
bility is to us, and to no other department of the Government;
and we in turn are responsible to the people who sent us here.
If a public office is a public trust, as I hold it to be, this
theory of responsibility must be maintained, When gentlemen
vield to any influence, no matter how highly placed, be this
Influence either foreign or domestie, I say that they have lost
contaet, for the moment at lenst, with the agency which they
represent, and the trusteeship of the Congress and people
which has been confided to them is in unsafe hands. I am
proud to say that there was one member of that conference
committee who comes from my State and who did not yield.
Luther Burbank, the plant wizard, has produced a wonderful
variety of cactus out in California which we call spineless
cactng; but, thank God, in the person of JoAEN E. RAKER we
did not produce a spineless conferee. [Applause.] Oalifornia
should feel proud of him to-day. There is no question about
the validity of the fundamental principles which I have tried
to outline. Such authorities as the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts, Senator Lobce, a statesman known not only
in America but throughout the world for his experience and
sagacity in foreign affairs, had this to say in the Senate of
the United States yesterday.

On page 8088 of the Recorp of yesterday I read these re-
marks from a speech by Senator Lobce; he was speaking of
th;zndpower of Congress to regulate immigration matters. He
said:

In my judgment, only the Congress of the United States, and, of
course, acting with Congress, the President of the United States, has
that power—that is, the entire legislative body of the United States
must say to the rest of the world, “ We alone have the power to say
who shall come into the United Btates as immigrauts."”

I repeat what I said the other day, from that decision so made
there is no appeal. I have the utmost respect and admiration for
the President. 1 believe in him thoronghly, but I venture to think
that this brief amendment goes further than was perhaps realized
by the conference committee.

Senator LobGe, in his utterances yesterday, never gave voice
to a more statesmanlike view or propounded a sounder Ameri-
can doetrine. Such sentiments, T am sure, were applauded
by 100 per cent Americans from coast to coast and from Cana-
dian to Mexican border. [Applause.] I have here two brief
telegrams which are to the point, and which, I think, sink to
the very heart of this whole question. I shall read them to
you:

Los ANGELES, CALIF., May 8, 1924,
Hon. WALTER LINEBERGER,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. (.:

Conference agreed exclusion legislation would disgrace Congress and
America. Means surrender Pacific coast to unwanted unassimilable
allens, In fact, invitation orientals complete peaceful invasion. Does
Americanism or Japanism kold sway there? Employ all means bring
abont immediate exclusion and thus keep West white.

Cragexce M, Husm,
Editor Grizzly Bear.
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Bax Fraxcisoo, Canr., Moy 8, 192}

Hon. Warrer F. LINEBERGER, i
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0.2
The leglonnaires fn California urge you be present when immigration
bill comes up on floor as reported by conferees and want you to know
that we are standing behind you 100 per cent in your fight to make
this«coast a white man's country. To defer effective date of imeligible
allen exclusion until March, 1925, 15 to provide open season for influx
of Japanese, If the entire effort is one to avold shocking pensibilities
of the people of another nation let us not forget that our own people
still have sensibilities. It is probable that in its final action Congress
will determine whether its action will be so framed as to please and
gatisfy people of another nation or preserve the intevests of this Nation.
In such event the decision should not be leng delayed mor dificult to
reach, Let us have dignified firmness and net vacillating weakness.
Kindest regards. '
Moncay KEATON,
Deportment Adjutant, Américan Legion.

Gentlemen of the House, this is not only & proposition which
affects us on the Pacific coast but it affects every man, woinan,
and child in these United States, and more than that, genera-
tions yet unborn. Our forefathers who crossed the continent
and who converted a wilderness into one of the garden spots of
the universe were from old American pioneer stock, the best
the country ever produced, and came from every Stafe and
every section of this great and glorious common country of
ours. Your flesh and blood there are facing this great prob-
lem, and the problem is creeping farther eastward every day.
There is no man in the world who desires peace more strongly
than I do, for T know what the strife of war means; but there
iz a price which even for peace and good will among nations
we as American citizens can net afford to pay and still be
worthy of that precious heritage which was handed down to us
by those that have gone before, and that is to permit any nation
or any individual in the executive or any other department of
the Government to determine for us, the representatives of the
people, when and where and how we shall regulate a matter
which is purely a matter of domestic legislative policy. [Ap-
planse.] I am not one of those who believe ‘this July 1, 1924,
exclusion will promote strife and i1l will, particularly if we
meet the situation at the earliest possible moment. To meet &
gitnation fairly and squarely, eyes to the front and without
evasion or subterfuge, is the surest way to promote peaee; and,
after all, it is the American way. Let us not desert it.
[Applause.] _

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

Mr. LINEBERGER. If the gentleman will get me another
minute I will be very glad to yield.

Mr. TINCHER. I can not do that, of course.

Mr. LINEBERGER. I am sorry I can nof yield, then, as my
time is about to expire. . _

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from California
has expired. [Applause.]

Mr. JOHNSON of Washingfon. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore].

Mr.- MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, it is not agreeable
to a Member to differ with a very large majority of his party
associates, as probably I am doing in this instance, but at least
I have the satisfaction of knowing that in the vote which I
cast I shall be doing that which I deeply believe is for the
best interests of the country, and that I shall express the con-
viction I have so often declared here that the things of pri-
mary importance is to do what may be done without sacrifice
of the real welfare of this country, to avold eontroversy, and tog
promote peace and tranquillity so far as this Nation is con-
cerned, and so far as other pations are concerned.

My distinguished friend from Tennessee [Mr, Garrprr] and
the gentleman who has just taken his seat, the gentleman from
California [Mr. Lisesercer], have said something about funda-
mentals. They have discussed this matter as if the sole power
of dealing with the subject of immigration rested with the
Congress. Of course that is a mistake., If a Massachusetts
Senator expressed that view yesterday, he forgot a decision of
the Supreme Court, the opinion in whieh was delivered by a
justice who was appointed from Massachusetts, and perhaps
other gentlemen entertaining that view forgot a decision in a
Yederal court by Mr, Justice Fields, of California, to the ef-
fect that the power to deal with the subject of immigration
rests with Congress, but that it also may be exercised under
the treaty-making provisions of the Constitution. Therefore,
1 think the only inqniry that we have to make is whether it is
expedient and judicious or not to do what is propesed by this

President ghall have a certain time within which to bring
about an abrogatien of the so-called genflemen's agreement
with Japan. :

Mr. WILLIAMS of Miechigan. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr, MOORE of Virginia. I regret that I can not do so now.
That agreement perhaps ought never to have been negotiated.
It has been in effect a long time, however, and until now I
have not seen any great excitement in reference to it mani-
fested by my friends from the Pacific coast. I have been here
for nearly five years, and more than once I have interrogated
members of the Committee on Immigration relative to that
agreement, and they have sgaid in substance, “ Do not speak of
that now, wait." Yet now we are told by the same gentlemen
with great vehemence that we e¢an not afford to wait for a
period of less than 12 months for the action contemplated by
this bill to become effective. '

Mr. Speaker, I am not of the President's party. Of course,
he has never talked with me about the bill, nor has the Seere-
tary of State, nor have I ever discussed it with any of the
leaders on the Republican side of the House. It is needless for
me to say that I have never atterided any breakfasts at the
White House. I am not one of the autocrats of that breakfast
table. [Launghter.] I submit, however, and I am liable fo
contradiction by those who have more information than I if
in error, that we are dealing with a simple proposition. The
gentlemen's agreement is in force. It hag been in force for so
long that Japan naturally regards it as having the status of a
treaty. Japan takes the position that if it is nullified imme-
diately and without notice that will constitute an affront. The
President and his Secretary, of course, are in immediate con-
tact with the representatives of Japan here, and what I under-
stand to be the position of the President is this, and nothing
more than this: He is as much for exclusion as is the gentle-
man from Washington [Mr. Jomnsox], the chairman of the
committee, or the gentleman from California [Mr. Raxzr], and
he does not propose to do anything in his conference with the
Japanese that can weaken this law as it is drawn, but fhat in
the time that remains between now and the 1st of March, 1925,
he will bring about the abrogation of the agreement.

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

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 3

Mr. BOX. Is there anything in the law or in the Constitu-
tion which would prevent him from doing that, anyway?

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Nothing; but have we not upon
our gide stood bere time and again contending that it was very
proper for us fo make reguests of the President as to his for-
eign policy?

I have tried myself to write into bills—naval appropriation
bills and Army appropriation bills—requests of that sort, and
many of you gentlemen upon my side of the House have con-
curred. :

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. T wilL

Mr, EVANS of Montana. I desire to ask a question for in-
formation. Whether under this bill this clause will go into
effect on the 1st of March of next year whether or not any
abrogation of the gentlemen's agreement is made?

Mr, MOORE of Virginia. Undoubtedly. The clause is so
drawn that if the President should remain innetive, if he
should be so disabled that he could not act between now and
the 1st of Marelr, 1925, the law would go into effect.

Mr, STEVENSON. Suppose, instead of remaining inactive,
he could negotiate a treaty and allow the Japanese to eome in
| between now and then, would not that supersede this law
if it were ratified? .

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Frankly, I will say to my friend,
I think it would; but am I not to have enough confidence in the
President of the United States to believe that he will keep the
promise which we understand he has made? [Applause.] I
hope the day has not come, nor will ever come, when I shall
hesitate to accept the almost openly promulgated pledge of the
President as to what be will do. [Applause.]

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. I am inclined to agree with
the gentleman, but what bothers me is that this affront on
March 1, 1925, will still remain,

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Japan says, no.

Mr. WATKINB. When did she say it?

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. According to the best information
we can obtain, Japan says, “ We are affronted by this threat-
ened action becnuse it is taken without notice to us and we
think we are in fairnéss entitled to notice.”

The SPEAKER. The time of the genfleman has expired.

bill; that is to say, to put all of the provisions of the bill into
effect at a very early date, with the single proviso that the!

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I yield the gentleman three
minutes more.
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Mr. MACLAFFERTY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I will yield to my friend.

Mr. MACLAFFERTY. Do I understand the genfleman to
say that Japan has said this or simply some newspapers have
suid it?

Mr, MOORE of Virginia. Japan has substantially taken that
attitude according to the chairman of the committee. That
such is the attitude of Japan is to be inferred from what the
President of the United States has given out, and should the
President not act consistently with that well-warranted assump-
tion, he would be faithless to the American people and would
not he accorded their further toleration and respect.

AMr, JOHNSON of Washington, If the gentleman will per-
mit, I will also say further I have been to the White House,
and though I am not the spokesman for the President, the
gentleman has stated better than I can what occurred. I want
to say this further: The Secretary of State has been greatly
embarrassed in dealing with the House Committee on Immigra-
tion. We are not the Committee on Foreign Affairs; we are
not the Senate. These matters that come to this committee
have to go into the record. It has not been a pleasant matter.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia.' Gentlemen need not be frightened,
for even if the President were inclined to do what he has
stated he will not do, the Senate would check his attempted
exercise of power. [Applause.]

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr, MOORE of Virginia. Certainly.

AMlr, RAKER. Has the gentleman noticed.the public print
of a week ago, Thursday, that the President was against ex-
clusion, and also that the public print earried the fact that the
conferees had agreed upon the House amendment and then the
President gave an interview he was in favor of exclusion, and
it was sent out broadcast?

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I will say to my friend there are
s0 many publie prints it is impossible to keep up with them,
but since the newspaper announcements as to the President's
intention, as I have outlined it, is confiremd by the statements
of his advisers here and elsewhere—

Mr. WATKINS. But the gentleman will not dispute Japan
didl say officially after we passed the bill with this section in
it that grave consequences would occur, did she not?

