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By Mr. TAYLOR of Alabama: Paper to accompany bill for
Elifxfl of estate of O, H. Mastin—to the Committee on War

aims,

By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: Petition of Woman's Pleasure
Club, of Longmont, Colo., and Empire Grange, No. 148, Patrons
of Husbandry, of Fort Collins, Colo., for a national bureau of
health—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. VREELAND : Petition of Ladies of the Maccabees of
the World, of Sherman, N. Y., praying for certain amendments
to House bill 21321—to the Committee on the Post-Office and
Post-Roads.

SENATE.
Moxpay, May 23, 1910.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Plerce, D. D.
The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday last was read and
approved.
TIMBER-LAND SELECTIONS.

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting, in re-
gponse to the resolution of January 27, 1910, certain informa-
tion relative to contracts in force at the time of the approval
of the act prohibiting the selection of timber lands in lien of
lands in forest reserves, ete., which, on motion of Mr. Caam-
BERLAIN, was, with the accompanying papers and illustrations,
referred to the Committee on Printing.

CLATM OF HARVEY RB. M'BAVEN.

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communieca-
tlon from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmit-
ting a certified copy of the findings of fact filed by the court
in the cause of Harvey R. McRaven, heir of Tranquilla Me-
Raven, deceased, v. United States, ete. (8. Doc. No. 562), which,

. with the accompanying paper, was referred to the Committee
on Claims and ordered to be printed.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED,

A message from the House of Representatives, by W. J. Brown-
ing, its Chief Clerk, announced that the Speaker of the House had
signed the enrolled bill (H. R. 18162) making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1911, and it was thereupon signed by the Vice-Presi-
dent.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented a petition of the Cham-
ber of Commerce of El Paso, Tex,, praying for the establishment
of a national bureau of mines and mining, which was ordered
to lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of the Pokagon tribe of Pota-
watomi Indians of Michigan and Indiana, remonstrating against
the Government interfering in any way with the laws of the
United States relative to treaties made by authority of the
United States or interfering with the covenants and gunaranties
in the Greenville treaty of peace August 8, 1795, ete., which
was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs,

He also presented a petition of the National Soclety of the
Sons of the American Revolution, praying for the enactment of
legislation providing for the compilation and publication of the
military and naval record of the Revolutionary war, which
was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Mr. GALLINGER presented a petition of Central Labor Union
of Nashua, N. H., praying for the enactment of legislation to
regulate the hours of employment of post-office clerks, which
was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads.

He also presented a petition of the Merchant Marine Commit-
tee of One Hundred, praying for the passage of the so-called
“ ghip-subsidy bill,” which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of the Columbia Historical
Society of the City of Washington, praying that an appropria-
tion be made for the erection of a monument to Commodore
Joshua Barney in that city, which was referred to the Commit-
tee on the Library.

Mr. CULLOM presented a petition of sundry citizens of
Griggsville, I1l, praying for the establishment of a national
bureau of health, which was referred to the Committee on
Publiec Health and National Quarantine.

He also presented a petition of the Grocers’ Association of
Rockford, Ill., praying for the repeal of the present oleomarga-
rine law, which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.
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He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Illinois,
praying for the passage of the so-called “ boiler-inspection bill,”
which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Chiecago,
11, praying for the passage of the so-called * eight-hour bill,”
which was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr. FRYE presented a letter in the nature of a petition from
. S. Stetson, of Alta, Me., master of the Maine State Grange,
Patrons of Husbandry, praying for the establishment of a
national bureau of health, which was referred to the Committee
on Public Health and National Quarantine.

He also presented letters, in the nature of memorials, from
Caleb H. Cushing, Wainwright Cushing, and 0. H. Bragg, of
Foxeroft, Me.; of Edith Hunt Smith, of Gardiner, Me.; of
Emma Ellis, of Nashua, N. H.; and of Guy Parkhurst Estes, of
Winsted, Conn., remonstrating against the establishment of a
national bureaun of health, which were referred to the Commit-
tee on Public Health and National Quarantine.

He also presented the memorials of W. E. Swift and sundry
other citizens of Augusta, Me,, remonstrating against the estab-
lishment of a national bureau of health, which were referred to
the Committee on Public Health and National Quarantine.

He also presented a memorial of Thorne's Corner Grange,
Patrons or Husbandry, of Lewiston, Me., remonstrating against
the repeal of the present oleomargarine law, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

He also presented a petition of Kennebec Valley Grange,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Madison, Me., and a petition of Loecal
Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, of Woolwich, Me., praying that
an appropriation be made for the extension of the work of the
Office of Public Roads, Department of Agriculture, which were
ordered to lie on the table,

Mr. DICK presented petitions of sundry members of the
Tadies of the Maccabees of the World of Vermilion, Clinton,
Defiance, Minerva, and St. Marys, all in the State of Ohio,
praying for the enactment of legislation providing for the ad-
mission of publications of fraternal societies to the mail as
second-class matter, which were referred to the Committee on
Post-Offices and Post-Roads.

He also presented a petition of the congregation of the First
United Presbyterian Church of Dayton, Ohio, praying for the
adoption of an amendment to the Constitution recognizing the
Deity, which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a petition of the National State Grange,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Ohio, praying that an appropriation
be made for the extension of the work of the Office of Public
Roads, Department of Agriculture, which was ordered to lie
on the table. .

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Cleveland,
Ohio, praying for the passage of the so-called “ boiler-inspection
bill,” which was referred to the Commiitee on Interstate Com-
merce.

Mr. JONES presented a petition of Pomona Grange, No. 12,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Snohomish, Wash.,, remonstrating
against the repeal of the present oleomargarine law, which was
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

He also presented a petition of Pomona Grange, No. 12,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Snohomish, Wash., praying for the
removal of the duty on the soy bean in its original state, which
was referred to the Committee on Finance.

Ile also presented a memorial of Chehalis Aerie, No. 1550,
Fraternal Order of Eagles, of Chehalis, Wash., and a memorial
of Aberdeen Aerie, Fraternal Order of Eagles, of Aberdeen,
Wash., remonstrating against the enactment of legislation to
prohibit the wearing of the uniform or other insignia of the
United States Army except by authorized persons, which were
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

He also presented petitions of Madrona Counecil, No. 1425,
Royal Arcanum, of Seattle; of (Gascade Council, No. 1798, Royal
Arcanum, of Everett; and of sundry members of the Ladies of
the Maccabees of the World, of Buckley, Burlington, Walla
Walla, and Olympia, all of the State of Washington, praying
for the enactment of legislation providing for the admission of
publications of fraternal societies to the mails as second-class
matter, which were referred to the Committee on Post-Offices
and Post-Roads.

He also presented petitions of Independence Grange, No. 207,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Rochester; of Local Grange No. 154,
of Alpha, Patrons of Husbandry; of the Anti-Tuberculosis
League of King County; of sundry commercial and medical or-
ganizations of Tacoma ; and of the Ladies’ Literary and Musical
Club of Buckley, all of the State of Washington, praying for
the establishment of a national bureau of health, which were
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reférred to the Committee on Public Health and National Quar-
antine.

Mr. BRISTOW presented a petition of Carrie V. Liscom Hive,
Ladies of the Maccabees of the World, of Pittsburg, Kans.,
praying for the enactment of legislation providing for the ad-
mission of publications of fraternal societies to the mail as
second-class matter, which was referred to the Commitiee on
Post-Offices and Post-Roads.

He also presented a petition of sundry ecitizens of Kansas,
praying for the passage of the so-called “ per diem pension bill,”
which was referred to the Committee on Pensions.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Kansas,
praying for the enactment of legislation to regulate the inter-
state transportation of intoxicating liquors into prohibition ter-
ritory, which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. PILES presented a petition of Local Grange No. 331, Pa-
trens of Husbandry, of Edmonds, Wash., praying that an ap-
propriation be made for the extension of the work of the Office
of Public Roads, Department of Agriculture, which was ordered
to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce of
Seattle, Wash., praying that an appropriation be made provid-
ing for a Panama-Pacific international exposition to be held in
the State of California on the completion of the Panama Canal,
which was referred to the Committee on Industrial Expositions.

Mr. BURROWS presented petitions of sundry members of the
Ladies of the Maccabees of Boyne City and Kalamazoo, in the
State of Michigan, praying for the enactment of legislation pro-
viding for the admission of publications of fraternal societies to
the mail as second-class mail matter, which were referred to
the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Elk Rapids,
Neebish, Lansing, Union, Clare, Hanover, and Flint, all in the
State of Michigan, praying that an appropriation be made for
the extension of the work of the Office of Public Roads, De-
pa;']tment of Agriculture, which were ordered to lie on the
table.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Berrien
County, Mich., praying for the passage of the so-called * per diem
pension bill,” which was referred to the Commiitee on Pen-
gions,

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Marquette,
Detroit, and Jackson, all in the State of Michigan, praying for
the passage of the so-called “ boiler inspection bill,” which were
referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented a petition of the board of education of
Tonia, Mich., praying that an appropriation be made for the ex-
tension of the field work of the Bureau of Education, which was
referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

He also presented a memorial of Local Union No. 60, United
Garment Workers of America, of Detroit, Mich., remonstrating
against any increase being made in the rate of postage on
second-class mail matter, which was referred to the Committee
on Post-Offices and Post-Roads.

He also presented petitions of Encampment Grange No. 1413,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Chippewa County; of the Ottawa
County Medical Society; and of the Visiting Nurses’ Associa-
tion of Detroit, all in the State of Michigan, praying for the
establishment of a national bureau of health, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Public Health and National Quaran-
tine,

He also presented a petition of Allegan Chapter of the Na-
tional Society, Daughters of the American Revolution, of Alle-
gan, Mich., praying for the retention and strengthening of the
Division of Information of the Bureau of Immigration and
Natuoralization in the Department of Commerce and Labor,
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration.

He also presented a memorial of Russell A. Alger Post, No.
462, Grand Army of the Republie, Department of Michigan, of
Alden, Mich., remonstrating against the acceptance of the
statue of Gen. Robert E. Lee to be placed in Statuary Hall,
United States Capitol, which was referred to the Committee
on the Library.

Ie also presented a petition of the Trades and Labor Coun-
cil of Kalamazoo, Mich., praying for the enactment of legisla-
tion to regulate the hours of postal clerks, which was referred
to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads.

He also presented petitions of Local Union No. 1862, of
Local Union No. 1869, and of Local Union No. 1802, all of the
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America,
of Grand Rapids, in the State of Michigan, praying for the
passage of the so-called “eight-hour bill,” which were referred
to the Committee on Education and Labor,

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Jackson
County, Mich., praying for the enactment of legislation author-
izing the building of one of the proposed new battle ships at
the government navy-yards, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs.

He also presented petitions of the Retail Grocers’ Associa-
tion of Jackson, of the International Longshoreman’s Associa-
tion of Bay City, and of the Metal Polishers’ Union of Detroit,
all in the State of Michigan, praying for the repeal of the pres-
ent oleomargarine law, which were referred to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

He also presented a petition of the Retail Grocers' Associa-
tion of Grand Rapids, Mich., praying for the enactment of leg-
islation to regulate the size of fruit and berry boxes, which
was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. PAGE presented a petition of sundry citizens of Chester,
Vt., praying for the establishment of a national burean of
health, which was referred to the Committee on Public Health
and National Quarantine,

He also presented a petition of the St. John de Crevecoeur
Chapter of the National Society, Daughters of the American
Revolution, of St. Johnsbury, Vt., praying for the retention and
strengthening of the Division of Information of the Bureau of
Immigration and Naturalization in the Department of Commerce
and Labor, which was referred to the Committee on Immigration.

Mr. BRANDEGEE presented a petition of Lake Valley
Grange, No. 175, Patrons of Husbandry, of Sherman, Conn.,
praying that an appropriation be made for the extension of the
work of the Office of Public Roads, Department of Agriculture,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. BURKETT presented a petition of Farragut Post, No.
25, Grand Army of the Republie, Department of Nebraska, of
Lincoln, Nebr., praying for the passage of the so-called “ per
diem pension bill,” which was referred to the Committee on
Pensions.

Mr. CURTIS presented a petition of the general conference of
the Methodist Episcopal Church South, praying for the enact-
ment of legislation to regulate the interstate transpertation of
intoxieating liguors into prohibition districts, which was referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Independ-
ence, Cherryvale, Topeka, and Leavenworth, all in the State
of Kansas, remonstrating against the establishment of a national
department of health, which were referred to the Committee on
Puble Health and National Quarantine,

Mr. LODGE presented memorials of the Chicopee Manufac-
turing Company, the Harmony Mills, the Whitinsville Cotton
Mills, the Saunders Cotton Mills, the Whitin Brothers, the Bige-
low Carpet Company, the Clinton Wire Cloth Company, the
Osborn Mills, the Shaw Stocking Company, the Great Falls
Manufacturing Company, the Salmon Falls Manufacturing
Company, the Arkwright Mills, the Lawrence Duck Company,
the Lawrence Manufacturing Company, the Narragansett Mills,
the Kilburn Mill, the Holmes Manufacturing Company, the
Potomska Mills Corporation, the Page Manufacturing Company,
the Soule Mill, the Wamsutta Mills, the Pierce Brothers (Lim-
ited), the Grinnell Manufacturing Corporation, the Merrimac
Manufacturing Company, the Troy Cotton and Woolen Manu-
factory, the Luther Manufacturing Company, the Hargraves
Mills, the Parker Mills, the Naumkeag Steam Cotton Company,
the J. R. Montgomery Company, the Flint Mills, the Gosnold
Mills Company, the City Manufacturing Corporation, the Pem-
berton Company, the Methuen Company, the Dwight Manufac-
turing Company, the Hamilton Woolen Company, and the Fisk-
dale Mills, and the memorials of Spencer Borden, jr., J. Skinner,
and William N. McLane, all in the State of Massachuset(s, re-
monstrating against the elimination of the words “under sub-
stantially similar circumstances and conditions ” now contained
in section 4 of the interstate-commerce law of 1887, which were
ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. DEPEW. I present resolution adopted by the legisla-
ture of New York, which I ask may be printed in the Recorp
and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to the
Committee on Military Affairs and ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

BrAaTE OF NEW YORE, IN AsSsSEMBLY,
AMany, May 17, 1919.

Mr. Waters offered for the consideration of the house a resolution
in the words following:

Whereas the Natlonal Government has invested a large amount of
money In the establishment and maintenance of the gun factory and
arsenal at Watervllet, In this State, and said plant is fully equlpl.)ed
not only for the making of guns, but also for many other suppli
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needed by the War and Navy Departments, and a conslderable force of
highly skilled and trained mechanics have established homes in and
about sald city in the belief that the Government would operate sald
plant to substantially its c:g)acitf: and

Whereas the output of this plant has been gradoally decreased, re-
sulti in the suspension of skilled operatives, although work of the
kind t has been and can be performed with saving and economy to
the Government, which has been and Is being given out to private
establishments In other Btates; and -

Whereas a continuance of such a pollcg will result in the Impair-
ment of the efficlency of this plant and the scattering of such opera-
tives, to the loss and detriment of this State and of the Government :
Now therefore be it

Resolved (if the Semate comcur), That the Benators from this State
in the Senate of the United States and the Members in the House of
Representatives be, and they are hereby, requested to use every en-
deavor in their &ower to protect the Interests of this State and of the
Government In the factory and arsenal at Watervliet, to the end that
this industrial institution may be utilized to its capacity while the
Government has work to do that can be there performed; and be it

That this action be communicated to each Member of
Congress of the United States from the State of New York.
By order of the assembly.
RAY B. SamiTH, Clerk.

IN SENATE, May 19, 1910.
goncurgred i:n gitléouttamenﬂment.
er o e Senate.
ey LAFAYETTE B. GLEASON, Clerk.

As directed by the foregoing resolution, I hereby transmit the same
to you.

RAY B. SMmITH,
Clerk of the Assembly.

Armaxy, N. Y., May 19, 1510,

Mr. DEPEW presented a petition of sundry citizens of Cort-
land, N. Y., praying for the establishment of a national burean
of health, which was referred to the Committee on Public Health
and National Quarantine.

He also presented petitions of Local Grange No. 480, of
Dewittville; of Local Grange No. 1084, of Linwood; of Loeal
Grange No. 1068, of Belfast; and of Local Grange No. 109, of
Westfield, all of the Patrons of Hushandry, in the State of New
York, praying that an appropriation be made for the extension
of the work of the Office of Public Roads, Department of Agri-
culture, which were ordered to lie on fhe table.

He also presented a petition of Loeal Union No. 300, Amalga-
mated Sheet Metal Workers' International Alliance, of New
York City, N. Y., and a petition of Local Union No. 53,
Coppersmiths’ Union, of New York, praying for the adoption
of the so-called eight-hour amendment to the naval appropri-
ation bill, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of Local Union No. 156, Inter-
national Union of the United Brewery Workmen of America,
of Rochester, N. Y., and a petition of Local Branch of the Inter-
national Wood Carvers' Association, of Buffalo, N. Y., praying
for the repeal of the present oleomargarine law, which were
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

He also presented a petition of the common council of the
city of Watervliet, N. Y., praying that additional work be given
to the Watervliet Arsenal, which was referred to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I present resolutions adopted by
the common council of the city of Petoskey, Mich,, which I ask
may be printed in the Recozp and referred to the Committee on
Commerce.

There being no objection, the resolutions were referred to the
Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:

Whereas a bill has been Introduced in the Congress of the United
States appropriating a large sum of money for the improvement or ex-
tension of the Petoskey breakwater; and

Whereas numercus representations have been made to this body hg
citizens of the city of Petoskey that the comfort, necessities, and healt!
of the community will be best subse by the expenditure of such

ro‘posed apgroprlatlnn in the cleanlnf of the bottom of the harbor
Emde such breakwater by the removal of sand therefrom and by the
removal of a section of said breakwater near the shore thereof for
the 'Eurpose of admitting a current of water through said harbor and
by the repair of the old crib and the bullding it up to the level of the
new one and connecting the two portions by a footway of some suitable
design : Therefore be I

Resolved, That it is the sense of this council, after giving the matter
due consideration, that the proper federal authorities be requested to
recommend that the work herein outlined be undertaken : Be it further

Resolved, That the city clerk be, and he is here‘lﬁ, directed to trans-
mit a certified co y of these resolutions to the Hon. JULIUS CESAR
Burrows and to the Hon. WILLIAM ALDEN SMITH, United States Sen-
ators from Michigan, and the Hon. GEorGE A. LouUDp, Congressman from
the Tenth District of the State of Michigan.

Mr. TAYLOR presented sundry papers to accompany the bill
(8. 4327) for the relief of George T. Larkin, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Claims,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES,

Mr. STEPHENSON, from the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds, to whom was referred the bill (8. 1607) provid-

ing for the purchase of a site and the erection of a public build-
ing thereon at Fort Atkinson, Wis., reported it without amend-
ment and submitted a report (No. 729) thereon.

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Printing, to whom was
referred the amendment submitted by himself on the 11th in-
stant authorizing the binding of messages and papers of the
President of the United States, manuscripts, and portfolios of
the State Department, valuable or rare books and manuseripts
for the Library of Congress, etc., intended to be proposed to the
sundry eivil appropriation bill, reported it without amendment,
submitted a report (No. 734) thereon, and moved that it be
referred to the Committee on Appropriations and printed,
which was agreed to.

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the
joint resolution (8. J. Res. 99) to amend Public Resolution No.
11, approved March 28, 1904, relating to the sale of public docu-
ments by the superintendent of documents, reported it without
amendment and submitted a report (No. 731) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred
Senate resolution (8. Res. 228) authorizing the Committee
on Indian Affairs to prepare a compilation of the laws, agree-
ments, executive orders, etc., relating to Indian Affairs since
December 1, 1902, asked to be discharged from its further con-
sideration and that it be referred to the Committee on Indian
Affairs, which was agreed to.

Mr. SMOOT. I am directed by the Committee on Finance, to
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 11806) for the relief of the
estate of Frederick P. Gray, to report it favorably without
amendment, and I submit a report (No. 732) thereon.

I am also directed by the Committee on Claims to move that
the similar Senate bill, the bill (8. 7132) for. the relief of the
estate of Frederick P. Gray, now on the calendar, be indefinitely
postponed, and that the House bill just reported be given the
place of the Senate bill.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. CARTER, from the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-
Roads, to whom was referred the bill (8. 8242) to meet un-
usual conditions in the postal service, and for other purposes,
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No.
733) thereon.

Mr. BROWN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 3346) for the relief of Frank
E. Lyman, jr., reported it without amendment and submitted a
report (No. 735) thereon.

AMr. WARREN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
whom was referred the bill (8. 8129) to increase the efliciency
of the army, reported it without amendment and submitted a
report (No. 736) thereon.

Mr. JOHONSTON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 20644) for the relief of
Frederick B. Neilson, reported it without amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. T37) thereon.

CLAIMS OF POSTMASTERS.

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Printing, to whom the
subject was referred, reported the following resolution (8. Ites.
241), which was considered by unanimous consent and agreed to:

Senate resolution 241,

Resolred, That the * Statement of laws and proceedings relating to
claims of postmasters who served between July 1, 1564, and June 30,
1874, for the readjustment of salaries under the act of March 3, 1883,
from the standpoint of the claimants,” be printed as a document.

IMMIGRBATION STATION AT SEATTLE, WASH.

Mr. BROWN. I am directed by the Committee on Immigra-
tion, to whom was referred the bill (8. 4024) to provide for
the purchase of ground for the erection of a public building for
an immigration station on a site to be selected for said station
in the city of Seattle, Wash., to report it favorably with amend-
ments, and I submit a report (No. T30) thereon. I ecall the
attention of the Senator from Washington [Mr. Prues] to the
bill.

Mr. PILES, I ask unnanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the bill just reported by the Senator from Ne-
braska.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the infor-
mation of the Senate,

The Secretary read the bill; and there being né objection, the
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid-
eration.

The amendments were, on page 1, line 5, after the word
“ gite,” to insert the words “ for a public building or buildings; ™
in line 6, before the word “cause,” to insert the words “ The
Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized and directed
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to;” in the same line, after the word “building,” to insert the
words “ or buildings;” in line 9 to strike out the word “ build-
ing” and insert “buildings;” in line 10, before the word
“ thousand,” to strike out “five hundred” and insert “two
hundred and fifty;” in section 2, line 12, before the word
“thousand,” to strike out “five hundred” and insert “two
hundred and fifty;” on page 2, line 1, after the word * build-
ing,” to insert “ or buildings;” in lines 1 and 2 to strike out
the words “which sum shall be paid from the immigrant
fund ;" and in line 3, after the word * building,” to insert * or
buildings,” so as to make the bill read: :

Be it enacted, ete.,, That the Secretary of the Department of Com-
merce and Labor be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed to
acquire biy purchase or condemnation a suitable site for a public build-
ing or buildings, and the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized
and directed to cause to be erected ¢hereon a public building or build-
ings to ecare for the immigrants arriving at the city of Seattle, in the
State of Washington, and for other public purposes, the cost of said
gite and buildings and the equipment and furnishing of the same not
to exceed the sum of £250,000.

Sgc. 2. That the sum of $250,000 is hereby appropriated for the pur-
chase of ground for and the complete erection and furnishing of said
building or buildings ; that the sai bniIdinf or buildings shall be erected
in accordance with plans and specifications to be prepared by the
Bupervising Architeet of the Treasury Department, and under the
supervision of said department.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended and the
amendments were concurred in.

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

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to provide for
the purchase of ground for and the erection of a public build-
ing or buildings for an immigration station, on a site to be
selected for said station, in the city of Seattle, Wash.”

BILLS INTRODUCED,

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

By Mr, DICK: -

A bill (8. 8325) authorizing the Postmaster-General to ad-
vertise for the construction of pneumatic tubes in the city of
Cincinnati, State of Ohio; to the Committee on Post-Offices and
I"ost-1toads.

A bill (8. 83206) granting an increase of pension to Patrick
Mahan; and 5

A bill (8. 8327) granting a pension to Margaret Sowards; to
the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BRISTOW :

A Dbill (8. 8328) granting an increase of pension to Sidney J.
Hazelbaker (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. TAYLOR :

A bill (8. 8329) for the relief of heirs or estate of James C.
Hoover, deceased (with an accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 8330) for the relief of A. I. Maxwell (with an
accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 8331) for the relief of the heirs or legal repre-
sentatives of William Denike, deceased (with an accompanying
paper) ; and

A bill (8. 8332) for the relief of the estate of €. G. Harde-
man, deceased; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. SMOOT: -

A bill (8. S333) to reimburse George Heiner, postmaster at
Morgan, Utah, for loss of postage stamps; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. BURROWS:

A bill (8. 8334) to correct the military record of Edwin Chap-
ple and grant him an honorable discharge; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 8335) granting an increase of pension to Charles
H. Haskin (with an accompanying paper) ; and

A bill (8. 8336) granting an increase of pension to John Papst
(with an accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. HALE: @

A bill (8. 8337) granting a pension to Ella R. Mattocks (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. FLINT:

A Dbill (8. 8338) granting a pension to Mary Kennedy; to the
Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan:

A Dbill (8. 8339) to naturalize Emiel de Smyter;

A bill (8. 8340) to naturalize Joseph S. Ronan;

A bill (S. 8341) to naturalize Edward S. Ronan;

A bill (8. 8342) to naturnlize James Alexander Robertson;
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A bill (8. 8343) to naturalize Wellington Charles Robertson;
and

A bill (8. 8344) to naturalize Johanuis Grotemat; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration.

By Mr. GORE-:

A bill (8. 8345) to authorize the Secretary of the Inferior to
dispose of a certain tract of land in the El Reno (Okla.) land
district at appraised value; to the Committee on Indian Affairs,

By Mr. BRADLEY :

A bill (8. 8346) for the relief of the estate of George Vaught,
deceased ; and

A bill (8. 8347) for the relief of heirs or estate of Eliza-
beth MeClure, deceased ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. DIXON:

A bill (8. 8348) to increase the appropriation for the public
building in the city of Great Falls, Mont.; to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. CARTER:

A bill (8. 8349) for the purchase of land for widening Park
road, in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the
Distriet of Columbia.

AMENDMENTS TO SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. GUGGENHEIM submitted an amendment proposing to
appropriate $20,000 for the protection and improvement of the
Mesa Verde National Park, Colorado, intended to be proposed by
him to the sundry civil appropriation bill, which was referred
to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

Mr. CURTIS submitted an amendment proposing to pay Fred
(. Slater, United States consul at Sarnia, Ontario, $191.04 for
services, traveling expenses, ete.,, intended to be proposed by
him to the sundry eivil appropriation bill, which was referred to
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

Mr. DEPEW submitted an amendment proposing to appropri-
ate $25,000 for the work of the Division of Information, Bureau
of Immigration and Naturalization, ete., intended to be proposed
by him to the sundry civil appropriation bill, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

COURT OF COMMERCE, ETC.

Mr. HUGHES submitted six amendments intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (8. 6737) to create a court of commerce
and to amend the act entitled “An act to regulate commerce,”
approved February 4, 1887, as heretofore amended, and for other
purposes, which were ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

UNITED STATES COURT REPORTS,

Mr. NEWLANDS submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (8. 179) to provide for the distribu-
tion of the reports of the United States circuit court of appeals
and of the United States circuit and district courts to certain
officers of the United States, and for other purposes, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS—EMILY DONNELLY.

On motion of Mr. MoxEY, it was

Ordered, That the papers accompanying the bill (8. 1825) for the re-
lef of Emily Donnelly, widow of James M. Donnelly, deceased, Sixty-
first Congress, first session, now pending before the Committee on
Claims, be withdrawn, no adverse report baving been made thereon.

ANACOSTIA RIVER AND CHESAPEAKE BAY SHIP CANAL.

Mr. GALLINGER submitted the following conenrrent resolu-
tion (8. C. Res. 34), which, with the accompanying papers, was
referred to the Committee on Commerce:

Senate concurrent resolution 34,

Resolved by the Benate (the House of Representatives concurrin,
That the Secretary of War be, and he is gezeby. authorized and dlrecf)
to canse preliminary examination and survey to be made to determine
the most feasible route for a ship canal to connect the Anacostia River
at some point near the District of Columbia boundary line with Chesa-
peake Bay, or some tributary thereof. ;

HEARINGS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON INDUSTRIAL EXPOSITIONS.

Mr. JONES submitted the following resolution (8. Res. 242),
which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the
Contingent Expenses of the Senate:

Senate resolution 242,

Resolved, That the Committee on Industrial Expositions be, and is
hereby, authorized to employ a stenograbper from time to time, as may

necessary, to report such hearings as may be had on bills or other
matters pending before saild committee during the Bixty-first Congress,
and to have the same printed for its use, and that such stenographer
be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate.
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NAVAL APPREOPRIATION BILL.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed.

Mr. PERKINS. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of House bill 23311, the naval ap-
propriation bill. -

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 23311)
making appropriations for the naval service for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1911, and for other purposes.

Mr. PERKINS. 1 ask that the pending amendment be stated.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The pending amendment will be
stated. ‘

The SecreTarYy. The pending amendment, proposed by the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burrox], is, on page 58, line 20, after
the word “constructed,” to strike out the words “two first-
class battle ships " and insert the words “ one first-class battle
ship; ” and in line 22, after the words “ not exceeding $6,000,-
000,” to strike out the word * each.” .

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President, when this bill was under
consideration on Friday last the statement was made by the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. Cray], by the Senator from Maine
[Mr. Harte]l, and, I think, also by the Senator from Ohio [Mr,
Bortox] that the two battle ships provided for in the bill wounld
exceed the amount recommended by the Secretary of the Navy
some $5,000,000 or $6,000,000. In other words, they claimed
that the two battle ships of 27,000 fons would cost $16,000,000
each. I have looked diligently through the reports of the hear-
ings before the Committee on Naval Affairs of the House of
Representatives and also of the general board of the navy,
and I have been unable to find any estimate higher than $23,-
600,816 for the two battle ships, or $11,830408 for each.

Even if this estimate were true, I think it would be wise
policy on the part of Congress to make the appropriation for
building these two battle ships for the reason that the money
is not thrown away. The money is not wasted. Eighty-five
per cent of it is labor paid to the miners, lumbermen, and me-
chanics of the country. This money, too, comes from duties
upon imported finery and foreign luxuries and taxes imposed
by our internal-revenue laws upon the consumption of liquors
and tobacco,

It seems to me that it would be wise policy for us to build
these two battle ships. No member of the committee, I think,
has defended its course in proposing to build two battle ships.
Therefore I feel, in justice to the committee, and certainly in
defense of myself as chairman of the committee, to give a few
reasons why this appropriation should be made.

Several years ago, when President Roosevelt urged upon
Congress a shipbuilding programme ecalling for four battle
ships each year, the Senate, after long deliberation, compro-
mised on a programme of two battle ships a year,

This compromise was referred to by the late Senator Allison,
then chairman of the Committee on Appropriation, in his re-
marks on the naval bill, April 27, 1008, as follows

I belleved then and I believe now that t
situation and the circumstances that surr‘:gnﬁu% &n?::kgu;rgm:;
for two battle ships each year for at least some years to come.

When I found that the Committee on Naval Affairs had undertaken
to facilitate the construction of the battle ships provided by the House
hiy an ariproprtntion of §7,000,000 I was content with that appropria-
tion, as I am content now with it; and I would be willing, as I think
most of the Senate would, and 1 think there would be no serl’t'fms ob-
Jjection to it, to provide at the next session of Congress for two addi-
tional battle ships, and to do that year by year until our modern navy
1518 }mﬂclent for the needs of our country and efficient in all its pro-

ON0s.

S 8o, Mr. President, if 1 am put to the test of voting for two or four
ships at this time, with mg understanding of the situation, I shall be
compelled to vote, and I shall vote, against the amendment providing
for four cg‘iipm believe that If the provisions that are now before
us are a ed to by the two Houses and receive the approval of the
President under the plan of two battle ships per annum, as it appears,
we will make rapid and regular progress in bullding up our navy.