Mr., MOORE of Virginia. That was said by the Japanese
ambassador, who soon wrote a lengthy lefter explaining that
he had been misunderstood.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I will say that if there is a
man on this floor who knows exactly what happened in Japan,
China, Mongolia, and Manchuria, let him stand up and say
something about it.

Mr. WATKINS. I do not notice anybody over there stand-
ing up.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. It is said here that Japan should
not be affronted, that Japan should not feel aggrieved by action
without conference or notice, The reply to that which we can
muke: as a Nation that is unafraid and that should be suo-
premely anxious to maintain the peace of the world is that
everybody knows that throughout history difficulties of most
serious sort have arisen and armed conflicts have occurred be-
cause the sensibilities of some nation have been offended, even
where no offense may have been intended. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired. .

Alr. RAKER. 1 yield four minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Box].

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington.
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Box].

Mr., BOX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to revise
and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas? [After a pause.] The Chair hears
none.

Mr, BOX. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, this is
not suddenly sprung on Japan.

It was discussed widely in America and Asia years ago. It
wias discussed by President Roosevelt. It was one of the live
topies of discussion when I became a member of this committee
five years ago. If was considered by the Immigration Com-
mitiee, The question was widely discussed almost the world
over five years ago. It has been discussed in this House. It
has been discussed every year and almost every week and almost
every day; and now for Japan to say that it has been suddenly
sprung is very remarkable, and for those who would apologize
for the action of the conference committee in acting on such
a claim, if that is any excuse at all, is to show how hard pressed
they are for an excuse,

I yield two minutes to the

This proviso means something or it means nothing., If it
means anything it means that the President is invited to exer-
cise some power in dealing with Japan by treaty controlling
Japanese immigration. If it means anything at all it means
that. It is said that this act goes into effect on the 1st of
Mareh, 1925, regardless of the proviso. If that is going to be
the result anyhow, why this proviso? It must serve some pur-
pose, or it must serve none, If it serves any, it means to invite
the President to continue to control this problem by agreements
or treaties. If it does not mean that, it does not mean any-
thing. If it means nothing, it ought not to be put in the law.

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

Mr. BOX. Yes.

Mr. CABLE. Does the gentleman understand that it could
have any legal effect anyway? The President could act anyway?

Mr. BOX. Yes; the gentleman from Ohio is right. This is
an absurd thing.

Mr. STEVENSON.

Mr. BOX. Yes.

Mr. STEVENSON. This is a legislative recognition of a
void agreement?

Mr., BOX. Yes. That goes to a primary question, the
recognition of an informal Executive agreement made with a
foreign power as prevailing law, hindering the freedom of
Congress,

Now, Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, the primary
question is whether or not the great, fundamentally important
question of regulating immigration is to be handled by Con-
gress, this House participating, or whether it is to be by the
Executive and foreign powers. This House has been giving im-
perfect but more or less apt and prompt expression of the public
desire for protection agminst those whose coming does not
promise good for the country. Since I have been here I have
notiged that opponents of restriction have been moving steadily
forward in the effort to get this subject out from the control of
Congress and get it into a forum where the Executive and
foreign powers would control it. Foreign powers have conflict-
ing Interests with ours. No member of the House Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization can have failed to recognize
the fact that I have seen and feared this movement and sought
to combat it. Whether or not any of them have shared in that
fear, they know that I have felt it almost from the day I came
here. Vitally involved in this question is the question whether
our Government will eontrol this problem in its own interests
and its own way, or whether other countries shall have a voice
in it. We are asked to have the President say to an Asiatic
nation, * We will consult you about how many of your people
will come,” When Italy asks the same privilege can we con-
sistently say, “ No.” She has asked it. You will find it in a
communication from the Italian Government of September 15,
1921, to our State Department. They are asking the same
privilege. Are we to say to Japan, * Yes; you have a voice in
that question; because of your peculiar sensibilities we will
consult your feelings.” Italy says that this law discriminates
against her and has already asked for the same privilege in
discussing the immigration from Italy. How can we go for-
ward like a dignified Nation taking care of our affairs and
dealing with all other countries alike, with a realization of
the important interests involved, and glve to Japan this privi-
lege and not allow it to other nations?

Japan, if she asks it, is not merely asking that she be treated
as other countries are treated. She is asking that she be treated
as we do not treat anybody else; but other nations will certainly
ask that the same privilege be conceded to them after we concede
" it to Japan.

This eontroversy involves the question whether hereafter this
problem is to be eontrolled by the Congress of the United States
or by the treaty-making power arguing in a forum when foreign
voices are equal to ours. The Presidents have rarely seen this
problem as this Congress has seen it. Practically all restriction
in immigration legiglation has had to be passed over the Presi-
dent's veto. I could cite many instances covering the whole
history of the legislation for 40 years. But for the passage of
such legislation, ~some of which, much of which, abrogated
treaties, China's millions would have poured in here, A long
line of presidential vetoes marks the progress of all this neces-
sary legislation. Where would the country be now if the will of
Presidents Hays, Arthur, Cleveland, Taft, and Wilson as to
immigration had prevailed?

In spite of all our restrictions and safeguards we have already
imperiled our racidl character and the stability and permanence
of our institutions by the number and character of the immi-
gration admitted. Now, if we turn it over to the President,

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

whose views are usually different from those of Congress and




1924

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

8243

the country, and foreign governments whose interests conflict
with ours, we will do a foolish, a ruinous thing.

Japan says she wants no voice in this domestic question. She
seems to want it controlled by treaty or agreement made with
Ler. She will have a volce in the treaty or agreement, will she
not? If the treaty or agreement controls our policy and she has
o voice in the agreement or treaty, will she not have a voice
in this eountry’s policy? [Applause.]

The SPEAKER, The time of the gentleman from Texas has
expired

AMr, BOX. My, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks in the Reconp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the
gentteman from New York [Mr. Onives].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York is recog-
nized for three minutes.

ir. OLIVER of New York. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, I
shall vote against the conference report, because I believe it is
a fraud upon itself and I believe it is a fraud upon diplomacy.

I have listened with a great deal of attention to the state-
ment of the distinguished chairman of the committee, the gen-
tlemun from Washington [Mr, Joaxson], when he said that

the delay in the date of the exclusion of the Japanese to Mareh |
suggest further that no Member of this House has a right to

1 was put in there so that the United States could blow a kiss
to Japan., That was his expression.

I hope we are going to blow a cool, ealculating kiss to Japan,
He is sending us out on a romantic mission of gaining the
friendship of Japan, or keeping what friendship we have. He
wilts to have Japan believe that we are blowing her a nice, cool,

caleulating kiss without knowing we are reserving for lher at |

the sime time a nice, cool kick due Mareh 1; first, blow a kiss
at her, and if the kiss does not land where we aim it. them to
throw at her a nice, swift kick.

What fine diplomacy this is! What will the Japanese say?
How many of them can we fool by this process?

Tie gentleman  from Washington [Mr. Jouxsox] said he
was saving the bill by putting this provision in. From whom

cat ue save it? The only man who ean put this bill in peril is |

the President of the United States. Se he meant by that, I
tike it, in reason, that the President would veto it if this pro-
vision was not in it

AMr. JOHNSON of Washington. 1 hope 1 did not make any
threat.

Mr, OLIVER of New York. DBut the gentleman made that
stutement, and I am drawing the inference that a jury would
draw from a statement made by so distinguished a gentleman
as the gentleman from Washington that the ouly man who
conld put it in peril is the President of the United States.
The President .of the United States blew a kiss to the people
of California and then a little while after, according to the
gentleman from Washington, he threatened the bill with a
swift kick. Kisses and kicks seem to be the rule of diplomacy
aud pulities to-day.

My, JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLIVER of New York. No: I will not yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington., The gentleman does not
favor any part of the bill anyway, does he?

AMr, OLIVER of New York. Noj; I do not favor any part of
the bill, but T am eommenting on the diplomacy of the gentle-
man from Washington, who did not know, from the first day
of this session until he went up to the conference with the
President of the United States, that there was a diplomatic
question before the United States of America. [Applause.]
He has just learned it, T heard the debate on this bill, but
not @ word was gaid by the gentleman about the friendship
we owe to Japan and about the great diplomatic situation we
might create. Oh, no. But when he ate White House food
he learned something about the diplomatic situation. [Ap-

lau=e.y
o The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. 1 yield three minutes to the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TiNcHER].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas is recognized
for three minutes. :

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House,
in my judgment the proposition before the House is plain and
not at all complicated.. The Congress has decided that we will
have Japanese exclusion, but our relations with Japan have
not been the same as they have been with other countries.
For instance, we objected to Japanese immigration when we
had an open door for Italy; so we had, it seems, an arrangement
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which would preclude Japanese from coming to this country,
That has been called the * gentlemen's agreement,” by which
we have had a very limited Japanese immigration into the
country.

The bill as introduced would not have taken effect for geveral
months; but it has taken so long for its consideration that if we
had July 1 as the date when it becomes effective that will abro-
gate the gentlemen's agreement rather abruptly.

The Secretary of State and the Executive, having to deal
with a foreign power, have said they thought it would be fair
to defer the taking effect o a law supplanting the gentlemen's
agrfement until March 1, 1925; that we treat Japan in a fair
way, and call upon them for a meeting, not to make a treaty
but to abrogate the agreement. There is nothing complicated
in that proposition.

Three classes are opposing the adoption of this conference
report. First, and the most enthusiastic, the gentlemen who

are against any immigration law; second, some Members from

the west coast who are prejudiced whenever the word “ Japan ™
is mentioned; and, third, those ill-advised people who think
they can get something on Calvin Coolidge by turning down
this report. That is the proposition. [Laughter on the Demo-
cratic side.] Yon ecan laugh all you want to, but that is true,
and you are trying to drag this into politics to that extent.

Mr. LINEBERGER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TINCHER. No; not under the circumstances. Let me
vote against this conference report and claim he is friendly to
a law regulating immigration. [Laughter.] I do not under-
stand that there ought to be any objection to the few kind re-
marks T am making going into the Recorn. It has been sug-
gested that Calvin Coolidge could not have carried California
if it had not been for the people thinking he was for Japanese
exclusion, and I think the morning paper had that thing about
right. There is nobody in the United States against Coolidge
but Hiraxr Jorxsox, and Hiram ought to find it out some time.
[Langhter and applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Kansas has
expired. B

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr, Speaker, I yield one
minute fo the gentleman from California [Mr. BAKER].

Mr, RAKER. Mr, Speaker, 1 yield the one minute to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Lea]. [Applause.]

Mr. LEA of California. Mr. Speaker, the original request of
the Secretary of State that Congress waive its right to settle
the Japanese immigration question and authorize the Secretary
of State to adjust the matter by treaty had some merit. That
suggestion at least had the merit of furnishing substantial
grounds for mollifying the feeling of Japan. If the United
States committed itself to a Japanese immigration policy by a
plan which could be established only with the consent of Japan,
no doubt it would temporarily appease that country. A plan
even so unworthy of an American Congress would at least have
the poor merit of temporarily appeasing that nation., to whom
we would have assigned a function of the American Congress.

But the plan now before us is devoid of even the poor merit
of the plan first suggested. It is now proposed that we postpone
Japanese exclusion until March 1, 1925; that we request the
President to negotiate with Japan in relation to our immigra-
tion question. It ls claimed that the object of the proposed
negotiations is to abrogate the so-called gentlemen's agree-
ment. That agreement is void. It was entered into without
authority. Japan knows and everybody else knows it was never
binding upon either party, because not enfered into by persons
having authority to make it or according to the requirements of
our Constitation.

Congress can not perform its duty, it can not preserve its self-
respect, If it ratifies that void agreement, made without au-
thority, and the terms of which are still unknown to the Ameri-
can people. Shall we solemnly request the President of the
United States to conduct negotintions for the purpose of abro-
gating a void agreement, the terms of which have never been
exposed to the light of day?

Immigration is the domesti¢ problem of America. For one,
I shall not be responsible for a course of action that concedes
to any nation the right of being party to the settlement of our
immigration problems,

It is declared that the failure to adopt the provision in gues-
tion will hurt the feelings of Japan and largely undo the good
feeling and friendly relations created by the disarmament con-
ference. This contention suggests the importance of dealing
candidly and fairly with our international problems.

We entered into a conference with Japan, admittedly for the
purpose of settling causes of irritation and dispute and pro-
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moting peaceful relations founded on understanding. Every-
body in America knew ; everybody in Japan knew ; every intelli-
gent man in the world knew, that the most irritating question
between the United States and Japan was the question of immi-
gration. In the disarmament conference, we lacked candor;
we lacked courage. Instead of settling, or attempting to settle,
the primary source of irritation between these two countries, we
evaded the question. We ignored the one question the settle-
ment of which, above all others, was essential to the peace
and understanding of these two nations. We contented our-
selves by confining the agreement to questions of little con-
troversial importance between this country and Japan. We
looked the other way and declared our problems settled.

The same sort of diplomacy, the diplomacy of evaslion, of
expediency, of temporary convenience, is to-day dictating the
policy in reference to this hill. Shall we be candid, courageous,
and fair, adopt a poliey that will be the definite final policy of
America, or shall we shift, evade, promote the continuation of
the irritation befween these two nations and postpone until
some more unforfunate day the time when this great guestion
shall be settled?

I believe in settling the question now, courageously, candidly,
honestly, not in hate for Japan but in justice to America and
her future.

I do not coneede that this provision could ever be adopted as
the deliberate judgment of this House, We invite the President
of the United States to negofiate a treaty with Japan. For
what? To make a new law, or change the law that Congress
shall this day adopt, in reference to immigration from Japan?
The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore] says “no.” If yon
agree with his “no,” then you have reduced this proposition to
an absolute absurdity. The only reason then advanced for ne-
gotiating this treaty with Japan is to mollify her feelings.
Suel an argument is a refléction upon the intelligence of Japan.
[Applause.]

Is the pride, the spirit, and intelligence of Japan so dull that
she will be appeased by inviting ber to negotiate the abrogation
of an agreement we have already abrogated? Is such an invi-
tation a peace offering? Does it indicate good will, consid-
eration, or respect? Would it not be trifling with a great
nation? By this very bill you adopt a poliey of Japanese exclu-
sion to go into effect on the 1st day of next March. Then you
propose to mollify the feelings of the people of Japan by invit-
ing thém to help determine the policy you have already adopted.
[Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to revise and extend |
my remarks in the Recorp. :
Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Speaker, T make the same re-

quest,

Mr., SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I make the same request.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lea], |
the gentleman from California [Mr. LINERERGER], and the gen- |
tleman from Illinois [My. SasaTH] ask unanimous consent to |
revise and extend their remarks in the Recorp. Is there ob- |
jeetion? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. SABATH. JMr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York is recog-
nized for two minutes.

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Mr, Speaker, the gentleman from Kan- |
sas [Mr, Tincaer] has made the startling discovery that
gentlemen who are opposed to a bill vote against it. I am
woing to vote against this conference report, and I will say to
the Committee on Immigration that in their eagerness to
write an immigration bill, instead of basing it on logic and
the economic condition of the country, you have based it on
passion, religious hatred, and racial prejudices, and you have
gotten yourselves so balled up you will not be able to get out
of your difficulties. [Applause.]

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. That makes the gentleman
happy, does it not? -

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Tt makes me happy because I am one
who still has a heart. and I am not ashamed to say it. When
you wrote your report the chairman of the commitiee knows
that he put all the hatred he conld in if, and because Japan
peeped you crawled. [Applause.] But when little Rumania
protested, yon did not say a word. My advice to Rumania is
to go down to J. P. Morgan and negotiate a loan, and then,
perhaps, when Rumania protests you will heed. [Applause.]

Gentlemen, the suggestion was made and the offer was made
to study this immigration problem carefully, to appoint a vom-
mission to ascertain the economic needs of the country, the
labor and social conditions, and to write your bill accordingly,

but you refused to do that. We were willing to go with you to

meeyd e!;:zingth on restriction that the requirements of the country
n i

We were charged on the floor of this House with desiring
to have the doors wide open. Sueh Is not fhe case. My opposi-
tion to the bill was purely to provide against the viclous in-
tentional discriminations. These discriminations were not de-
nied. A reading of the debate on the floor of this House proves
beyond a doubt that the mathematics of the bill were worked
out in order to discriminate against certain races. We were
willing to go along with the committee on any percentage that
would meet the economie condition in the country, always bear-
ing in mind the necessity of assimilation, but you refused to do
it. Gentlemen, you will recall that every humane amendment
that was offered on the floor of the House was ruthlessly voted
down. You come before us now with the bill not strengthened,
but hardened; not made better, but worse. Even the relative
provision which was in the House bill is now taken out and
you leave an extra quota provision only for the wives of Ameri-
can citizens. How can this wife get over here? Judges now
are refusing naturalization to applicants until their wives
arrive, on the ground that perhaps their wives may not be
eligible to admission, and they say they do not want to divide
a family. That is growing to be the practice. You will recall
that when this bill was being sponsored on the floor of this
House you made a personal appeal through the Representatives
of the Pacific coast. You took pride in it, you boasted of it,
that finally a provision was written into the immigration law
that would permanently stop the entrance of Asiatics. Now
you find opposition from the very Members from whom you
sought and received suppo

I am going to vote for a motion to recommit. T am going
to vote to send this bill back to conference, I will vote for
anything which will compel the authors and sponsors of this
bill to take time to deliberate, to consider, to study, and fo
bring in a bill in this House that the American people need not
be ashamed of. I still believe that if this House desires to limit
immigration on a quota basis that the quota should be one that
is fair and impartial to all. T believe that it is proper at this
time to ask the conferees to reconsider the humane provisions
offered and to reinstate in the bill the provision permitting
the entrance outside of the quota of wives, mothers, fathers,
and children of residents. It seems to me that when an alien
has arrived in this country and is making good and we know
of his good character and his devotion to his new country it is
not asking too much that he may have an opportunity to send
for his immediate blood relatives.

I can understand the embarrassing situation in which the
President of the United States finds himself; but the time to
confer with the Committee on Immigration was before the hill
was written and not now, and I submit, gentlemen, that if
changes are to be made, then changes should be made along
the line, and perhaps eventually a fair immigration bill may be
written.

I am not deceiving myself one bit on the situation. T realize
that the situation to-day will make a queer alignment. I appre-

| ciate that some of the gentlemen who are voting to recommit
| this bill are extreme restrictionists and would vote for any kind

of a restriction bill. It is proper that we take advantage of the
parliamentary situation and as a protest to the ruthlessness
of the committee in ignoring, I might say, sneering at every
amendment offered and voting down every suggestion, that now
the bill be sent back and that they give it the careful study
that should have been given when the bill was written. Yes;
gentlemen, I repeat, had there been less hate and less prejudice,
more logic and more kindliness, you would not find your-
gelves in this present plight, I shall vote to recommit the hill

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New York
has expired.
Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield three minutes to the

gentleman from New York [Mr. Gurrin].

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, the works of
Edmund Burke abound in many wise and terse sayin¥s, but
the designers of his monument, set up here in Washington at
Twelfth Street and Massachusetts Avenue, preferred this one
maxim, among them all, to adorn its pedestal: * Magnanimity
in polities is not seldom the truest wisdom.”

We have come now to a pass in the deliberations of this body
where, waiving all partisanship aside, we can confirm and re-
alize the truth of that maxim. The issue before us, howewver,
does not call for magnanimity so much as politeness. Nations
must be decent as well as men.

There are times when political minorities can be magnani-
mous, and this is such a time. I am not going to attack the
President. On the contrary, I must say that I approve of his
stand for wisdom and magnanimity and true statesmanship at
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thiz moment, which may prove to be a turning point in our his-
tory. I realize the fascination in the idea of worrying the
majority, but in matters.of international moment & mincrity
should rise above so mean a plane.

The temptation is also attractive to those who fought the
bill as a whole to refuse the President's request, reject the
conferees’ amendment, and thus challenge the President to veto
the measure. This would be a futile gesture, from which the
opponents of the measure can hope to obtain only a temporary
respite. Everyone knows that those who dangle this alluring
prospect as a bait have their minds set on passing the bill, in
such an eventuality, over the President's veto. In short, the
opponents of the bill are agked to form a vain and purposeless
allinnee, justifinble neither in good morality nor in practical
resiults. The President is to bhe commended, however much
certain gentlemen in this House may take his rebuke to heart.
We had no right, under the Constitution, to pass a measure
&0 despicable and thoughtless, involving us, as it will, in inter-
national controversies, without giving the President an oppor-
tunity to exercise his treaty-making power under the Consti-
tution.

This sectio —12h in the House Dbill and 13¢ in the Senate
~amended bill—should never have been written. It was a piece
of futile meddlesomeness. The subject shonld have been left
in the hands of the treaty-making power. “Buat,” they say,
“the agreement of 1907 has not been lived up fo.” If that were
true, the answer is, “So will your statute be evaded. If a
treaty can nof be written strong enough to preveni evasion,
liow can you get better results from a statute?”

But the fact is that if more Japs come into our country
than the quota agreed on, it is nof with the consent or con-
nivance of the Japanese Government. They slip over the
border, and they would continue to do that, treaty or no freaty,
statute or no statote.

As to Japan seeking fo colonize America, no matterawith
what appearance of authority this charge may be advanced, T
can not belleve that any nation can be anxious to lose any
material part of its wealth—and what greater asset can a
nation- have than irs human assects, its producers?

We know this, that the Ameritan idea from the beginning has
been that increase of population means an increase in the
instrumentalities of production. And we would not look with
approval upoen any migratory movement which would tend to
diminish our own population.

In fact, our chief boast has been our phenomenal increase in
population and wealth. Do you suppose that the real psychol-
ogy of other nations is different? A diminution of their popu-
lation is just as serious a loss as it would be with us.

If there were not such a rumpus raised about execlusion, I
do not think there iz a country in the world that would be a
bit concerned if we stopped immigration altogether; on the
contrary, I think that they would be at heart glad to find a
tempting field of immigration eliminated, so that they could
keep their people, their wealth producers, at home.

Of course, when publicity is given to the fact that our pro-
posed law contempaltes invidious distinctions between races,
from fhat moment race pride is aroused and concern for their
own increase of population is forgotten.

WHEN IMMIGRATION IS NOT A DOMESTIC QUESTION

We have heard emphasized throughout this debate that immi-
gration is a domestic question. So it 18 a domestic question—
until you begin to diseriminate among nations. If your law
applies to all alike, you can make any limitations or restrictions
you desire, but the moment you begin to discriminate, then it
rises to the level of an international question.

Our fundamental right to keep immigration as a purely
domestic question is incontestable. Dut our tariff is also a
domestic question.
pleage on imports, DBut suppose we should attempt to put in
foree diseriminating rates favoring some nations and unfavor-
able to others. 1s it not clear that our action would imme-
diately involve us in international controversies?

It is a fundamental maxim of international law that all
nations are entitled to equality of rights and privileges in
commercial intercourse. Discriminating duties against the
products of one nation in favor of others are necessarily ta-
booed, and any departure from that prineciple gives just cause
for protest and complaint, and that, too, independent of any
treaty we may have confaining the most-favored-pation clause,
This rests upon the primitive prineiple of natural justice under-
lying all international relations.

If it has application, as we must admit, to the products of
nations, how muech more must it apply to the flesh and blood
of races? A nation ean rightly protest against a tariff dis-
crimination against its products. Is it not natural that it

There is no doubt we ecan fix any rate we

should feel even more deeply aggrieved when that diserimina-
tion is applied to its sons and daughters, particularly when
that discrimination manifestly carries with it the implication
of racial inferiority?