1 should be glad if it could be generally understood in this Chamber
and In the other House and in the country that we have entered now
upon the construction of two battle ships per annum instead of one,
because of the present situation; that that to go on without alarm-
ing the other nations or our own people, and that we intend to be, as a
Nation, .prepared for war, though surrounded as we are by a¥l the con-
ditions of peace.

Referring to Mr. Allison's statement as above, the Senator
from Maine [Mr. Hare], the distinguished chairman of the
Naval Committee, said:

Before the Senator takes his seut, I will state that it is to me a mat-
ter of great satisfaction to hear the veteran, experienced Senator from
Jowa express so cie.arlr his view in this matter. That is my view, and
1 am ﬁl:d to agree with him. 1 have stated already in the course of
ihe debate that the committee believes this a moderate programme, and
without, of course, foreseeing what may be the conditions hereafter, we

will expect to earry it out to this extent in the future, and that it will

glve nus not a moderate navy, but a very great navy, and keep up in the

socond place In the world.

Mr. ArnrsoN. Mr. President, T am glad that the chalrman of the
Committee on Naval Affairs Is In aceo th my view on this guestion.
I understood him to so express himself the other day. In my view
this simply resolves itself into a question whether we are to authorize
four battle sh:lm at this time or two now and two more seven months
from now. I do not regard that as a tlmestion of such enormous magni-
tude as to distress and disturb our relations as respects the navy.

I, then, regard this decision as a promise to the country, and
do s0 now; and in fulfillment of it I advocate the authorization
of two battle ships at each session of Congress until, at least,
the Panama Canal is constructed. By that time, if this pro-
gramme is carried out, we shall have about 30 first-class battle
ships equal in all respects to the best that can be placed upon
the ocean by any other nation. With the canal constructed, this
formidable fleet can be made available for both the Atlantic and
Pacific coasts, whereas now one of these coasts is without
adequate naval protection. ’

The very marked change in battle-ship construction which was
ushered in by the all-big-gun ships which are being built by Eng-
land, Germany, and other nations, has rendered practically
obsolete many of the battle ships constructed by us up to 1906.
Greater speed and greater offensive power are now combined in
the battle ships of the latest type, and we began none too soon
to construct on the same model. A few years’ delay would have
placed us far in the rear in the matter of sea power, and we
shall surely go backward if we do not yearly construct a suffi-
cient number of these powerful vessels, not only to replace those
of earlier date which have become obsolete, but to actually
increase the number of first-class fighting ships, on which the
result of sea warfare must depend.

To bring out clearly our position at this time, let us suppose
we are to engage a naval power in conflict. The enemy, to
secure the control of the sea, would send against us the most
powerful fleet it could muster. This would be composed of
vessels of the highest offensive and defensive power and of the
greatest speed, and the fleet, to be efficient, must be homogene-
ous. Its units must not vary much in gun power or speed, other-
wise the advantages of the more efficient vessels would be sacri-
ficed. The speed of the slowest vessel would fix the rate of
speed for the fleet, and the least powerful in offense or defense
would impose limitations on the work of the better ships, unless
they should leave the former to shift for themselves, which is
unlikely.

Admfral Converse, formerly Chief of the Bureau of Naviga-
tion, says:

h a single naval for r
nnll\;? av;ulgte h:ss;i]cgﬁgglinwnahmﬁe;% type otgvesselvwhfchceuh;fﬁl&g
bine. in the most effective manner, the qualities of offense, mobility,
dere;me, endurance, and self-malntenance. Buch vesscls are battle
ships, and they comstitute the main strength and reliance of a navy.
Other ty‘ms——armored cruisers, protected ecruisers, torpedo vessels—
possess all or some of these qualities, but in degrees so different as to
unfit them for the heavy encounters which the battle ships are de-
signed to endure without disablement.

It is therefore safe to say that the American fleet would
have to confront a hostile fleet composed of battle ships of not
less than 18 knots speed, armed with guns of the largest caliber
afloat, and carrying the maximum number of such guns to each
Sh}l;'we fmagined war to occur within the next six months, we
should have, according to the plan of the Secretary of the
Navy, just published, a battle-ship fleet of 16 vessels—from
13,000 to 20,000 tons displacement, from 17 to 21 knots speed—
carrying eighty-four 12-inch guns. Two of these ships would
carry ten 12-inch guns each, two 8 guns, and fourteen 4 guns
each.

Germany could send out only 12 first-class battle ships, ecarry-
ing sixty-four 1l-inch guns. Her vessels would range from
12,967 to 18,500 tons of 18 to 19% knots speed. Two of these
vessels wonld carry 12 guns each, the rest 4 guns.

Japan could put forward 15 battle ships of the first-class, of
12,320 to 19,210 tons, from 18 to 22 knots speed, carrying sixty
12-inch guns. All would be 4-gun ships.

To-day, therefore, the United States can, with the exception
of England, send the strongest fighting force to sea.

If we imagined this to occur wHen we shall have in com-
mission all the fighting vessels built and authorized, and other
nations the same, we shall be able to send out a fleet of 21 bat-
tle ships of from 18 to 21 knots speed, 12,500 to 26,000 tons dis-
placement, carrying one hundred and thirty-two 12-inch guns.
If Germany, with her authorized vessels completed, were our
antagonist, we should be outclassed, for she could oppose to us
20 battle ships and 3 cruisers, which are virtually battle ships,
of 18 to 25 knots speed, 12,997 to 23,000 tons displacement, and
carrying one hundred and eighty-four 11 and 12-inch guns. In
other words, Germany could bring to bear upon each of the




1910.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

6723

American ships more big guns than we,could bring to bear on
each of the German vessels. The American fleet would, it seems
to me, be overmatched.

If our antagonist were Japan, we should be the stronger, but
not by such a margin as has been claimed for us. Against the
American fleet, as before set forth, Japan could oppose 18 battle
ships and fighting cruisers of 18 to 25 knots speed, 12,230 to 21,000
tons displacement, carrying one hundred and six 12-inch guns. It
is apparent from these figures that it would require the entire
battle-ship fleet of the United States of a similar class of ves-
sels to cope with the fleet of Japan. Even then we should have
an advantage of only 26 guns. The Germans would have an

* advantage over us of 52. It is idle, I think, to make the claim

that we could send one-half of our fleet to the Pacific and be
the equal of Japan in sea power on that ocean. One-half of our
fleet, above constituted, would give Japan an advantage of 8 ves-
sels and forty-five 12 inch guns. I think that what has been said
shows conclusively that to oppose Japan we should need our
entire battle-ship fleet. If we take account of all the ships of
both nations, carrying guns of over 10-inch caliber, we find that
the United States will have 33 battle ships of all classes, carry-
ing 180 guns, one-half of the force, or, say, 17 battle ships,
carrying 90 guns, would have to meet 21 Japanese fighting ships
carrying 118 guns.

But the second-class battle ships would not be brought into
the fighting line and the truer comparison will be with homo-
geneous fleets of 18 knots speed and big-gun power. In this
event it would take the entire number of American ships that
would form the first line of battle to oppose successfully the
fleet of Japan. It is idle, therefore, I think, to assume that
we can with one-half our present fleet meet Japan on equal
terms on the Pacific.

It will be noted that, while now the United States surpasses
in sea strength Germany and Japan, with the completion of the
vessels authorized by these three nations the relative positions
are very materially changed. Germany will hold the first place,
and Japan will, with very limited construction, hold her own in
comparison with the United States. These results, remarkable
in the case of Germany, will have been brought about by the
construction of all-big-gun ships of high speed. If, therefore,
we are to hold our own as a sea power, we must do more than
simply replace by means of one ship a year the loss suffered by
old ships becoming obsolete. We must increase the actual num-
ber of our battle ships as well as construct them of heaviest
gun power and high speed. There is no danger of war with
Germany or Japan, but these nations, the former particularly,
ghow what a remarkable change in the relative power of a
battle fleet can be made in a few years by judicious construc-
tion. I do not think that, for the present at least, one battle
ship a year will meet the relative loss in sea power which will
result from the programme thus far carried out.

I will refer you to the letter of the general board, making
recommendations for the next fiscal year and published in No.
16 of the House hearings, for confirmation of the position I take
in this matter. It is pointed out that the naval strength of
nations is being increased in the direction of Dreadnoughts,
and that “ Germany, at the present rate of building, will
speedily pads the United States in battle-ship strength unless
somewhat unusual efforts are made to hold our. place.” The
board, therefore, recommends the construction of 4 battle ships,
4 scout cruisers, and 10 destroyers. A board which has among
its members such officers as Admiral Dewey and Rear Admirals
Rogers, Wainwright, and Staunton is not one to take extreme
views either one way or the other. It is akin to disloyalty to
question the patriotism or naval knowledge of Admiral Dewey
or the other members of the board. The experience which
these officers have had in actual warfare has enabled them to
realize to the full what must be done if we are to place our-
selves on an equal footing with nations that are far in advance
of Spain in naval strength. No one so well as they realizes the
necessity for putting afloat as many ships of the greatest gun
power possible and of high speed as will at least maintain our
relative strength upon the ocean. The mere number of vessels
in a naval establishment, the great figures to which its tonnage
may reach, are not measures of fighting strength—of the power
on which the Nation must rely in time of need. One 26,000-ton
Dreadnought carrying 10 or 12 rifles of 12 to 14 inch caliber,
would be like a Hercules with a club in the midst of an army
of pigmies using pea shooters, if it fell in with the whole 200
ships of the United States Navy from protected cruisers down,
excepting torpedo beats and destroyers.

That is to say, that of our 362 naval vessels 200 are not suited
to bear the brunt of war as it is waged by naval powers to-day.
All, of course, have their uses, but they do not constitute fight-

ing strength. Of the excepted vessels, only battle ships, armored
cruisers, torpedo boats, and destroyers are capable of taking
the high sea and there meeting the enemy, so that it is readily
seen that our real power is measured by a very few of our 362
naval vessels. In the ultimate analysis this power will be
found to reside in the strongest and swiftest battle ships and
such armored cruisers as are in reality battle ships of the first
class,

The general board states that its recommendation of 4 battle
ships, 4 scout cruisers, and 10 destroyers is the minimum mili-
tary requirement for fighting vessels. It has had in view—
and it calls special attention to it—our duties and responsibili-
ties under the Monroe doctrine and in consequence of our occu-
pation of the Philippines. We are, through them, brought into
intimate relations with the other great powers of the globe, and
are therefore no longer able to maintain a position of isolation
as far as military defense is concerned. We have claims beyond
our borders which may at any time be disputed, and as we
believe them to be just and right, we must defend them. We
stand in the relation of protector to Cuba and have important
island possessions in Porto Rico and Hawaii. We have 25,000
miles of coast line on the Pacific to protect and more than half
as much on the Atlantie, and for all this our best defense is a
strong fleet, and such a fleet must be provided in time of peace.
Little building ecan be accomplished after the outbreak of hos-
tilities, and the general board points out the pregnant faect that
“the navy, as the outbreak of war finds it, except as the pur-
chase of auxiliaries may add to its strength, is in all essentials
the navy which must conduct the war, and by which success or
failure must be determined.”

The estimates of the general board have heretofore been ma-
terially cut by Congress, and this year it is proposed by the
House and the Senate committee to authorize only two battle
ships instead of four. In view of the urgency of the general
board’s recommendations, I think we should hesitate to further
cut the building programme. We have in the past been justi-
fied by the event in limiting construction, for we have not only
attained second place as a naval power, but have now in the
class becoming obsolete the fewest possible number of vessels,
Great advances have been made in naval construction in past
years, and others will be made, and we have not hampered our-
selves by constructing many ships that embody the disad-
vantages which have since been corrected. We have profited by
our own experience and gained knowledge from the mistakes of
other countries in the construction of our naval vessels. For
instance, while the turbine engine was under experimentation
we built slowly, and are thus in a position now to take advan-
tage of this great advance in marine engineering. Comparing
ships in our own navy, it is found that improvements in en-
gines, boilers, and so forth, have resulted in the Delaware,
20,000 tons, burning less coal at 18 knots than the Connecticut
of 16,000 tons. The Delaware will burn 420 tons per day mak-
ing 21 knots, while the Massachusetts, 10,288 tons, could not
malke 16 knots per hour for a full day on the same consumption,
The Arkansas, 6,000 tons larger than the Delaware, will burn
about 360 tons of coal per day on the average speed of 20 knots,
or 60 tons less than the smaller ship. Such are some of the
advances that have been made in marine engineering, of which
we can take advantage in ships to be built.

Others may come in the use of fuel oil or gas engines, still
further reducing cost of operation and increasing efficiency.
That we have avoided building vessels not up to the highest
standard of efficiency is, in my mind, justification of the action
of Congress in refusing to enter into an extended building pro-
gramme in competition with other nations. But, nevertheless,
there is a limit beyond which we should not go, and that is
the point when we begin to fall behind in relative strength.
When we cut off a battle ship we take from the line of battle
10 or 12 guns of largest caliber, and 12 big guns might settle
the result of a battle. In view of this fact, and considering,
further, that we are in danger of falling behind relatively in
offensive power, I do not think we can safely cut the building
programme to less than 2 battle ships. We are now building
4 battle ships that will bring to the line of battle forty-four
12-inch guns. Germany is at the same time building 8 battle
ships that will bring to bear twenty-four 11-inch and seventy-
two 12-inch rifles, and 8 armored cruisers carrying twenty-
four 12-inch guns, or 120 big guns against our 44. Japan
exceeds us in construction, for it is building 3 battle ships
carrying thirty-four 12-inch guns and 2 armored cruisers car-
rying twenty 12-inch guns, a total of 54 big guns against our
44. TUnder the circumstances, therefore, I think it unwise
to limit our authorization to 1 battle ship. Were our reve-
nues larger, I should have no objection to carrying out the
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ideas of the general board. But when we find that the esti-
mated cost of a 26,000-ton battle ship is $11,656,000. we hesi-
tate to authorize in one year the expenditure of about $50,000,000
for 4 battle ships. We have therefore cut down the number
to 2, beyond which I do not think it wise to go at this time.

I have referred to the 25,000 miles of coast line on the
Pacific coast, for the protection of which a navy is necessary;
to the Hawaiian Islands, that important outpost in mid-Pacific;
to our possessions in Guam, Samoa, and to our occupation of
the Philippines, all of which impose upon us grave duties in
the way of protection; yet we have not a single battle ship
on the Pacifie, and the 2 armored cruisers now there are to
be withdrawn. We are practically defenseless on the Pacifie,
from a naval point of view, should we have to contend there
with a first-class naval power. All of the effective vessels of
our navy are organized in the Atlantic Fleet, with its reserve.
The plan of the Navy Department is apparently to keep our
fighting ships on the Atlantic station. According to the an-
nounced plan, the Atlantic Fleet will be increased from 16 battle
ships, its present strength, to 21 battle ships and 4 armored
cruisers in 1912, with a reserve of 10 battle ships, which will
make Philadelphia its headquarters.

The fact that an efficient navy is the best kind of national
insurance has been brought to public attention more than once.
It is now called to our attention again in the last issue of the
Scientific American, which is acknowledged to be an authority
in matters of scientific interest, and which for years has made
a special study of our navy. In the article referred to, which
I now ask to have read, it is pointed out that, although the
expenditures for battle ships are enormous and the cost of
maintaining them in commission is very great, the $44,000,000
which the navy cost last year in maintenance and repairs repre-
sents an insurance premium of only six one-hundredths of 1
per cent of the total wealth of the Unifed States, as ascertained
by the Bureau of Statisties in 1904,

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary
will read, as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

OUR NAVY AS A NATIONAL INSURAXNCE,

At the recent launch of the Florida, as the great ship was starting
down the ways, one of the crowd was heard to remark, * at a shame-
ful waste of public moneys it seems, when we think that this $10,000,000
ghlp may never be employed in the work for which she was built, and
that If she ever gets into a fight, she may be sent to the bottom within
a few minutes ofethe opening of an action.” The remark was charac-
teristle of much that Is being said and written on the subject of the
wastefulness of modern armaments. Taken by itself, jt would seem to
be convineing; but If we look at the gquestion broadly, and with that
just sense of p n which is necessary to a correct estimate of the
value and meaning of things, we shall see that such talk is the purest
gophistry. The costliness of a battle ship must be judged In relation to
wgnt it stands for and the work which it is intended to do. In the last
analysis, the Florida is one element in an economical system of national
{nsurance, designed to protect both the lives and the property of the
90.000,000 of inhabitants of the United States,

The true test of the question of the extravagance of naval expendl-
tures Is to determine the ratlo that they bear to the money value of the
property which they protect. The following estimates of expenditures
which tgsve been furnished from Washington, show that the first e
of the ships of the navy, as they float to-day, is roughly $400,000,
while the current annual expense of their maintenance {s about
$44,000,000. The cost of maintenance last %enr, including pay of officers
and enlisted men of the Navy and Marine Corps, pilot dues, provisions,
clothing, ordnance, equipment, medical and machinery stores, includ
conl, water, and other. incidentals, amounted to nearly taés,ooo. .
The cost of repairs to the hulls, machinery, and equipage of the vessels
amounted to more than 6,000.000.] mgﬂn&o the comb expense of

reservin ce on our shores mearly o X 7
¥ The aﬁoﬁ’ﬁi involved covers the expenses of all the varlous types of
our ships of war, which include battle ships, armored cruisers, cruise
scouts, the torpedo flotllla, monitors, gunboats, supply ships, hospl
shi colliers, converted yachts, tugs, and receiving ships.

E’ an example of the heavy expense of maintaining a big ship of
war we may take the battle ship Connecticut, which was the flagshi]
of the Atlantic fleet during the last year. The pay of the officers an
enlisted men of the Navy and Marine Corps attached to the vessel and
the expenses 1.:1.‘:111(!1;1;1r hereto amounted t;: nearly $800,000, This did

the cost o necessary repalrs,
""%ﬂ?ﬂ‘fu‘;ﬁg fleet, or the vessels attached to the Atlantic side of the
country, last year consisted of 16 first-class battle sh:}pu. which were
divided as follows: Six of the Connecticut class, of 16,000 tons; five
of the Georgia class, of 14,500 tons; the Idaho and Mississippi
class, of 13, tons each; the Missouri and Ohio, of 12,500 tons
each: and the Wiscongin, of 11,500 tons. average cost of keep-
ing o vessel of the Georgia class In commission and on active sery-
ice, which did not Include repalrs, was nearly $680,000, while that of
the Idaho and Mississippi class was nearly $530,000 each. The aver-
age cost of the Missouri, Ohio, and Wisconsin ran close to the $600,000
mark for all three. While these figures will vary for the same sﬁlpa
in different years, the cost of malnfenance will not change much from

ear to year for the same class. The total cost of keeping these 18

ttle ships of the Atlantic fleet in active service last year amounted
‘to more &l..nn $10,500,000. It costs just about as much to an
armored cruiser In active service as it does a first-class battle ship, as
is evidenced by the fact that the ten armored cruisers which ;ere in

commission last year cost the United States $7,000,000.
cruisers In commission, six were of the West Virginie, 13,880-ton
class, and the other four of the Montena, 14,500-ton class.

With the increase in size of the battle ships there is a sorrespond-
ing outlay fol;t{.:ly of the personnel, stores, maintenance, and repairs.
The latest ba ships to placed in ¢ igsion, the Altchig and
Bouth Carolina, each of 16,000 tons displacement, will require crews
of more than 50 officers and more than SO0 men each. After these are
mdz the Delaware and North Dakota, each with 20,000 tons displace-
ment, and each requiring 53 officers and 878 men, will be placed in
commission. These will followed by the Florida and Utah, each of
a normal displacement of 21,835 tons, and each requiring 60 officers
and 954 men, while the 26,000-ton Arkansas and Wyoming, contracted
for last fall, will each requfre a crew of 85 officers and over 1,000 men,

Nowi there is no denying that these expenditures, considered by
themselves, are enormous; but when they are measured up agalnst the
vast national wealth, In whose interest they are incurred, they sink
into positive insignificance—and our navy is seen to be the least costly,
as It certainly is the most effective, institution in that scheme of na-
tional government, which is designed to protect the lives and property
and to further the hapgneas of the people of the United States,

If the above seems be a strong statement, It Is capable of easy
proof. The latest estimate of the wealth of the United States avall-
able In the Bureau of Statistics is that of 1904, made by the Census
Bureau, which put the total for that year at $107,104,211,917, or
$1,310 per capita. The forty-four millions which the navy cost last
year may be regarded as the cost of insurance against damage and loss
of that one hundred and seven billlons; and, as such, it represents a
grem!um of only four one-hundredths of one per cent. If we include
he Interest on the capital cost (four hundred millions) of the existing
fleet, the premium Iz o six one-hundredths of one per ecent, while
the cost of the Florida (ten millions) which loomed so large In the
eye of the captious critlc at her launching, dwindles to one one-hun-
dredth of one per cent of the wealth of the country.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, there are always two objections
made when the annual appropriation bill for the navy comes
before the Houses of Congress to what is called the inerease of
the navy. One is the large cost; the other, that the mainte-
nance of the navy is in some way a menace to peace. I wish,
ME. President, briefly to consider those two objections in their
order,

It is a heavy expense to maintain a suitable navy. The chair-
man of the committee has just said that these two battle ships
will cost $11,500,000 each. The Senator from Maine [Mr.
Hare] puts the figures much higher, but I do not agree with the
figures that the Senator from Maine gives. I believe those of
the chairman to be correct. But it i8 not worth while, in my
judgment, to consume much time over comparative costs. We
will admit at once that the cost is heavy.

Rather more than one hundred years ago Charles Cotes-
worth Pinckney made a remark which became proverbial when
he said that there were “millions for defense and not one
cent for fribute;” and in saying that he uttered something
more than the indignant reply of a high-spirited man to the
attempt of a foreign minister to extort a bribe from him in
order that he might secure attention fo his country’s claims.
Pinckney's epigram really means that a nation which is unde-
fended may pass into the position of a tributary or a subject
nation at any moment, and therefore the American people had
millions for defense. There are some expenditures, Mr. Presi-
dent, which are highly economical, and, to my mind, the money
expended on the national defense is the truest economy.

I am in favor of economizing wherever economy can properly
be exercised. If the condition of the revenues requires it, very
often appropriations otherwise desirable should be deferred or
not made at all, but the very last place at which any economy
should be attempted is that which affects the national defense.

The maintenance of the navy is largely preventive. We spend
several millions in maintaining the Revenue-Cutter Service, as
it is called. The amount of smuggled goods which that service
actually seizes would probably go but a very short distance
toward meeting the expenses of the service, yet the amount of
smuggling and frauds upon the revenue which is prevented by
the existence of that service is incalculable. It is a preventive
service, In the same way, the expense of the country in police
and in fire departments is enormous. They are in large meas-
ure a preventive service.

It is said here constantly that two-thirds of our expenses are
military. That amount is made up by adding in all the pen-

sions paid to the survivors of our wars., But admitting that

the expenditure is very heavy for the two branches of the
military service, it none the less remains true that it is just as
important as a preventive service as the Revenue-Cutter Sery-
ice is in the customs, or as police and fire departments are in
every city of the land. Our military expenditures are ab-
solutely necessary for the protection of the country in which
we live. They serve their purpose best if they are never used.
Profound peace and no danger of war are the great objects of
an efficlent navy.

The argument is made here constantly that the old ships are
given up, and that we build ships only to have them disappear
from the list in the course of fifteen or twenty years. That
argument pushed to its logical conclusion means that we shounld
bave no navy at all. Of course the ships wear out. Of course
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they must be replaced. If that argument were Teally carried
out in all its force, no man would ever dare to build a ship
for mercantile purposes, for the life of a ship in the merchant
marine is no greater than the life of the ship of war. But the
merchant expects in the interval not only to reimburse himself
for the cost of his ship, but to earn money on the capital he
has invested. The return which we receive from the ships of
war of the country is the protection they afford, and of course
they must in due time wear out and be replaced.

In 1881 the new mavy was begun by the three small ships
built when ex-Senator Chandler was Secretary of the Navy.
‘We had tried the policy of having no navy at all. We had al-
lowed our navy practically to disappear. We had mnothing but
a few obsolete wooden ships, which cost enormous sums in re-
pairs and were absolutely valueless. The country wearied of
that miserable situation and adopted the policy of building a
mew navy. Gradoally that navy has been built, under Demo-
cratic as well as Republican administrations, unfil we have the
fine navy of to-day.

Many people say that all we want is an adequate navy. I
grant it. We are not entering into competition with Great
Britain with her double-standard navy, or with any other
power. We require only a navy adeguate for the defense of the
United States and her protection against invasion from any
quarter, for the protection of the United States must be found
on the ocean.

I believe myself that the navy has nearly reached the point
of adequacy. I do mot wish to see much enlargement, if any,
made, but to have an adequate navy it must be kept up. The
old ships as they pass away must be replaced in order to main-
tain an adequate navy. With that end in view we must build,
in my judgment, at the present time at least two ships this
Fear.

Of course the Panama Canal, to which allusion was made the
other day, will probably modify our needs, for with that eanal
we can practically with one fleet protect both coasts. But to-
day we have two coasts to protect, and for that purpose the
present navy is still inadequate, and at least five years must
elapse before that canal is completed. When it is completed
then will be the time to-adapt our navy to the new conditions,
but not five years before those conditions exist.

Now, Mr. President, as to the argument about peace. It is
represented in many quarters that those who advocate a strong
navy, who believe in maintaining the navy at its present stand-
ard and with the best type of ships, are, in some obscure way,
the enemies of peace. That depends altogether upon what view
you take. To my mind the abolition of the mavy wonld mean
war within a very short time, and the reduction of the navy
would be a step in the direction of war. The maintenance of
a strong navy is the greatest guaranty of peace that we have.
If I thought the abolition of the navy wounld make universal
international peace and secure the peace of this country, I
should vote against any appropriation for any navy, but I be-
lieve that the peace of the country is more dependent upon the
existence of a strong navy than on any other one thing.

I can not ecomprehend the views that the existence of an effi-
cient navy is an incitement to war. It would be just as reason-
able to say that the police force onght to be abolished, because
their existence incites men to disorder, and that if they were
abolished crime and disorder and violence would disappear from
our cities. The navy exists, so far as this country is concerned,
to prevent war and remove from other nations any temptation
to attack us. For this reason we must have our navy in time
of peace to the end that peace may be mainfained. It is, of
course, admittedly hopeless to attempt to build a navy when
war begins. TUnder modern conditions we must have a navy in
existence. I agree entirely with the proposition that the Sena-
tor from Maine [Mr. Hare] quoted the other day from the
speech of ex-President Roosevelt, recently made by him at Chris-
tiania. I believe most thoronghly in international disarma-
ment, as he does. I believe in reducing the great armies and
navies which the civilized nations of the world maintain. But
I also agree with him that the reduction of armaments must
be international. Nothing will be advanced by one nation offer-
ing itself up as a possible victim to others and leaving all the
rest of the world fully armed.

Without a navy we could not exercise a tithe of the influence
which we now exercise to promote international disarmament
and to promote peace. If we go among the nations of the
world with no navy, and spending no money on a navy, the
answer is easy when we urge reduction of armaments: You
give mp hothing and ask us to give up everything.” But if we
go a strong power with a strong navy and invite other mations

to unite with us in the reduction of international armaments,
we have a position which can not be sucecessfully disputed; we
speak with authority and with force and with readiness to take
equal risks and make equal sacrifices.

‘We have done more to promote the peace of the world than
any other nation. 'We have done more to promote the success
of the courts of The Hague, under this administration as under
previous administrations, than any other nation on earth. With
that policy we are all in full accord. But to aftempt to advance
that policy by refusing to build one battle ship or two battle
ships here is a total mistake, We are in a far better position
to advance peace if we have a powerful navy than if we are
weak and can be disregarded by all the rest of the world.

I desire above all things to see the great armaments both on
land and on sea reduced. It will be to the benefit of mankind
if it can be done. But it is not well to overlook the fact that
the peace of the world has been largely maintained by these
armed nations and that armament may be a necessary step to
unarmed peace. It is forty years since Germany engaged in
war. During that time she has kept up a great army and she
has built a great navy, and she has maintained the peace of
Europe. If there had not been a united Germany, if there had
been no great German army, does anyone doubt that Europe
would have been torn by wars since 18707 When Germany
was divided and broken, from the time of the Reformation
through the awful disasters of the Thirty Years' war, Germany
had one war after another within her borders, and was open
to the wars and the intrigues of other nations. The consolida-
tion of Germany, the strong forces in the hands of the Emperor,
have maintained the peace of Europe at least during forty years.

The two great wars which have been waged in that time
have been waged one against Turkey and fthe other against
Japan, and both by Russia. I do not say this in any advocacy
of the great European armies, but I say that the civilized na-
tions of the world are not wholly amiss when they think that
a strong and effective armament properly maintained is one of
the great weapons for the preservation of peace.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. Bevermnge] the other day
pointed out that these nations highest in the ranks of civiliza-
tion, with the freest governments, with the most enlightened
and most intelligent people, were the very ones who maintained
a large mavy; and he referred to China and Turkey as nations
which had undertaken to go on without a navy. There is much
foree in that illustration. I do not refer to the small nations,
whose neutrality is guoaranteed, but it is idle to suppose it a
mere unmeaning accident that the great civilized nations of
the world should have maintained these armaments, and that
the nations more backward should have been unable or unwilling
to maintain any. It'is greatly to be deplored that the general
conditions have required these great armaments in order to
maintain peace. I hope the time has arrived when we ecan
begin all over the world to reduce them, but there is no gues-
tion that the policy of the great civilized nations which have
maintained these powerful armaments has been coineident with
a long period of peace in western civilization.

Take as an illustration China and Turkey, which are nations
which have done nothing in that respect.

China has foreign nations holding her ports. She has foreign
courts with extraterritorial jurisdiction sitting in her cities,
Within a few years she has seen foreign armies march almost
unresisted and take her capital. Her customs service is man-
aged by foreign nations. All that is best and most progressive
in China to-day is struggling to get rid of that load of foreign
interference and foreign domination by adopting western ideas,
and in pursnance of those ideas they are trying to reform her
army and to construct a navy. They are beginning to under-
stand that a defenseless, unprotected nation is not only open to
insult and wrong but is incapable of success and development.

Mr. President, it is very easy to save money on a navy and
on an army if you are willing to submit to that which China
has been compelled to endure.

Take, again, the case of Turkey, to which the Senator from
Ohio referred. I venture to think that as an illustration of the
needlessness of navies it was not a fortunate one. Not so
very long ago, measured even by recorded history, as late, in
faet, as the sixteenth century, Turkey was one of the strongest,
if not the strongest, military powers in Enrope. Under Solyman
the magnificent Turkish armies swept up to the walls of
Vienna. They controlled the Black Sea and all of what is
now southern Russia. They controlled Asia Minor. They
were driving Venice with all her great commerce out of the
eastern Mediterranean, and they were practically, through thelr
fleets, masters of the Mediterranean itself. Hven the shores of
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Italy, France, and Spain were in constant peril from the raids
of Turkish and Moorish galleys.

After the death of Solyman, under his son and successor,
Selim II, occurred, as the world knows, in 1571, the great battle
of Lepanto, in which the united fleets of Europe destroyed the
Turkish fleet. The Sultan is said to have made the observa-
tion with which everyone is famiMar, after hearing of the loss
of the battle: “They have singed my beard, but I have broken
their arms.” By that he meant that he had taken the island of
Cyprus. The island of Cyprus had no effect in stopping the
decline of the Turkish Empire, but that great race of fighting
men from the time when they lost control of the Mediterranean,
when their sea power was once broken and they were unable
to rebuild it, went steadily down. From Lepanto to Navarino,
when their last wretched fleet was swept away, it has been
one long decline, and it all started with the loss of their sea
confrol at Lepanto.