THE RIGHT OF CITIZENSHIP

The right of citizenship is a different matter. All nations
have the right to regulate the conditions under which the fran-
chise is granted and, so long as fundamental differences of races
exlst, each nation has the right to confine its citizenship, and
even its population, within certain racial limits. This may be
done without any imputation of inferiority, for, in truth, in-
feriority is a relative term involving many intricate factors of
eomparison. :
EXCLUSION A DIFLOMATIC QUESTION

The question of exclusion, on the contrary, should be handled
diplomatically by conference and treaty—never by a statutory
enactment, with all its implications of racial inferiority pub-
lished to the world. A statute is unilateral; it is what we say
without compromise, delicacy, or mitigation. A treaty is bilat-
eral; implies agreement, harmony, and mutual understanding.
The burden of exclusion is put on the other party, and ag the re-
tention of a nation’s nationals is a fundamental factor in its
growth and prosperity, the preamble of such a treaty can very
well say:

“The Governmenf of ,-being desirous of conserving its
productive force and preventing the depletion of its popula-
tion by immoderate immigration, and the United States being
desirous of respecting and upholding the aims of a friendly
power in its control of emigration, do hereby agree that the
Government of shall confine the issuance of visas for
immigration to the United States of persons each year,”
and so forth.

We are in this guandary fo-day becnuse the Immigration
Committee exceeded its authority and meddled with the execu-
tive functions of this Government, undertaking to abrogate a
treaty without authority of law or precedent. Now they have
to crawl, but T am glad to see that they have the courage to do
| it, and I am going to try to help them ont of their embarrass-

ment,

I have much to say upon thiz subject, Mr. Speaker, and I
ask at this moment for leave to extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the IECORD.
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr, GRIFFIN. Please do not misunderstand me. I am not
in favor of admitting the Japanese to citizenship. Neither
am I attached to the notion that they ought to be admitted
under the quota. But that. I submit, would have been a simpler
and less objectionable method of limiting their immigration
than the expedient adopted in this bill of excluding them.
altogether,

If they had been put on the same plane as other nation-
alities and had been subjected to the restraints of the quota,
the number admissible each year would have been so incon-
siderable as fto be negligible.

THE GENTLEMEN'S AGREEMENT

The proponents of Japanese exclusion have set up a straw
man against which to hurl their thunderbolts. Those who have
argued for moderation concede, as I concede, that the Pacific
[ States should have the right to guard against submersion by
| unassimilable races. We are in perfect harmony with them
(on that proposition. We do not want to open the doors any
{ wider than they are. We would even be content to have {hem
' closed entirely, but we do not want to see the doors slammed

in the face of an honorable, highly civilized, and courtcous
| race of people without warning or explanation. We owe that,

!; 1 shonld think, to our own self-respect. as well as to theirs.

| We have a treaty with them, or what is tantamount to a
| treaty, enfered into, if you please, by President Roosevelt, and
ino one will dare assert that he was a mollyeoddle. If that
L arrangement does not work satisfactorily, the proper course
to pursue is to request the treaty-making power of the Govern-
ment, under our Constitution, to secure its abrogation. It is
hardly polite to throw it into the scrap heap—as this bill did
before it was amended in conference—without a word of
warning. :

The amendment put in the bill in conference is perfectly
sane, polite, and proper. I can not see the wisdom of laying
the foundation for racial animosities which are bound to con-
tinue for generations and menace our posterity with continual
rumors and threats of war.

MUNITIOX MARKERS ONLY OXES TO BE BENEFITED

No one is going to be benefited by this ruthless abrogation of

the * gentlemen’s agreement ” with Japan but munition makers,
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armor-plate concerns, shipbuilders, airplane manufacturers,
war financiers, and war profiteers. Their stock in trade is war
and the rumer of wars, We are foolishly playing into the
hands of a pack of unmitigated rascals.

It is rather an odd coincidence that the Admiral Coontz
“ Revelations " as to the alleged inferiority of our Navy should
come just at the moment when the Japanese guestion happens
to be before Congress, If they are true their promulgation
would be particularly inauspicious just at the moment that we
were preparing to slap Japan in the face, and their publication
at this time shows conclusively that they are not itrune. They
will have accomplished their purpose if they stimulate another
feverish return of war preparations. We can offset them and
block the war speculators by helping the President to conduct
the foreign relations of this Government with courtesy and
wisdom.

No matter what I think of the bill as a whole, I believe it to
be my duty as an American to support the limitation put in it
at the instance of the President. In recommending that limi-
tation he is acting as the President of the United States—and all
the circumstances support the presumption that he is acting for
the welfare of the entire country. He is entitled to our support
irrespective of party, and I intend to uphold him by my voice
and vote.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I yield four
minutes to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. VAILE].

Mr. VAILE. Mr. Speaker, I am sure our friends from Cali-
fornia who have been stirring up all this opposition to this
conference report because they do mot get it just exactly the
way they want if, what they have been asking for for 14 years,
and what we are ready to hand them now—I am sure they
must be very much gratified to have the support of everybody
who is opposed to any restriction of immigration at all. Tt
certainly should be a séurce of pride to them that they may
succeed in defeating tlie whole cause of restrictive immigration
by sending back this bill becanse they do nol get it exactly as
they want it.

Let us consider this geMlemen’s agreement for a minute, It
is an old sore. The gentlemen's agreement never should have
been executed. I agree with all that has been said to that
effect, 1t is an Executive agreement, never ratified by the Sen-
ate. You ecan not find out what it is to-day. If you call up the
office of the Secretary of Labor, who is charged with enforcing
it, you can not find out; but neveriheless that agreement does
exist.

It has been recognized by our own statutes, it was recognized

by the immigration act of 1921, in which we made an exception
for treaties or agreements relating solely to immigration. It
was recognized by an addendum to the treaty of 1911 we made
with Japan. It has been recognized by Japan, and all that is
“asked now is that the Executive shall be given an opportunity
to abrogate it. All that we say is that if is going to be abro-
gated: it is abrogated to take effect on March 1, 1925, and,
Mr. President, if you wish fo proceed fo abrogate it before
that time by Executive action, all the more power to your
arm; but whether you succeed or not, it is going to be a thing
of the past on March 1, 1925,

Let me call attention of Members of the House on this side,
gentlemen who in every campaign recently have been denounc-
ing the Republicans because we have been as you would say
not sufficiently warm in our advocacy of some international
schemes of peace, proposed by the last Democratic President,
you surely should not object to our giving the President the
first opportunity to handle an international situation on a basis
of peace and good will when we fix a time limit beyond which
the objectionable thing shall not in any event endure.

The great President, elected by your own party, Mr. Wilson,
availed himself of this gentlemen’s agreement which we con-
cede should be abrogated, but which you will not even give
a Itepublican President time to abrogate.

President Wilson sent Mr. Bryan to California to impress
the California people with the right of Japan under the alleged
gentlemen's agreement.

That is the peculiar situation in which we find ourselves
with Japan. All we ask you to do is to be reasonable. We
are giving you exactly what you want, and when we give it to
you the genfleman from Califernia [Mr. Raxer] can go back
and say “T1 have won the fight I have been engaged in for
17 years™; but if you kick it over, the fault will not be ours.
The fault will lie with the gentlemen who refused to take what
they wanted because they could not get it in just their own
way. [Applause.]

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of my time
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr, Coxwairy],

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of
the House, the gentleman who just concluded, the gentleman
from Colorado, stated that the gentlemen's agreement seeking to
regulate Japanese immigration ought never to have been made
by the President and that nobody now knows what it means
or of what it consists, but concluded with a plea that this
House, not knowing what the agreement is, an agreement that
ought never to have been embraced, recognize by statute that
such agreement exigts, and that Congress should ask the Presi-
dent to enter into negotiations with the Japanese Government
to abrogate it. |

When you say “negotiate with Japan* you imply that Japan
has the right to sbrogate or refuse to abrogate; mepotiation
means mufual dealing back and forth. The Congress has
power to exclude Japanese immigration and I favor the ex-
ercise of that power by this Congress.

Gentlemen of the House, I hope I may speak to-day with-
out any hint of partisanship. This is a time for a Representa-
tive in the American Congress to speak as an American who
respects the Constitution of his country and as a Representa-
tive who is willing, without shirking, to perform his duty under it.
The issue is not gimply the exclusion of a few hundreds or
thousands of Japanese; the question is, shall the Congress
perform the duties committed fo it or surrender its powers to
the President?

Gentlemen say that the gentlemen's agreement onght never
to have been made. Why? Because it was an unauthorized
act of the Executive and invaded the constitutional powers
of Congress to regulate the domestic question of immigration.
If that agreement ought never to have been entered into it
ought to be terminated, not on the 1st of July, 1925, but it ought
to be terminated now. [Applause.]

The fundamental objection to the statute as proposed by
the committee is that it inyolyes the abdication by this House
of ifs constitutional power to legislate on the subject of
Japanese exclusion and evidences a lack of desire to act by
requesting the President to perform a function that we should
ourselves perform. "The Constitution was not made fer fair
weather alone. Most any form of government can protect
the citizen when there is no turmeoil and no strain, but the
Constitution was made for times of stress and storms. It was
not meant that the House of Representatives in the exercise
of its constitutional powers should tremble and quiver when
some question that is solemn and serious is presented for onr
deliberation. It was not intended that at such a time we should
delegate our authority to the Executive. To-day, moved
neither by passion nor prejudice, driven neither by fear nor
threat as to the consequences which may follow our actions,
this House ought to register now what it has already said was
its solemn and sober judgment on this question. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER, The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, T yield three
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoxeworrH],

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I have always found
that in dealing with public as well as with private affairs it
pays to be polite. This is a cage in point. Shall we accomplish
what we are seeking to accomplish gracefully, or shall we ac-
complish it ungracefully? Shall we do this thing politely or
impolitely? That is this whole question. The executive de-
partment whose duty it is to administer our international
affairs informs us that a great and friendly power has expressed
eoncern if not resentment at the methods by which we do
this thing which most of us agree should be done. Why ghould
we imperil our friendship with a great and friendly nation?
That she is great, no one doubts; that she is friendly has been
proven in the past, and particularly during the Conference on
the Limitation of Armaments. That she is valuable as a friend,
by the same token, it stands to reason she might be dangerous
as an enemy. Why imperil our friendship? You gentlemen
from the Pacific coast have won your years' long fight for the
exclusion of certain immigration. It detracts nothing from
your victory if you postpone its taking effect within a reason-
able time. As a mutter of fact, you are postpeuing it in this
conference report for no longer a time than was intended when
this bill was first considered. Why then shall we imperil the
success of the restriction of immigration? The country is in
favor of immigration restriction, and to vote against this con-
ference report makes a vote against the restriction of immigra-
tion. [Applause.] There are many gentlemen in this House
who are in favor of leaving the doors against immigration
wide open, and are willing to forin any sort of a combination,
no matter what, to bring it about.
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Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield right
there?

Mr. LONGWORTH. No: I will not. We favor immigration
resirletion. Why imperil the success of the cause to which
most of us are devoted? Let us stand firm and the victory is
ours. TApplause.]

Mr. JOHNSON of Washingten. Mr, Speaker, in conclusion I
merely say that there is nothing to this charge which has been
printed and sent in by telegraph that hundreds of Japanese
may come in before Mareh 1; nothing whatever. On the ordi-
nary ship it takes about 17 days to come from Japan. Several
hundred have hastened back in the last few days to try and
get wives o as to get here by July 1. On July 1 Japan will
£o on a quota for eight months. That is all there ig to that.