Mr. President, I desire now to ask the attention of the Sen-
ate for a moment to our own experience. I am one of those
who think something ean be learned from history. I do not
think all*wisdom died with our fathers, nor do I think, either,
that all wisdom is possessed by those who exist to-day. I
think something can still be learned from what has happened
to the United States in the past. Our own history is familiar
to everyone here, and I really ask pardon for referring to it,
but there can be no harm in considering for a moment the
experience of the United States in regard to a navy.

Under the administration of John Adams we began the con-
struction of a navy. We were then in difficulties with France.
She had been committing great depredations upon our com-
merce. We were trying by every possible means to maintain
peace, but the party and the administration then in power went
on and built a little navy.

We really got into a state not of declared, but of actual, war
with France. Truxtun, in the Constellation, fought an action
with L'Insurgente, a French frigate, and defeated her; she
struck her colors. A year later he fought another action with
La Vengeance, another French frigate. She escaped, owing to
the injury to Truxtun's mainmast, but she had 150 killed and
wounded on board, and when she reached a port in the West
Indies, where she took refuge, she was held to be unfit for fur-
ther survice. Those two actions of Truxtun, well-nigh forgot-
ten now, enabled us to make peace with France at that time.
They did more to convince the French that it was not worth
while to incur the enmity of the United States than all the
representations of our commissioners of whom Talleyrand de-
manded the bribe which Charles Cotesworth Pinckney resented
in the phrase I have already quoted.

Under the next administration the building up of the navy
was stopped, and yet it was under the next administration that
we were enabled by means of our navy to stop forever the dis-
graceful tribute we had paid to the Barbary pirates.

When we come to the war of 1812, with which everyone is
familiar, we had these few frigates and a few vessels of smaller
type—brigs and sloops. We fought 13 single-ship actions and
won 11 of them against the mistress of the seas, who had swept
every other power from them.

England had, I suppose, a thousand vessels in her navy at
that time, and yet those few frigates of ours, only half a dozen
all told, dealt a heavier blow to her great naval prestige than
all the combined efforts of France and Spain. That war taught
this country a lesson which it did not quickly forget.

In 1816 Congress appropriated $1,000,000 annually toward
creating a navy of 12 seventy-fours, 12 forty-fours, and 4 steam
batteries, and also began a series of coast defenses which re-
sulted in the forts now useless, but which still exist in many of
our harbors, the best construction possible of the day and very
handsome still, although helpless against modern guns.

The Senator from Ohio, in referring to the Monroe doctrine
the other day, spoke of it as though we had merely announced
this doctrine and had it accepted by all the world, although we
were a poor, weak power, because the merit of the case was
such and we were so peaceful that no objection could have been
made.

Mr. President, it seems to me that is a misunderstanding of
the situation in 1824. We had just emerged from a war with
the greatest naval power with a glory that had attracted the
attention of the entire ecivilized world and was commented on
with wonder by Napoleon. We were generally considered, hay-
ing been so successful with England, to be the best naval fight-
ers of the world.

The immediate question turned, then, on the recognition of
the South American republics. Was it moral suasion and our

noble but peaceful weakness which protected those struggling
republics?

Has it been forgotten that it was Mr. Canning who first
suggested that we should unite with England in refusing to
admit the interference of Europe in South America? Is it
forgotten that it was then that Mr., Canning made the famous
speech in which he declared, ““ I will call in the New World to
redress the balance of the Old;” and that when the President,
in his famous message of 1824, put forth the Monroe doctrine, he
had behind it for all practical purposes the overwhelming naval
superiority of England? Even without that, do you think any
members of this “ holy alliance” would have been inclined to
enter into a controversy with us?

Let me read a few lines written in 1827, three years after the
declaration of the Monroe doctrine, by Mr. W. James, the Brit-
ish naval historian, addressed to Mr. Canning. He said:

The menacing tone of the American President's message is now the
prevailing topic of conversation, more especially among the mprcant(le
men in whose company I daily travel to and from town. One say
“ We had better cede a point or two than go to war with the Un!ter.l
States.” * Yes,” says another, *for we shall ﬁet nothing but hard
knocks there.” * True,” adds the third, “ and what is worse than all,
our seamen are more than half afraid to meet the Americans at sea.”
Unfortunately this depression of feeling, this cowed.spirit prevails very
generally over the community, even among persons well informed on
other subjects, and who, were a British seaman to be named with a
Frenchman or Spaniard, would scoff at the comparison.

That is the testimony in a private letter as to the standing
of the American Navy at that time. It was not such a very
weak navy, and other people thought it formidable.

In 1812, when we entered on our war with England, we had 3
44 frigates, 3 frigates of 38, 1 vessel carrying 32 guns, 1 of
28, 2 of 18, 2 of 16, 2 of 14, and 2 carrying 12 guns. We had a
total naval tonnage of 12,086 tons.

In 1824 we had 7 line of battle ships, 5 frigates of the first
class, 4 frigates of the second class, 2 corvettes, 5 sloops of
war, 1 brig, and 13 schooners; in all, 36,088 tons in the navy—
three times what we had in 1812. Europe was quite aware of
that.

If we were able to do so much with England with that little
fleet of 1812, what was to be expected when we had T battle
ships—T74’s they were then called—to start with? Spain was
in no condition to meet even the American fleet.

Moreover, Mr. President, it must be remembered that condi-
tions at that time differed utterly from the naval conditions at
the present time. That was the day of wooden sailing ships.
This country was full of shipyards; we had the best timber in
the world; we could build ships more rapidly than any other
nation; and in those days of slow communication there was a
chance to build ships after war began. Moreover, all our mer-
chantment, the fastest then afloat, were capable of easy conver-
sion into ships of war.

Most of all, that was still the day of privateers. Now com-
merce destroying, whether by privateers or by naval vessels
especially designed for that purpose, is not an arm of defense
on which any sea power can rest, as Captain Mahan has shown ;
but at that time, however, privateering was a very formidable
and very destructive weapon. American privateers in the war
of 1812 drove up the insurance in London to prohibitory rates.
It was the ery of the English merchants that did more than
anything else to force peace. The American privateers ranged
the English Channel and eaptured vessels almost within sight
of Great Britain. We had a great merchant marine. In addi-
tion to that effective fleet, with all the reputation of the war
of 1812, the world knew that we had behind us this capacity of
sweeping any commerce from the sea. Our sea power at that
time, in view of the distance of transport to South America
and our own situation, was too formidable for any country to
attack us, except only Great Britain; and Great Britain was
with us on the question of leaving the Spanish-American re-
publies alone and keeping them free from the crushing force
of the holy alliance.

The Monroe doctrine, which I think is very essential to the
peace and the safety of this country—for if it had not been
for the Monroe doctrine we might have had military powers
built up on our very borders, which would have compelled us
also to have become a military power—the Monroe doctrine is
not a principle of international law; it is a declaration of our
own policy; and it has only as much strength as there is
strength in the arm of the United States. When we were torn
by the civil war an effort was made at once to override the
Monroe doetrine. It was during that time that the only abso-
lute infraction of it was ever attempted. It was then, when the
civil war was raging, that the Emperor of the French under-
took to establish an empire in Mexico, supported by French
troops.

.
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The Congress of the United States protested against it; and
immediately after Lee’s surrender almost the first
which went abroad was Mr. Seward’s instruction to our minis-
ter to France to say to the French Government in diplomatic
language that if the French troops were not withdrawn an
army would be sent down there which would put them out. I
always thought that Mr. Seward might have pressed that de-
mand a little more sharply and vigorously than he did, but the

-result came in the course of the next year or eighteen months.

General Sheridan was sent with 50,000 men to the borders of
Mexico, and the French troops were withdrawn. We had
also at that moment, be it remembered, at the close of the war,
the most formidable fleet in existence.

France took her troops out of Mexico, and the Emperor Maxi-
milian, Archduke of the House of Austria, was taken out and
shot, as all the world knows. The Mexican Republic was re-
stored, while Europe looked on and did not dare to raise a
finger; and yet within three years before one European power,
because our hands were tied, had dared to come over here and,
in violation of the Monroe doctrine, had undertaken to estab-
lish a military monarchy at our very doors.

Does anyone suppose for a moment that it was moral sua-
sion which kept them in that position, that saved us from the
troubles which would surely have accrued if we had been obliged
to have a military empire established just across our southern
border? No; that was done because the United States was a
great sea power, and, as it happened at the moment, had a
veteran army unequaled by any other in the world.

Mr. President, that has been our own experience in maintain-
ing the doctrine which I think is essential to the welfare and
the prosperity of the United States. Such has been our own
etxperience with the navy in times of stress and in the hour
of trial.

I believe to-day that not only the maintenance of the Monroe
doctrine, but the maintenance of what is infinitely more im-
portant than the Monroe doctrine, the maintenance of our peace
and in a large measure of the world's peace, depends under ex-
isting conditions on the maintenance of the American Navy at
the point whieh it has now reached.

I have nothing to say about other nations. I attribute no
hostile purposes to them. I do not think there is the slightest
danger of war, for the simple reason that we have got the
second battle ship fleet in tonnage in the world, and because our
ships average lower in age than any other fleet in the world. I
believe that is an absolute guarantee of peace. I want to see
peace maintained, and therefore I want to see the navy main-
tained.

I do not prophesy or predict trouble with any eountry, but,
if' T may be pardoned an allusion to a debate of long ago that
occurred here in regard to Hawaii, I will make it, because it
illustrates what I am saying. In discussing Hawaii I said
something in regard to Japan, which had a ship at Honolulu at
that time. My very good friend, the Senator from Delaware,
now Judge Gray, asked me, with what I thought was rather a
sneer, if we were afraid of Japan, a small, unimportant power.
I said, “ No; we were not afraid of Japan or of any other coun-
try on the face of the earth, but that it was well to consider
the facts and to realize what Japan had done when it had its
war with China,” Within ten years of the time of which I
speak, when I was laughed at for alluding to Japan as a possible
factor, Japan overthrew one of the great military empires of
Europe in a terrible war, both by land and by sea. Japan’s
success in that war rested on her control of the sea. If Russia
bad had her fleet at Vladivostok instead of divided over the
world, and that fleet had been as large as it should have been,
and had been manned by loyal erews, Japan never could have
even begun the war in Korea and Manchuria, -

I predict no war, but I believe that we ought to be always
able to maintain our rights. I believe most fervently that the
navy is the best guaranty of peace. I believe that unarmed we
should have little or no influence in bringing about the general
world disarmament, which ought to be brought about, and
therefore it seems to me that we should maintain an adeguate
navy.

I think, as I said at the beginning, that the navy is nearly
adequate at this time, but it can only be maintained as an
adequate navy by making suitable additions to it from year to
year. We have devoted ourselves wisely, I think, to making
our line of battle strong. We are deficient in some of the
auxiliary branches of the service; but I hope and believe that
we shall soon reach a point where we can reduce the building
of battle ships and strengthen the other branches—scout eruis-
ers, colliers, repair ships, torpedo-boat destroyers, and torpedo
boats.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President—— :

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Curtis in the chair). Does
iha Sa:a? tor from Massachusetts yield to the Senator from
owa

Mr. LODGH. I do; certainly.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I have been very much interested in the
discourse of the Senator from Massachusetts. He has referred
twice to a coming disarmament of the great military nations.
All of them, including ourselves, are proceeding to enlarge the
fleet of battle ships every year. From what quarter is the
Senator from Massachusetts looking for the initiative in the
coming disarmament of these great military nations? Ias he
any light to throw on the prospect that the time will come
when these nations, now rivaling one another, will by =some
process, one at a time or all together, cease to build these ships
and enter upon what he evidently looks forward to as a de-
sirable national policy?

Mr. LODGH. Mr. President, I did not mean to suggest that
they had begun anything of that sort as yet, but I believe that
the movement toward international disarmament is constantly
growing stronger. We are the only nation, as the Senator
knows, that at the last Hague conference brought forward the
question of disarmament. I believe myself that, under the
pressure of civilized opinion, under advancing intelligence, and
under the intolerable pressure of taxation which these arma-
ments cause in Europe, the time is soon coming when there will
be some agreement as to a decrease of armament. It may be-
gin very moderately, but I believe it is coming. However, that
is only a matter of personal belief; I have no more knowledge
on the subject than that possessed by anyone else.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Does not the Senator realize the fact that -
the United States, owing to its position, is probably better sit-
nated than any of the great military nations to approach that
subject by taking some practical step in that direction?

Mr. LODGE. I think we are in a better position to urge
international disarmament than any other country. I do not
think we should promote international disarmament, and I feel
very confident we should enlarge the chances of war if we were
to reduce our own armament without any relation to what is
done by other eountries.

Mr. DOLLIVER. But our moral influence, it has always
seemed to me, when we urge disarmament upon others, is some-
what paralyzed by the fact that we are ourselves busily en-
gaged in multiplying the instruments of war. From what quar-
ter can a suggestion of disarmament-come that has any moral
authority if not from us?

Mr. LODGE. The suggestion of disarmament, or the reduc-
tion of armament, came from us, and from us alone; but I do
not think we should advance disarmament generally by dis-
arming ourselves first without getting anything in return. We
are now in a position to say, “ We will disarm if you will; "
but if we disarm first, then without any compensation to offer,
it scems to me we lose all advantage of position. I am putting
it now simply on the basis of negotiation.

Until that period of the reduction of armaments comes—and
I believe it will come about for reasons I have mentioned—
it seems to me (I am repeating myself, I am aware) that to
reduce our navy seriously, much more to give it up, which is
where some of the arguments lead, would be to promote war
and to promote it direetly. Under modern conditions a nation
like ourselves, vulnerable only by the sea, becomes a temptation
to war the minute it is unarmed, and I do not think we should
advance the cause of peace by disarming alone. The cause of
pence and the reduction of armaments will never amount to
anything until the great nations of western civilization join
in promoting them. .

Mr. President, I have taken more time than I meant to. I
do not think this recommendation of two ships is excessive.
1 think it is a moderate provision. It was adopted in the House
by an overwhelming majority. I hope it will remain in the bill
in the Senate. I think the whole increase is very moderate,
indeed, and I have tried to set forth my reasons for supporting
it, not on any special grounds, but on the general principles
which have governed me always in dealing with the question
of the navy, for I can never forget that the defense of this
country, both on the Atlantic and Pacific, must be at sea. It
is in the American fleet that our defense primarily resides. We
can protect our great ports here and there by fortifications,
but those vast extents of unfortified coast must be protected
by a fleet.

Mpr. President, I think simply as a matter of defense and
for the maintenance of peace, the American navy ought to be
maintained in its present position, and I do not think that two
battle ships will do more than that.
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Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, the fact that the distinguished
Senator from Massaclmsetts [Mr. Lonee] has been able to main-
tain but a sparse attendance in the Chamber during his very
clear and comprehensive discussion is an admonition to me
that the Senate is probably somewhat weary of debate upon
this question. But I believe in representative government, and
I believe that we owe it to those whom we seek to represent fo
give our reasons for our votes upon pending measures.

The discussion of the naval question involves a mafter of
expense, and I am going to digress a moment to discuss one
phase of our expenditures, and that is, how they may, in a
measure, be remedied. The distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. Arpricn] during this session made the statement
one morning that he could save, or that the Government could
save, $300,000,000 a year. That was undoubtedly legislative
license, somewhat akin to the lack of measure and rhyme in-
volved in poetic license. But that a great saving could be
effected is very evident. But it never will be effected until two
things are done: First, the various appropriations have to come
under the coordinate effort of the chairmen of the committees
on appropriations.

For two or three years I have urged this policy, and we finally
created a Committee on Expenditures, and I thought we had
made some headway; but immediately when that committee
met—and I find fault with no one, because I was there and
participated, perhaps, without sufficient thought—instead of
reaching the root of the evil we went back to the evil.

No business concern would think for one moment of allowing
each one of the subordinates in that establishment to say to
the board of directors, “I must have so much money for my
department in this concern,” They would consider the esti-
mates of these men, but somewhere in the organization there
would be a power which would coordinate these estimates and
place a limit upon them. It is the most natural thing in the
world that the man at the head of a department or in a depart-
ment, at the head of a bureau or division, should imagine that
his work is the most important of all. We would do it if we
were there.

There should be somewhere in Congress one final committee
to take these various appropriations and say to the men who
are inovlved in their expenditures, “We can spend a billion
dollars, or a billion and a half, whatever we can afford. You
can have so much, and within that you must administer the
affairs of your department,” the same as other governments, the
same as business concerns.

Instead of that we organized this committee and immediately
divided that committee up again into subcommittees. Take the
bill of which as chairman of the committee I have charge.
When it came here, and we prepared it in the committee, I
went to two members of this final committee, who were the
subcommittee on that question. Neither of them had any time
to discuss the question. And so we get right back again to the
individual committee in every case. We must reverse that
policy and have a committee the chairman of which will act
in coordination with the chairmen of the several committees
having in charge the respective appropriation bills, with each
of them recognizing the necessity of scaling down his bill some,
and yet with the natural impulse of a chairman of a committee
on appropriations desiring that the department which he stands
for shall be fairly represented, seeing to it that the depart-
ment is not impoverished in the appropriations.

When we reach that basis we will begin to economize, pro-
vided we do one other thing, and that is this: We may stand
here and talk economy until the youngest of us has grown gray
in the service, and we never will practice economy until we be-
gin to practice it. For eight or nine years I have sat in this
Chamber, and every session it is said, *“ We must pass these
things this session, but next session we will begin to econo-
mize”? And no system of economy on earth devised by human
genius will ever effectuate economy until we begin to prac-
tice it.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Min-
nesota yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. CLAPP. Yes.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator from Minnesota I think will
have to give credit that we have to some extent commenced to
economize, We cut the bills of the army from $102,000,000 to
$05,000,000. We cut down the bill for fortifications from some-
thing over $9,000,000 to about $7,000,000. We cut down the bill
for the Military Academy at West Point nearly $1,000,000, which
made a very good start.

Mr. CLAPP. We have reduced some of these bills, but not
a fraction of what they should have been reduced. They are
still too muech controlled—and I am not finding fault with the
men who do it—by the desire of the head of each department,
actuated by the thought that his is the one vital department in
this Government; and until there is a coordinated regmnlation
placed over all these bills we never will accomplish any sub-
stantial reduction.

Mr. WARREN. With the start I have mentioned, does not
the Senator think our saving would have been very considerable
if all the appropriation bills had been scaled with the same
economy that the first ones were; and I might ineclude the bill
of which the able Senator from Minnesota has charge—the In-
dian bill—which, I believe, was considerably cut. If all the
other bills had been reduced correspondingly, would we not have
been clearly within our revenues this year?

Mr. CLAPP. Undoubtedly, if we had all done that, but we
are just so constituted that we will not and can not do it un-
less there is a coordination of purpose and authority.

Mr. GALLINGER. Will the Senator from Minnesota per-
mit me?

Mr. CLAPP. With pleasure.

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator’s argument is unquestion-
ably along correct lines, and I hope the time will speedily come
when there will be some authoritative power in this body to
gll ke into consideration all the appropriation bills and pass upon

em.

But we have done pretty well this year. The Senator from
Wyoming has called attention to the fact that about $9,000,000
have been saved in military appropriations. This bill saves
over last year from $6,000,000 to $8,000,000, almost $9,000,000, if
we do not have a deficiency.

The Senator’s bill was cut; the bill carrying appropriations
for the District of Columbia was cut to a considerable extent;
and I think we have all evinced a disposition to meet the emer-
gency that now confronts us.

If all the appropriations had been cut as the military and
naval appropriations have been cut, we wonld have saved some-
where from $60,000,000 to $70,000,000 in the present year. I
have made a little calculation which demonstrates that fact.

Mr. CLAPP. That is very true; but the fact that we have
not done so all along the line demonstrates the strength of my
position.

Mr. GALLINGER. To which I agree.

Mr. CLAPP. And so thoroughly am I in accord with that
position that to-day, jealous as chairmen of committees may be
of the prerogative of handling an appropriation bill, if it could
be done in no other way and the other committees would do it,
I would cheerfully turn my bill over to one general committee
on appropriations. I do think, however, that we would get
better results with the individual committees handling the bills
if there could be this final coordinated jurisdiction over
them all.

Mr. President, I wish to say a few words in regard to the
naval bill, and I will not speak very much at length. It is pro-
posed mow to spend $22,000,000, at the lowest figure, for two
battle ships. I am one of those who believe that the last
dollar of money and the last drop of blood can be well sacri-
ficed in the defense of my country, but I do not believe in un-
warranted extravagance for the military branch of this Gov-
ernment—and when I say “ military” I include the navy—
under existing conditions.

To-day we are renting buildings in this city and elsewhere
throughout this country, and paying rent therefor, because we
do not feel that we have the funds with which to purchase
buildings. To-day there are throughout this country a great
many thousand men who long ago, in the flush of their early
manhood, offered themselves as a sacrifice that the institutions
of this Republic might live. The long privations and hard-
ships o that service in many cases left them less qualified or
able to cope with the stern affairs of life, and to-day, in their
old age, many of them are sitting in the shadow of poverty.

A measure has been pending here for some time to grant
those men relief. We are unable to make any headway with
that measure. Before I would build more battle ships I would
do justice to the men who in the sixties saved this Republic.

Outside of those who have served this country upon the field
of battle we have to-day a class of men who take their lives in
their hands daily and hourly as with lightning speed they dis-
tribute the mail of this country in the ears of the railway sys-
tems of the United States. We tried to get a little pittance of
advance of expense for them. We were unable to do it. We
were unable to secure for them that slight advance.




1910.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

6729

To-day on the prairies, in the valleys, on the mountain sides,
and in the forests men are traveling in the heat and in the
cold and in the storm distributing our mail in rural free deliv-
ery, and doing that service for a mere pittance. Bills have
been pending to give them something like a decent compensation
for their service, but we are unable to make progress with
those billg, and yet we propose to spend $22,000,000 to build two
additional battle ships in a time of profound peace and when
we are preaching the gospel of peace to the nations of this
earth.

Not only that, but we have in this country vast arid regions
and vast areas covered with swamps which we seek to reclaim,
and every section comes and demands that the Government lend
its eredit and its money to the reclamation of those lands. We
have done much along the line of conservation, but little in
comparison with what should be done, and yet we are blocked
in that development for want of funds, and at the same breath
propose to spend $22,000,000 to build two additional battle ships.
It seems to me that under the circumstances this is an unwise
economy and an unwise expenditure,

Now, let us look for a moment at the cost of a battle ship;
and I have figured it out. As near as I can figure it, it costs,
in the interest on the investment, in the direct cost of mainte-
nance, and in the direct depreciation of one of these larger bat-
tle ships, almost $2,000,000 a year to keep it afloat; and that
takes no account of its proportion of the general cost of the ad-
ministration of the Navy Department, taking a battle ship as
the unit of cost in the general distribution of the cost of that
department of our Government. I think, taking the battle ship
as the unmit, it would be very easily within the limit to add
another million dollars, which would make almost $3,000,000
for the mere expense of maintaining afloat upon the sea one of
these monsters of destruction.

Now, the moment we undertake to discuss the wisdom of
limiting the growth of the navy we are met with the proposition
that we eliminate the navy. Who would eliminate the navy?
Mr. President, I have been here for several years, and I never
yet have heard a Senator suggest the elimination or the dis-
armament of the navy. It is not a question of disarming the
navy, but it is a question how rapidly shall we continue build-
ing up these vessels of war.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The hour of 2 o'clock having ar-
rived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business,
which will be stated.

The SECRETARY. A bill (8. 6737) to create a court of com-
merce and to amend the act entitled “An act to regulate com-
merce,” approved February 4, 1887, as heretofore amended, and
for other purposes.

Mr. KEAN., I ask unanimous consent that the unfinished
business be temporarily laid aside.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Jersey asks
unanimous consent that the unfinished business be temporarily
laid aside. Is there objection? The Chair hears none. The
Senator from Minnesota will proceed.

Mr. CLAPP. As I was proceeding to say, it is not a question
of disarming. It is a question how rapidly should we go on
building up the navy. I do not believe that the people who at-
tend meetings and with an enthusiastic appeal to the flag and a
repetition of the old declaration, “ Millions for defense and not
one cent for tribute,” and who then pass a resolution demand-
ing an increase of the navy, realize that when our great fleet
was plowing its way upon the other side of the globe the
United States Government in twenty-four hours could have
mobilized upon the Atlantic coast a fleet almost equal to that
which was on the other side of the globe.

I do not believe that the American people realize that next
to England to-day the United States has the strongest navy of
any power upon earth. If they realized those facts, we would
receive less of resolutions passed under the inspiration to which
I have referred.

We do need a sufficient navy—mno man will gainsay that—but
I undertake to say that too great a navy, instead of being a
token of peace, is a menace to the peace of the Republic. I
want the Senate and, through the Senate, those who may take
the trouble to read my remarks to remember that the nation
which wins its freedom develops a spirit a little bit along the
line bordering beyond the independent and into the somewhat
shadowy but dangerous realm of the aggressive. There is
something in the spirit of a republic different from the spirit
of a monarchy. We see it in our diplomacy. A republic never
has been and never can be equipped for diplomacy, because
back of the diplomacy lies that spirit which in diplomatic ecir-
cles has been characterized as * shirt-sleeve diplomacy.” A

nation that has achieved its independence, that has grown, as
we have grown, great and strong, ought to regard with some
care and some caution its own tendency perhaps to overreach
and overawe other nations and other powers.

A monarchy is set upon different grounds, with a different
spirit. A monarchy, as a rule, in the history of the world
down, except where they have proceeded deliberately upon a
forced conquest, have been more conservative in their recogni-
tion of the rights of others than those people who have wrought
out their own liberties. This is seen in the foundation of those
nations through the past where they did work out their own
liberty and their own independence, thus founding a new na-
tion, even though a monarchy, and from that moment proceeded
their thirst of conquest and their lust for power.

I say again that as a republic we want to take heed and be
careful whether we permit ourselves to be carried away by
this spirit; and in proportion as we arm ourselves beyond the
necessity of fair protection there is that danger.

There is another thing, Mr. President, to which I wish to
call attention. We talk peace to the nations of the world. We
hold peace conventions; and, as the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
Dorriver] so well suggested, at the very time we are talking
peace to the nations in time of profound peace we are adding
to our own armament. That in itself would not be so bad
were it not for the fact that back of that plausible talk accom-
panied by our increased armament lies the history of the last
few years in which this Republic has taken upon itself over-
sea territory. The nations of the world may well question our
integrity when they see us with one hand reach out to over-
sea territory and with the other hand buckling on the armor
of warfare and at the same time talking peace.

Mr. President, there is one nation on this earth whose mis-
sion might and ought to be the mission of peace, but as the
Senator from Iowa so well suggested, it has got to be put
before the nations in the form of a practical gospel. No one
will advocate the disarmament of our navy. No one would advo-
cate the decrease of our navy. But in the interest of peace
this greatest Nation of all ought to show the nations of the earth
that we mean it, and we ought to show it in a time of pro-
found peace by refraining from adding to a navy already the
greatest navy on this earth, save that of England. It is only
by that policy that we can convince the nations of the earth
that we are honest and sincere.

Mr. President, this talk of war and this comparison of the
young virile race of America with the decayed races of Turkey
and China it seems to me illy becomes us as eitizens in institu-
ting a comparison. What nation on the face of the earth wants
to go to war with us so long as we keep within the confines of
our peaceful and just mission?

Senators talk about Japan. I can predict a war scare with
Japan with far greater accuracy than the astronomers suc-
ceeded in predicting the swishing of the comet’s tail over the
face of the earth, for they made a mistake of two or three days.
You can prediet a war scare with Japan with unerring accuracy
if you simply know the day when the naval appropriation bill
comes into the other Chamber of Congress. It comes peri-
odically and with it comes the war scare.

Mr. President, to my mind it passes comprehension that we
should talk about Japan wanting to go to war with this coun-
try. Every American should hail with delight the growth of
Japan, her expansion, and her development. They are a brave,
hardy people. They are working their way into the notice and
into the economies and into the functions of the world-wide
powers, and we should hail that with pleasure. Instead of look-
ing upon them as enemies of our Republic, we should hail with
joy the progress which they have made. .

Are we, a great nation of ninety millions of people, with re-
sources and wealth beyond measure, with traditions of courage
unequaled in the annals of the world’'s history, to stand here
and talk about the possibility of war with Japan? We may
some day bully Japan into war; we may some day bully some
weaker nation into war; but no nation has any such thought
or purpose, nor is it in the natural order of things that any
nation would go to war with this Republic so long as we pursue
our mission within the pathway of peace and justice.

To my mind—and perhaps I ought to hesitate in the use of the
word—the thought seems simply monstrous that, of all the na-
tions of the earth, we should talk about the German naval
power. Germany would be at war with Germany if at war
with America. So it is with every European country.

I was reading a book the other night in which the writer
went on to say we ought to have a navy equal to any two
navies on earth. I want to say that the nations of the earth
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would sink themselves into bankruptcy before they would allow
a republic that had already reached out for over-sea territory to
have a navy equal to any two navies of the world. They would
not stand it so long as they had a dollar of credit along with it
to meet the competition.

Every time we build two more battle ships we simply force
the other nations to build more battle ships, and so we keep up
the race, talking peace, reaching out for over-sea territory, and
at the same time adding to our navy, to-day the second among
the navies of the earth.

Mr. President, it may seem as though the gquestion of building
two battle ships is hardly equivalent to the discussion that has
taken place over this phase of the bill. But it means more than
$22,000,000. It means the entailment of the expense of the
maintenance of those ships. It means a betrayal fo the na-
tions of the world when we talk peace with one breath and vote
battle ships with the other in a time of profound peace, with
such a great navy as we now have.

If we want the world to listen to the gospel of peace we
should act in a practical way, shonld not disarm; that would
be folly in the other extreme; but if we want them to listen to
the gospel of peace from this, the greatest potentiality to-day
on the face of the earth, we should carry along with the gospel
the evidence of our good faith by ceasing to build beyond the rea-
sonable needs of the country. In a few years they pass away.
In this bill there is a proposition to build five torpedo-boat
destroyers. We have ten to-day that go to the junk heap, be-
cause they are of no value in the light of the improvements that
have been made, Whether a 26,000-ton battle ship will be the
final type, whether a 24,000-ton battle ship will be the final
type, or whether a 30,000-ton battle ship will be the final type
remains to be seen. We should have some of the new types of
ships as they come, and we should have these destroyers as they
come, with their improvements, to meet the necessity of main-
taining a force equal to what we have. In view of the strength
of the Republic, in view of the absolute want of any oeccasion
for war, it does to me that it is not only wild extrava-
gance, but it is a menace to the peace of the world, and it isa
question of our fidelity or our integrity in preaching peace with
one breath and with the other preparing for war when there is
absolutely no possibility of war, except upon our own provoking.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. President, I am unable to accept as valid
the arguments for the naval programme advanced this morning.
They do not, to my mind, constitute valid reasons for the build-
ing of two battle ships. It is my desire to review a few of the
arguments which have been presented.

It was asserted that it was desirable to engage in the build-
ing of war ships, because 85 per cent of the cost is represented
by compensation to labor, going back to the mine and to the
farm. This, Mr, President, is a transparent fallacy which has
often misled us and which often misleads the public in their
enterprises. Labor is an economic good only when it is devoted
to some useful purpose. Those who beat the air might receive
compensation, and it might be said that 100 per cent of the com-
pensation for that beating went to labor, but it would do no

In the public works of the nations of antiquity we see a great
waste of human energy. The building of the pyramids was un-
doubtedly in its time the greatest enterprise ever undertaken
by man, and when we consider the limited appliances available
at that time it was the greatest of all human enterprises. DBut
it meant labor diverted from more useful fields. However, if
we compare the building of the pyramids with the building of
battle ships, the advantage is certainly on the side of the former,
for they remain a delight to the eye and a source of distinction
for Egypt, while the battle ship goes on the scrap heap after
eight or ten years.