Next, T believe I have had something to do with the building
up of this bill. For five solid years I have been chairman of
this committee and at work on what is now this bill, For the
last couple of years I have tried to find words by which we,
the committee and the House, might direct the President to de
away with this so-called treaty or agreement, and we did not
want to use the positive direction and we did not want to use
the word “ treaty ” or-even * agreement.” That was one trouble
for the committee; that was one trouble for me as chairman,
When the President himself suggested the words, how could T
refuse to accept them when I myself had sought a way to
find them? Many things are happening in the Far East and
in Russis. Need I say more? I ask you to support the con-
ference report.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report, !

Mr., RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following motion to
recominit,

Mr. SABATH rose.

The SPEAKER. Who is the senior member of the com-
mittee?

Mr. SABATH. I am.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr, SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following motion to
recommit, which T send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Motion to recommit by Alr. SABATH : Mr. Speaker, I move to recom-
mit the report to the committee of eonference.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr, Speaker, on that I move the pre-
vious question. :

AMr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary
inquiry.

The SPIIAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, 1If the previous guestion ghould
be voted down, would it then be in order to offer an amendment
to the motion to recommit? } i

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not need to inform the gen-
tleman as to fhe correctness of that statement. The question
is on ordering the previous gquestion on the motion to re-
commit. - ; :

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Garrerr of Tennessee) there were—ayes 114, noes 159.

So the previous question was rejected.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amendment
in the nature of a substitute to the motion to recommit, which I
gend to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. RAEER moves to recommit the bill to the committee of confer-
ence with instruetions on the part of the House not to agree to the
proviso reported in the bill submitted by the conference ecommittee,
beginning in line 2, page 24, and reading as follows: * That this sub-
division shall not take effect as to exclusion until March 1, 1923,
before which time the President is requested to negotiate with the
Japanese Government in relation to the abrogation of the present
arrangement on' this subject.”

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, on that amendment I move the
previous question,

Mr. BANDERS of Indiana. Mr, Speaker, I make the point
of order against the amendment to the motion to recommit
that is proposed by the amendment that it is not a proper
motion to recommit to the conferees. The situation is this:
The House passed a bill. The bill went to the Senate, and the
Senute struck out all of the House bill and wrote an entirely
new bill. We disagreed to that Senate amendment, which was
an entirely mew bill, and asked for a conference, which was
agreed to. They went to conference. The conferees on the
part of the House receded from their disagreement to the Sen-
ate amendment, which was an entire Dill, and agreed to an

amendment, which was an entirely new bill. A motion now to
recommif again to the conferees is a different question than a
motion to recommit to a committee of the House, because the
Hougse has complete authority and can direct a committes to do
anything that it desires, but when we are instructing the con-
ferees appointed by the House we can only instruct those con-
ferees to do what they have the power to do and what they may
do. The conferees appointed by this House can do but one
thing. They can recede from their disagreement to the Senate
amendment and agree to it. They can not agree to it with an
amendment, because the Senate conferees might not agree to
that. They can only do one of two things—disagree to the
Senate amendment or agree to it with an amendment. When a
bill is brought back here and a Senate amendment to the bill is
submitted to the House, we very frequently recede from our
disagreement. When the report from the conferees comes back
we can not instruct our conforees to go back there and agree fo
an amendment which the Senate conferees may or may not
agree to. We have not any power to give such instruction to
our conferees. In other words, Mr. Speaker, if this motion to
recommit is in order, we have not the right to tell eur conferees
what amendment they may write onto a Senate amendment.
We have not any such power. It never has been done so far as
a conference report is concerned.

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr, TILSON, In what way does the motion to recommit
offeved by the gentleman from California take the place of the
one offered by the gentleman from Illinois?

The SPEAKER. It is offered as an amendment.

Mr, TILSON. As an amendment fo it?

The SPEAKER. Yes.

Mr, TILSON. Does it so state in the amendment?

Mr. GARRETT of Teunnessee. Offered as a substitute.

Mr, TILSON. It is a substitute for the other?
The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear the gentleman from
Tennessee,

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. AMr. Speaker, it seems fo me
that it would be going a long way from the particular parlia-
menfary situation which exists to say that this matter has
passed whiolly from the conferees of the House of Rlepresenta-
tives so long ag the committee on eonference——

The SPEAKER. That is not the trouble in the mind of the
Chair, Of course, by proper amendment the resylt could be
reached, but the point made by the gentleman from Indiana
was that this instructed the conferees not to agree to a pro-
viso. Now they have either got to disagree to the whole or
agree with an amendment. And they can not disagree to. the
proviso, it seems to the Chair. Hopwever, the Chair will hear
argument on that.

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee., Mr. Speaker, of course the
proviso was not put.on in the Senate. That is part of the con-
ference report,

The SPEAKER. Exactly. : ;

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. If the conferees are in-
structed not to agree. to the proviso, the matter is then open
between the Senate provision and fhe House provision. The
whole matter was thrown open when the conferees met and it
will open it up again. : y

Mr. GARRETT of - Tennessee.
the bill that takes care of it. ; 4

Mr, LONGWORTH. What will be the effect of it, in the gen-
tleman’s opinion, if the conferees did disagree; what would
happen? T

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, I do not know what the Senate
would do, .

Mr. LONGWORTH. What would be the condition in the con-
ference?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. If the conferees disagreed?

Mr. LONGWORTH., If the House refused to agree to this
proviso?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The effect would be for the
time being to be out of conference so far as the House is con-
cerned ; but they would go back into conference again, I assume,
and if they did not I assume the House would have a way to
provide conferees who would go,

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. In case this instruction be
given and the other body has not acted on the conference report
at all and we should ask for another conference would the other
body act on the conference report before they acted on this?

Mr, C{ARRETT of Tennessee. That question would pot be
material.

The SPEAKER. The only question is whether the gentleman
has taken the right way to obtain the end at which he aims.
The Chair will hear argument,

You ha\".a another section of
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Mr, CRISP.- Mr. Speaker, I am not familiar exactly with
the way the motion to recommit is written, but the whole
matier seems to me to resolve itself into this simple proposition:
The Senate struck out all affer the enacting clause of the
House bill dealing with the restriction of immigration and sub-
stituted an entirely new text as one amendment. Of course,
a great part of the text was the same as the House bill. But
the whole subject matter was in conference between the con-
ferees. Now, under the rules of the House, where the con-
ferees have met under this condition they were authorized to
inject new matter that is germane as the Speaker, in my judg-
ment, correctly ruled this morning. The conferees met on that
amendment, they reached a complete agreement, and that was
embodied in this conference report which is now up for con-
sideration. Now, under the rules of the House, when either
one of the bodies—the House or Senate—acts on a conference
report, that discharges the conferees, and a motion to recom-
mit to the conferees would not he in order, but until one of the
bodies acts on a conference report the conferees are still in
existence and it is in order to move to recommit to them.

The SPEAKER. Certainly; there is no question about that.

Mr. CRISP. While the House can not instruct the Senate
conferees, the House can insfruct its own conferees, who are
its agents.

The SPEAKER. Of course.

Mr. CRISP. And, as I understand this amendment, it is to
recommit the conference report to the conferees with instrue-
tion to the House conferees that in the future conference they
must not agree to the provision set out in the amendment.
Now, if it goes back to conference and the conferees can not
agree, and nothing else is done, that ends the legislation. It
does not eome back for further consideration. It seems to me
clear under those conditions the House can instruet ifs own
conferees that in a further conference not to agree to any
provision in a new conference report containing the provision
set out in the motion to recommit, which they are instructed
not to agree to.

The SPEAKER. There is no doubt that the House has a
perfeet right to instruct the House conferees, but the tech-
nical point of order is made whether the gentleman from
California [Mr. Rigrr] has gone about it in the right way.
The impression of the Chair Is that the point is good. This
proviso is just one part of the general conference report, and
why should they not be instructed—if in a further conference
with the Senate conferees they agree at all—to agree to an
amendment striking out that proviso? Something of that
kind, in the Chair’s opinion, would be a proper motion.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, if the whole matter is before
the conferees, is it not proper for the House to leave to the
diseretion of the conferees the rest of it, but to bind them
as to that one provision, that in the further conference they
can not agree to that particular proposition? That is the way
it seems to me.

The SPEAKER. Inasmuch as it is purely technieal and
easily reached the Chair would take the chance that the con-
ferees will be able to act in accordance with the will of the
House, and overrules the point of order. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that
the noes seemed to have It.

Mr. RAKER. A division, Mr. Speaker,

The SPEAKER. A division is demanded.

The House was dividing, when—

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and
nays.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio demands the
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER. As many as favor the amendment wild,
when their names are called, answer *“ yea™; those opposed
will answer “nay.”

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 189, nays 174,
not voting 69, as follows:

YEAS—189

th Blanton Carew Davey
ill’[?:le Y Bloom Carter Davis, Tenn.
Allgood Bowling asey a
Almon Box Celler Diekinson, Mo.
Arnold Boylan Clancy Dickstein
Aswell Brand, Ga. Cleary Donghton
Ayres Briggs Collier Dowell
Bankhead Browne, N. J. Collins Doyle
Barbour Browning Connally, Tex. Drewry
Barkley Buchanan Connery Driver
Beck Bulwinkle Cook
Bell usby Cris Evans, Mont,
Berger Byrns, Tenn. Cro Fairchild
Black, N. Y. Cable Cullen Favrot
Black, Tex. Cannon Commings Fisher

—

Fredericks
Free

Fulbright
Fulmer
Gallivan
Gardner, Ind.
(Garner, g
Garrett, Tenn,
Garrett, Tex.

que
Glatfelter
Goldshorough
Greenwood
Hadley
Hammer
Harrison
Hastings
Hayden

Hill, Ala.

Hill, Wash.
Hooker
Howard, Nebr,
Hudspeth
Hull, Tenn,
Humphreys
James

Jeffers
Johnson, Tex.
Johnson, W. Va.
Jones

Jost

Keller

Eent

Ackerman
Aldrich
Anthony
Bacon
eedy

Beers

Be,

Bixler
Bland

Boles

Boyce
Brand, Ohio
Britten
Browne, Wis,
Brumm
Buckley
Burdick
Burtness
Burton
Butler
Camphell
Chindblom
Christopherson
Clague
Clarke, N. Y.
Cole, Towa
Colton
Cooper, Wis.
Corning
Cramton
Crosser
Crowther
Dallinger
Darrow
}‘Iavin. Minn.
Jempsey
Deniszon
Dickinson, Iowa

Dyer

Elltott
Evans, lowa
Fairfield
Faust

Fenn

Anderson
Andrew
Racharach
Byrnes, 8. C.
Canfield
‘lark, Fla.
le, Ohio
Connolly. Pa.
Cooper, Ohio
Curr,;
ick

Dom!
Drane
Edmonds
Fitzgerald

(iilbert

Eerr Minahan
Kincheloe Mooney
Kindred Moore, Ga.
Enutson Morehead
Kunz Morrow
LaGuardia Nolan
Lanham O'Connell, N. Y.
Lankford O'Connell, R, I.
Larsen, Ga. 0O'Bullivan
Lazaro Oldfield
Lea, Calif, Oliver, Ala.
Lee, Ga, Oliver, N, ¥,
Lindsay Parks, Ark.
Lineberger Peery
Linthicum Pou
Logan Prall
Lowrey Quayle
Lozier Quin
i?'ou Hagon
cClintie Rainey
MecDuflie Raker
McKeown Rankin
McReynolds Rathhone
eSwain Rayburn
McSweeney Richards
MacLafferty Romjuoe
Major, I11. Rubey
Major, Mo, Salmon
Mansfield Sanders, Tex.
Martin Sandlin
Mead Sehall
Miller, Wash Bhallenberger
ligan herwood
NAYS—174
Fish MecLeod
Fleetwood Mactiregor
f‘gster ﬁnddenﬁ ¥
ear agee, N. X.
Freeman Magee, Pa,
French Manlove
Frothingham Mapes
Fuller Merritt
Gibson Michaelson
Gifford Michener
Graham, T11, Mills
Green, Iowa Moore, 111,
(‘Irimu Moore, Ohio
Hardy Moore, Va.
Hawes Moores, Ind.
Hawley Morgan
he o g
ey urphy
Hill, Md Nelson, Me,
Hoch Nelson, Wis.
Holaday Newton, Minn,
Huddleston Newton, Mo.
udson 0’Connor, La,
Hull, Towa Pai
Hull, Morton . Parﬁr
Johnson, 8, Dak. Patterson
Johuson, Wash, Perkins
Kearns Perlman
159_[]5 Phillips
Kendall Porter
Ketcham Purnell
King Ramseyer
Knp{i Reece
Kvale Reed. N. Y.
Lampert Roach
eyt S ot ooy e
atherw obsion, Ky.
Leavitt Rogers, Mass.
Little Bubath
Longworth Sanders, Ind.
Luce Schafer

Schneider

McKenzle

M¢Laughlin, Mich.Seott

McLaughlin, Nebr.Shreve
NOT VOTING—69

Graham, Pa.
Greene, Mass,
Griest

Hau

Howard, Okla.
Hull, William E.
Jacobstein
Johnson, Ky,
Kahn
Kiess
Tangl

.angley
Lehlbach

Lill
McFadden
MeNulty
MiHer, 111
Montague

Morin
Morris
('Brien
O'Counor, N. Y.
Park, Ga.

vey
Ransley
Iﬁml. Ark.