But it is from this argument that much support has been ob-
tained for the building of a navy. The manufacturers of steel,
of armor plate, the owners of shipyards, are all enthusiastic
for the enlargement of the American Navy, because it brings to
them an exceedingly profitable line of patronage; and, indeed,
I bave thought at times that if that support were eliminated
this programme might have been dropped years ago.

I refuse to be disturbed, eertainly to be frightened, by the
antieipations of war. The idea that we are compelled to build
a navy for insurance, and at the expense of §$44,000,000 a year, is
utterly without any foundation.

I desire to emphasize what has been so excellently said by
the Sepator from Minnesota [Mr. Crarr], that every battle
ship which we construct is a proclamation to the world, at
least so accepted by other nations, as a declaration of aggres-
sion and of ambition.

The argument so frequently used that a fleet means peace can
mean nothing of the kind. It means a preparation for war, an
expectation of war, and is a constant stimulus to actions which
lead to war. Moreover, there is a professional class interested
in every navy, some of whom have a burning desire every now
and then to see the war ships in action.

I agree most decidedly with what has been said, that we are
all anxious for peace. But what is the most effective way to
attain it? More potent than seeking to establish arbitral courts,
more effective than a declaration that we desire to have the
powers of The Hague tribunal enlarged, would be a step on our
part showing that we are willing to abate our programme and,
in the expectation of a beiter era of peace, to diminish our
naval expenditures.

I do not wish to be understood as meaning that we have not
an adequate navy. We do have a strong navy now. On the
list, as given in the report by the Committee on Naval Affairs,
it appears we already have 27 first-class battle ships, and will
have 33 in a very short time. To show the immensity of our
naval establishment, the total present number of ships, includ-
ing torpedo-boat destroyers, and so forth, is 205, with a total of
962 when the present programme is completed.

Some nation must take the lead. If this mad race in building
battle ships is to continue, mutual distrust one of another and
each of all will continue. But, if the United States, occupying
a position of advantage, by reason of the fact that we are pro-
tected by the ocean on two sides, and are not compelled to
guard our borders with frowning fortresses; and more than all
by reason of our republican institutions, which enable us to
command the confidence of the world in large degree—if, I say,
with such advantage, we abate from our naval programme, then
we are taking the lead in establishing world peace.

I am unable to concur entirely with the Senator from Massa-
chuseits [Mr. Lobee] in what he has said in regard to the navy.
His thought seems to be that the Monroe doctrine was born in
the strength of our navy, and has depended upon that strength
ever since. Great movements in world polities dépend upon
tendencies which nations must obey and upon the assertion of
principles. The principle asserted at the time when the Mon-
roe doctrine was announced—and there were faint glimpses of
it in the time of Washington—was, as I said the other day, the
separate existence of the New World. This was enunciated in
England before it was declared here, and for a time after 1823
there was the combined strength of the two nations to sup-
port it.

But stronger than that assertion was the separate geographie
location of the New World and the adoption by the countries of
South America, rapidly, one after the other, of a republican
form of government. This created a condition of separation
which made the Monroe doctrine, though not a principie of in-
ternational law, yet one of general acceplance.

Let us see whether our navy has maintained that principle.
If I were to ask what was the strongest assertion of it, I think
you all would say that it was the demand of the United States
in 1895 that Great Britain should settle a boundary dispute be-
tween Guiana and Venezuela by arbitration. Like a thunder-
clap out of a clear sky came this demand from President Cleve-
land in December, 1895, It was freated almost with ridicule by
some public men of England, but Congress sustained the de-
mand, and Great Britain absolutely acquiesced. Now what was
the condition as te the navy? 1In those days we had three first-
class battle ships and two second class, five in all, while Great
Britain had over thirty, more than six times as many. Very
decllgggly it was not our pnavy which sustained that doctrine
in e

Reference has also been made to the invasion of Mexico.
What were the facts about that? Great Britain, Spain, and
France united in a demand upon Mexico for the collection of
debts. The representatives of those countries passed a resolu-
tion—I think in 1861, but, at any rate, before any expedition
was sent out—that they had no design on Mexican territory.

They recognized the Monroe doctrine before they started. A
Iittle later there was a suspicion which afterwards ripened into
a reality that France had designs for colonial expansion. Great
Britain and Spain immediately withdrew from the proposed ex-
pedition. France sent an army to Mexico, but after disastrous
campaigns Mexico was evacuated. The people of the United
States recall with pride the demand of Mr. Seward that French
inflaence and ocecupaney shonld cease in Mexico, But in sum-
ming up the factors which led to that result I think we give too
little credit to the people of the republic to the south of us.
They were able to settle that problem without our assistance.
The French left because they had engaged in an expedition which
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was found to be futile from the start, not alone because of the
physical difficulties and the armed resistance with which they
had to contend, but because the opinion, not only of the United
States, but of Europe, was against them.

Much reference has been made to Turkey and to China. Mr.
President, we are not in the same class with China or with
Turkey. Some reference might perhaps be made to the con-
dition of Turkey in the sixteenth century, and here again I am
not quite able to agree with the Senator from Massachusetts
as to the historical facts. It is true that Turkey in the six-
teenth century was probably the strongest power in the world,
received tribute from Austria, threatened the nations of west-
ern Europe, and was extending her borders in all directions.
Then came the battle of Lepanto in 1571. I am unable to
think that the decadence of Turkey was due to that battle. It
is true Spain, Venice, and the Knights of Malta united in a
navy which defeated the Turks, but if I correctly recall the
facts, the Turkish navy was rebuilt. The three allies became
jealous one of the other and went their separate way. After
that battle was fought Venice recognized the possession of
Cyprus by Turkey. It does not look very much as if this one
encounter had overthrown the Turkish power, when after that
battle an island which had been in the possession of Venice was
yielded to Turkey.

Be that as it may, what was it that caused the decadence of
Turkey? Not an unsuccessful naval battle, but the growth of
the western nations of Europe in civilization, the advancement
caused by the invention of printing, the discovery of America,
and all the awakening developments which followed. Among
the principal results were included greater skill and prowess in
war. Turkey was standing still in the meantime while England
and France were going ahead. It was these great events, part
of a great world tendency, attended by great triumphs of in-
vention and of progress, rather than the loss of a navy to which
the decadence of Turkey was due. An argument for the navy
has been made by comparing it with the Revenue-Cutter Service
and fire departments. The Revenue-Cutter Service and the fire
department are precautions against an ever-present danger, The
navy is a precaution against something remote, more or less
jmaginary, and with the chances overwhelmingly against the
danger ever existing.

If you trace the diplomatic history of this country it will be
found that reliance has been had upon our justice and our
position among the nations rather than upon a military force.
We acquired Alaska by purchase. It is true that we did se-
cure rich possessions in the Southwest and on the Pacific by a
war with Mexico, but that erown of all our acquisitions—the
Lounisianna Purchase—came by agreement with France. We
have in that respect an unusual record, that our triumphs
have been those of peace and not those of war., Yet, in this
year 1910, with all this record behind us, we are told that our
navy, already so great, is insufficient; that we must build two
battle ships and keep on with that programme.

1t has been argued here to-day that we have nearly reached
adequacy in our naval establishment. Do not believe it if
those who are advocates of a strong navy have their way. Ten
or twelve years ago we were building ships of less than 10,000
tons, and now we are building those of 26,000 tons.

How will you ever have an adequate navy at that rate when
the smaller ships are being abandoned and there is this de-
mand for larger ships every year? It requires something more
than that vain confidence, which has been expressed in these
discussions for years, that we shall come to the end pretty soon;
that we shall have an adequate navy. There are other factors
besides the mere problem of adequacy in this question. There
is this great rivalry among nations, constantly seeking greater
battle ships. Besides that there is the disposition to enlarge
our own navy among certain classes of people, many of whom
do not think at all of the problem of protection, but rather of
their finanecial interest in the building of these great war ships.

Reference has been made to the aggressions of France at the
end of the century before the last. We can not overlook the
progress of more than one hundred and ten years. In that day
privateering, which was much akin to piracy, was tolerated.
Now it is virtually driven from the sea. In that day there were
no courts of arbitration; there was no disposition on the part
of any nation to yield; on the contrary, there was everywhere
aggression and the desire to gain the greatest advantage,

Now, if any nation unjustly attacks another, it must be in
the face of an opposition more potent than serried ranks of
soldiers or great squadrons of war ships. There are moral,
economie, and political forces now at work which had no effi-
ciency whatever in 1797 or in 1798, Great nations are now
reluctant to go to war.

Think of the incentive to war when the Russian battle fleet
fired on inoffensive fishermen off the Dogger banks when on its
way out to China and Japan! I am afraid that if that had
happened in this country and fishermen from Gloucester had
been attacked, the sentiment of this people would have de-
manded war; but this provocation of the most serious nature
was passed by without any conflict, and that, too, when the
British navy was one which could have blown that of the
opposing mnation into kingdom come in a very short time.
Nevertheless, peace prevailed.

Then, there is the disposition on the part of all other nations
to join hands in restraining a belligerent nation from making
aggressions. All here join in saying that the building of war
ships is an unfortunate necessity. We all talk for peace. No
one will rise here and say he wants war. Then, what is the
most effective way to bring about peace? It is not by the build-
ing of war ships; it is not the giving out of the impression that
we are in a strenuous contest for the world's supremacy, but it
is rather by a reliance upon an influence among the nations
which makes for justice and for peace.

The great cardinal said, “ My art was Justice.” Our great-
est triumphs have been those of justice. The progress that
will make toward peace will be accomplished by proclaiming
to the world the reign of justice, rather than that of force,
by proclaiming as well that we are willing to stop short of this
ambitions programme. Let is be done in reliance that other
peoples will accept our view, believing that an era of arbitra-
tion and of peace is better-than one of increasing armaments,
which ig becoming more and more year by year a crushing
weight upon the citizens of every land.

Mr, GALLINGER. Mr. President, for some unaccountable
reason I have been quoted in the public press as having joined
the Senators who are determined upon having but one battle
ship this year. I thought I very distinctly stated in the few
remarks I made on last Friday that I had not reached that
point; that I hoped the time would come in the near future
when we might be able to get along with one additional battle
ship, but that, so far as the present year was concerned, I
should vote for the recommendation made by the Committee
on Naval Affairs, which I intend to do.

Mr, President, so far as the historical diseussion between the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr, Lobge] and the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Burroxn], which has been so entertaining, is con-
cerned, I propose to leave that matter to those two distin-
guished scholars to fight it out between themselves. There is
one historical fact, however, that I think I may with propriety
allude to, and that is, if this Nation had been better prepared
for war in 1860 than it was, we would have saved hundreds of
thousands of human lives and millions upon millions of public
treasure. 1 do not think it is a thing that ought to be ecited
against a nation when in time of peace it is fully prepared for
any emergency in the matter of war that may be precipitated
against it; and I hope that the United States, both in its army
and its navy, will always have an adequate forece, so that if
war should come—and it may come in the twinkling of an eye;
no one is wise enough to prophesy to the contrary—this country
will be in a condition to defend itself against any power that
may assail it.

I arose more particularly now—and I shall occupy but a
moment—to eall attention to figures that I want to be accurate
about and which do not differ materially from the fizures which
I gave on Friday last in relation to the cost of battle ships.

Before doing that, however, I will say that I was somewhat
astonished to have the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Crarp],
who has probably not looked into this matter very carefully,
say a moment ago that in maintenance the cost of a battle ship
was almost $3,000,000 a year. The best authorities on that sub-
ject tell us that the cost is about $1,000,000 a year. It was
stated on Friday last that the items for repairs should be added
to that, but repairs are always included in maintenance. So I
think it is safe to say that each battle ship that we construct
will during its lifetime cost for maintenance about $1,000,000
a year. ®
Mr. President, take a 26,000-ton battle ship—and that is the
gize of the two ships, the Wyoming and the Arkansas, that we
are now constructing—and leaving out of consideration the
eight-hour law, which does not apply to those ships, the cost
is estimated very accurately to be $11,556,222. It is, as T said
on Friday last, a larger sum than I had thought they would cost.
The amount as given is found in the testimony before the House
Committee on Naval Affairs, printed on pages 525 and 526,
Sixty-first Congress, second session, and is doubtless accurate.
The approximate cost—and that has likewise been figured out
very carefully—of 27,000-ton battle ships—and I understand
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that the two battle ships we are providing for this year will
probably be about 27,000 tons—Ileaving out the difference in
cost that will accrue if they are constructed under the eight-
hour law, will be §11,830,408 each.

Then, Mr. President, if those battle ships are to be constructed
under the provisions of the eight-hour law, according to a
memorandum that is absolutely as accurate as any estimate
that can be made—I am not permitted to give my authority
for it—each of those battle ships will cost from $12,750,000 to
$18,250,000. It is a very large sum, but it is a very much less
sum than the distinguished Senator from Maine [Mr. HaLE]
stated on Friday last, when he said that he was satisfied they
would cost from §16,000,000 to $18,000,000 each. I feel sure
that the figures I have given are as accurate as it is possible
to secure.

Mr. President, I said a moment ago, in answer to the Senator
from Minnesota, that, so far as our economies were concerned,
we had done pretty well this year in the matter of our army
and naval appropriations. The naval appropriation bill of last
year carried $136,935,199.05, and we had a deficiency appropri-
ation of $2,281,345.97, or a total of §139,216,545.02. This year's
naval appropriation bill, as reported to the Senate—and it is
safe to say that in conference it will be somewhat reduced—
carries $130,737,934.38, or $6,197,164.67 less than last year's
appropriation bill, and $8,478,610.64 less than was spent last
year, including the deficiency appropriation. So that we have
every reason to believe that, so far as our navy appropriations
for this year are concerned, they will be less by at least
$8,000,000, possibly $9.000,000, than they were last year, while
our military appropriations are less than they were last year
by the sum of $9,000,000. This means that in these two appro-
priation bills we will save over the expendifures of last year
about $18,000,000, which, I think, ought to be kept in mind
when Senators are criticising these appropriations.

The Senator from Minnesota criticised us because of extrava-
gant appropriations for naval construction and called attention
to the fact that there were a great many bills before Congress
which we were refusing to report and act upon that were much
more meritorious than appropriations for war vessels.

The Senator alluded to certain pension bills. Well, Mr.
President, I have been a fairly good friend to the soldiers of
the country. For a good many years I occupied the position
of chairman of the Committee on Pensions of the Senate, and
I think no one could ever charge me with having been other
than generous in the matter of pension legislation. It ought
to be borne in mind that while the necessities of the remnant
of our Union Army are great, our appropriations are certainly
reasonably liberal. Forty-five years after the close of the
civil war our pension appropriation bill is larger than it has
been in any one year, with one single exception, since the close
of that war. The amount of money paid in pensions in the
United States is larger than is paid by all the other civilized
nations of the world combined, and I feel sure that Congress
has responded generously to every call that has been made in
behalf of the soldiers who fought for and saved the Govern-
ment from overthrow.

But, Mr. President, there are bills before Congress to-day in
the matter of pension legislation that, if they were enacted into
law, would absolutely put the Government of the United States
in a condition of bankruptecy. It is proper that when those
bills are presented to us we should sean them and ask ourselves
the question whether or not, under existing conditions and cir-
cumstances, we ought to increase the pension appropriations
to any very great extent at the present time. About $160,000,000
will be appropriated for pensions this year, and, in addition
to that, we are passing without comment or without a word of
opposition private pension bills by the hundreds and the thou-
gands that will bring relief to a great many soldiers who need
added relief beyond that which they are receiving at the pres-
ent time,

The Senator from Minnesota also called attention to the fact
that the men who are delivering the mail, especially in the rural
districts of the United States, are inadeguately paid. I agree
to that. I think they are inadequately paid, but their compen-
sation was increased last year, and I have no doubt thelr com-
pensatiom will be greatly increased in the near future.

We can not, Mr. President, meet all these demands at once,
We must feel our way along and do the best we can from year
to year. I really feel that this Congress has shown a com-
mendable desire to economize, wherever economies could be
made, and that the reduced appropriations for the army and the
navy are full warrant on my part for saying that we have done
all that could reasonably be expectied this year.

‘We surely ought to keep our navy up to a very high point of
efficiency, and for that reason I accept the recommendations of
the President of the United States, of the Secretary of the
Navy, of the Committee on Naval Affairs of the Senate, and
the action of the House of Representatives, and give my support
to an appropriation for two battle ships, hoping, as I have here-
tofore said, that in the near future we may be able to get along
with one new battle ship each year.

Mr. President, I hope a vote will soon be taken on this propo-
sition. I have no disposition to detain the Senate unnecessarily,
and will close by asking that a portion of an editorial in a
recent number of the New York Press, which meets this ques-
tion in a very practical way, may be read by the Secretary
from the desk.

The VICE-PRESIDENT., Without objection, the Secretary
will read, as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

When the United States maintains an adequate sea power it Is taking
out insurance against forelgn aggressions that might tempted by our
unPrepnrednesa. Those insurance premiums—the cost of buifdlng battle
ships and of preserving the navy at a high efficlency—are paid out of
the current income from year to year.
no bankruptcy is threatened when those nditures are out of such
income. n the contrary, bankruptey is provided against when the
nation thus takes measures, easily paid for from year to year, to safe-
guard the country from attack ang stress in war, that would pile a
crushing debt upon the people, to be extingnished only with generations
of enormous ga ents, as in the case of the civil war, running before
the end into billions upon billions.

Supporting a fire department at comparatively slight cost from year
to year so as to prevent hideous loss of life and vast destruction of
property that must be suffered through unpreparedness against fire {s
not an extravagance by a city, muoch less a bid for municipal bank-
ruptcy. No more is the support of a navy adequate to protect the
country from the ravages of a foreign foe. -

In government, as in private business, there are short-sighted econo-
mies of the moment that put a %remium upon inealculable extrava-
gances of the future. Our own history, the history of the world,
Pty Sechviaretous whicts mes foex 1he bind golity o o
aavle copper pennies to-day that to-morrow must be ;:'edecgmed inygosden
eagles,

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I wish to give my adherence to
the proposal of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burtox]. I agree
that it would be better for international peace if we should no
longer continue to enlarge the great mavy, which we already
have established, the maintenance of which constitutes a very
heavy tax on the people of the United States. To the arguments
which have been advanced by the Senator from Ohio, by the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Crarpr], and by the Senator from
Maine [Mr. Hate], I wish to give my approval. I believe they
are substantially right.

Always when the naval bill comes up the press is filled with
alluring arguments about the conservation of peace by making
preparation for war, Slowly I have come to believe, and I do
believe, that these arguments in the public press are not in the
interest of peace, but are in the interest of those who have
something to sell.

Under the message of the President of the United States two
years ago I supported the proposition to greatly enlarge this navy
when the naval bill came up at a previous session. I did so, be-
lieving that we were in danger of some foreign complication. I
have gradually changed my mind about that. I do not believe
that we are in any danger whatever. The tremendous finanecial
power of the United States, its far-reaching commercial con-
nections with every nation of the earth, its ties by blood with
every nation of Europe, make the idea of war well-nigh im-
possible,

I have been led to believe that when we are making these
enormous expenditures—$130,000,000 on this insurance policy
against war—it would be well to appropriate a small amount
directly for the purpose of promoting international peace, and
I propose to offer an amendment that one-fenth of 1 per cent
of the amount in this bill shall be used by the President of the
United States for the direct purpose of promoting international
peace. It is only a small amount; it is but one dollar out of a
thousand, and since this bill is on the basis of insurance, I
hope that everybody who believes in the insurance system will
agree to the expenditure of one dollar out of a thousand in the
direct promotion of peace.

I simply rose, Mr. President, to give my support to the doc-
trine that the time has come when we ought to set an example
to the nations of the world, and demonstrate that we do not
have any desire for aggression; that we do not feel inspired by
ambition; that we are already beginning to curtail this vast
naval upbuilding, and that we offer an example of limiting nava]
armament to the other nations of the world.

Actions speak louder than words with nations as well as
with men. I have but little confidence in the man who invites

o bankruptey is incurred and
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me to peace while he runs for a gun. We have no sufficient
ground to invite the other nations of the world to limit their
naval armaments when we go on spending millions and tens of
millions, and have now a naval budget of $130,000,000. We
ought to put a limitation upon naval expenditures, and we ought
directly, as the nation best fitted to do so in all the world, to
promote international peace, not by the possible suggestion that
we are ready for war, but we ought to do it by direct action.
We ought to invite the nations of the world to limit their naval
armaments. I know of no proposal in the Senate for that pur-
pose, Why do not those who desire the limitation of our own
naval armament and who are in control of the affairs of the
Senate pass a resolution through the Senate of the United
States declaring in favor of the limitation of naval armaments?

Those who are in control of the affairs of government, those
who are charged with the duty to the people of the United
States of directing the affairs of government, those who can,
if they will, put upon the statute books the proper steps to-
ward maintaining universal peace, owe it to their country and
they owe it to the people of the world to take the first positive,
direct step, as a national legislature, calling for universal peace
and authorizing the officers of this Government to take those
steps which are essential and necessary to promote the peace
of the nations of the world. We are, as I have said, the best-
fitted nation on earth to do that, both by great finanecial and
commercial power and by geographical position, and because in
our Nation center the ties of blood with every nation on the
earth, and they would listen to us more readily than they would
li;o those who are of an alien tongue, and who have no ties of

lood.

Mr. President, I simply wish to give my support to the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from Ohio, limiting the building
of new battle ships to one Dreadnought.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I think the discussion of
this measure or of kindred measures should be based upon a
business proposition and not upon war talk. I do not believe
it is wise to discuss in the open session of the Senate of the
United States the probabilities of war with any nation. I do
not believe it is wise or profitable to compare the naval strength
of or consider the probabilities of war with any nation by name
in the discussion of this measure.

It is the war talk that accompanies this class of legislation
which constitutes a greater threat, a menace, than anything we
may do by our votes. I do not intend to criticise or be insidious
in my suggestions, but in the seven years or more that I have
been a member of this body I have always felt, when the re-
curring discussion of this measure was before the Senate, that
it was a mistake to discuss it in open session at all.

Mr. President, the people are seldom, I might say never, in
favor of war. No war of which history furnishes a record
would ever have been brought about had the people on either
or both sides voted upon it. War is brought about by men
who term themselves or are accepted as leaders of the people,
leaders chosen not for the purpose of determining that ques-
tion, but leaders chosen for the purpose of taking upon them-
selves the general management of affairs. But, I repeat, there
never was a war which would have been declared had the
people voted on it; and I will not limit it to either side—either
to the strong side or to the weak side.

Wars have been necessary. The civilization of the world has
been brought about by great conflicts that established the
domination, I may say, in every instance of the better element
in the world’'s affairs, and good has come from war.

Frequently suggestions have been made in the way of com-
parison with the expenses of pensions. They are not in the
same class with any other expenditure of the Government.
We legislate here so as to affect the prosperity of the great
business world and the commercial world. We enact tariff
laws that men engaged in active business may prosper as
against others. But the pensioner is not within that class;
and I speak now as a rule.

A very large, overwhelming percentage of the pensioners are
not engaged in any of the business enterprises of the country
or capable of engaging in them. So the only participation they
have in the prosperity of the country comes to them through
the pensions they receive. The money that pays the pensions
is a mere toll out of the profits of the great business enter-
prises of the country. So the criticism of the pension roll of
the country is not appropriate or in point in considering ex-
penditures for the permanent establishment and maintenance
of the Government.

Mr. President, I have been considering as to the time when I
would think we might safely curtail our naval establishment.

I am, in my present mood, inclined to say that that time will be
measured by the completion of the canal. We now are, with
our vast coast lines and with the interposition of a continent
that breaks it in two, in a position where we must have a
larger navy because of the necessity of division of the fleet.
But when the canal is constructed it will be all one navy; we
will have little cause to consider the question of the Pacific and
the Atlantic fleets, becanse they can pass rapidly from one to
the other. I am inclined, until the canal is completed, to vote
for a reasonable and fair addition to the navy, so that when
that time comes we will stand in a position where we can die-
tate, if dictation is wisdom; confer, if conference is wise, and
as the Senator from Oklahoma has suggested, enter or attempt
fo enter into some arrangement with the world, and we will be
in a better position to do that if we have our country thus
connected shore with shore,

I do not think our navy is inordinately large. I do not
think our navy is out of proportion to the functions that it
must fulfill. The navy in time of peace is not without very
great benefit to the people. As has been suggested, and as must
always recur to the mind of one considering it, the building of
our ships is largely a question of labor, and it is a distribution
of the wealth of the country among those who labor. The re-
maining per cent represents materials which must, under our
law, be American materials. Our ships are built by our own
people, out of our own raw material. A vast market is created
for that which would otherwise not have a market or not so
good a market. The field of labor is benefited to the extent of
hundreds of millions of dollars, which goes immediately back

into the channels of trade. It does not pass info the hands of

those who hoard it or withdraw it from the channels of trade;
but the man who works in the navy-yard or who works upon
the ships almost immediately, I would say almost within a
mo:;th, sends the money back again into the channels of
trade.

I have not considered, and shall not, in voting upon this bill,

consider the question of war. I regard it as in keeping with
the policy of nations that we should have a navy. I regard it
as in keeping with the duty of this country that its navy should

be adequate to its defense if it must defend; that it should .

stand as a pledge of the ability and of the disposition of this
country to command the peace of the world. So that I can,
without violating any part of my conscientious belief in regard
to these matters, support this provision for the building of
two battle ships.

Mr. DEPEW. Mr. President, I did not intend to say any-
thing upon this proposition, but I must dissent from the re-
marks made by my friend the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Hey-
BURN], that there never yet was a war which would have taken
place if it could have been submitted to the vote of the people.
There never was a war in history that was brought about
against the wishes of the leaders, and especially of the great
leader, the President of the United States, by popular acelaim
and demand, like the war with Spain.

I knew very well the position of President McKinley on that
subject. I knew how utterly opposed he was to that war. I
knew the efforts which he made to prevent any declaration of
war, and how he was finally forced to yield because of the
pressure of popular opinion.

I know still more that there was a time when it would have
been possible to have settled every question involved between
Spain and the United States upon terms just as favorable as
were received at the conclusion of that war, with all its ex-
penditure of treasure and of life. In fact, there was a period
when Spain, a very proud nation, would not submit terms unless
she felt sure they would be accepted, but when she was willing
to accept any terms if she could be informed beforehand that
a proposition submitted would be accepted by the United States.

Mr. HEYBURN. Will the Senator from New York permit
me to ask him a question?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. DEPEW. Certainly.

Mr. HEYBURN. In the Senator's judgment, how would
President McKinley have voted personally in the Australian
ballot box on the guestion of war?

Mr. DEPEW. President McKinley personally would have
voted against war.

Mr. HEYBURN. A pretty good criterion.

Mr. DEPEW. He would have voted against the war, but I
believe that if it had been submitted to a popular vote it would

have been 99 out of 100 in favor of war.
Mr. HEYBURN. Will the Senator permit me to ask him an-
other question?
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The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
further yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. DEPEW. Certainly.

Mr. HEYBURN. I hope the Senator from New York does not
confuse the popular vote with the newspaper vote.

Mr, DEPEW. No. I know what a newspaper vote is, but
generally it reflects the popular will. In advocating war with
Spain it expressed accurately the passionate desire of the people.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from Maine?

Mr. DEPEW. Yes.

Mr. HALE, Does not the Senator from New York believe,
as I believe, that if the country had not been hurried and swept
into war with Spain in that excitable spring, and if the ques-
tion had gone over, President McKinley, before the opening of
the next session of Congress, would have negotiated Spain off
the American continent?

Mr. DEPEW. I have already said that I knew, of my own
knowledge, that Spain, if not humiliated by presenting terms
which would be rejected, and if she could have found out be-
forehand that the United States would accept her abandonment
of Cuba and of Porto Rico, would have quit.

Mr. HALE. And war would have been saved.

Mr, DEPEW. War would have been saved. And President
MecKinley knew that, too, but the pressure behind him was so
great that he could not hold the country.

Mr. HALE. The Senator from Connecticut says to me that
if that had happened, war would have been saved, Spain would
have left the American continent by peaceful processes, and,
as the Senator says, we would not have been negotiated into
taking possession, with all their burdens, of the Philippine
Islands.

Mr. DEPEW. Undoubtedly; but the President of the United
States did not happen to have a strong enough personality——

Mr. HALE. No; that is right.

Mr. DEPEW. To resist the popular demand.

There is another instance upon the question how easily na-

tions get into war, and what little things turn them aside.
-When President Cleveland sent that message to Great Britain
about the Venezuelan affair we were probably as unprepared
for a war with Great Britain as at any time in our history.
An intimate friend of mine was an intimate friend of Lord
Salisbury, at that time the British premier, and Salisbury said
to him:

I believe that the American Government means to have a war with
this country some time or other, and means to try out in war the bit-
terness which has come down from the Revolutionary period and which
was accentuated because of certain things which occurred during the
civil war. And if it is to come, now is the best time for it, when we
are the strongest naval power in the world and when America has no

q worth mentioning and when her ports are utterly undefended. It

d be the greatest calamity that ever ha){'pencd in the world, result-
Ll}gpmerrlghtful losses to the two countries, but it will end forever this

The views of Lord Salisbury, the prime minister of England,
on that occasion, were overruled in the first place by Queen
Victoria, always our friend; in the second place by the late
King, who was always our friend; and in the next place by
statesmen like Rosebery, though in the other party; and by
statesmen in his own party who understood the situation. So
it never eame to a point where it was a matter of debate. But
if Lord Salisbury had had the power in the British Government
that some prime ministers have had that question would have
been tried out at that time, when we were wholly unprepared.

During the Spanish war gentlemen from the interior of the

_country knew very little what was the feeling along the coast.
In Boston, in every coast city, in New York even, people were
frightened to death when that fleet started from the other side,
and it was felt that we could not sufficiently patrol the sea for
the purpose of protecting ourselves,

From a State of the Middle West came a governor to New
York, and he made a speech. I sat on the same platform with
him. He said:

Of all the absurd things that I have met with In my life is this fear
among vou people bere in New York of the armed fleet which is coming
from Spain. If a fleet of ironclads should enter New York Harbor, do
you know what would happen? Three million western men would
come here with their muskets and drive it into the ocean or sink it.

That was the western view at that time.

AMr. HEYBURN. I should like to inquire how far west was
that? [Laughter.]

Mr. DEPEW. It was not from Idaho. [Laughter.]

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President—

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. DEPEW. Certainly.

Mr. GALLINGER. I do not know what happened in the ease
of the rich men of New York City when that scare was on, but
I very well remember that in the coast cities of New England
valuables were sent inland at a hurried rate for fear the
Spanish fleet would bombard the coast cities.

Mr. DEPEW. I know, sir; they could not keep a house-
keeper in the cottages at Newport. [Laughter.]

There was another occasion when we were on the brink
of war, and that was when Germany had a dispute with Haiti.
It was felt at that time that an aggressive movement on the
part of the Emperor toward Haiti might be the opening wedge
to disregard the Monroe doctrine. The Emperor, younger then
than he is now, understood that perfectly. Our State Department
endeavored to check action in order that the dispute might be
sent to arbitration, and that was met by peremptory orders to
the German cruisers which happened to be in the Caribbean
Sea to go at once to the harbor of Port au Prince and demand
a full indemnity or blow up the town. They went there, and
the indemnity was paid within twenty-four hours, which was
the only time limit allowed. If we had had a navy, there would
have been negotiations.

Now, I remember two years ago there was up the question of
four battle ships or two, and if I remember rightly there was a
generil understanding then as to the scheme of two battle ships.
Two battle ships will not put us into the mad race which is
going on on the other side to keep our end and build as fast as
any other nation. We know that Great Britain is obliged to do
that; and I understand she is building eight ships this year, or
putting them under contract, against our two. Germany is
obliged to keep up. France is obliged to keep up.