Rogers, N, H,
Rosenbloom
Rouse
Sanders, N. Y.
Sears, Fla.
Seuars, Nebr,
Beger

Stalker

Sites
Smithwick
Steagall
Stedman
Stevenson
Summers, Wash,
Sumners, Tex.
Swank
Bwing
Tague
Taylor, W. Va.
Thomas, Ky.
Thomas, Okla.
Tillman
Tucker
Underwood
Upshaw
{F] ngon, g;.
yinson, 5
Watkins
Weaver
Wefald
Weller
Wilson, Ind,
Wilson, La.
Wilson, Miss,
Wingo
Wol
Woodrum
Wright

Shnmons
Sinelair
Sinnott
Bmith
Snell
snyder
Speaks
Sproul, I11,
Eproul, Kans,
Stephens
Strong, Kans,
Bweet
B s
‘aylor, Tenn.
Temple
Thatcher
Thompson
Tilson
Timberlake
Tincher
Tinkham

Tread
t‘nderhlll'i
Vaile

Vestal
Vincent, Mich,
Voi

Wailnwright
Watres

Watson

Wertz

White, Kans,
White, Me.
Williams, I11,
Williams, Mich,
Williamson
Winslow

Wood
Woodruff
Wyant

Young

Zihlman

Stengle
Strong, Pa.
Sullivan

Swoope
Taylor, Colo.
Tydings

Welsh
Williams, Tex,
Winter

So the amendment to the motion to recommit was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following pairs:

On this vote:

“r. Kahn (for) with Mr. Funk (against).
Mr. Cnrry (for) with Mr., Andrew (against),
Mr, Tydings (for) with Mr. Kurtz {against).
Mr, Peavey (for) with Mr. Griest (against).
. O'Connor of New York (for) with Mr. Connolly of Pennsylvania

Mr.
{ aizlzll'nst)

. Howard of Oklahoma (for) with Mr. Greene of

(against).

Until further notice:

Mr. Bacharach with Mr. Gilbert.

Massachusetts

Mr, Graham of Pennsylvania with Mr, Williams of Texas,
Mr. Cole of Ohlo with Mr, Rouse,
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- Mr. Lehibach with Mr, Jolinson of Kentueky,

Mr. Wurzbach with Mr, Geran

Mr. McFadden with Mr_ Tn.ilor of Colorado.

Mr, Morln with Mr, €

Mr, Beger with Mr, ('Brien.

Mr. Ransley with Mr. Steni

Mr. Miller of IMinois with Mr. Reed of Arkansas,

Mr. Welsh with Mr. B of Soutlr Carolina.

Mr. S8woope with Mr.

Mr. Reld of Ilinois with Mr. Drane.

Mr. Vare with Mr, Jacobstefn,

Mr, S8*alker with Mr. Morris.

Mr. 8trong of Pennsyivania with Mr. Dominick.

Mr, Ward of New York with Mr, Ward of North Carolina.

Mr. Fitzgerald with Mr. MeNulty.

Mr. Langley with: Mr. Clark of Florida,

Mr, William . Hull with Mr. Rogers of New Hampshire.

Mr. Sears of Nelraska with Mr. Seard of Florlda,

Mr. Winter with Mr. Park of Georgia.

Mr. Wason with Mr, Sullivan,

Mr. Edmonds with Mr. Montague.

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is now on agree-
Ing to the motion to recommit as amended.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, there has been so much con-
fusion that I ask unanimous consent that the motion to re-
cominit as amended be read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Arkansas
asks unanimous consent that the motion to recommit as
amended be read. Is there objection? [After a paunse.] The
Chair hears none, The Clerk will report the motion to re-
commit as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

Motion by Mr. SARATH to recommit the bhill to the committee of econ-
ference, with instructions to the conferees on the part of the Iouse
not: to agree to the proviso reported in the bill submitted by the
conference eommittee, beginning in line 2, page 24, and reading as
follows : “ Provided, That this subdivision shall not take effect as to
exclusion. until March 1, 1925, before which time the President is re-
quested to negotiate with the Japanese Government in relation to the
abrogation of the present arrangement on this subject.”

Mr, FREE. Mr. Speaker, a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it

Mr. FREE. As I understand, the other was offered as n
substitute and not as an amendment?

Mr, LINEBERGER. It was offered as a substitute.

The SPEAKER. pro tempere.. The Clerk read the Sabath
motion as amended by the Raker substitute. The yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the question is on agreeing to the
motion to recommit as amended.

The question was taken; and fhere were—yeas 192, nays 171
not voting 69, as follows:

YEAS—102
Abernethy Cullen Jeffers Nolan
Allen Cnm Johnson, Tex, O'Connell, N. Y.
Allgood Davey Johnson, W, Va. O'Connell, R. T.
Almon Davis, Tenn. Jones O'Sullivan
Arnold Deal Jost Oldfield
Aswell Dickinson, Mo,  Keller Oliver, Ala,
Ayres Dickstein Kent Oliver, N, Y,
Banklead Donghton Kerr Parks, Ark,
Barbour Dowell - Kincheloe Peery
Barkley Doyle indred Perlinan
Drewry Kunz Pon

Bell Driver Kvale Prall
Berger Eagan LaGuardia ayle
Black, N. Y. Evans, Mont, Lanham uin
Black, Tex. Fairchlild Lankford ngon
Blanton Fayrot Larsen, Ga, Rainey
Rloom Fislier Lazaro Raker
Rowling Fredericks Lea, Calif, Rankin
Tlox Lee, Ga. Rathhone
goylan = Fu]hright: Hndshgjr gnﬁmﬁk

ramd, Fulmer neber; i, 3

g8 % Galllvan Llnlhlr.'g: Richards

Browne, N. T, Gardner, Ind, Logan Romjue
Browning Garner, Tex. Lozier Rubey
Buchanan Garrett, th
Buckley Garrett, Tex, ‘lintie Salmon
Bulwinkle Gasque MeDuffie Sanders, Tex,
Bushy Goldsborough McKeown Sandlin
Byros, Tenn, Greenwood MeReynolds: Schafer:
Cable Hadley MeSwain Schall
Cannon Hammer MeSweeney Schuelder
Carew Harrison Mage Bhall
Carter Hastings Msjor 1. Sherwood
Casey Hawes Ma jor, Mo, Sites
Celler Hayden Mansﬂold Smithwick
Claney Hill, Ala. Martin - - Steagall
Cleary Hill, Wash, Mead Stedman
Collier Fooker Miller, Wash, Stevenson
Caollins Howard, Nebr, Milligan Bummers, Wash,
€onnally, Tex, Hudspeth Minn Bumaers, Tex,
Connery Hull, Tenn, AMoeney Swank.
Cook ‘Humphre}s Moore, Ga. Swing
Croll James Morrow" ‘Tagne

%gng:; “&;‘ Eﬁ gatk!u gﬂm&. La.
, Ky. AW eaver som, Miss,
Thomas, Okla, V"Pgon Ga, Wefald Win
Tillman Vinson, Ky. Weller Woodram
Tuocker YVolgt ‘Wilson, Ind. Wright
NAYS—1T1
Ackerman ll‘mf-en.ld MeKenzie fhreva
Aldrich Fleetwood McLaughlin, Mich,Simmons
Anthony Foster McLa lin, Nebr. Sinclair
Bacon g“'r_ear iic Sinnott
¥ eeman acGregor Smith
Beers French adden Snell
Be%r Frothingham Magee, N Y. Soyder
Bix Fullep Magee, Pa, Bpeaks:
Bland Gibson . Manlove Sproul, I11.
Boyee Gifford Mapes roul,
Brand, Ohio Graham, L Merritt Biephens
Britten Green; Iowa. Michaelson Btrong, Kans,
Browne, Wis. Grifin Michener weet
Brumm Hardv Mills Taber
Burdiek mTe Moore, 111. Taylor, Tenn.
Burtness Hawley Moare, Ohio, mple
Eﬂ:f;}“ Hersey %j!oore, \[a.i %t;atcher
’ oores, In 0mpson
Campbell IIEH. .\Id. Morehea ’I»‘Hsmnlml
Chindblom Hoch Morgan Timberiake
Christopherson  Holaday Muodd Tincher
Clagne Huddleston Murphy Tinkhim
Clarke, N. Y. Hudson Nelson, Me, Treadwa
Cole, lowa Hull, Towa Nelson, Wis,. Underhil
Colton Hull, Morton D; Newton, Minn,  Vaile
Ceoper, Wis, Hull William B, Newton, Mo. Vestal
Corning Jotmson 8. Dak. O'Comnor, La. Vineent,; Mich
(.ramton Johnson, Wash, Paige Wainwright
Crisp Kearns Parker Watres
Crosser Kell Patterson Watson
Crowther Ken Perkins Wertz
Dallinger Ketcham Phillips White, Kans,
Darrow King Porter White, Me.
Davis, Minn, Knutson Purnell gil]jams-. el
Dempsey Kopp Ramgeyer Iliams, Mich,
Denison Lampert Reece Willlamson
Dickinson, Towa Larson, Minn, Reed, N. Y. Winslow
yer Leatherwood Roach Wood
EHiott Leavitt Robinson, Towa  Woodruff
Evans, Iowa Little Robsion, Ky. Wryant
Faust Longworth Rogers, Mass. Young
Fenn Lowrey Sanders, Ind. Zihlinan
Fish Luce Beott
NOT VOTING—69
Anderson Gilbert Morin Strong, I'a.
Andrew Glatfelter Morrig Sullivan
Bacharach Graham, Pa, O'Brien Swoope
Boles Greene, Mass, O'Connor, N, Y, Tarlor, Colq.
Byrnes, 8. C Griest Park, Ga. Tydings
Cuanfield Howard, Okla, Peave Vare
Clark, Fla, Jacobsteln Ransle Ward, N. Y.
Cole, Ohio Johnson, Ky. Reed, W. Va. Ward, N, C.
Connolly, Pa. Kahn Reid, 111 Wason
€ooper, Ohio Kiess Rogers, N, H. Welsh
Curry Kurrz Rosenhblocm Williams, Tex,
Dominick ﬁ) Rouse Winter
Driane Igh ach Sanders, N\ Y, Woltt
Edmonds Sears, Fia. Wurzhaeh
Fairfield McFadden Senrs, Nehr. Yates
Funk MeXNalty r
Garber Miller, 111, Stalker
Geran lontum Btengle

So the motion to recommit as amended was agreed to,
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs:
On this vote:

Mr, Kahn (for) with Mr, Funk (against),
Mr. Curry (for) with Mr, Andrew (ngainsf‘l
Mr. Tydings (for) with -Mr. Kurtz (agatns)
Mr. Peavey {for) with Mr. Griest (
g le:n O}Cunnur of New York (fer) wi Mr. Conmuy of Pennsylvania
against
Mr. H;Jward of Oklahoma (for) with Mr. Greeme of Massachusetts

(m
Rounse (for) with Mr. SBwoope (against).
Mr Johnson of Kentucky (for) with Mr. Lole of Ohio (s.gl.unt)
Mr. Taylor of Colorado (for) with Mr, Vare (against).
Mr. Canfield (for) with Mr. Strong of Pennay!vanla (against),

Until further notice:

Mr. Boies with Mr. Dominiek.

Mr. Kiess with Mr. Glatfelter.

Mr. Fairfield with Mr. Jacobstein.

Mr. McFadden with M. Lilly.

Mr, Lehlbach with Mr. Mc’\u.lti

AMr. Morin with Mr. Rogers of New Hampshire,
Mr. Rosenbloom with Mr. Sumners of Texas.
Alr. Garber with Mr, Welfl.

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.
PERMISSION T0 ADPRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. WATSON. Myr. Speaker, T ask unanimous eonsent to ad-
dress the House on Tuesday after the reading of the minutes
and the disposal of the business on the Speaker's table for 15
minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous’ consent to address the House for 15 minutes on
Tuesday next. I¥ there objeetion?
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Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I hope the gentleman will
not make that request.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, there has been a different ar-
rangement, and I withdraw the request.

IMMIGRATION

Mr. WEFALD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp on the subject of immigra-
tion.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

Mr. WEFALD. Mr. Speaker, having obtained the right to
extend my remarks on the immigration bill (now in conference)
and which is to come before the House again on Thursday,
May 15, I wish to call the attention of the membership of
the House to some, in my mind, very serious weaknesses of the
bill, which I hope will be remedied by again sending the bill
back in conference with unmistakable instructions.

I was one of those who voted to send this bill back into
conference with instructions to delete from the bill the ex-
tention of time for the exclusion of Japanese immigration to
go into effect that had been written into the bill in conference
at the request of President Coolidge.

I so voted because it was against the clearly expressed
dictum of both House and Senate as the immigration bill came
out of either House. I do not believe that a conference com-
mittee should write a new law, contrary to the expressed will
of the majority. I did not vote as I did because I believed that
the difference in time between July 1, 1924, and March 1, 1925,
would spell such a grave danger to the country from the Japa-
nese immigration.

I was one of those who whole-heartedly supported the bill
on its discussion and passage in the House, I helieve that as
the bill was when it left the House it was fairly representa-
tive of the majority opinion of the country. As the bhill came
back from conference it is nothing short of a feree and a trav-
esty on justice.

In the hubbub and excitement over the Japanese-exclusion
section all else was lost sight of, but I dare say that the bill
as it stood when brought out of conference had several other
just as objectionable features in it as the Japanese ques-
tion. These must be made right when the bill comes back to
the House,

One of the worst features of the bill is the sections relating
to the seamen.

It was not the intention of those who voted for this bill
when it passed this House that they willingly lent themselves
to the destruction of any organized labor force, yet such will
be the effect of the bill on the organized seamen. The seamen
were taken out of slavery by the passage of the La ollette
geamen’s act; this bill will, if not amended, put them back
into slavery.

The president of the seamen’s union, the most unselfish
and high-minded labor leader in America, Mr. Andrew Furuseth.
has vainly pleaded the cause of the seamen before both House
and Senate Immigration Committee. Being a high-minded
man and a patriotic American, he acquiesced in the immigra-
tion bill passing the House in the form it did, upon being told
that any change in the seamen's provision from the way the
bill was written would mean the defeat of the bill, as the
interest of the country at large was greater than that of the
seamen.

That condition has now changed. The only thing that now
endangers the bill from becoming a law is those provisions
that have been written into it in the conference.

In order that the membership of the House may know what
to do to do justice to our seamen, I herewith submit to have
printed in the Recorn a statement from Mr. Furuseth, presi-
dent Seamen’s Union. That, in clear and concise language, sets
forth the case of the seamen. It reads as follows:

MEMORIAL ON IMMIGRATION BILL BY ANDREW lUll'[.ISITK ON BEHALF OF
THE BEAMEN

Section 1Y places the seamen under the immigration laws. Immi-
gration laws are defined as all acts, treaties, and conventions, includ-
ing this act, dealing with immigration, exclusion and expulsion of
aliens, so that the seaman will, first, have to comply with all the
provisions of the former immigration statutes, and in addition to that
he must be capable of becoming a citizen of the United States under
this proposed statute. :

Section 21 provides that the master of a vessel must hold the sea-
man on board, first, until examined ; second, until deported either by
himself in the same ship or by order of the Secretary of Commerce in
some other ship, unless the seaman shall be permitted to land. Having
no immigration visé, of course, he can not land in the United States

under the immigration laws, as they will be amended, if these two
sections are adopted. The failore of the master to hold the seaman
to the vessel carries with it a penalty of $1,000.

Bection 4 of the seamen’s act was passed (1) to liberate the seamen,
(2) to induce Americans to go to sea, and (3) to equalize the wage
cost of foreign and American merchant vessels. It gives to the seaman
the right to demand one-half of the wages earned, and if that is
refused to leave the vessel and apply to the courts for the payment of
all the wages earned. This section of the seamen's act has been most
seriously contested by foreign and domestie shipping companies. It
finally came before the Supreme Court of the United States in the case
of Dillon v. Strathearn (U. 8. 252, p. 358). Great Britain appeared
through amicus curi®. The United States was represented through
the Department of Justice, and the Supreme Court unanimously held
this section to be valid law.

Sections 19 and 21 of the immigration bill and section 4 of the
seamen’s act can not operate together if the immigration laws and
the seamen’s act are both to be obeyed.. If you do not desire to repeal
section 4 of the seamen's act, sections 19 and 21 of this act must be
deleted. The seamen were given a definite promise by the committees
of both branches of Congress that no part of the seamen’s act would
be tepealed.

Respectfully submitted.

WasHINgTON, D. C., May 9, 1924,

I understand that one of the members of the Committee on
immigration will, when the bill comes back into the House
on next Thursday, present amendments to the bill to straighten
out the tangle on the seamen's sections. For that reason I
now submit a memorandum containing propoesed amendments
that ought to be adopted if the seamen’s act shall not be re-

AXDREW FURUSETH.

+ pealed by the passage of this bill.

Memorandum concerning clianges which should be made in the sea-
men’s sections of . R. 7995, in order to make those sections
fairly effectlve from the immigrstion standpoint, and in order that
this proposed law shall not resuit in repealing any provisions of the
seamen’s act.  (The print of the bill used in preparing this memo-
randum is Conference Committee Print No. 6, of May 8, 1924)

All provisions requir'ng the seamen to have landing cards
and provisions relating to such landing eards should be elimi-
nated from the bill in eonference through the deletion of each
and every paragraph of seciion 20 thereof. These suggestions
proceed upon the premise that the landing-card arrangement
will be definitely abandoned.

Section 19 of the bill—lines 15-22, page 29—should be stricken
out, because the provisions thereof treating alien seamen as
though *“ excluded from admission into the United States under
the immigration laws” are in direct conflict with the fifth
clause of section 3—lines 8-12, page 5—excepting from the
* definition of immigrant” any alien who is “a bona fide alien
seaman serving as such on a vessel arriving at a port of the
United States and seeking to enter temporarily the United
States solely in the pursuit of his calling as a seaman.” And
in order that the bill may clearly show the extent to which
and the purpose for which alien seamen are te be examined
there should be inserted as section 19 the following:

(a) Every alien employed on board of any vessel arriving in the
United States from any place ountside thereof shall be examined by an
immigration inspector to determine whether or not (1) he is a bona fide
seaman, and (2) he s an alien of the class described in subdivision (d),
section 20 hereof ; and by a surgeon of the United States Publie Health
Service to determine (3) whether or not he is suffering with any of
the disabilities or diseases specified in section 35 of the immigration
act of 1917.

(b) If it is found that such allen is not a bona fide seaman, he
shall be regarded as an immigrant, and the varlous provislons of this
act and of the immigration laws applicable to immigrants shall be
enforced in his case, From a decision holding such alien pot to be a
bona fide seaman the alien shall be entitled to appeal to the Secretary,
and on the question of his admissibility as an immigrant he ghall be
entitled to appeal to the Secretary, except where exclusion is based
upon grounds nonappealable under the immigration laws, If found
inadmissible, such alien shall be deported, ag a passenger, on a vessel
other than that by which brought, at the expense of the vessel by
which brought, and the vessel by which brought shall not be granted
clearance until such expenses are paid or their payment satisfactorily
guaranteed.

(e) If it is found that such alien is subject to exclusion under sub-
division (d) of section 20 hereof, the inspector shall order the master
to hold such alien on board pending the receipt of further in-
structions.

(d) If it is found that, although a bona fide seaman, such allen is
afflicted with any of the disabilities or diseases specified in section 35
of the immigration act of 1917, disposition shall be made of his case
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in accordance with the provislons of the act approved December 26,
1920, entitled “An act to provide for the treatment in hospital of
diseased alien seamen,”

Strike out paragraph (a) of section 21 of the bill—line 11,
page 32, to line 4, page 33—and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 20. (a) The owner, charterer, agent, consignee, or master of
any vessel arriving in the United States from any place outside thereof
who fails to detain on board any alien seaman employed on such ves-
sel until guch alien has been inspected pursuant to paragraph (a) of
section 19 hereof, or until such alien has been placed in hospital pur-
suant to paragraph (d) of said section, or who fails to make provision
for the deportation of any alien ordered deported pursuant to para-
graph (b) of said section or pursmant te paragraph (e) of said section
and paragraph (d) of this section, shall pay to the collector of cus-
toms of the customs district in which the port of arrival is located the
sum of $1,000 for each alien in respect of whom any such failure oc-
curs. No vessel shall be granted clearance pending the determination
of the liabiilty to the payment of such fine or while the fine remains
onpaid, except that clearance may be granted prior to the determina-
tion of such guestion upon the deposit of a sum sufficient to cover such
fine, or of a bond with sufficient surety to secure the payment thereof
approved by the collector of customs.

Strike out paragraphs (b) and (e) of section 21—1lines 5 to 19,
page 33—and change the designation of what is now paragraph
(d)—Sine 20, page 33—to (b).

Add to section 21 of the bill—after line 5, page 34—three
paragraphs to be designated and to read as follows:

(e) All vessels entering ports of the United States manned with
crews the majority of which, exclusive of licensed officers, have been
engaged and taken on at foreign ports shall, when departing from the
United States ports, carry a crew of at least equal number, and any
such vessel which fails to comply with this requirement shall be re-
fused clearance: Provided, however, That such vessel shall not be re-
quired when departing to carry in the crew any person to fill the place
made vacant by the death or hospitalization of any member of the in-
coming crew.