There has been gquoted here a remark made by ex-President
Roosevelt in one of his speeches on the other =ide. Those re-
marks are on the line of peace, but they are not a bit different
in their general opinion and sentiment and trend from the
messages which he sent to Congress. All he says in the pres-
ence of these great powers is “not that America will stop
building, as an example to you,” but “that all the great mari-
time nations of the world should get together and arrive at a
conclusion that will end this mad race, which will bankrupt
them if they keep it up, and if they agree they can disarm suf-
ficiently to stop these extravagances and these dangers and at
the same time promote the peace of the world.”

But I have read no declaration of the ex-President—and I
have read everything he has said—or any intimation from him
that the United States should begin, as has been suggested by
the Senator from Ohio this afternoon, as an example, to stop
the construction of battle ships and other ships and refrain
from keeping our navy up to the full position which is neces-
sary to guard our coasts in theé case of sudden war or to pre-
vent a war if any nation sees fit to bring it about for any
purposes of its own or impelled by the ambition of its rulers
or the animosity of its people.

Now, then, it has been my custom since I have been a mem-
ber of the Senate to follow pretty closely the recommendations
of the President of my own party, believing that they have been
made after considerations and information which are impos-
sible to the individual Senator, and it has been my habit as a
rule to follow the recommendations, if they were reasonably
unanimous, of the regular committee which has had the matter
under consideration and has had advantages for information
which were impossible to any individual Senator,

So in this matter, which is highly technieal, wiich requires n
survey of the whole field around the globe and a knowledge of
what are the necessities of our own coasts fe-day and to-morrow
and next year and the year beyond and of our possessions
across the sea, when the President of the United States makes
a recommendation, and when he is backed up in it by his
Cabinet, and especially by the Secretary of the department
which has the matter in charge, and then when the great coni-
mittees of the two Houses having independently taken testi-
mony have come to the same conclusion, I feel that I am in-
competent to form a separate opinion, and therefore I shall
vote as those gentlemen have recommended.

Mr, BAILEY. Mryr. President, I simply wish to observe that
if this naval programme is to bankrupt the nations of the Old
World, if we will simply conserve our resources by not follow-
ing their bad example, we will have no difficulty with them in
the war which the Senator from New York [Mr. Derew]
seems to anticipate, because a nation with its resources well
cared for has no trouble with a bankrupt nation.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burtox].
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Mr. BURTON. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary pro-
ceeded to call the roll

Mr. CLAY (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the junior Senator from New York [Mr. Roor]. If he
were present, he would vote “nay” and I should vote * yea.”
I transfer the pair to the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANK-
neap] and will vote. I vote “ yea.”

Mr. PAGE (when Mr. DitiNeHAM'S name was called). My
eolleague is necessarily absent. He is paired with the senior
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. TILLMAN].

Mr. FLINT (when his name was called). I am paired with
the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CurBersox]. I transfer
the pair to the senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BuLxe-
1EY] and will vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. FOSTER (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCuM-
pEr], who is absent on account of illness. If I were at liberty
to vote, I should vote “ nay.”

Mr. GUGGENHEIM, (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
PayxsteR], who is unavoidably detained. I transfer the pair to
the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Pexgose] and will
vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. OLIVER (when Mr. PENroSE'S name was called). My
colleague [Mr. Pexrose] is unable to attend the session of the
Senate to-day. As stated by the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
GueeENHEIM ], he stands paired on this vote with the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. PAYNTER].

Mr. PURCELL (when his name was called). I am paired
with the junior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Bmices]. I
transfer my pair to the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Syita] and vote “yea.”

Mr. RAYNER (when his name was called). I am paired
with the junior Senator from Delaware [Mr. RicHARDSON].
If he were present, I should vote * yea.”

Mr. SCOTT (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Florida [Mr. TALIAFERRO].
I understand that he would vote “yea™ if present. I should
vote “nay.” Under the circumstances I withhold my vote.

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Moxey]. That Senator is not present. I do not know how he
would vote. Were he present and I at liberty to vote, I should
vote *“yea.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. OWEN. I am paired with the senior Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Arprica]. If he were present I should

vote “‘yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 26, nays 39, as follows:

YEAS—26.
Bacon Crawford Hale Percy
Bristy Bon Johaston Shively
X0 ohns v

i :: Domr\:er La Follette Slmmons
Chamberlain Fletcher ewlands Btone
Clapp Frazier Overman
Clay Gore Page

NAYS—39.

Beveridge Clarke, Ark. Gallin, Perkins
Bourne rane Gamble Piles
Bradley Cullom G eim Bmith, Mich.
Brandegee urtis Heyburn Smoot
Brown Depew Jones B enson
ll;urk%;tm ﬁ)lcgo + %ﬂm Bntlm‘land

urn’ n Pon ® or
Burrows Elkins M Warner
Csrteor Flint Nixon Wetmore
Clark, Wyo. Frye Oliver

NOT VOTING—2T.

Aldrich Davis Nelson Beott
Bankhead Dillingham Wen Smith, Md.
Borah Foster Paynter Smith, 8. C.
Briggs Lorimer Penrose Tallaferro
Bulkeley McCumber hﬁr Tillman
Culberson Martin Richardson ‘Warren
Danlel Money Root

So Mr. Burrox’s amendment was rejected.
Mr. OWEN. I offer the amendment which I send to the desk.
The SkcRETARY. On page 63, after line 17, insert:

That a sum equal to one-tenth of 1 Lgfr cent of the amount annually

appropriated for the naval service by g act is hereby appropriated as
a continuing annual appropriation to be used by the President of the
United States in promoting international peace and in promoting an

international agreement to limit the construction of naval armaments,
Mr. OWEN. I call for the yeas and nays——
Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President, I feel constrained to make a
point of order cn the amendment,

The VICE-PRESIDENT. What is the point of order?
Mr. PERKINS. That there is no estimate for it; that it pro-
poses new legislation on an appropriation bill, and is in viola-

tion of Rule XVI.
The Chair sustains the point of

The VICE-PRESIDENT.
order,

Mr. SMITH of Maryland. On page 44, line 19, before the
word “dollars,” I move to strike out the words * one thonsand
six hundred” and to insert *two thousand five hundred and
twenty,” so as to read:

One dentist, $2,520,

Mr. President, I should like to state that when the salary of
this office was fixed in 1879, over thirty years ago, the mid-
shipmen at the Naval Academy numbered 360. To-day the mid-
shipmen at the Naval Academy number over 800. At the time
this allowance was made for four months of the year the
services of a dentist were not required.

This increase has been recommended by the superintendent
of the Naval Academy and it has been recommended by the
Surgeon-General.

In comparison with what is being allowed at the Military
Academy, I wish to state that whereas the Military Academy
has only a few over 400 cadets to be looked after by a dentist,
the Naval Academy has over 800 midshipmen. The Military
Academy has one chief who gets $2,520 a year and an assistant
who gets $1,800 a year, making between $4,000 and $5,000,
whereas this man, who does twice the work, gets a little over
one-third the amonnt,

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator will not forget, too, that in
the Military Academy they have allowances which are not
allowed to this officer.

Mr, SMITH of Maryland. As the Senator from New Hamp-
shire states, they have an extra allowance at the Military
Academy which this man does not have. I think it but fair to
the Government, fair to this man, and fair to the midshipmen
at the Naval Academy that the allowanee should be increased
as Ithnva proposed. I hope the Senate will adopt the amend-
men

AMr. HALE. There is no objection to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Derew in the chair). The
question is on agreeing to the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Maryland.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JOHNSTON. On page 62, line 2, after the word “ dol-
lars,” at the end of the line, I move to insert:

Increase ] torPedo ' torpedo vesse
whose vltal‘;fatr!:aa lgga ed below twt;o'r ml}vnv;tg line, u w‘::

dition of compliance with the authorization in the act entitiedp'?in act
making ap riations for the naval service for the fiscal year ending

June 30, 1910, and for other 4 : Provided,

Becretary of the Navy may. in his distmst}:::ogzl nd any p'ar!t'h of the
amount hereby aj opropl'i.nted for small vessels of this '%8& !mvin‘g a
e R e R R
the Secretary of the Navy to purchase said vessels, L

I wish to say that the Secretary of the Navy approves this
amendment. He is now trying and investigating one of the ves-
sels of this class. The amendment merely gives him authority
in case he approves of it to pay the money,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Alabama.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HALE. Now, if there are no further amendments——

Mr. GALLINGER. There is one.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There were two amendments on
pages 59 and 60 passed over.

Mr. HALE. Those have been disposed of.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The guestion is on agreeing to
those amendments.

Mr. PERKINS. They have been disposed of. They were dis-
posed of in the vote taken on the two battle ships. All the com-
mittee amendments have now been disposed of.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I offer the amendment yhich I send to
the desk. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated.

The Seceerary. It is proposed at the proper place to insert:

That the President is authorized to seale or reduce any of the ex-
penditures authorized under the appropriations provided by this act or
the act providing for military e ditares, or lﬁ)th. to an amount or
amounts which will enable the Government to kee‘r)p its expenditures
within its revenue for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1911,

Mr. PERKINS. Mr, President, I make a point of order
against the amendment.
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Mr. NEWEANDS. Mr, President, with reference to this
amendment I have to say that it is—
) The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from California
rises to a point of order.

Mr. PERKINS. If the Senator wishes to speak to the amend-
ment I will withhold the point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is the Senator's point of
order?

Mr. PERKINS. That it is new legislation.

Mr. HALE. General legislation.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I do not see how this can be called new
legislation.

Mr. BEVERIDGE, General legislation.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr, President, we are appropriating by
the bill $130,000,000 for'naval expenditures. My amendment
provides that in case it shall appear that the revenue for the
next fiscal year shall not equal the total amount of the appro-
priations the President shall be authorized to scale the appro-

" priations provided in the bill to an amount or amounts which
will enable the Government to keep within its revenue. This,
therefore, is an amendment which gualifies the appropriations
made in the bill and seales them down in the contingency that
the revenue of the Government for the coming fiseal year shall
not be sufficient to meet all the appropriations made by Con-
gress., I can not understand how it can be regarded as lacking
in relation to the bill if we provide that in a certain contingency
the appropriations shall be diminished a certain percentage.

Mr. President, what is the necessity for this amendment? The
present administration, for the first time I believe in the his-
tory of the Government, or at all events within the history of mod-
ern administrations, has sought to prepare a budget to ealculate
exactly the revenue which the Government will receive and to
square its expenditures with that revenue. It was a most
praiseworthy move upon the part of the administration. For
the first time in many years the attention of the Cabinet was
brought specifically to the question of squaring our expenditures
with our revenue, and we all know the care and the attention
and the deliberation which the Cabinet and the President gave
to this question,

I understand that Congress has exceeded the recommenda-
tions of the President and it is claimed thut the total appropria-
tions of this session will be in excess of our revenne. Congress
sought to supplement the action of the President by providing
in the Senate a Committee on Public Expenditures composed in
the main of the chairmen of the various committees of the
Senate.

Mr. CLAPP. Will the Senator pardon an interruption?

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly.

Mr. CLAPP. I can not see the force of the Senator’s amend-
ment. Nearly all the appropriations are merely authorized, so
that the authorization would include the positive authority to
dispense with them, More than that, the natural influences of
the Chief Executive in connection with the association with this
department would result, if he saw fit, in reducing the expendi-
tures to almost any extent. If the law required an estimate from
time to time, and if it appeared then that the appropriations
would exceed the expenditures and the law placed the limita-
tion, there would be some force in it, but as I read the amend-
ment the President is simply authorized to cut down the appro-
priations as he sees fit. He has the authority to have these
two battle ships built. He is not directed to build them; he is
only authorized to build them.

Mr. JOHNSTON. 1 should like to ask the Senator from
Minnesota if he ever heard of a dollar being left of an appro-
priation in the naval appropriation bill

Mr. CLAPP. Yes; and we had up in committee at this ses-
sion——

Mr. JOHNSTON. I should like to know when the whole ap-
propriation to build battle ships was not used.

Mr. CLAPP. At this very session we had the question of
allowing the department to take the unexpended appropriation
for certain purposes, and the argument was made, I think with
a good deal of force, that if that was permissible within certain
lines it wounld encourage a continuation of a surplus unexpended
under appropriations. But there is nothing in the amendment
of the Senator from Nevada which enforces any reduction, It is
simply repeating just the authority the President has to-day. It
seems to me that the amendment is without force.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, I understand the position
of the Senator from Minnesota to be that this entire appropria-
tion bill, then, is merely permissive, not mandatory.

Mr. CLAPP. Oh, I would not say that. It anticipates of
course that the Navy Department shall be kept running; but

I do say that besides the permissive features of the appropria-
tion, the power inherent in the relation of the Executive to the
Cabinet officer, together with the power of the two, leaves it
within the power of the administration to make almost any
reasonable and material reduction in expenditures, if the Presi-
dent sees fit. They could cut off this ofiicer or that officer to-
morrow if they wanted to do so. I refer to the clerical force; I
do not mean the enlisted force.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, the Senator in charge of the bill
raised a direct point of order against the amendment. I submit
that nothing but that is before the Senate. I hope the Chalir
will rule on it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair decides that the
point of order is well taken.

Mr. CARTER. I offer an amendment to be inserted after
line 2, page 27.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated.

The SECRETARY. On page 27, after line 2, insert:

That the Phlladelghla. Baltimore and Washington Rallroad Com-
pany be, and it is hereby, authorized and required to maintain its
track connection with the United States nhvy-yard in the city of
Washington, D. C., from the sald company's frelght yard, commonly
known as the New Jersey avenue freight yvard, by means of a single
track, as at present located, on Canal street and K street SE., and
thence to the navy-yard, or as the said track may be hereafter located,
in whole or in part, and to continue the operation thereof for two
years under regulations to be established by the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia, anything contained in any prior act or acts
of Congress to the contrary notwithstanding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Montana.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, on page 62, line 21, I
;nove to strike out all in that paragraph after the word “de-
ivery.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated.

The SeEcrerTarY. On page 62, line 21, after the word * deliv-
ery " strike out the words:

Provided also, That coutracts for furnishing sald domestic armor in
a reasonable time, at a reasonable price, and of the required quality
can be made with responsible parties.

Mr. HALE. I think that is right, Mr. President.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I find on investigation that that pro-
viso crept into the appropriation bill of a year ago. Prior to
that time it had not been in the bill at all. It should go out.

Mr. PERKINS. There is no objection to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PERKINS. I desire to correct> two or three typograph-
ical errors. On page 10, I move to change the total in lines 16
and 17 by striking out “ 940,440" and inserting * 1,006,280."

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PERKINS. On page 24, line 12, I move to strike out the
word “ officers” and to insert “ offices.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended and the
amendments were concurred in.

Mr. OWENS. I offer an amendment to be added at the end
of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated.

The SeEcReTArY. Insert at the end of the bill:

That the Secretary of the Interior shall establish a crude-oil storage
tank farm on the Gulf of Mexico at tide water, and lay in a supply of
crude oil, as rapidly as market conditions justify, of 23,000,000 barrels
of fuel oil for the use of the navy, and the money neces to carry
out the provlslons of this act is hereby appropriated out of the moneys
in the United States Treasury not otherwise appropriated.

Mr. HALE. I make the point of order that there is no esti-
mate for that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The point of order is sus-
tained.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, it is not my purpose
to detain the Senate. Without offering any formal amendment
I wish to submit some figures with respect to two sister battle
ships, the Connecticut, constructed in the government navy-
vard at New York, and the Louisiana, constructed upon con-
tract in a private yard by the Newport News Shipbuilding
Company. 1 do this because of the contention of the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Garrincer] of the excessive cost
of ships built in government yards by reason of the enfcrce-
ment of the eight-hour provision.

Mr, PERKINS. I will state to the Senator from Wisconsin
that an amendment was adopted on Friday during his absence,
providing for the building of one of the battle ships in one of
the navy-yards.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Permit me to say to the Senator from
California that I was present when the amendment to which
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he refers was adopted. It is not my purpose to offer any amend-
ment unless it becomes necessary for me to do so in order to
place in the Recorp a few figures which I wish to make a part
of the consideration of the bill.

I repeat, the Connecilicut was a navy-yard built battle ship,
and the Louisiana was constructed in a private shipyard. The
difference in the cost of comstruction of the two battle ships
was $20,855. I state the figures from the report of the Pay-
master-General of the Navy. The Connecticut cost somewhat
more than the Louisiana. But the additional cost over and
above the sum of $20,855 was due to delay in the delivery of
armor and to the fact that she required special fittings as a flag-
ship.

The relative quality of the work upon these two sister ships
may be fairly tested, I should think, from the amount of money
expended annually for repairs upon each of these ships there-
after.

I find that the cost of keeping the two sister ships in repair
for each of the years since they have been out of the shipyards
presents some very interesting figures, tending strongly to show,
if not absolutely proving, that the navy-yard built ship was very
much better constructed and the work of a superior gquality.
It cost for the repair of the Connecticut the first year, 1906——

Mr, GALLINGER. Mr. President——

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will yield in just a moment. It cost
$236.97 for repairs upon the Connecticut in 1906, her first year
out. It cost for repairs on the Louisiana in 1906, her first year
out, the sum of $5,851.09. I would like to conclude the statement
of these figures, and then I will yield.

Mr. GALLINGER. Certainly, I will withhold my question.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The second year the repairs upon the
Connecticut cost $53,557.47, and the repairs upon the Louisiana
for the same year cost $09,851.09. For the third year the repairs
upon the Connecticut cost $111,833.58 and the repairs upon
the Louisiana cost $149,167—a difference in favor of the Con-
necticut for the three years of 33 per cent. If any other ex-
planation can be offered to account for the difference in cost
of maintaining these two ships, I shall be very glad to hear it
stated. I now yield to the Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr, President, I will ask the Senator
from Wisconsin if he went to the official records for his figures
in regard to the cost of the repairs of these ships?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I did as to the original cost. I took
the figures as to the cost for repairs for each year from an
editorial in the Scientific American, which quotes the figures
from the report of the Paymaster-General of the Navy. The
Scientific American is a very reliable publication, and as its
figures as stated are quoted from the report of the Paymaster-
General of the Navy, I accepted them as official and authentic.

Mr. GALLINGER. I have no knowledge with reference to
the matter of repairs, but yet it suggests itself to my mind that
conditions may have been different in the matter of ships as to
their usage and as to accidents that might have befallen them.
I do not, however, know about that. I will say to the Senator
from Wisconsin that the only figures I have seen came to me
from a labor organization; and I feel very confident, while I
have not their document before me now, that instead of a dif-
ference of $29,000 between the cost as to the original construc-
tion, they admit that there was something over $500,000 dif-
ference.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. There was a considerable difference in
cost of construction, but when the difference in the outfit for
the Connecticut as a flagship is taken into account, and then a
considerable loss due to the failure to furnish armor plate upon
contract time is taken into account, I think it will be found that
there was scarcely any difference in the cost of the two ships.
I thought, as I examined the figures, of just exactly the point
the Senator from New Hampshire makes, that there might
have been different conditions.

Mr. GALLINGER. Yes.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. But as I found that there was prac-
tically the same difference in cost running through each year,
it seemed to me very significant and as going quite strongly to
establish the fact that the work in the navy-yard under the
eight-hour law was superior to that performed where the labor-
ingmen are required to work more than the eight-hour day.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I am very anxious to have
the bill passed and I will only make the observation—which I
think is conceded on all hands—that it will cost very consid-
erably more to construoct these ships in the navy-yards, I
think everybody admits that. There is every reason why it
should cost more. Of course, the private yard has got its capi-
tal invested; it has got its insurance, its depreciation, and all
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that, while the Government bears all those things when the ship
is constructed in the navy-yard. My recollection is that there
was a difference of between $500,000 and $600,000. Very likely
there was a little addition to the cost of the Connecticut in
having her equipped as a flagship. The Senator is probably
right. However, Mr. President, I think the next year will
demonstrate this more accurately than our past experience
has done; and I hope—I will express the hope—that these
ships may be constructed as cheaply in navy-yards as they can
be constructed by private parties, though I do not think it can
possibly be done.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. In the Scientific American for January,
1908, there is a very lengthy and careful editorial on this sub-
ject. Senators may or may not have seen copies of the article.
After examining the whole subject, it says that the cost was 5
per cent more; but it analyzes this additional 5 per cent and
explains it away. There are many items of cost when building
in a private yard that do not occur when a battle ship is built
in a government yard, as, for instance, the inspection, and all
that sort of thing, I shall not take the time to read this
editorial or to have it read, but I shall ask permission to have
it printed in the Recorp as a part of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there be no objection, the
editorial will be printed in the Recorp,

The editorial referred to is as follows:

WAR-SHIP CONSTRUCTION AT OUR NAVY-YARDS,

Topular fallacies die hard, especially when they are kept allve
Fersmteut and interested misrepresentation. A notable instance of this
8 the statement so often made, and too widely believed, that it costs a
great deal more and takes considerably longer to build a battle ship at
a government navy-yard than It does at a private shipyard. Tgam
was a time, it is true, when navy-yard-built ships were very costly and
took an unconscionable time to complete; but that was over twenty
years ago, when political control of navy-yards was rampant, and be-
fore a certain courageous young naval constructor, who later became
chief constructor of the navy, undertook the task of rescuing our navy-
yards from political control, reforming their many abuses, and putting
them in first-class working shape. 1t was the regeneration of these
yards which rendered it possible for them to take hold of the highest
class of naval work and complete it in the same time, and for only
slightly more cost, than the best of our private yards. This was clearly
proved, some feara later, in_the construction of the large, modern battle
ship Connecticut at the New York Navy-Yard, when the work was
carried through so expedltiousliy that the private yard which had taken
the contract for ihe sister ship had to extend itself to the utmost to
keeF pace with the government-built ship. One of the main objects of
giving work of new construction to the navy-yards was to spur the
private builders to greater activity, for up to that time it was a notori-
ous fact that the Izovernment contract work was treated as a kind of
stand-by in the private yards, the first attention being given to orders
for private firms.

The record made by the Connecticut for rapld construction has acted
as a most effective spur to the private yards, and our latest war ships,
in spite of their greater size, are being built in from 50 to 60 per cent
of the time taken to build the earlier ships.

The agitation in favor of navy-built ships originated within the
navy itself, and its most effective advocate was the naval constructor
above refe to, Mr. Francis T. Bowles, who subsequently left the
navy, and is now the A:resldeut of one of the great shipyards upon
which the Government depends mainly for the construction of its new
navy. The most complete and convinecing presentation of the argu-
ments in favor of navy-built shi{)s is that made by Mr. Bowles in the
year 1900, before a congressional committee on naval affairs appointed
to consider this question. Just now, when the
agitated, it would be impossible to find a better
this testimony of the former constructor.

In his evidence before the committee Mr. Bowles stated that the first
advantage of buflding ships in navy-yards is that it maintains the
efficiency of the mechanieal force and of the plant and shops. * The
reason that we have navy-yards is to provide ourselves with the means
of equiF in$l and keepiﬁ our shi]i)s in good order for purposes of war;
and, with that end in view, and in the light of our recent experiences,
it is essential that the organization of a mechanical force and the
equipment should be kept in an efficient condition.”

“Now, If in these yards, which are essential to the object of the
navy, we should keep a vessel or two vessels building all the time, we
would have a nucleus of a complete force, and it would be necessary,
in order to do that work with a reasonable degree of economy, that
our yards should be kept In good order.

“The fact that a vessel Is building In a navy-yard makes It 3 -
sible to conduct the repair work of the fleet economically and rapidly ;

use if a vessel comes in for repairs, as soon as it is determined
what it is necessary to do the force is avallable and every shop is
in working order, and the chances are that there is a stock o{ material
on hand of every kind that would be needed to make those repairs.
The matter of having the materinl on hand is one of the most essential
items in carrying on work rapidly.

*The third advantage ia that the amount expended for repairs will
be reduced by the fact of havinfs ships building in the yard. That
may seem a curious thing, buot it is perfectly true that if you have got
enough to do to keep an efficieat force at work, there will be no
tendency whatever to magnify repair work, or even to devote attention
to considering what Improvements can be made in existing ships.

“ The fourth advantage in earrying on new work in the navy-yards Is
that it enables the Government to maintain a high standard of workman-
ship and design by which the contractors can be made to conform to
what is necessary under their contracts, and I consider this a great
advantage.

“1 will combine that with the fifth item on my list: That building
ships In navy-yards provides a training for those who must Inspeet the
contract work. I maintaln that a man is unfit to be a government

uestion is again being
rief for the case than
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inspector, to tell the contractor how his work shall be done and what
is nﬁpiuhle and what is not acceptable, unless he has had that kind of
wWor mself.

“The next advantage to the Government in doing the work is that
no profit has to be made. The cost of tion can also be saved.
ghg a - lsémﬂt by coutr:ti-]t, the Goveglmeutkmﬁnhm a tc&:&

spectors and draftsmen, 0 Lnﬁu:t e Wor Progress
?.rotfcted R,lam' The cost of a frial trip is nnother item saw
e custom to remunerate the contractor, elther by lncludlnﬁe
gﬁlshclon.pm or fairly, as an extra bill, for all the expenses of

Now, I;lnce the above telling arguments were presented—and they
are just as valid to-day as when they were made—the question, as we
have noted above, has been put to the test by the eonstruchon at
Brooklyn of one of a pair of the largest battle ships so far built for our
nng: and the guestion naturally How far have the predictions
of the former chief constructor been verified? In answer it can be said
that the Commecticut, in spite of the strenmous efforts of the private
firm which was building the sister ship Louisiana, was completed within
the same time as that ship, and within two or three months less time
than called for by the contract. Because of the fact that hours are
ghorter and the pay somewhat higher in the government 8, no
claim was ever made that the Connecticut could bulilt as ply as

the Louisiana.

It was estimated that she would cost about 10 cent more than
the other au!:;x. As a matter of fact in the final summ up of the costs
it was fo that she cost only § per cent more. e latest official
report of the Nn;yb ent gives the total cost of the two shi;ga to
September 30, 1907—the figures lnelud.!.nimthe expense of alterations
chargeable to original construction, and a .of armor and permanent
ordnance fittin follows: For the Commecticut, $6,867,808.22;
the Louisiana, $6,037,344.47.

The question may be raised as to whether as good a ship can be
built at our navy-yards as at the private yards. Perhaps the most con-
clusive test of this point is to compare the actual cost of repairs on
these two ships since their completion. Fortunately, the figures are
available: for the same report gives the cost of such repalirs for the

Connecticut as $94,314.56, and for the Lowisiana as § 10,500.19, a
difference of about 17 per cent in favor of the Comneclicut. As a
matter of fact the comparison is more favorable than appears on the

face, and for this reason that the totals for the Connecoticut include
repairs made mcamaznby her having been run aground during the

st summer, an accident which, of course, Is in no sense chargeable
the quality of the work of the ship itself.

In r d to the 5 per cent increased cost of the Connectiout, it is but

fair to draw attention to the fact that, this being the first la battle
ship to be built at the Brooklyn Navy-Yard, there are several items of
t;) her wtl]l}‘:h would not ;%pear against anydaubaet qnen]:

battle ship built upon the same ways. ese are expenses due to wor
of :I prepgratn kind—to the &mv{ssion of speecial tools in the machine
ghops and applgatll]eles the yard, which, once built, will be
available for subsequent s

Thus, the preparation oF,' slip, cribbini, and seaffolding cost over
$39,000 for the Connecticut, as against $12,000 for the Louwisiana; so
also the cost of preparing launching ways and launching the ship cost
over 100 per cent more for the navg—iud ghip. There would be no
such difference in the case of the next attle ship to be built on these
same launching ways. , in the preparation of beds and erecting,
the list shows a cost of $12,000, or about 100 cent more for the
Connecticut. This item probably refers to the s on which the en-
gines were built; yet these beds are now a part of the permanent plant
of the ahoge:rand. indeed, are now being used for building the
engines for the collier Vestal. It would be ble to follow this com-

ison further if we had time, and show that if the cost of these pre-
ﬂ:imy preparations and of ial tools and appliances were charged
to the plant of the yard, to which th properly belong, the difference
of 5 per cent between the Connecticut and Louisiana would be not a
little reduced.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I think that article lays somewhat at
rest the fallacy of the tremendous addition to the cost of build-
ing a ship in a nayy-yard under the eight-hour day. The plain
truth about it is that when the figures are examined it is
found that the difference is not so very great.

In this connection I also ask to have inserted in the REcorp
as a portion of my remarks a brief table of experiments made
in Germany, showing that, under the eight-hour system and
under the longer-hour system, as much, and even more work
was done under the former than under the latter; which, if true,
impairs the theory that greater delay and greater cost would
result. I send the table to the desk.

Mr. GALLINGER. Was thirty days' leave of absence in-
clnded in the calculation?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am not going into the question of
leaves of absence at all. I am now addressing my remarks
purely to this particular thing.

I wish to put it in the Recorp, because it appears upon care-
ful study that some general statements that we have taken
for granted about the tremendous additional cost due to the
fact that the men only work eight hours, are not borne out by
the facts, and when they come to be investigated they are one
of those visions of imagination which dissolve under examina-
tion.

I wish to say a few words, however, Mr. President, in ex-
planation of the table which I ask {o insert in the REcorp,
This table is computed as a result of a notable experiment by a
prominent German manufacturer who wished to ascertain to
what extent it was possible to balance a diminution in the
hours of labor by intensified production, and whether the
greater exertion called for entailed a more rapid waste of phys-
ical powers.

Starting out on a basis of an eleven and three-quarter hour
work day, this manufacturer reduced the hours of his employees
to nine hours. This arrangement proved very successful and
held for several years, when the question of a still further re-
duction of time came up for renewed discussion,

The manufacturer thereupon declared his willingness to intro-
duce the eight-hour day, in view of the success which had fol-
lowed the first cut in the hours of his employees, agreeing that
the standard of wages should remain the same for the eight-
hour day as for the former nine hours’ work. Before the end
of the first year it was ascertained that neither a diminution
in performance had taken place nor that the workers had been
worked to excess, not even the older men.

The statistics on this subject are very instructive, and the
comparisons made yield surprising results:

Total num- Earning
Year ber of hours| Compen-| power
% of contract| sation. per
work. s hour,
Marks. |Pfennipgs.
1890-1900. @ 560,160 | 345,809 61.9
1900-1901 b 500,560 | 866,484 1.9

sAverage per man, 2,400 hours. PAverage per man, 2,187 hours.

These fizures show that the hourly earnings increased 16.2
per cent. In other words, the employee working eight hours a
day did 16.2 per cent more work per hour than he did when
he worked nine hours a day. It is clear from this that in an
entire day he did more work on the eight-hour basis than he
formerly did on the nine-hour basis,

An historie review of hours of labor will help us. When the
factory system in England began, toward the close of the eight-
eenth century, the workday was from fourteen to sixteen
hours. It took several decades to get the workday down to
ten hours—the manufacturers said that a shorter day would
ruin them. It was reduced to ten hours; yet profits increased
ﬁnd the working people did better work. Also, they began to

Ve,

In America the average workday was from twelve to four-
teen hours at the beginning of the last century. President Van
Buren reduced it to ten hours in the navy-yards; and all pri-
vate shipbuilding plants followed the Government's lead. Then
a general movement began for ten hours, which finally sue-
ceeded in nearly all manufacturing, mining, and building
trades. Next, General Grant secured eight hours for govern-
ment employees, as above explained.

Since then, organized labor has asked for the eight-hour day,
and at present, by agreement between employers and em-
ployees—the ideal method—eight hours constitute a day's
work, as a general rule, in the trades enumerated in the follow-
ing table:

TEADES WORKING EIGHT HOURS.
t-hour work '
1 cal workers nf:% Oht:lm” é‘&tﬁtahggrw:d:amm g

gen Y
The plasterers, eight hours' labor per day is the rufe. and there are a
few places where plasterers work seven hours. One per cent work nine

hours.

The bricklayers enforce the elght-hour workday.

The granite cutters, eights hours is the unlvggal rule.

Masons, eight hours is the rule.

Painters, eight hours is the rule.

%:corntors. eight h?‘fs is tgemmla.

perhange: ours e rule.

Flumbers, eirg‘:t ours 1s the rule.

Gas fitters, eight hours is the rule.

Bteam and hot-water fitters, elght hours ls the rule.

Machine woodworkers, about 8 per cent work eight hours.

Roofers, eight hours is the rule.

Printers, ht hours is the rule.

Compositors on morning newspa Eenerally seven hours as a rule,

Compositors on afternoon papers, el'f t hours,

German compositors, eight hours is the universal rule, five days con-
e oves S gctrof ight hours 1s th

eotypers ec IS ON EeWspapers, e ours e rule.

Coopers, eight hours Is {hpee rule.

Clgarmakers, eight hours is the rule. !
! l‘sirewery workers, eight hours is the rule in about one-half of the
rade,

Statlonary firemen, about 50 per eent work elght hours.

Iron and steel workers, generally three shifts, eight hours each.

The el
B!

Paper mskers.m t hours is the rule,

Coal miners, ituminous reglons, eight hours is the rule.
Plate printers, eight hours is the rule.

Lathers, eight hours is the rule.

Bridge and structural iron workers, ht hours is the rule,
Cement workers, eight hours is the rule,

Elevator constructors, eight hours is the rule.

Hod carriers and building laborers, eight hours Is the rule,
Lithographers, ht hours is generally the rule.

Metal workers, eight hours is the rule.

Photo-engravers, eight hours Is the rule,
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The historic summary of the progress of humanity from the
fourteen to the eight hour day shows how natural and inevitable
it is.

Here are a few reasons for the eight-hour day. The con-
centration over intricate present-day machinery exhausts brain
and nerve more rapidly than the erude and brute force of old-
time methods. Taking a workingman'’s life altogether, he will
do more work and better work in an eight-hour day than in a
ten-hour day, because nature has more time to build up worn-

" out energy. And we must consider the whole working life of
the laboring man, not six or eight years only.

For the laborer is a human being, not a mere machine. He
has the right to get something out of life—recreation, im-
provement, rest. 1If it is said that he will use these extra
hours in dissipation, the answer is that the enormous majority
of workingmen go to their homes, tend their gardens in spring
and summer, do the home chores in fall and winter, and have
the evenings with their wives and families for reading or
amusement.

If it be said that the employer works ten, twelve, and four-
teen hours, the answer is that it is not the continuous and
concentrated attention over a machine. The employer's work,
hard as it is, is varied. He is the master of it and likes to do
it. The laborer’s work is unvaried, unbroken, and he must do it
whether he likes it or not.

That the farmer works excessive hours is true only in the
spring, summer, and fall. Farm machinery is lessening both
the length and severity of the farmer’s toil even in these sea-
sons; and in winter, while still busy, the farmer's work di-
minishes greatly. Also, the farmer's work is diversified, and
in the open air, with all the health-giving and nerye-building
influences of nature about him. .

If it is said that if eight hours, why not seven, six, five, or no
hours at all, the plain answer is, if ten hours, why not twelve
hours, fourteen, eighteen, or the whole twenty-four? Such
an argument either way is silly. The justice and good sense
of the American people will instantly check any such foolish
demand as that.

Of course there are occasions, such as flood, fire, and war,
when eight hours, or even ten hours, is not enough. Also there
are occupations in which a rigid eight-hour rule is not prac-
ticable. But, generally, the eight-hour day in most occupations
is rapidly approaching; is here in many trades, by agreement
between employer and employee; and, by the same method, will
soon be secured in all trades to which it is applicable. The
burden of the argument favors the proposed eight-hour law, and,
properly guarded, it should be enacted. But labor must be care-
ful not to misuse the moral leverage such a law gives it.

We are in the fat years now; they will not always last. And
when the lean years come, if it develops that our export trade
is being driven from the markets of the world by nations whose
laborers produce more than ours by working longer, our labor-
ers must face the conditions. Nine hours, ten hours, is better
than no employment and starvation. But let us reduce hours
of labor as much as possible; let us try the experiment, remem-
bering that most experiments to improve human life and in-
crease human happiness have proved helpful even to business.

Mr. JONES: I wish to offer an amendment to the amend-
ment adopted in Committee of the Whole, on page 59, line 25,
allowing the Secretary of the Treasury to accept state, county,
and municipal bonds in lieu of the indemnity bonds heretofore
provided.

I desire to move to strike out the words “county or mu-
nicipal,” and to insert the word * or ” before the word “ state,”
g0 as simply to allow the deposit of government and state
bonds. It seems to me that that is going far enough.

Mr. PERKINS. There is no objection to that, Mr. President.

Mr. HALE. There is no objection to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Pace in the chair). The
amendment proposed by the Senator from Washington will be
stated.

The SECRETARY. In the committee amendment, on page 59,
line 25, it is proposed to strike out the words * county or mu-
nicipal,” and before the word * state” to insert the word “or.”

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was concurred in.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I hope that that is not a mere
formal acceptance of the amendment on the part of the chair-
man of the committee, but that he will insist upon it in confer-
ence,

Mr. HALE. T was the author of the original amendment;
and I think this is all right,

Mr. DEPEW. Certainly.

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to
be read a third time.
The bill was read the third time and passed.

CONVEYANCE OF LANDS IN PORTO RICO.

Mr. DEPEW. I am directed by the Committee on Pacific
Islands and Porto Rico, to whom was referred the bill (H. R.
25200) to authorize the President to convey to the people of
Porto Rico certain lands and buildings not needed for purposes
of the United States to report it with an amendment. On be-
half of the committee I ask for the present consideration of the
bill, as it is very important that it should be enacted at once.
The bill has already passed the other House.

Mr. KEAN. I should like to ask thé Senator if these are
lands of the United States, .

Mr. DEPEW. In the organic act Porto Rico conveyed to the
Un;f:jd States the public lands and buildings which she pos-
sessed.

Mr. KEAN. Why should we give them up?
the people of the United States,

Mr. DEPEW. Yes. :

Mr. KEAN. Why, then, should we give them to Porto Rico?

Mr. DEPEW. This bill is limited to merely the land which
is needed. The city of San Juan is located on a point of
land. Adjoining it are government lands, running along for
:i dmlle and a half. Then the city begins again on the other

e.

There are from seven to eight thousand visitors and tourists
who go to the island of Porto Rico in the winter, and there
are no hotel accommodations. Certain capitalists have agreed,
if they can build on this government land, which is the only
land which is available near the city, to construct a $750,000
hotel for the benefit of tourists. They would probably take in
those who now go to Jamaica, Bermuda, and other West India
islands.

The bill has been recommended by the Secretary of War; it
has been recommended by the President, and is urgently desired
by the governor of Porto Rico. I move to substitute the bill
which has passed the House for the bill now on the Senate
Calendar.

Mr. KEAN. I should like to ask the Senator a question.

Mr. KEAN. I happen to hold in my hand the claim of the
Old Point Comfort Improvement Company for demolishing and
removing its property by order of the Government of the United
States. Is this to be another one of those cases? Is there to
be a hotel put up at a cost of $750,000, and then those who own
it are to come back to Congress with a claim?

Mr. DEPEW. Not a bit of it. It is left entirely to the Presi-
dent of the United States.

Mr, KEAN. Land at Old Point was leased by the Secretary of
War to the Old Point Comfort Improvement Company. Some
officers walking around there one day thought they would
like to have a better view of the ocean and of Hampton Roads,
and so the hotel was torn down. Those who owned the prop-
erty are very worthy citizens of the State from which the
Senator comes. They are anxious to be reimbursed for the
destruction of that property. Is this going to be another case
like that? It is very bad business, I think.

Mr. DEPEW. The cases are not analogous at all. The city
of San Juan is out on a point of land. Some distance back
there is about a mile and a half of land which the Government
owns, and which it has no earthly use for. Then the city con-
tinues. All this bill does is to authorize the President to convey
to the government of Porto Rico such portions of that strip
as the President decides the United States does not want.
Then, when it is in the possession of the island of Porto Rico,
the island of Porto Rico will sell what they get to the promoters
Fof this hotel,

They belong to

Mr. KEAN. Who gets the money?
Mr. DEPEW. The island of Porto Rico.
Mr. KEAN. Should not the money go to the United States?

Mr. DEPEW. I take it that in their anxiety to get a hotel,
there will be no money at all paid.

Mr. KEAN. I think it is very poor legislation, Mr. President.

Mr. DEPEW. I ask to substitute the House bill for the Sen-
ate bill now on the calendar.

Mr. GALLINGER. Was the House bill reported from a com-
mittee?

Mr. DEPEW. It is reported unanimously from the Commit-
tee on Pacific Islands and Porto Rico after having been unani-
mously passed by the House. In order to make it more precise,

a short amendment has been recommended by the committee,
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Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator wants us to act, then, on
the House bill?

Mr, DEPEW. On the House bill as amended.

Mr. KEAN. Let the bill be read, then.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the
bill.

The Secretary read the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from New York to substitute on the calen-
dar the bill (H. R. 25290) to authorize the President to convey
to the people of Porto Rico certain lands and buildings not
needed for purposes of the United States for the bill (8. 8085)
to authorize the President to convey to the people of Porto Rico
certain lands and buildings not needed for purposes of the
United States, being calendar No. 6237 The Chair hears none.

Is there objection to the consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill

Mr. DEPEW. There is a committee amendment, in line 5,
after the word “ therein,” to insert the werds “adjacent to the
city of San Juan.”

Mr. HEYBURN. The bill does not seem in terms to describe
any land.

Mr. DEPEW, The committee have proposed an amendment,
if the Senator will listen to the amendment.

Mr. HEYBURN. Let the amendment be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated.

The SEcReETARY. After the word * therein,” in line 5, it is
proposed to insert the words “adjacent to the city of San
Juan.”

Mr. HEYBURN. I ask what is the area of this land?

Mr. DEPEW. I understand the land to be abont a mile and
a half in extent. Out of that mile and a half the President of
the United States is to select only so much adjacent to the
city of San Juan as is necessary for the specific purpose of build-
ing this hotel. : .

Mr. HEYBURN. How much land is that?

Mr. DEPEW. That I do not know. I ask the Secretary to
read what is said on the subject by the Secretary of War, as
appears in the report of the House committee on the bill

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Sec-
retary will read as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:
1t looks Tike the Porto Rican people should have the benefit of the
property there which the Government does not meed * = = I

ve you an illustration. The city of S8an Juan is a flourishing,
mwﬁg Jty. Just outside of it there is a large amount of land held b,
the United States Government. The governor there, and everyone
talked with—and that is my own o0 ed to believe that there
iz a la amount not necessary for governmental l:mrpoaes. and that
benefit of it, so tha

Porto Rico should have the t the city
35 m‘é"-:f: enlarge; and this leaves it in the power of the President,

it is t necessary for administrative purpeses of the United
gt?tl:s. to wx'lw that land to the people of Porto Rico, to dispose of
it for thobme'ﬂe{afthel’mmmnpwme.

Mr. HEYBURN. 1 should like to ask a gquestion or two. Did
I understand the Semator from New York to say that it was pro-
posed to cede land extending out into the water?

Mr. DEPEW. Yes.

Mr. HEYBURN. How much will that leave the Government
for the purpose of fortifieation or for any other purpose?

Mr. DEPEW. I understand that this particular tract divides
the city of San Juan. As I understand, the city of San Juan
runs out into the ocean. Then comes this mile and a half of
land which was ceded by Porto Rico to the Government of the
United States. The city of San Juan then begins again inland,

Mr, HEYBURN. 1 inquire, was not this land ceded to our
Government or retained by it for the purpose of fortification
and for public works under the treaty?

Mr. DEPEW. Under the treaty all the public lands of Porto
Rico were conveyed to the United States for such purposes as
the United States might need them. The report of the governor
of Porto Rico is that this specific land will never be needed by
the United States for any purpose.

Ar. HEYBURN. As suggested, suppose some other officer
would take a different view and think that this land might be
needed for purposes of fortification. San Juan is a fortified
city, and the Government may be called upon to erect works
there for protection against some of the outside foes that we
have heard so much about.

The question of riparian rights is also involved. The Gov-
ernment may need the wharfage; it may need this land; and
I think we ought to have more information than we have upon

the subject. I would not needlessly defer the consideration of
the bill—

Mr. DEPEW. Haste is necessary to enable the making of con-
iracts for next winter's business. If the Secretary will read
the letter of the governor——

Mr. HEYBURN. I think I have it here.

Mr. DEPEW. I see the strip of land involved is three-gquarters
of a mile long.

Mr. HEYBURN. It is a pretty large tract of land in a city.
It would be about 640 acres.

Mr. DEPEW. But the President is to convey only such por-
tion of it as he sees fit.

Mr. HEYBURN. Congress, I think, should know how much
of this land is to be taken. The guestion of wharfage and
docks in a fortified city in that country is one of importance,
and to take such lands for pleasure grounds is a serious gues-
tion. I would not throw any obstacle in the way of taking it
for pleasure grounds, but I would retain to the Government the
right to retake possession of it for governmental purposes in
case it should become necessary. I think that the bill should
be so amended as to reserve to the Government the right to
retake possession. In some other cases we have reserved that
right. The Government has a right to take possession of bnild-
ings and remove them if it shall become necessary for any gov-
ernmental purposes at all

Mr. DEPEW. Mr. President, the whole question is this:
The Becretary of War visited the island. While there he con-
sulted with the authorities, He saw the necessity in the island
of better hotel accommodations and what a great advantage it
would be fo the island if this immense and constantly growing
tourist travel could stop in Porto Rico instead of going on to
the British possessions, as it does now. The reason it goes
there is that there are no hotel accommodations in the island,
The Secretary of War came to the conclusion that this particu-
lar three-guarters of a mile between the two parts of the city
was not needed and never would be needed by the Government
of the United States for any purpose of defense or fortification.
He found also that the authorities of the island had been nego-
tinting with capitalists for the purpose of building this great
need of the island—a hotel. The promoters of that hotel, as 1
understand, propose to expend upon the hotel itself something
like $750,000. They never would expend $750,000 or $75,000
unless there was some permanency to the title which they are
to get. We have here the declaration of the Secretary of War,
who has visited the ground, and of the governor of the island,
who stands very high with the Government for his judgment,
that this particular piece of land will never be needed by the
Government of the United States,

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I would suggest that the
Government may make a very liberal concession to the parties
whodmiretobuildahotelorengagemmotharmtemﬂue,
as in the case of Old Point Comfort; but I would object to the
Government parting with title and control of this land. I
would be perfectly willing——

Mr. DEPEW. The title is given to the people of the island,

Mr. HEYBURN. That is the same thing. I would cheer-
fully support 4 measure that would authorize concessions for
the building of a hotel, or at least authorize the occupation of
the land for special purposes; but, as in the case of Old Point
Comfort, why not retain title and the right to take possession
of the building, giving the concession under those conditions?
We found no difficulty in that case in getting parties to expend
capital for the erection of buildings that were on government
land. I do not think that the Government should part with
its title to this land. I think it should, in view of such ecir-
cumstances, as are related by the Senmator from New York,
make liberal concessions, but reserve the right to retake posses-
sion at any hour in ease of war. I object to the consideration
of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection being made, the
g;u;gs bill will go to the calendar, taking the position of Senate

e

FORT BERTHOLD INDIAN RESERVATION, N. DAK.

Mr. PURCELL. I ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of the bill (H. R. 21904) to authorize the survey
and allotment of lands embraced within the limits of the Fort
Berthold Indian Reservation, in the State of North Dakota,
and the sale and disposition of a portion of the surplus lands
after allotment, and making appropriation and provision to
carry the same into effect. The bill proposes to open up what
is known as the Fort Berthold Indian Reservation in North
Dakota, consisting of about 14 townships of land.
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M-f' KEAN. How much money will it take out of the Treas-
ury

Mr. PURCELL. We only ask enough to pay for the school
sections that under the enabling act were granted to the State.

Mr. KEAN., How much per acre?

Mr. PURCELL. Two dollars and a half per acre.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Da-
kota asks unanimous consent for the consideration of the bill
named by him. Is there objection?

Mr. KEAN. Let the bill be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be read for the
information of the Senate.

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the
Senate, as in Commitfee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is an amendment fo the
bill reported by the Committee on Indian Affairs.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator if
these lands, before they are open to homestead entry, are to be
appraised and classified.

Mr. PURCELL. The bill provides that they are to be sur-
veyed, classified, and appraised.

Mr. JONES. What is the obligation upon the Federal Gov-
ernment to purchase sections 16 and 36 under the circum-
stances of this case?

Mr, PURCELL. The enabling act that was passed by Con-
gress permitting the States of North Dakota, South Dakota,
and Montana to form constitutions and state governments and
become parts of the Union provided that they should have see-
tions 16 and 36——

Mr, JONES. Yes.

Mr. PURCELL. And further provided that in ease reserva-
tions were opened up within those States the Government would
either deed them the land or give them other land in lieu of it.

Mr. JONES. My recollection of the language of the act is
that it provided for donating to the State sections 16 and 36,
embraced within reservations, when those lands were restored
to the public domain.

Mr. PURCELL. Yes,

AMr. JONES. But they have not yet been restored, and you
do not propose in this bill to restore them to the public domain.

Mr. PURCELL. Most assuredly we do.

Mr. JONES. You provide for their sale.

Mr. PURCELL. No; I beg your pardon. They are to be
taken under the homestead laws of the United States.

Mr. JONES. Yes; at an appraised value.

Mr. PURCELL. Yes.

Mr. JONES. So that there is a sale. This bill does not pre-
tend to restore those lands to public domain.

Mr. PURCELL. Oh, I beg the Senator’s pardon.

Mr. JONES. It simply provides a special method of dispos-
«<ing of them.

Mr. PURCELL. The bill on its face provides that these
lands are to be disposed of under the homestead laws of the
United States, with the addition that instead of their being
acquired by the entrymen at $1.25 an acre, they are to be ac-
quired by the entrymen at the price fixed by the appraisers.
But the right to dispose of them is under the existing land laws
of the United States—under the homestead act. They take
them as homesteads, making a payment at the time of entry,
and further on making the different payments sufficient to meet
the amount they have been appraised at.

Mr., JONES. I think I am thoroughly familiar with the
terms of these various bills, and I am satisfied that these lands
are not restored to the public domain at all. Their disposition
is provided for in n special way. The title of the Indians is
recognized, and the lands are sold for the Indians. They are
to have the benefif. '

I am not going to object to the bill, and I am not going to
object to the provisions in it, but I did want to put in the
Recorp my judgment that we are under no obligations to pur-
chase sections 16 and 36, because we are not restoring these
surplus lands to the public domain.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment reported by
the committee will be stated.

The SeEcreTARY. On page 8, section 9, line 13, after the words
“ghall be,” insert “disposed of by proclamation under the gen-
eral provisions of the homestead and town-site laws of the
United States and shall be;” and in line 17, after the word
“ prescribe,” to strike out “that all applications for registra-
tion must show the applicant’s name, post-office address, age,
height, and weight, and be sworn to by him before any judge

or clerk of any court of record of the county where such appli-
cant resides,” go as to read: :

S8Ec. 9. That said lands shall be disposed of by proclamation under
the general provisions of the homestead and town-site laws of the
United States and shall be opened to settlement and en by procla-
mation of the President, which proclamation shall preseribe the tfme
when and the manner in which the lands may be settled upon, occu-
pled, end entered by persons entitled to make entry thereof; and no

rson shall be permitted to settle upon, occupy, or enter any of sald

ds except as prescribed in sald proclamation.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendment was concurred in.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read a third time. .

The bill was read the third time and passed,

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. CULLOM. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 4 o'clock
and 40 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow,
Tuesday, May 24, 1910, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS.
Ezecutive nominations received by the Senate May 23, 1910.

CoLLECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE.
Frederick L. Marshall, of New York, to be collector of inter-
nal revenue for the third district of New York, in the State of
New York, in place of Ferdinand Eidman, deceased.

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY.

James N. Sharp, of Kentucky, to be United States attorney
for the eastern district of Kenfucky, vice James H. Tinsley,
whose term has expired.

UNITED STATES MARSHAL,

George W. Long, of Kentucky, to be United States marshal
for the western district of Kentucky. (A reappointment, his
term having expired.)

SURVEYOR-GENERAL oF COLORADO,

Timothy O'Connor, of Boulder, Colo, to be surveyor-general
of Colorado, vice William G. Lewis, term expired,

APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY,

INFANTEY ARM,

George Marshall Parker, jr., of Iowa, to be second lieutenant
of infantry, with rank from May 18, 1910.

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

Lieut. Charles T. Owens to be a lieutenant-commander in the
navy from the 20th day of November, 1909, vice Lieut. Com-
mander Oscar W. Koester, promoted.

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Winfield Liggett, jr., to be a lieutenant
in the navy from the 31st day of January, 1910, to fill a va-
cancy existing in that grade on that date.

The following-named ensigns in the navy to be leutenants
(junior grade) in the navy from the 31st day of January, 1910,
upon the completion of three years' service in present grade:

Winfield Liggett, jr., and

John F. Atkinson.

I nominate the following-named midshipmen to be ensigns in
the navy from the Tth day of June, 1809, to fill yacancies exist-
ing in that grade on that date:

James McC. Murray,

William F. Amsden,

Joseph Baer,

Charles O. Windsor,

Francis A. L. Vossler,

Forney M. Knox,

Seymour H, Holliday,

Chauncey E. Pugh,

Herman B. Welte, and

Ernest G. Kittel.
CONFIRMATIONS.
Ewzecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate May 23, 1910,
CONSUL-GENERAL.

Elisha J. Babcock to be consul-general at Tangier, Morocco,
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PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY,
COAST ARTILLERY CORFPS.

First Lieut. William H. Menges to be captain.
Second Lieut. Lewis H. Goodier, jr., to be first lieutenant.

'INI‘A.HTBY ABM,

First Lient. George B. Sharon to be captain.
Second Lieut. Luther R. James to be first lientenant.

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

John K. Barton, now a captain on the retired list, to be engi-
ner in chief, with the rank of rear-admiral, on the retired list.
Lieut. (Junior Grade) Louis P. Davis to be a lieutenant.
The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior
grade) :
Louis P. Davis and
John M. Smeallie.
POSTMASTERS.

NEW YORK.
Bernard 8. Dunn, at Bolivar, N. Y.
De Witt C. Herrick, at Binghamton, N. Y.
William E. Hughes, at Fulton, N. Y.
William Mansfield, at Sinclairville, N. Y.
John H. O'Brian, at Sherburne, N. Y.
J. Fenton Olive, at Cuba, N. Y.
Alvin T. Smith, at Worcester, N. Y.
L. J. Townley, at Groton, N. Y.
Leroy H. Van Kirk, at Ithaca, N. Y.

WISCONSIN.
Martin Copenhefer, at Richland Center, Wis.
Arthur E. Dudley, at Neillsyille, Wis.
Henry H. Hartson, at Greenwood, Wis,
Albert B. Scarseth, at Galesville, Wis.
Charles J. Smith, at Viroqua, Wis.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Moxpay, May 23, 1910.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, May 21, 1910,
was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its
clerks, announced that the Senate had passed the following
resolutions: 2

Senate resolution 239.

Resolved, That the Senate expresses Its profound sorrow on account

the death of Hon. Fraxcis W. CusHMAN, late a Member of the
House of Representatives from the State of Washington.

. Resolved, That the business of the Senate be suspended in order that
fitting tributes be paid to his memory.

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate a copy of these resolutions
to the House of Representatives and to the widow and family of the

deceased.

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memo of
Fraxcrs W. CusaMAN and Davip A, Dm Armoxp, the distingulished
deceased Representatives, the Senate do now adjourn.

Also:

Benate resolution 240,

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with dee
of Hon. Davip A. DE ArMOND, late a Member o.
gentatives from the State of Missouri.

Resolved, That as a mark of respect to the memory of the deeeased
the business of the SBenate be suspended in order that proper tribute
may be paid his high character and distlngulshed public services.

esolved, That the Secretary communicate a copy of these resolutions
to the House of Representatives and to the famlily of the deceased.

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memory of

Fraxcis W. CusHMAN and Davip A. De ArMoND, the distinguished de-
ceased Representatives, the Senate do now adjourn.

SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr, TAWNEY. Mr. Speaker——

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
Kansas rise?.

Mr. CAMPBELL. To call up a conference report on the bill
‘(H. R. 19070) regulating the height of buildings in the District
of Columbia.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Appropriations, I move that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for
the further consideration of the sundry civil appropriation bill
(H. R. 25552).

sorrow of the death
the House of Repre-

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle-
man from Minnesota, who, by the direction of the Committee
on Appropriations, moves that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for
the further consideration of the bill H. R. 25552, the sundry
civil appropriation bill.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of
order that, under the rules, to-day is District day in the House,
and that that motion is not in order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair overrules the point of order.
The Chair calls the attention of the gentleman from Michigan
to the Manual, at page 393, where this motion is expressly au-
thorized by the rules on any day except calendar Wednesday.

At any time after the reading of the Journal it shall be in order, by
direction of the appropriate committees, to move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union
for the %IHEG& of considering bills raising revenue, or general appro-

priation

The rule is express, and the decisions under it are uniform.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I would like to be
heard for a moment.

The SPEAKER. It is too plain for a hearing. .

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I do not care to be heard on the
point of order, but I would like to be heard on the motion of the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. TAWNEY, Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that
the motion is not debatable,

The SPEAKER. The motion is not debatable. The question
is on the motion of the gentleman from Minnesota that the
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further consideration of the
sundry civil appropriation bill.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
SsmitH of Michigan) there were—ayes 101, noes 16.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I am satisfied there
is not a quorum here, but having no desire to further obstruct
legislation, I shall not make that point.

Mr. CARLIN. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of no quorum,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia makes the
point of no quorum. The point of order is sustained. The
Doorkeeper will close the doors and the Sergeant-at-Arms will
notify absentees. The question is on the motion of the gentle-
man from Minnesota that the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the sundry civil appropriation bill, and
the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 229, nays 19,
answered “ present 23, not voting 119, as follows:

YBAS—229.

Adair Dent Hawley MecLachlan, Cal.
Adamson Diekema Hay Macon
Alexander, Mo. Dies Heald Madison
Anthony Dixon, Ind. Heflin Mnf‘uira. Nebr,
Austin Douglas Helm Malby
Barclay Draper Henry, Conn, ann
Barnhart Driscoll, M, E. Henry, Tex. Martin, Colo.
Bartholdt Dwight Higgins Ma'fs
Bates Fdwards, Ga. Hill Miller, Kans,
Beall, Tex. Ellerbe Hinshaw Millington

11, Ga. s Ellis Hitcheock Mondell
Bennett, Ky. Elvins Hobson Moon, Tenn.
Boehne Englebright Houston Morgan, Mo.
Bowers ise - Howell, N. J, Morgan, Okla.
Burke, Pa. Fairchild Howell, Utah Moss
Burleson Fassett Howland Murdock
Burnett Ferris Hubbard, Iowa Needham
Butler Finley Huff Nelson
Byrd Fitzgerald Ilnﬁhes. Ga. Nicholls
Byrns Floyd, Ark. Hull, Tenn. Norris
Calder Foelker Johnson, Ky. Oldfield
Calderhead Fordney Johnson, Oglo >, i:e
Candler Foster, Vt. Keifer T'almer, H. W.
Cantrill Gaines Keliher "arker
Carter Gardner, Mich. Kendall Tarsons
Cassidy Gardner, N. J. Kennedy, Towa I"atterson
Chapman _. Garner, Tex, Kinkaid, Nebr. Payne
Clark, Mo. Garrett Kitchin Peters
Clayton Gill, Mo. Knowland Plumley
Cline Gillespie Kt)pﬁl Poindexter
Cocks, N, Y. Gillet Korbly I'ray
Collier Godwin Kronmiller I'rince
Conry Goebel Kilstermann Iujo
Cooper, Wis. Good Lafean Rainey
Cowles Gordon Lamb Randell, Tex,
Cox, Ind. raff Latta Rauch
Craig Grant Law Iteeder
Cravens Greene Lawrence Reynolds
Creager Gregg Lee Roberts
Crow Gronna Lenroot toddenbery
Crumpacker amer Lindbergh todenber;
Cullop Hamilton Livingston Rucker, Ma,
Currier Hamlin Longwo abath
Dalzell Hammond McCreary Saunders
Davidson anna McCredie 3 cott
Davis Hardy MeDermott haa-’p
Dawson Havens McKinney Sheflield




Sheppard Stafford Taylor, Ohio Wi Mr. MappEN with Mr. Raxspern of Louisiana.
Sherwood Stanl Thistlewood W, < E
A ik B Thomen 2o . Mr. McMoRraN with Mr. O’CONNELL.
E{:?;oi:n .;Eepﬂ:ns, Tex. %_‘h.;omas NG %fefﬁg Mr. Srurciss with Mr. McHENRY.
i s er] OMmas, = NLA California LIND
Small -itevmis. Minn. Tilson 2 1]'.:50 lt1311. = ﬁr. i{cKJ x of 0 with Mr. BEL.
Smith, Cal Sulloway Tirrell Wood, N. J. . McCarrn with Mr. JAMIESON.
sg;‘lé. Tex. -g:ri;er %wn:eﬂd Woods, Iowa Mr. Griest with Mr. Froop of Virginia,
ey Tnlb?)et{ Um?:er: S Mr. FocET with Mr. ESTOPINAL,
it s Yoisinet e Rl
NAYS19. , el CAIOK, &
Borland Dodds Moore, Pa. Pratt 17 Mr. BRowKLOW with Mr. BRANTLEY.
ampbell Gallagher Morse Rothermel Mr, CoLE with Mr. BURGESS.
g::; Ié:ms f;,‘ﬂ?, X s::ltllth, Mich. Mr. BouTELL with Mr. ANSBERRY.
Cox, Ohio Miller, Minn, Pearre s illl.: ﬁ#;n;?thw;tl?' Bairrxl:- A;':‘DEBSON.
Alken F;:S]T:;E upfe?:f:m s Robinson Mr. Loup with Mr. Pava : =
Alexander, N. Y. Foster, IIL Loudenslager  Rucker, Colo. Mr. Jovce with Mr. BroussagD.
gao;;l::t. Ga. g:at&al?, klll. ﬁd{inle , 1L Sluasell ﬁr. Laxcrey with Mr. Barreerr of Georgla.
rawic Aynar em) o K]K] EY -
b '{{meu%dy_ Ohio %:g;gff‘d Wilson, Pa. Mf'. la%{lgzmaﬂ w‘fjlihnhl}g? ?o:;i:);{ ;t g{fb’;vtﬁnalro]lna.
- NOT VOTING—119 Mr. Mupp with Mr. LEGARE.
Allen Dokey Hquphre):s, i Olakted Mr. GaeNer of Pennsylvania with Mr. WALLACE.
Ames Edwards, Ky.  Jamieson " Palmer, A. AL Mr. CaproN with Mr. GILMORE.
iggiur:on E;;;to 113?;. iohnson, 8¢ gkkett Mr. Guernsey with Mr, Crarg of Florida.
» ones ou Mr. LounENsSLAGER with Mr. KiNkEap of New Jersey,
Ansber Foeht J ?
e Fornes Kioredd, N.J.  memoelt, La. Mr. ALEXANDER of New York with Mr. SPARKMAN.
Barchfeld Foss, Mass. Knapp Rhinoek Mr. BurkE of South Dakota with Mr. SAUNDERS,
Barnard Foulkrod Langham Richardson Mr. OLMSTED with Mr. JAMES
Bartlett, Nev, Fowler Langley Riordan B , "
Bennet, N. Y. Fuller Legnre Shackleford Mr. DexsY with Mr. Granax of Illinois.
%L::lgtlén]m g::g;gri)i.{nm. Jdads g{aerley Mr. LowpeEN with Mr. Foster of Illinois.
Brantley GIl, Ma. Tona Smith, lowa Mr. BARNARD with Mr. DANIEL A. DRISCOLL.
Broussard Gilmore Lowden Southwick Mr. Hunearp of West Virginia with Mr. RusseLL,
g;:;wr;lsnw g.l-ﬁgg?ogle ht::r}'«;il? g arkman Mr, Smrre of Towa with Mr. RHINOCK.
Barbe S. Dak.  Gouldes MeGuire, Okla. Ta'}rl%}?sma. Mr. LaxeaEAM with Mr. WirLsox of Pennsylvania.
Gon gt T NGNS c e % | AT R0t Milinols with Mr. Foss of
sries nlay, Cal. ener r. Foss o inois wi r. Foss of Massachusetts.
Clark, Fla. Guernse MecLanghlin, Mich. Ton Vell
Cole Hamill - McMortan - Veeelanid Mr. MurpHY with Mr. BOOHER.
gook o Harrizon ln\;n-;._lgcns ok gaﬂﬁaﬁe For the session:
ooper, Fa. ugen a . B.
o I_ﬁr’F Ha!if;rmwo ey an.ﬂlw T, Mr. Braorey with Mr. GouULDEN.
Covington Howard Moore, Tex. Wheeler Mr. Stemp with Mr. MAYNARD.
Dnenb, EEEE’Z;&'\T‘% Va. %}g;l]'éson gil(l;ltt ~ Mr. Woopyarp with Mr. HARDWICK.
enver 28, N o ¥ oodyar Mr. Youne of New York with Mr. ForRNES.
Dicki Hughes, W, Va.  Mudd Y Mich.
Dickeon Mise.  Hull Iows i Young, N. Y. Mr. MoreHEAD with Mr. Pou.