(d) No vessel shall, unless such vessel is in distress, bring into a
port of the United States as a member of her erew any alien who if he
were applying for admission to the United Btates as an immigrant
would be subject to exclusion under paragraph (c¢) of section 13 hereof,
except that any ship of the merchant marine of any one of the coun-
tries, islands, dependencies, or colonies immigrants eoming from which
are excluded by the said provisions of law shall be permitted to enter
ports of the United States having on board in their crews aliens of
said description who are natives of the particular country, island,
dependency, or colony to the merchant marine of which such vessel
belongs. Any allen seaman brought into a port of the United States
in violation of this provision shall be eéxcluded from admission or tem-
porary landing and shall be deported either to the place of shipment
or to the country of his nativity, as a passenger, on a vessel other
than that on which brought, at the expense of the vessel by which
brought, and the vessel by which brought shall not be granted clear-
ance until such expenses are paid or their payment satisfactorily
guaranteed,

(e) If any alien seaman temporarily landed under the provisions of
this act remains in the United States without shipping foreign fer
a period in excess of 60 days, such cirenmstances shall constitute prima
facie evidence of abandonment of calling and becoming an immigrant,
and such alien shall thereupon be taken into custody by Immigration
officials and examined as though he were an immigrant applying for
admission ; and unless such alien shows either that he has not aban-
doned his calling but is still a bona fide seaman, or that he is in all
respects admissible under this act and the immigration laws, such alien
shall be deported in the manner prescribed by sections 19 and 20 of
the immigration act of 1917,

Further, I wish to state that section 4, paragraph (a), as it
stood when the bill left the House should be restored to the bill.
Parents over 55 and husbands of American citizens should be
restored to the nonquota class. This should be done in the
name of decency and morality; it is a crime to split a family
asunder as under this bill, if a law, it may often happen.

Section 11 of the new bill should be rewritten, subdivision
(b) should be stricken out, and everything in the bill pertaining
to the so-called national origin amendment should be deleted.
I charge the conferees with something akin to a breach of faith
with the House majority in having agreed to this damnable
proposition that was not contained in either House or Senate
bill.

If the bill becomes a law with this provision in it, it will to
all intents and purposes become a treaty with Great Britain,
to the exclusion of entry as immigrants into the United States
of people from other countries than Great Britain and Ireland.
This proposal could not have been written into the bill in the
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House, and had it gotten into the bill the bill would have failed
on final passage. Nothing but ignorance and bigoted race pride
could have either dictated such an amendment or made anyone
accept it.

The purpose of the passage of this immigration bill was said
to be a desire to be in a position to select only the best mate-
rial for citizens obtainable among the peoples like our own in
racial traits. As the Dbill now stands, with the Canadian
boundary open without any immigration restrictions, we will
be In a position to have dumped upon us all that the slums of
Great Britain and Ireland can possibly spare, or as much as
they care to dump on us.

May I ask, Are the people from the British slums preferable
to farmer lads and skilled laborers from the Scandinavian
eountries, Germany, and other countries?

ENROLLED BILLS ANXD JOINT HESOLUTIONS SIGNED

Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills
and joint resolutions of the following titles, when the Speaker
signed the same:

H. J. Res. 105. Joint resolution authorizing an appropriation
for the participation of the United States in two international
conferences for the control of the traffic in habit-forming nar-
cotie drugs;

8. J. Res. 104. Joint resolution requesting the President to in-
vite the Interparliamentary Union to meet in Washington City
in 1925, and authorizing an appropriation to defray the ex-
penses of the meeting;

8.2392, An act authorizing an appropriation to indemnify
damages caused by the search for the body of Admiral John
FPaul Jones; and

S.2098. An act providing for a study regarding the equitable
use of the waters of the Rio Grande below Fort Quitman, Tex.,
in cooperation with the United States of Mexico,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr, LONGWORTH. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn. ?

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 31
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday,
May 10, 1924, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

467. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a communication from the
President of the United States, transmitting a supplemental
estimate of appropriation for the Department of State for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, for the General and Special
Claims Commissions, United States and Mexico, $171,930 (H.
Doc. No. 270), was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred
to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. VOIGT: Committee on Agriculture. H. R. 9033. A bill
declaring an emergency in respect of certain agricultural com-
modities, to promote equality between agricultural commodities
and other eommodities, and for other purposes (minority views,
part 2 of Rept. No. 631). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. LUCE: Committee on the Library. H., J. Res. 257. A
Jjoint resolution providing for the procurement of a design for
the use of grounds in the vieinity of the Mall by the United
States Botanic Garden; without amendment (Rept. No. 691).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union. :

Mr. RANSLEY : Committee on Military Affairs,. H. R. 7T73L
A bill authorizing the Secretary of War to sell a portion of the
Carlisle Barracks Reservation; with an amendment (Rept. No.
692). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr, WAINWRIGHT : Committee on Military Affairs. H. R.
T014. A bill to permit the Seeretary of War to dispose of and
the Port of New York Authority to acquire the Hoboken shore
line; with amendments (Rept. No. 694). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. LUCE: Committee on the Library. H. J. Res. 259, A
joint resolution establishing a commission for the participation
of the United States in the observance of the one hundred and
fiftieth anniversary of the Battle of Lexington and Concord,
authorizing an appropriation to be utilized in connection with
such “observance, and for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 696). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the ~ 3lon.
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REPORTS: OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. BOYLAN: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 5639.
A bill' for the relief of Walter Baker; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 693). Referred to the Committee of tlie Whole
House. -

Mr. McREYNOLDS: Committee on Claims. H. R. T122. A
bill for the relief of the Eagle Pass Lumber (o.; with amend-
ments (Rept. No. 093). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS

Under elause 3 of Rule XXII, hills, resolutions, and memorials
were Infroduced and severally referred as follows:

- By Mr. FITZGERALD : A bill (H. R. 9133) to amend section
%220'01? the Revised Statutes; to the Committee on Ways and
Teans,

By Mr. GARBER : A bill (H. R, 9134) authorizing an appro-
priation for the construction of a highway within the Chilocco
Indian Scliool Reserve, Chilocco, Okla.; to the Committee on
Indian Affairs,

By Mr. HUDSPETH : A bill (H. R. 9185) to establish an ad-
ditional fish-cultural station in the State of Texas; to the Com-
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries,

Also, a. bill' (H. R. 9136) to establish an additional fish-cul-
tural station in' the State of Texas; to the Commiftee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. :

By Mr. DALLINGER: A bill (H. R. 9137) to amend the act

entitled “An act to amend and consolidate thie acts respecting

copyright,” approved March 4, 1909; to the Committee on
Patents,

By Mr. GREEN of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 9138) to authorize
the discontinuance of' the seven-year regauge of distilled spirits
in bonded warehouses, andfor other purposes; to the Committee
on. Ways and. Means,. i

By Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts: Resolution (H. Res.
307) to provide for an investigation.in respect of the suspen-
sion and determination of the suspemsion of the operation of
the provisions of section 28 of the merchant marine act of
1920; to the Commitfee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDREW : Memorial of the Legislature of the State
of Massachusetts petifioning Congress in favor of the passage
of 'legislation to prevent the manufacture of slices in factories
owned by the Federal Government; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. i

By Mr. TAGUR: Memorinl of the Legisiature of the State of
Massachusetts favoring the passage of legislation to prevent
the manufacture of shoes in factories owned' by the Federal
Government ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. .

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introdueced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R. 9139) auntlorizing the Presi-
dent to reappoint Walter F. Martin, formerly a captain of
Cavalry, United States Army, an officer of Cavalry, United
States Army ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R.9140). for
the relief of the Ocean Sfeamship Co. (Lid.); to the Committee
on Claims. X -

Also; a bill (H, R, 9141) for tlie relief of the Carib Steamship
Co. (Inc.).; to the Committee on Claims.

Algo, a bill (IL R.9142) for the relief of Jens Samuelsen
and B. Olsen; to tlie Committee on Claims. :

Also, a hill (H. RR.9143) for the relief of the Atlantic & Car-
ibbean Steam Navigation Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. GRIFFIN: A bill (I. R.9144) for the appointment
of Master Sergt, George Mitchell Dusenbery as captain in the
Signal Corps, United States Army; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs,

By Mr. KELLER: A bill (H. R.9145) for the relief of G. A,
Hoffmann ;. to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. LITTLE: A bill (H. R. 9146) granting a pension to
Jolin W. Clark; to the Committee on Pensions.

Algo, a Dbill (H. R. 9147) granting a pension to Charles
Brown; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9148) granting a pension. to Sarah A,
Hudson ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9140) granting a pension to Willard. W,
Raymor; to the Committee on Pensions, :

By Mr, LOZIER: A Dbill (H. R. 9150) granting a pension. to
Rachel Permelia Mc¢Cartney; to the Committee on Peunsions,

By Mr. MACLAFFERTY : A bill (H. R, 9151) granting a pen-
slon to Belle C. Lewls; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MANLOVE: A bill (H, R, 9152) granting an increase
of pension: to Samuel F. Brown; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions, -

By Mr. OLDFIELD: A bill (H. R. 9153) granting a pension’
to Philip H. Louks; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 9154). for the relief of George W. Ponder;
to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. PRALL: A bill (H. R. 9155) for the relief of the
father of Catharine Kearney ; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. WOLFF: A bill (H. R. 9156) for the relief of John
Poston, sr.; to the Committee on War Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clanse 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referrved as follows:

2711. By Mr. BIXLER: Petition of Fredonia (Pa.) Young
People’s Branch, Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, pro-
testing against the weakening of the Volstead Act or destroying
the eighteenth amendment; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

2712, Also, petition of Elk County citizens, protesting against
the enactment of a law nullifying the eighteenth amendment
and ngainst legalizing 2.75 per cent beer; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

2713. By Mr. FULLER: Petition of the faculty and students
of ilie Union Theological Seminary, opposing the Japanese ex-
clusion provisions of the immigration bill; to the Committee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

2714. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Brig. Gen. Jesse F.
Stevens, the adjutant general, the Commonwealth of Massa-
chuseits, urging early and favorable consideration of House:
bill 8689 ; to the Committee on Military Aiffairs.

2715. Alse, petition of postal employees of Boston, Mass,,
urging early and favorable consideration of Resolution 290;
to . the Committee on: Rules.

2716. By Mr. GRIFFIN: Petition of the Bootleggers' Union
of the Atlantic Coast, protesting against the passage of the hill
legalizing the sale of 2.75 per tent beer and light wines; to the
Comuwittee on the Judiciary.

2717, By Mr. KING: Petition of delegates of farm bureaus
of Adams, Henry, Schuyler, Fulton, and Knox Counties (TiL),
in favor of the McNary-Haugen bill and in favor of House
Resolutions T110i and! 6424 to amend: the: packers: and stock-
yards act ;. to the Committee on Agrienlture.

2718. By Mr. LAGUARDIA : Petition: of the City Parliament
of Community Councils of the city of New York, adopted May
6, 1924, petitioning Congress to investigate telephone rates
amndl relations between the: American Telephone & Telegraph
Co. and its subsidifivies; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce:

2710. By Mr. MACLAFFERTY : Petition of certain employees
of; the War Department asking for an increase in salaries; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

SENATE
Saruroay, May 10, 192}
(Legistative day of Monday, May 5, 192})

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

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quortimn.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Seeretary will eall the
roll.

The principal clerk called the roll, and the following Sena-
tors answered to their names:

Adams Ferrls Ladd. Shields
Aghurst Fess Lodge Shipstead
Ball Fletchen McRellar Shortridge
Bayard Frazier McKinley: Simmons
Borah. George McLean Smith
Brandegee Gerry MuoNary Smoot
Brookhart Glass Moses Stanfield
Broussard Gooding. Neely Stephens
Bruce Hale Norbeck Sterling
Bursum Harris Norris Swansen
Cameron IInrrison. Oddie Trammell
Capper Heflin, Overman Wadsworth
Caraway Howell Pepper Walsh, Mass.
Colt Johnson, Calif.  Phipps Walsh, Mont.
Cummins Johngon, Minn,  Pittman Warren
Curtis Jones, N. Max. Rangdell Watson

Dial Jones, Wash, Reed, Mo, Willis

Dill Kendrick gcﬁl Pa,

Edge Kayes: obinson

Ernst King Bheppard
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