Driscoll, D. AL Humphrey, Wash. O'Connell

The Clerk announced the following pairs: /

Until May 23, noon :

Mr. Fovrkrop with Mr. HucHES of New Jersey.
Until May 24, inclusive:

Mr. Moon of Pennsylvania with Mr. Rucker of Colorado, .
Until May 25, noon :

Mr, Coorer of Pennsylvania with Mr. Joxes,

Until May 24, noon:

Mr. WHEELER with Mr, Tou VELLE.

Until May 26, inclusive:

Mr. Younc of Michigan with Mr., Mogrisox,

Until May 27:

Mr. Pickert with Mr. ROBINSON.

Until May 31:

Mr. Bexner of New York with Mr. Moore of Texas,
Until June 1, noon:

Mr. Forrier with Mr. CovIRGTON.

Until June 1, inclusive:

Mr. Hueaes of West Virginia with Mr. BArTLETT of Nevada.
Until June 5, inclusive:

Mr. Texer with Mr. WEmsse.

Until June 6, noon:

Mr. Durey with Mr. A. MiTcHELL PALMER.

Until June 6, inclusive:

Mr. Bagcurerp with Mr. SHERLEY,

Until further notice:

Mr. HompHREY of Washington with Mr. GoLDFoGLE.
Mr. Exarp with Mr. HAMILL,

Mr. Hurn of JTowa with Mr. Grass.

Mr. HorrinesworTH with Mr., HARRISON,

Mr., McLavesLiy of Michigan with Mr. Lroyn.

Mr, Luspin with Mr. HomMrHREYS of Mississippi.
Mr. Epwazps of Kentucky with Mr. Dickson of Mississippl
Mr. HaveeNn with Mr. Gir of Maryland.

Mr. WAsHBURN with Mr. WICLETT.

Mr. Vereecanp with Mr. Tayror of Colorado.

Mr. SourEwIick with Mr. TayrLor of Alabama.

Mr. SiMMmoNs with Mr. SHACKLEFORD,

Mr. MoxrEy with Mr. RICHARDSON.

Mr. MarTiN of South Dakota with Mr. REm,

Mr. Axprus with Mr. R1oRDAN.

Mr. KEnNepY of Ohio with Mr. ASHBROOK.

Mr. COCKS of New York. Mr. Speaker, I desire to withdraw
my vote of “present,” and vote “aye.”

The SPEAKER. Call the gentleman’s name.

The name of Mr. Cocks of New York was called, and he
voted “aye.”

Mr. MAYNARD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to withdraw my vote
of “aye,” and vote * present.”

The SPEAKER. Call the gentleman’s name.

The name of Mr. MAYNARD was called, and he voted * pres-
ent.”

The SPEAKER. TUpon this vote the ayes are 229, the noes
are 19, present 23; a quorum. The ayes have it; the Doorkeeper
will open the doors; the motion is agreed to; and the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Maxx] will take the chair.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the first legislative day after the disposition of the
sundry eivil bill be set aside for the consideration of District
business.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani-
mous consent that the first legislative day after the House has
completed the consideration of the sundry civil appropriation
bill be treated as to-day under the rules.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. The motion that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union for the further consideration of the sundry civil appro-
priation bill (H. R. 25552) is agreed to, and the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Maxw] will take the chair. -

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid-
eration of the sundry eivil appropriation bill (H. R. 25552) and
the pending question is a point of order. When the committee
rose on Saturday the Clerk had finished reading the first para-
graph of the bill, to which the gentleman from New York [Mr,
FrrzeerAarp] reserved a point of order. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. TAWNEY].

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, the para
the point of order has been reserveﬂphy %ﬁ%ﬁmwgﬁ
New York appropriates $250,000 to enable the President of the




6744

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

MaAy 23,

United States to obtain certain necessary information to assist
him and the officers of the Government in the administration
of the customs laws, which duty has been created by the tariff
act approved August 5, 1909, and also to enable him to perform
a duty made mandatory upon him by the Constitution of the
United States.

Mr. Chairman, if I have correctly stated the proposition, the
question that the Chair will be called upon to decide is, first,
whether or not the appropriation is authorized, and, second,
whether or not the language carrying the appropriation is in
conflict with or changes existing law or creates new purposes
for which public expenditure can be made. If the first proposi-
tion is decided in the negative—that is, that there is no author-
ity for any appropriation for this purpose—then no appropriation,
under the rules of this House, can be made for the purposes I
have stated. If, however, the Chair holds that an appropria-
tion is in order because authorized by law, then the question
is whether, in making that appropriation, language is employed
which is in conflict with or changes existing law or creates new
purposes for which the expenditure of any part of this appro-
priation can be made.

I concede, Mr. Chairman, that if this language is in con-
flict with existing law or changes existing law, then this lan-
guage would render the paragraph subject to the point of
order. It is likewise true that if this language authorizes the
expenditure of public money for which there is now no exist-
ing authority, it is subject to a point of order. But if the
language in which this appropriation is made neither conflicts
with existing law nor creates any new purposes for which ex-
penditures can be made, then the language in which the appro-
priation is made does not subject the paragraph to a point of
order. In other words, to be subject to a point of order the
language in which appropriations are made must do one of two
things—Iit must conflict with existing law or it must create
authority for the expenditure of public money where no author-
ity exists for that expenditure at the present time,

The rule under which this point of order is made is para-
graph 2 of Rule XXI, as follows:

No appropriation shall be reported in any general appropriation
bill or be in order as an amendment thereto, for any expenditure not
greviuusly authorized by law, unless in continuoation of appropria-
fons for such public works and subjects as are already in progress;
nor shall any ?rnvlslon changing existing law be in order In any gen-
eral appropriation bill or in any amendment thereto,

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAWNEY. I decline to yield now. Therefore, Mr.
Chairman
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inguiry.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman will state it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. As I understand it, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. FrrzeerarLp] has made the point of order. Ias
he stated that the Recorp does not disclose what the point of
order is? The gentleman refers to the point of order being un-
der certain rules——

Mr. TAWNEY. -I make the point of order that the gentleman
from Ohio can not take me off the floor for the purpose of even
making a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state to the gentleman
from Ohio that the Chair does not think it is a parliamentary
inquiry. i

Mr. DOUGLAS. Very well. I do not wish to interrupt the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. TAWNEY., Therefore, Mr. Chairman, the question of
order must be determined with reference to the effect of the
language used in making this appropriation, if any appropria-
tion for the purposes I have stated is in order.

Now, no doubt the Chair is familiar with the history of this
rule. The rule was adopted in 1837, almost three-quarters of
a century ago. The purpose of the rule was to prevent unrea-
sonable delay in the passage of appropriation bills. It was also
to prevent the House from being deprived of opportunity to
consider fully important general legislation. It is also intended
to prevent the House from being coerced into the enactment of
general legislation as a condition to the passage of appropria-
tions necessary to maintain the life of the Government.

The ruole_ is unquestionably a wise one, but it does not go to
the extent, either in its purpose or its language, of saying that
the language in which an appropriation authorized by law is
made subjects that appropriation to a point of order unless that
language changes existing law or creates a new purpose for the
expenditure of public money.

This paragraph, Mr. Chairman, I maintain does not change
existing law. It does not authorize the expenditure of a dollar
of money the expenditure of which is not now authorized by law.

The paragraph is as follows!
EXECUTIVE.

To enable the President to secure information as to the effect of
tarilf rates or other restrictions, exactions, or any regulations im
at any time by any foreign country on the importation into, or sale in,
any such foreign country of any agricultural, manufactored, or other
product of the United States, and to assist the officers of the Govern-
ment in the administration of the customs laws, as required by the
tariff act approved August 5, 1909, including detailed information of
the cost, and of each and every element thereof, of producing at the
place of production and at the place of consumption of all articles
specified in said tariff act both in this country and in the country from
which such articles are imported, so that the cost of all such articles
Eroduced abroad may be compared with the cost of like articles pro-

uced in this country, the sident, in the employment of rsons
req‘illred and authorized for such service, may appoint a tarif board,
and he may also employ, under his personal direction, or under the
direction and supervision of such tariff board, such competent experts
in the business and methods of cost keeping and such clerical and other
Ersona.l services, including rent of offices In the District of Columbia,

aveling and other incidental expenses, as may be necessary in the
work of said board and the work of said experts engaged in such inves-
tigations; and the compensation of all sach Bcrsons. whether employed
permanently or temporarily, shall be fixed by the President; and to
enable the President to have such information classified, tabulated, and
arranged for his use in mmmmondinF to Congress such changes or
modifications In any existing tarif duties as he may deem necessary to
prevent undue discrimination in favor of or against any of the products
of the United States, $250,000.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the first part of that paragraph, down
to the word “nine,” in line 4 of page 2, is expressly authorized
by section 2 of the tariff act, and in sections 4, 8, 10, and 11,
for an investigation for the purpose of ascertaining the relative
cost of production here and abroad, and is also authorized in
the administration of the customs tariff laws, section 2 of
which authorizes the President to obtain information to ald in
their administration.

Mr. TAWNEY. I yield.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Is not the gentleman mistaken as to
the effect of sections 10 and 11 of the customs administrative
act——

Mr. TAWNEY. I am not mistaken.

Mr. FITZGERALD (continuing). In saying that it is to
obtain information in reference to the relative cost of produc-
tion at home and abroad? I ecall his attention to the fact that
the only authority this gives is as to the appraising, where they
are unable to find the actual market value of the commodity in
the country in which it is produced.

Mr. TAWNEY. That does not make any difference.

Mr. FITZGERALD. That is as to the cost of that product.

Mr. TAWNEY. If that is so, the gentleman concedes the
point I am contending for.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the authority for this appropriation,
first, is in section 2 of the tariff act.

Here let me say that it has been argued by gentlemen on the
other side, who concede that the authority for the original
appropriation made at the extra session existed, that the
authority has been exhausted by reason of the fact that the
President by proclamation has declared that every country in
the world is entitled to the minimum rates fixed by section 2
of the tariff act; and that, therefore, there is no longer any
authority to maintain this service for the purpose of enforcing
the provisions of that section of the act.

In the first proviso on page 80 of the Payne tariff law I find
the following:

That whenever, after the 31st day of March, 1910, and so long
thereafter as the President shall be satisfied, in view of the character
of the concessions granted by the minimum tariff of the United States,
that the government of any foreign country imposes no terms or re-
strictions, elther Iin the way of tarlff rates or provisions, trade or
other regulations, charges, exactions, or in any other manner, directly
or indirectly, upon the importation into or the sale in such foreign
country of any agricultural, manufactured, or other product of the
Un!tecly States, which unduly discriminate against the United States
or the products thereof, and that such foreign country ¥8 no export
bounty or imposes no export duty or prohibition uﬁon e rtation
of any article to the United States which unduly discriminates against
the United States or the products thereof, and that such forelgn coun-
try accords to the agricultural, manufactured, or other products of the
United States treatment which Is reciprocal and equlva?ent. thereupon
and thereafter, upon proclamation to this effect by the President of
the United States, all articles when imported into the United States,
or any of its possessions (except the Philippine Islands and the islanda
of Guam and Tutuila), from such foreign country shall, except as
otherwise herein provided, be admitted under the terms of the minimum
tariff of the United States as prescribed by section 1 of this act.

Now, Mr., Chairman, by proclamation the President, by the
authority contained in this section, has ascertained whether
or not there is that undue discrimination on the part of foreign
countries against the products of the United States entering
into those countries. Finding that there was no undue dis-
crimination, he has, by proclamation, given to all foreign coun-
tries the benefit of the minimum rate; but the duty of the




1910.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

6745

President does not end there. In the same section we find
that— .

Whenever the President shall be satisfied that the conditions which
led to the issnance of the proclamation hereinbefore authorized no longer
exist, he shall issue a proclamation to this effect, and ninety d!tlﬁs
thereafter the provisions of the maximum tariff ghall be applied to the
importation of articles from such country.

So that this is a continuing authority and one which must
be constantly exercised ; for we must take notice of the fact that
the tariff laws, regulations, and restrictions of foreign countries
are changing all the time, and in order to keep informed as to
the effect of such changes, in order to ascertain whether or
not such changes operate to discriminate against the products
of the United States, the President of the United States is
charged with the duty of informing himself in order to deter-
mine whether or not such countries shall continue to be entitled
to the minimum rate and whether such restrictions or tariff
laws constitute an undue diserimination against the products
of the United States. And if they do, then it is his duty so to
declare by proclamation, and within ninety days thereafter the
products coming from that country to the United States must
paty the maximum, or 25 per cent in excess of the minimum,
rate.

Now, the extent of this investigation involves not alone the
ascertainment of the exact condition of the law or the regula-
tions; but in order to determine whether or not hereafter in the
enactimment of new tariff laws foreign governments are discrimi-
nating against the products of the United States, it is necessary
for the President to know what is the cost of the foreign
product imported into this country and the cost of the like
product produced in the United States for importation into that
country which has enacted tariff legislation that is claimed fo
be discriminatory against the products of the United States.

By section 10—and I would call the attention of the Chair to
this fact—it is not only made the duty of the President to
enforce the provisions of section 2, but also to obtain this infor-
mation, to assist the officers of the Government in the adminis-
tration of the customs laws,

What duties are imposed upon the officers of the Government
in the administration of the customs laws? The law imposes
upon them the duty of ascertaining the cost of foreign products,
as well as the cost of domestic products, for the purpose of com-
parison, in order to determine the dutiable rate that these arti-
cles shall carry. But even though these provisions do not apply
in every case to every article, nevertheless it is made the duty
of cerfain officers of the Government charged with the duty of
administering the customs laws to ascertain the cost both in
the United States and in foreign countries. It also authorizes
the Board of General Appraisers to do the same, for the purpose
of reappraisement, in order to determine the value of the article
and thereby fix the rate of duty that that article should earry.

And let me here call attention to the fact, Mr. Chairman,
that this duty of ascertaining the cost and the value of im-
ported articles is not confined to the cost of dutiable articles
alone. It is not limited to dutiable articles, but it applies to
articles admitted free of duty as well as articles that are on
the dutiable list. And that is so because the officers of the
Government who are charged with the duty of appraising im-
ported merchandise are not supposed to know what articles
are dutiable and what articles are admitted free of duty.
Therefore the law requires them to ascertain the value of all
articles imported into this country, except personal effects
which are brought into this country by citizens who have been
abroad, and such importations are limited in each case to an
amount not to exceed $100. Section 10 reads:

That it shall be the duty of the appralsers of the United States
and every of them, and every person who shall act as such ap
praiser, or of the collector, as the case may be, by all reasonable ways
and means in his or their power to ascertain, estimate, and appraise
(any invoice or affidavit thereto or statement of cost, or of cost of
production to the contrary notwithstanding) the actual market value
and wholesale price of the merchandise at the time of exportation to
the Uni States, in the princlgnl markets of the country whence the
same has n imported, and the number of yards, parcels, or gquan-

titles, and actual market value or wholesale price of every of them, as
the case may require.

Section 11 has this provision: »

That when the actual market value, as defined by law, of any
article of imported merchandise, wholly or partly manufactuored and
subject to an ad valorem duty, or to a duty based In whole or in part
on value, ean not be ascertained to the satisfaction of the appraising
officer, such officer shall use all available means in his power to ascer-
tain the cost of production of such merchandise.

Now, if that is so, then it is certainly the duty of the customs
officer of the United States in the cases mentioned in this para-
graph, notwithstanding the affidavit attached to the invoice, to

ascertain the cost of production, and in the ascertainment of
that cost to use all available means at his command, which, of
course, includes ascertaining the cost of producing a like article
in this country, for the purpose of arriving at the cost of pro-
ducing the foreign article and ascertaining the market value
thereof in order that he may know what rate of duty should be
imposed upon that article.

And again in this same section:

The actual market value or wholesaleedprice, as defined by law, of any
imported merchandise which is consi for sale in the United States,
or which is sold for exportation to the United States, and which is not
actually sold or freely offered for sale in usual wholesale guantities in
the open market of the country of exportation to all purchasers, shall
not in any case be appraised at less fgtm the wholesale price at which
such or sfmilar imported merchandise is actusllf sold or freely offered
for sale in usual wholesale gquantities in the United States in the open
market, due allowance by deduction being made for estimated duties
thereon, cost of transportation, insurance, and other necessary expenses
from the place of shipment to the place of delivery, and a commission
not exceeding 6 per eent, if any bas been paid or contracted to be paid
on consigned goods, or a reasonable allowance for general expenses and
profits (not to exceed 8 per cent) on purchased goods. h

Mr. DALZELL rose. :

Mr. TAWNEY. In justa moment. Now, Mr. Chairman, they
are aunthorized, in order to determine the walue of certain
articles of use, to ascertain the value and cost of production
of like articles in this country, excluding transportation and cer-
tain other items in making up the estimated cost. Now I will
yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. |

Mr. DALZELL. As I understand the gentleman, under the
existing law the appraisers are charged with the duty of as-
certaining the cost of production of articles abroad and at home.
If that be true then this paragraph is clearly subject to a point
of order, inasmuch as it changes existing law, transferring from
the appraisers the duty of ascertaining the cost to a tariff board.

Mr. TAWNEY. In reply to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
Iet me inform him that the paragraph does not create a tariff
board, and, in the second place, let me inform him that the
Payne tariff law itself transfers the duty of ascertaining this
cost from the appraisers to the President of the United States.
The appraisers engaged in enforcing the administration of the
customs law are to be assisted by this information to be obtained
by the President. Section 2 of the tariff act expressly says:

To secure Information to assist—
Who?—

assist the President In the discharge of the duty Imposed u
this section, and the officers of the Government in the admin
the customs laws.

n him by
tration of

The transfer of the duty of ascertaining this cost has already
been made. It has not been transferred in whole, but only to
assist these officers in the administration of the customs laws
in the discharge of their dufy respecting the ascertainment of
the cost, and in the performance of this duty the President has
been authorized to employ such persons as may be required.
This authority is in the last line of section 2.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I maintain that the purpose of this ap-
propriation being to obtain information to enable the President
of the United States to carry out the provisions of section 2
of the tariff act approved August 5, 1909, and there being noth-
ing in this section that limits or restricts the authority which
the President now has vested in him by law, it can not be
claimed that the first part of this paragraph is obnoxious to
pargraph 2 of Rule XXI. The language here—
including detalled information of the cost, and of each and every ele-
ment thereof, of pmducinf at the place of production and at the place
of consumption specified In sald tariff act—
is, as I have shown, authorized, because the law makes it the
duty of the appraisers and other customs officers, including the
consular service, which is another paragraph in the law which
I have not read to the committee—it imposes upon the consular
officers of the Government the duty of ascertaining the foreign
cost of merchandise purchased for exportation to the United
States.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the President, in the employment of per-
sons required and authorized for such service, may appoint a
tariff board. The matter of the employment of persons for the
purpose of carrying out the provisions of the tariff act is left
entirely to the discretion of*the President of the United States;
the number of persons he may employ is not limited, except as
it may be limited by the appropriation. The designation of
these persons when employed is entirely within his discretion,
and this provision, which says that in the employment of these
persons authorized by law for the purpose of enabling him to
perform this duty imposed upon him by law he may appoint a
tariff board, does not create a tariff board unless in the discre-
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tion of the President he sees fit to do so. It does not limit his
discretion as to the number he may appoint. He may appoint
as many as he pleases, he may designate them to-day under
existing law as a commission, or he may designate them as a
tariff board, or he may designate them as commissioners or
tariff experts. He 'may give them any designation he sees fit,
and this provision does not in any way restrict or limit the exer-
cise of that discretion.

Therefore, so far as the tariff board is concerned, it is not
obnoxious to the rule, as I shall endeavor to show the Chair by
a precedent that was made some years ago in this House on a
similar question.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. If the gentleman will allow me, he has
the discretionm also to fix the salaries. L

Mr. TAWNEY. Yes; he has the discretion fo fix the salaries.
The language that authorizes him to employ persons for the pur-
poses specified in this act gives him a discretion as broad as
Janguage ean:

The President is hereby authorized to employ such persons as may be
required.

Now, Mr. Chairman, this authorizes the general investigation
of tariff conditions as applied to the products of the United
States when imported into foreign countries, an investigation
that is not limited by law. We have had decisions on similar
questions where general investigation was authorized by law.

I read from paragraph 3615, page 410, volume 4, Hinds's
Precedents :

A department belng created for the declared purpose of investigation,
an appropriation for the Instrumentalifies of such investigation was
held to be within the rule. On February 14, 1901, the sundry ecivil
appropriation bill was under consideration In Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, and the Clerk had read the
tollowing paragraph relating to the work of the Fish Commission :

s mgp oyees at large: Two field-station superintenden at $1,800
each ; 2 fish culturists, at $060 each; 2 fish culturists, at § each: 5
machinists, at 960 each; 2 coxswains, at $720 each; in all, $13,560."

Mr. Mantay E. OLumsTiEp, of Pennsylvania, made a polnt of order
against this Yamgraph, that the appropriations prop were not aun-

aw.

thorized by

After d%a during which reference was made to sections 4395-
4308, Revised Statutes, to the fact that the law of 1871 created the
department for the prosecution of investigations, and to the decision of
glﬁlrman PAYNE, on January 30, 1897, Chalrman, on February 16,

eld :

*The Chalir Is of the oglnion that there Is no limitation upon this see-
tion as to time, and that it has the same force and effect to-day that
it had at the tlme it became a law, on the 9th of February, 1871. This
section In the bill which is objected to Is clearly within the spirlt and
letter of that statute, and the Chalr holds, therefore, that the _Polnt of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLMSTED] not well taken,
and overrules the point of order.”

Now, the statute upon which that decision was made is as
follows:

Src. 4395. There shall be appointed by the President, with the ad-
vice and consent of the Bena from among the civil officers or em-
ployees of the Government, a commissioner of fish and fisheries, who
shall be a person of proved scientific and practical acgnaintance with
the fishes the coast, and who shall serve without additional salary.

Sec. 4396. The commissioner of fish and fisherles, shall prosecu
investigations and inquiries on the subject, with the view of ascer-
taining whether any and what diminution in the number of the food
fishes of the coast and the lakes of the United States has taken place;
and, if so, to what cause the same is due; and also whether any and
what Jmtective. prohibitory, or precautionary measures should be
adopted In the premises; and shall report upon the same to Congress.

Mr. Chairman, that is all of the authority there was in law
for the paragraph authorizing the employment of a personnel
in the Bureau of Fish and Fisheries in the field, at an aggregate
annual expense of $13,560.

Again, a similar case is found on page 432 of volume 4 of
Hinds's Precedents, paragraph 3651 :

While an ap riation for an investigation on a subject relating to
agriculture is in order on the agricultural appropriation bill, it is not
in order to appropriate for the organization of a burean to make such
investigations. On January 30, 1907, the agrieunltural ﬁppmprlat!nn
bill was under consideration In Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union, when Mr. John F. Lacey, of Iowa, offered this
amendment :

Insert at the end of line 23, page §0, the following:

“ Bureau of Blological SBurvey: Salaries, Bureau of Biologleal Sur-

vey : One biologist, who chief of bureaun, $3,000; one clerk,
class 1, $£1,200; two clerks, at $1,000 each, $2,000; one clerk, $900;
one messenger or laborer, $480; all, $7,680.

tlons : For blologleal investigations, Inel the g aphle distri
tion and migrations of animals, birds, and nts, and for the promo-
tion of economic ornithology and mammalogy, ete.”

Mr. Epgar D. Csnuncxni of Indiana, made the point of order that
there was no authorlzation of law for the appropriation, and that legis-
Iation was Involved. After debate, the chalrman (Mr. OLMSTED, of
Pennsylvania) held:

The Chair finds that * biology,” as defined by Webster, has to do
with the “ ori structure, development, function, and distribution of
animals and plants,” and is Inclined to think, and would hold, that the
portion of the amendment is supported by anthority found in the
1900, and therefore in order. But the first division of the

ogical Investigations: General %Ea, blologieal lnvmtlgn-
D

second
act of

amendment, establishing the Bureau of Blologleal Survey, seems to
hamper the discretion which the act of 1900 confers upon the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. Whether that act confers upon the Secretary of

culture authority to establish such a bureau need not be discussed.
The pro| amendment does not contemplate its establishment by him,
but by Congress. It is the attempted establishment of a new bureau in
an appropriation bill without any previous authority of law.

8o far as the appropriation for the Investigation was con-
cerned, the Chair in effect held that that part of the amendment
in that case was in order, but in so far as the amendment at-
tempted to create a bureau on an appropriation bill, that was
new legislation, and therefore subject to the point of order.

There is nothing of that kind contemplated, nothing of that
kind authorized, in the language carrying the appropriation of
$250,000 against which the point of order is now pending.

Mr. FORDNEY. Would the chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations yield for a guestion?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Minnesota yield?

Mr. TAWNEY. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr, FORDNEY. If this act is put into law and the President
under the authority given appoints the board, what additional
authority would that board have to the authority now given the
board appointed by the President under the authority given him
by the new tariff law?

Mr. TAWNEY. None whatever.

Mr. FORDNEY. Then, why appoint another board?

Mr, TAWNEY. The board, Mr. Chairman, will have only
such authority as the President of the United States confers
or delegates to it, just exactly as the present board has.

Mr. FORDNEY. Then, why create a new board—

Mr. TAWNEY. We do not propose to create a new board;
but it is simply this: It emphasizes the fact that he may, if he
sees fit to do so, create a tariff board. He has authority to do
it now——

Mr. FORDNEY. He has already done it.

Mr. TAWNEY (continuing). And he has exercised that au-
thority.

Mr. FORDNEY. Why give him additional authority if he
already has it?

Mr. TAWNEY. It doesnot give him additional authority under
this paragraph; not an iota of additional authority. Again, Mr.
Chairman, in volume 4, paragraph 3719, page 480, of Hinds's
Precedents, when the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAyn~E]
was Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union and it had under consideration the agricul-
tural appropriation bill, at that time I offered the following
amendment :

Fiber investigation: To enable the Secretary of Agriculture to com-
tinne the investigntions relating to textile fibers indigenous In or
adapted to the United States, including their economic gmwth. cleans-
ing, and decortlcatl.ng. preparatory to manufacture; e testing ma-
hi and pre or said cleansing and decorticating; for the pur-
chase of material for said tests; for the purchase of fiber plants and
geeds for distribution, propagation, and experiments, and for the labor

and expenses incident thereto; and for traveling expenses in connec-
tion with said duties, $5,000.

Mr. Wadsworth, then chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture, made a point of order that this amendment was not au-
thorized by law, and the Chair, in the first instance, sustained
the point of order, but later, on my presenting to the Chair
section 526 of the Revised Statutes, which is as follows:

The Commissioner of riculture shall procure and preserve all In-
formation concerni agriculture which he c¢an obtain by means of
books and correspondence, and by practical and scientific &u‘mperimts,
accurate records of which riments shall be kept in his ce, by the
collection of statistics. and by any other appropriate means within his
power ; he shall collect new and valuable seeds and plants; he shall
test, by cunltivation, the value of such of them as may require such
tests ; shall propagate such as may be worthy of propagation, and shall
distribute them among agricalturists—

The Chairman [Mr. PAYy~NE] ruled:

The Chalir will state that if the attention of the Chair had been
ecalled to the statute the gentleman has just read before ruling on the
amendment when first presented, the ruling would have been different.
The Chair thinks that clearly the statute authorizes the work sug-
gested in the amendment, and therefore overrules the poipt of order,
and will submit the question to the committee.

Now, Mr. Chairman, these precedents are all in line with the
authority heretofore given to the President of the United
States for the purpose of investigating tariff conditions not
only in this country but all over the world, and the work of
ascertaining these conditions necessarily involves an investi-
gation into the cost of producing articles imported into this
country, and also the cost of producing like articles in the
United States. There is no limitation whatever by this lan-
guage upon the authority which the President now possesses
by virtue of section 2 of the tariff act, and therefore this appro-
priation being authorized by law, and the language in which
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it is made not being in conflict with any law and not creating
any new purpose for which the public funds may be expended,
the paragraph, in my judgment, is clearly in order under exist-
ing authority of law. And I want to call to the attention of
the Chair another important fact, bearing, in my judgment,
directly upon the question at issue here and which the Chair
will have to decide.

Section 3 of Article II of the Constitution of the United
States, defining the duties of the President of the United
States, says:

He shall from time to time give to the Congress information of the

state of the Unlon, and recommend to their consideration such meas-
ures as he ghall judge necessary and expedient.

Now, Mr, Chairman, the President of the United States has
himself interpreted the lJaw and his authority, and what that
law authorizes him to do. He interpreted the law in an official
document sent to Congress at the beginning of this session. We
all know that he is regarded as one of the ablest judges that
ever adorned the circuit court of the United States. We also
know that he is an able lawyer; and as judge, lawyer, and
President of the United States he has given to Congress his
interpretation of the authority he now possesses with respect to
the investigation which Congress has authorized him to make
into the matter of tariff conditions both here and abroad. In
his annual message he said:

The new tariff law enables me to appoint a tarlff board to assist
me in connection with the Department of State in the administration
of the minimum and maximum clause of the act and also to assist
officers of the Government in the administration of the entire law.
An examination of the law and an understan of the nature of the
facts which should be considered in discharging the functions imposed
upon the Executive show that I have the power to direet the tariff rd
to make a comprehensive glossary and encyclopedia of the terms used
and articles embraced in the tariff law, and to secure information as to
the cost of production of such goods in this country and the cost of
their production in fore! countries. I have therefore appointed a
tarif board, consisting of three members, and have directed them to
ﬁl’fom all the duties above described. This work will perhaps take

0 or three years, and I ask from Congress a continuing annual ap-
&mpriation ual to that already made for its prosecution. I believe

at the work of this board will be of prime utility and importance
whenever Congress shall deem it wise again to readjust the customs
duties, If the facts secured by the tariff board are of such a character
as to show generally that the rates of duties imposed by the present
tariff law are excessive under the prineiples of protection as described
in the ‘platform of the successful party at the late election, I shall
not hesitate to invite the attention of Congress to this fact and to the
necessity for action predicated thereon.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the duty of advising Congress from time
to time and the duty of recommending such measures as to him
may seem expedient or necessary is a mandatory duty the
President is reguired to perform. He has asked Congress for
an appropriation of $250,000 to enable him to discharge this
duty. He says in his annual message that he desires this in-
formation for the purpose of enabling him to discharge his duty
in connection with the administration of the tariff law, and also
for the purpose of discharging his duty under the Constitution
of advising Congress what changes, if any, are necessary in the
existing rates of taxation. That comes to Congress not alone
as an estimate from the President of the United States in a
special message to Congress, but it comes to Congress through
the regular channels in the form of a formal estimate from
the Secretary of the Treasury. The authority for his advising
Congress, I say, is mandatory. He informed us that in order
to discharge this duty properly it will be necessary for him to
make certain investigations in respect to tariff conditions, the
cost of production here and abroad, in order to determine
whether or not the rates of duty imposed by tariff laws are
adequate or inadequate to measure the difference in the cost
of production in this country and abroad, which difference is,
or is supposed to be, represented by duties imposed by law.

It has, therefore, the same force that an estimate coming
from a department would have for an appropriation to carry
out and execute an existing authority. It would not for one
moment be claimed that an appropriation based upon that esti-
mate would be subject fo a point of order, if the language mak-
ing the appropriation was no broader than the authority exist-
ing in the statute, and if it did not create new objects for the
purpose of public expenditure.

I can not see why this appropriation, therefore, is not in order
either under the tariff law or under the Constitution of the
United States. The last part of this paragraph relates par-
ticularly to the authority conferred by the Constitution. It
gays:

To enable the President to have such information eclassified, tabulated,

and arranged for his use in recommending to Congress such changes
or modifications in any existing tariff law— =

He has said that is what he wants the appropriation for.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Why do you limit the power that he
has under the Constitution?

Mr. TAWNEY. I do not limit the power he has under the
Constitution.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Read the entire clause, and see if it
does not. .

Mr. TAWNEY. It does not limit it at all.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I beg the gentleman’s pardon.

Mr. TAWNEY. It does not. It says:

As he may deem necessary to prevent undue discrimination in favor
of or against any of the products of the United States.

It does not restrict the President in the least to give us that
information in advising Congress. He has said to Congress
that he needs the information in order to enable him to dis-
charge this mandatory duty placed upon him by the Constitu-
tion of the United States. It therefore has as much force and
is authorized to the same extent that an estimate coming from
the head of a department would be, and an appropriation made
upon that estimate, for the purpose of enabling the Department
of Agriculture to make certain investigations which that de-
partment, under the organic law creating the department, is
authorized to make.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit
an authority upon that phase of the gquestion, which seems to
me to be very apt in this connection, if the gentleman will
allow me.

Mr. TAWNEY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Minnesota has quoted the third section of the second article
of the Constitution, requiring the President to furnish informa-
tion to Congress from time to time in respect to the state of the
Union and to make recommendations:

He shall, from time to time, give to the Congress information of the
state of the Union and recommend to thelr consideration such measures
as he shall judge necessary and expedient.

Of course the Constitution is law as much as a statute is law.
If the Constitution authorizes the President or head of a de-
partment to do anything, it is in order to make an appropriation
to carry out that function or purpose by a general appropria-
tion bill without any other legislation.

Now, I call attention to a decision in the fourth volume of
Hinds's Precedents, paragraph 3649, which was based upon this
statute in reference to an appropriation carried in the agricul-
tural bill, which declares, in the first place, that—

There shall be at the seat of tgovernment a_ Department of Agricul-
ture, the conditions and duties of which shall be to acquire and diffuse
among the people of the United States useful information on subjects
’tg 1.ln;.-:::am:lectImm with agriculture in the most comprehensive sense of the

Now, that was the statute upon which the appropriation was
made, “ the duty of acquiring and diffusing useful information.”
The Constitution says the President shall submit to Congress
information respecting the state of the Union. It does not say
he shall *“acquire” the information, but everybody knows
that an officer can not submit information until he has acquired
it. Now, for the purpose of carrying into effect that duty pro-
vision was carried in the agricultural appropriation in this
langunage:

To enable the Secretary of Agriculture to investigate the character
of proposed food preservatives and coloring matters, to determine their
relation to digestion and to health, and to establish the principles which
should guide their use; to enable the Secretary of Agriculture to Investi-
fnte the character of the chemical and physical tests which are ngglled

o American food products in foreign countries, and to inspect before
shipment, when desired by the shippers cr owners of these food prod-
ucts, American food products intended for countries where chemieal
and physical tests are required before said food products are allowed
to be sold in the countries mentioned, and for all necessary expenses
connected with such inspection and studies of methods of analysis in
foreign countries; to enable the Becretary of Agriculture, in collabo-
ration with the Association of Official Agricultural Chemists and such
other experts as he may deem necessary, to establish standards of purlty
for fi products and to determine what are regarded as adultera-
tions therein, for the guidance of the officials—

And so forth.

And an appropriation was carried.

The distinguished gentleman from Illinois who is now
Speaker of the House, Hon. JosErH . UANNON, raised the ques-
tion of order that the provision carried new legislation, and
was therefore not in order on a general appropriation bill. The
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House, the late Gov-
ernor Powers, of the State of Maine, held the provision in order
as being authorized under the general paragraph in the law
creating the Department of Agriculture, and authorizing that
department to acquire and diffuse information. It authorized
this elaborate investigation, and an appropriation for it; and I
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submit it was not as broad as the constitutional provision
quoted by the gentleman from the State of Minnesota, It seems
to me that the provision that is under discussion is simply
declaratory of existing law. It does not change one iota of the
power that the President already has, but makes an apprapria-
tion to carry into effect that power, reciting specifically what
it is; and that is all there is in it.

Mr. DALZELL., May I call the gentleman’s attention to the
fact that the language upon which the gentleman from Minne-
sota is relying is that procuring information “ to enable him to
discharge the duties imposed by this section?”

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is not all of it,

Mr. DALZELL. That is all of it.

Mr, TAWNEY. By the tariff act.

Mr, DALZELL. And to enable the President to have such
information classified, tabulated, and arranged for his——

Mr. CRUMPACKER. For his use.

Mr. DALZELL. I am citing the language upon which you
rely and the law upon which you rely, which is to enable the
President to secure information neeessary to assist him in the
discharge of the duties imposed by this section.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. O Mr. Chairman, we rely upon all the
law there is. If there is any law authorizing it, it is in order,
whether it iIs fundamental lIaw or statutory law, or any other
law, that is reeognized by the rules of this House.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I stated——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like to ask the gentle-
man from Indiana a question. Is the gentleman from Indiana
able to cite to the Chair any precedent where, under that pro-
vision of the Constitution, authorizing the President to make
recommendations to Congress, an appropriation is in order giv-
ing the President authority to do what he pleases, upon any
subject, in the way of the expenditure of money?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I think the appropriation is in order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair asks the gentleman fo cite any
precedent which he has.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I have no precedent, becanse the gues-
tion has mever arisen before, to my knowledge. The President
has a good many agencies through which he may acquire in-
formation; but if the agencies are not adeguate, then he may
request Congress to make an appropriation, and Cengress has
power to make it, because it is authorized by law.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair simply wishes to ascertain if
the gentleman has any precedent directly in point.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I have no precedent under this pro-
vision of the Constitution, one way or the other.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I stated that I relied not
alone on the authority in the tariff act, but also upon the au-
thority under the Constitution of the United States, under which
authority the President may—and, in fact, it is made his duty
to—furnish information to Congress from time to time regarding
the state of the Union and to make such specifie recommendations
as he may judge necessary or expedient. Now, upon him alone
must depend the initiation of the exereise of that authority. I de
not maintain that the Congress of the United States, without any
request from the President or without any estimate authorized
by him, could approprizte money generally or specifieally for
this purpese. I maintain that it is within the power of the
President, and within his power alone, to initiate the exercise
of that authority which gives Congress jurisdiction to make
appropriations to enable the President to perform his consti-
tutional funetions. In his special message, after citing the
paragraph which I have read in part, contained in his annual
message, he has safd:

Upen consultation with the members of the Tariff Beard I find that
to carry ount the purposes announced in my ammual message It will be
necessary to have an appropriation by Congress. tely available
for the current fiscal year, of $250,000, and I respectfully urge on
Congress this appropriation. have directed the Seeretary of the
Treasury to an estimate of the same in the statutory method

And I have here the estimate submitted by the Secretary of

the Treasury:
Y TrEASTRY DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
. Washington, March 29, 1910,
8ir: By direction of the President, I have the honer to transmit
an estimate of appropriation in the sum of $250,000 for the
service of the fiscal year ending June 30, 1911, to enable the President
to secure information and to assist the officers of the Government in
the administration of the customs laws, as provided In section 2 of the

‘ﬁtesopgec%?lﬁly. DA FRANRLIN MACVEAGH,

Secretary.
The SPEAKER oF THE HoUsSm OF EEPRESENTATIVES.

Now, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion I want just briefly to sum-
marize the argument which I think clearly shows that this
provision is in order under the rules of the House.

The President of the United States in the first instance has
asked Congress for an appropriation of $250,000 to enable him
to obtain certain necessary information to assist him and the
officers of the Government in the administration of the eustoms
laws, and also, as he says in his message, to enable him to de-
termine what recommendations should hereafter be made re-
specting the rates of taxation or the rates of duty in any exist-
ing tariff law that would correctly measure the difference in
the cost of production here and abroad. Now, it being his
duty to inform Congress in that regard, as well as in regard to
all other matters pertaining to the welfare of the Union, and
he having initiated the exercise of the authority under the law
and the Constitution by sending an estimate and a message to
Congress requesting an appropriation for this specific purpose,
I say that the paragraph the appropriation for that
purpose thus being authorized both by the tariff act and by
the Constitution of the United States, under the present esti-
mate submitted by the President, the paragraph is not subject
to the point of order. This, Mr. Chairman, is undoubtedly true
unless the Chair finds that in making the appropriation we
have used language that changes existing law or language that
creates new purposes for the expenditure of public moneys. If
the language in which this appropriation is made should be

| held to be surplusage or declaratory, it would not be subject to

the point of order, for there is no rule against legislation on an
appropriation bill unless it is legislation that changes existing
law or authorizes the expendiinre of public money that is not
now authorized by law.

The language in this paragraph carrying this appropriation
does not change any existing law. It does not authorize the
expendifure of a dollar of this appropriation for any purpose
that is not now authorized by law, and the appropriation there-
fore being authorized the language itself is not subject to &
point of order, because it does not change existing law nor
does it create any new authorization for public expenditure.
[Applaunse.]

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, the point of order has
been interposed to this paragraph because it is obnoxious te
paragraph 2 of Rule XXI. The rule provides:

No a tion shall be reported in general appropriation b
orbetgp er as an amendment thereto, for any tpmnu -

such. public works and objeets as are already in progress ; nor shall any
provision changing existing law be in order in any general appropris-
tion bill, or in any amendment thereto.

I submit that the paragraph in the bill now under considera-
tion violates both the provisions of the rule. First, the appro-
priation is not authorized by any existing law, and, in the sec-
ond place, the paragraph changes existing law in that it creates
authority that dees not now exist. In the discussiom which
has taken place thus far of this appropriation, Mr. Chairman,
there has been some unanimity among the Members of the
House. There seems to be a universal desire that accurate in-
formation be obtained in erder to make possible the mest scien-
tifie revision of the tariff possible.

Some Members have advocated this appropriation because, in
their opinion, it would result in the information so desirable
being obtained ; and some Members upon this side of the House
have announced the probability of their support of this pro-
vision in the belief that it would result in information that is
desirable from other standpoints. I desire to eall the atten-
tion of the House to just what this provision does. It does
not purport to obtain accurate nenpartisan information for
the purpose of enabling the Congress to revise the tariff. The
sole purpose of this provision, as I shall show, is to prevent a
discussion of the tariff or the agitation of tariff revision dnr-
ing the present Republican administration. Its object is to
tide the Republican pariy past this coming election, so that
the party may be able to unite its discordant elements in the
hope that it may come together at the end of this administra-
tion and present a united front to the country.

I make this statement on the authority of the man who is at
the head of whatever remains of the Republican party in this
country. I shall produce his own statement to demonstrate
that this item is not intended to emable Congress to obtain
information to revise the tariff, but it is intended to prevent
the agitation of the question during his administration in the
hope that the Republican party will be united.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the gentleman think the question he
now proposes to discuss has any relation fo the point of order?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I think it has and I shall show it as I
proceed. I shall also show the manner in which the President
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has gone from a conception of what power Is glven to him by
section 2 of the Payne Act to a definite construction of that law
to fit his desires, and I shall show that the ameount of the ap-
proprintion originated at a political meefing, and that It is
wholly different from the sum the President deliberately in-
formed the Congress was nccessary. I shall point out also that
the commitiee has accepted the recommendation for the appro-
priation of $250,000 without a single witness belng called to
sustain it, without the slightest investigation of where the
money already appropriated has gone, and withont any knowl-
edze whatever of what it is proposed to do with this money.

I shall also show that this money, if approprinted under this
item, will result in the collection of a mass of information that
will be absolutely worthless either to the President or to the
Congress, When I have finished I belleve it will be very appar-
ent that not enly is the item not In order, but even if it be in
order it gshould be unanimously eliminated from the bill.

The President made a speech at the city of Winona, in the
district of the gentleman from Minnesota, on the 17th of Sep-
tember, 1009. In that speech he outlined what he belicved to
be the authority conferred by this provision. He said that he
conceived that he had the right to appoint a tariff board, and
hie outlined the duties which he belleved the board should per-
form, and then further on in his speech he made this state-
ment:

I do not Intend, unless compelled or directed by Congress, to publish
the result of these Investigations, but to treat them merely as incidental
facts brought out officlally from time to time and as they may be ascer-
tained and put of record in the department, there to be when they
have all been nccumnlated and are sufficiently complete to justify execu-
tive recommendation based on them. Now, I think it is utterly use-
less, as 1 think it wonld be tly distressing to business, to talk of
another revislon of the tariff during the present Congress. I should
think t.;utt l:hwudtggn ceﬂ:lnzh}:#u the rest of this a mll::?lrut;gntﬁu
accnmulate the upon a4 new and proper revislon e
tarift might bo had. By that time— REvRd

That is, the end of this administration—

the whole Republican party ecan express itself again {n respect to the
matter bring to bear upon its Representativ gress
of ;;uhll::ngpmlog which aiul'..ﬁ result 3: solid pltret; lgzgg:. o

8o long back as the 17th of September the President an-
nounced that it would be very distressing to have any aglita-
tion of the tariff during this session of Congress, and that he
hoped by deferring it to the end of his administration to effect
a solidifieation of his party.

My, Chairman, some Members have suggested that even thongh
this provision be not in the form in which many desire it
shounld be if authority were given to accumulate information,
that the point of order should not be interposed, but that the
provision should be permitted to remain in the bill, to be per-
fected to satisfy the majority of the House. In 1800 the late
Mr. Dingley, while presiding In the Committee of the Whole
IHonse on the state of the Unlon, rendered a very elaborate
oplnion upon a guestion of order that was raised on the ground
that a legislative provision was in violatlon of the rule invoked
amiinst the pending provision. He pointed out the object of
the rule: The appropriation bills are for the purpose of pro-
viding the means to cnable the Government to be maintained;
that to prevent delay and to avoid jeopardizing these bills by
differences that might exist among Members of the House or
between fhe Moembers of the two Houses, or between the Congress
awd the Executive, the rule had beén adopted to prevent legis-
lntive provigions being inserted in the bill. That the rule is
snlutary and necessary is evident, since it has remained prac-
tically unchanged since 1837.

He pointed out further that as the Committee on Appropria-
tions hoad no jurisdiction to consider any matters except appro-
priations, and as there were committces of the House charged
with the duty and responsibillty of considering and reporting
upon legislative matters, better results were inevifably obtained
by having legislative items originate in and be reported from
the commitices which were pecullarly and spectally qualified
to originate and conslder such matters. He explained farther,
and this is important at this time, that even if the legislative
provision were permitted fo remaln In the bill, under the
rules of the House amendiments wlhich would be in order if the
nuttter were considered as a special legislative matter in a
separate bill would not be In order If the item were In an ap-
propriation bill, so that it would not be possible to perfect this
amendment either by providing that a report should be made to
Congress or by giving authority by which this ecommission shonld
have some real power. So that those of us who believe it de-
girable to create the machinery to acenmulate neenrate informa-
tion to be used In the preparation of tarifl bills should hesitate
long before permitting the considerntion of this provision in this
appropriation bill, sinee lured by false hopes we would be unable
to perfect tlie provision in the way desired.

Mr. Dingley's accurate statement of the rule s found on page
630 of volume 4 of Hinds's Precedents, and is as follows:

Thlrd.lx another %‘amund of obfection to leglslation on an approprias-
tion bill lies in the fact that even if an amendment should be a tted
here which is in nature of general I lation, changing existing law,
our rules would so restrict amendments to it that it would be almost
impossible to perfect 1t.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BoutErn] on
Saturday said that he was an optimist, and that he still con-
tinued to be an optimist even after the discussion on this bill,

‘and that he still indunlged the idle dream that he might be able

to participate in the preparation of a nonpartisan tariff bill
I do not know whether he had read or whether he had over-
looked the annual message of the President of the United States,
but if, after reading the I'resident’s message, in which he says:

If the facts seenred by the tar{f board are of such a character as to
show generally that the rates of duty imposed by the present tarlll law
are excessive under the prineciples of protection, as described in the plat-
form of the successful party at the late election, I sball not hesitate
to invite the attention of Congress to this fact, and to the necessity for
action predicated thereon—
the gentlemnn from Illinois hopes for a nonpartisan tariff
bill, it must be that he believes that all of the people of the
TUnited States will aceept the tariff prinelples as laid down in
the Republican platform; or he must look to the day when those
who believe in the Rlepublican party will repudiate the prin-
ciples stated in their platform. It requires something more than
optimism to account for the hope that a tarif bill will be made
here upon a nonpartisan basis.

Mr. Chairman, T am opposed to this appropriation, because
it is not, In my opinion, intended In good faith. It is not for
the purpose of obtaining facts to assist in a revision of the
tariff, but It is to defer any discussion of a revision until after
the election which is upon us.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman from New York
agree with the platform announced on Saturday by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Foss], that a new revision of
the tariff should be undertuken immediately after the 4th of
next March?

Mr. FITZGERRALD. I belleve it would be very beneficial to
the people,

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman stand for that?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Oh, let me answer the gentleman's
question. If T have not answered it, I shall try to do it. I
believe it will be very beneficial to the people and to the coun-
try, and I am convinced that if the Democratic House that
will take office on the 4th of March next could then be con-
vened to revise the tariff at once, it would result greatly to the
advantage of the entire country. [Applanse on the Democratic
side.] Does that answer the gentleman's question?

Mr. LONGWORTH. Ob, yes; I am glad to know the gentle-
man’s attitude.

Mr, FITZGERALD. I notice how easy it is to satisfy the
gentleman from Ohio ever since this item was put in this billl
I sa.l%qu. Chairman, I did vpot belleve this provision was in
good faith or intended for the purpose it purports. There is.
information now that some of the schedules of the tariff bill
should be revised, even according to the doctrine of the Re-
publican platform.

As the gentleman from New York [Mr. Havess] pointed out,
the President in his Winona speech called attention to the fact
that although both Mr. ArpricE and Mr. PAYNE were con-
vineed that there slhiould be certaln reductions in the woolen
schedule, there were certain interests sufficiently strong in the
Republican party to make it impossible to modify it; that he
considered the woolen schedule a glaring defect in this fariff
Iaw, and he wished it could be otherwise. It Is unfortunate
that he did not put that statement in a message to Congress
instead of in his speech in the district of the gentleman from
Minnesota; If he had, perhaps his wish would have been
gratified. And yet he even hesitated in expressing a wish that
this might be different, becaunse the exact words he used are:
“T could wish that it were dlfferent.”’ He did not even wish it
otherwise. Not only is this an instance where information
exlsts requiring a modification of the present tariff law, Mr.
Chairman, but, as the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Crarx]
pointed out, a commitice was appointed, of which you, Mr.
Chairman, were the distingnished chairman, to investigate the
question of ground wood and print paper. That committee
spent months and months in an exhanstive Investigntion. It
was the most thorough and complete investigation made of any
article affected by the tariff.
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The committee made a unanimous report, four Republicans
and two Demoerats, agrecing upoa the report, that instead of
$1.66 a ton, the duty upon ground wood fixed in the Dingley
tariff law, ground wood should be placed upon the free list;
and instead of §6 a ton upon print paper fixed In the Dingley
law, %2 a ton should be placed upon print paper, with the
recommendation that those rates be fixed provided that no
charge or duty or tax was placed opon ground wood or print
paper by the country from which print paper or ground wood
might be exported to the United States. After all the labor
and work put in by that special committee its recommenda-
tions were entirely disregarded, and in the Payne tariff law
the duty on ground wood was left at $1.66 a ton and the duty
on print paper was fixed at $3.70 a ton. I have often wou-
dered how it happened that the onanimous recommendations
of the special committee were disregarded. Confronted now ap-
parently by an anxious profession for accurate information
and facis as to the cost of production of articles affected by
tariff rates, upon the only item in the entire range of articles
upon which such information was obtained, and it came nearer
to being nonpartisan because it was a bl-partisan recommen-
dation, the Committee on Ways and Means rejected the recom-
mendation.

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield?
Would not the Congress have the same right to reject the
recommendation of the President that it had to reject or ignore
the report and recommendation of its own committee?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I am coming to that in a minute—-

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania, IDoes not the gentleman know
that one of the principal and strongest arguments made against
this proposition by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr, Uxpes-
woon] was that the enactment of this provision would confer
upon the President virtually the right to write a tariff bill¥

Mr. FITZGERALD. I am coming to that in a moment. The
argument has been made, perhaps in the absence of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania, that what was wanted were facts, and
when the facts were had it woukl be possible to fix rates satis-
factorily to everybody concerned. T was annoyed and bothered
to know why these recommendations were rejected, and I have
found the explanation. It has been explained by no less a per-
gonage than the President of the United States. In this same
speech made at Winona he discuseed the question of a duaty on
ground wood and print paper. He said there was a great con-
troversy of what the rates should be, a considerable difference
of opinfon as to the facts, and he spoke about the recommenda-
tion of the specinl committee, and then he made this statement.
I desire to use his exact language. After referring to the ob-
stacles and the difficulties in the duties, he said:

An examination of the evidence—

That is, apparently, of the evidence taken by this special com-
mittee—
satisfled Mr. Tayxe—I belleve it satisfied some of the Republican
dissenters—that £2, unless some change was made in the Canadian
restrictions upon the exports of wood to this country, was much too
low, and that $4 was only a fair measure of the difference between the
cost of production here and In Canada.

It is a peeculiar coincidence, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Payse
happened to represent a State, and comes from a section of a
State very near those sections in his State, in which the people
were vitally interested in a high duty upon ground wood and
print paper. [Applause on the Democratic side.] And, mo
matter what facts are collated and no matter how they are
submitted, there will always be some Mr. PAYNE who, upon an
examination of the evidence, will be satisfled whenever redue-
tiong are suggested in any particular schedule that the duty
proposed is too low. The President might better have repeated
the language used by him earlier in his speech and have sald
that when it was attempted to make a reduction in the duty on
ground wood and print paper it was found there were certain
strong interests in the Republican party which made such re-
duetions impossible. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HILL. I am sure the gentleman does not wish to do his
colleague [Mr. Payxe] any injustice, and if he will simply re-
fresh Lis memory he will recall the fact that the precise lan-
guage recommended by the special committee to which he refers
was put in the tariff bill, reported by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, contrary to his statement a moment or two ago, and
passed by the House of IRepresentatives. I think I am right
about that matter. The change was made in conference.

Mr. FITZGERALD. If the gentleman will permit me, T am
not talking about the bill as it was reported to this House.
Everybody knew that that was not the bill that was to become
the law. Everyone knew that certain provisions were put in

that bill to aid in obtaining the votes necessary to put it
through this House. I am talking about the bhill as it became
the law, and I am using the words of the President of the
United States, in which he referred to the examination of the
evidence by Mr. PAayNE, by which he was convinced that the
proposed dufy was too low, although the four Rtepublicans and
two Democrats who had spent months in collating the evidence
had a reached a unanimous conclusion upon it. There always
will be a Mr. PAYNE to be convinced, no matter what the facts
are, that the proposed reduction is too low.

What use is there to talk of squandering $250,000 to obtain
information that will be absolutely worthless in character, and,
even if it were of any value, will be wholly disregarded by the
Republican Congress? The Information obtained as proposed
here would be worthless,

When the Committee on Ways and Means started its hear-
ings in preparation for the tariff bill, it called from all over
the country manufacturers and producers of various articles.
They went before the Committee on Ways and Means in
droves, and the statements they made were so brazen and so
unrelinble and so frandulent on their face that the chairman
of the Commitiee on Ways and Means was compelled to come
into this House and obtain authority to put the witnesses
under oath, so as to stop the scandalous exhibition that was
being made over in the Office Bullding. There is not a word
in any existing statute that can be pointed out which author-
izes the persons employed by the DP'resident or this so-ealled
board or commission to put a single individual under oath.
They have no power to Investigate the records of any manu-
facturer or producer. They ean only take the voluntary state-
ments which will be made by manufacturers, and, in view of
our recent experience, God forbid that we should expend @
single dollar even in printing such statements made by inter-
ested parties,

Mr, UNDERWOOD. If my colleague will allow me to Inter-
rupt him for just a moment, I wish to say in this connection
the most yaluable testimony that was gotten by the Ways and
Means Commitiee in its recent investigation, on which the
Payne tariff bill was written, came from the cross-examination
of witnesses and not from the direct statements on their part.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes; and my recollection is that the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Loxawortiz] admitted that fuct in
lis gpeech the other day, and thauked the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. Cragx] and the gentleman from Alabama [Mr., Ux-
perwoon] for the very efficient assistance they had given in that
Investigation.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I most assuredly did.

Mr. FITZGERALI). And it would have been much better
had those same gentlemen been permitted to have given their
able assistunce In the preparation of the bill as well ag in the
eliciting of the information,

Mr. SIMS. As to the special committee to which the gentle-
man has referred, and on which I had the honor fo serve, I beg
to say that we were clothed with the highest inquisitorial
powers; that we examined every witness under oath., We ex-
amined the contracts of the paper manufacturers with pub-
lishers. We had the benefit of the active service of cousular
agents of the United States abroad. No fact that we laid
before this House was ever denied by the gentleman from New
York [Mr., PayNr] or anyone else.

Mr. FITZGERALD., I believe, perhaps, in justice to my
colleague from New York I should make this statement. The
President said an examination of the evidence convineedl Mr.
Payxe that the recommendations of the specinl committee were
too low. Dut be did not say which evidence was examined
and which convineed Mr. Payxe, and it is just possible in-
stend of exnmining the evidence collated by the use of the
great power conferred on that special committee that the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr, Payxe] examined the evidence of
the interested witnessges given before his own or some other
committee, It would be impossible for anyone to avold being
absolutely convinced from such statements that every proposed
reduction was a mistake and erroneous.

Mr, Chairman, I wish to discuss for a moment the question
of appropriating $250,000 for the purposes enumerated in the
provision. In- the urgent deficiency act approved the 5Sth of
August, 1009, §75,000 was appropriated for the ten months of
the fiscal year to enable the President to employ the persons au-
thorized to procure the information to assist him in the dis-
charge of the duties imposed upon him under the tariff law.

The President, in his annual message to Congress in Decem-
ber, said: : g

This work—
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Speaking of the tariff board—

will perhaps take two or three years, and I ask from Congress a con-
tin;ohl:; ang’ua.i appropriation equal to that already made for its prose-
cution.

So that at the beginning of December the President believed
that that board should have $75,000 for two or three years to do
its work.

On the 28th day of March he transmitted to Congress a spe-
cial message asking an appropriation of $250,000 for the bal-
ance of this year and for the next fiscal year, and said that a
similar appropriation would be required for two or three years.
In that message he said:

Upon consulting the members of the tariff board I find that to carry
out the purpose announced in my annual message it will be necessary
to have an a%pmprutlon by the Con immediately avalilable, for
the current and the next fiscal year, of g250,000. and I respectfully urge
upon Congress this appropriation.

He accompanies this message with a letter from the chair-
man of the board, dated the 26th of March, 1910. This letter
commences as follows:

In accordance with your instructions I have the honor to submit a
statement regarding the needed appropriation for the tariff board for
the year ending June 30, 1811,

In view of the fact that until the 81st of March the chlef work of
the board has been an Investigation of forei tariffs and regulations,
in regard to the posalhle existence of undue discrimination a st the

roducts of the United States, the Present aﬁgl’;t:friatlun of $75,000 has
Been adequate for the work immediately in

So that on the 26th of March the chairman of the board said
it was occupied until the 31st of March in a certain line of
worl, and they would need $250,000 for the next fiscal year, and
an attempt is made to explain the necessity for such a sum.

I was somewhat curious, Mr. Chairman, to ascertain when
this change had come over the President as to the amount re-
quired during the next fiscal year for the tariff board. After
some investigation I ascertained that on the 12th of February
last, in his Lincoln birthday speech before the Republican
Club in the city of New York, when the agitation for further
changes in the tariff had become very acute and when the coun-
try had been aroused by the unfolding of its iniquities, and
desperate efforts were being made by the President to silence
opposition in his own party, he announced that he intended to
apply to Congress this year for the sum of 250,000 to organize
a tariff board through which these investigations shall be made.

There was not a single witness called before the Committee
on Appropriations to ascertain what is to be done with this
money, or what has been done with the $75,000 already appro-
priated. No member of the committee, so far as I know, has
ever obtained information of the character always demanded
before a single penny of the public moneys was appropriated for
any purpose. Think of the gentleman from Minnesota, whose
care is so well known in this House, and so fully recognized
and frequently resented in the department, consenting to an
appropriation of $250,000 upon the mere say so of any indi-
vidual or department head, after his experience with President
Taft as the head of a department, when he demonstrated that
he was the most unreliable man in the publie service upon
whose statement an appropriation could be made without inves-
tigation.

The statements contained in the letter of the tariff board to
the President are so familiar as to awaken the suspicions of
the astute and experienced chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations.

We have tried—

Said the board—

to keep these estlmates down to the lowest fizure consistent with the
securi of satisfactory results; and belleve it desirable to oceed
slowly In such investigations in order that no public moneys shall be
ex{vended except for service of the highest order giving results of genuine
value. If experience should prove that it Is impossible to secure, dur-
ing the year, enough men of the quality referred to, to warrant the
utilization of this appropriation, the would thereby be re-
duced. TUnder no circumstances would the board feel warranted in
expending any part of the appropriation in the securing of material
regarding the accuracy of which there counld be any gquestion.

Such lamb-like simplicity is not uncommon when appropria-
tions are sought. Rarely, however, has an appropriation been
granted upon so flimsy grounds. It is indefensible to legislate
in such a way. The result can not be other than detrimental.

One fact stands out prominently in the statement of the
board. By no possibility will there be any undue haste in the
performance of its work, nor need those hoping for delay of
tariff revision fear any precipitancy by the board in the acen-
mulation of information, and so I repeat that everything points
to the conclusion that the main object of the pending provision
is not so much the acguisition of accurate information as it is,
as pointed out by the President last September at Winona, to

have some excuse to avold agitation and discussion, not only
until the impending election is over, but during this present ad-
ministration. I have much more admiration for the men on
that side of the House who are willing to go before the country
and take its verdict upon their work than for this new-fangled
scheme of trying to evade the issue before the people. [Loud
applause on the Democratic side.] /

Mr. Chairman, what does the particular paragraph do? It
purposes to appropriate, according to the gentleman from Min-
nesota, money to enable the President to do that which he is
now authorized to do under the law. Three specific provisions
of law are relied upon by the gentleman from Minnesota to
suc:‘tain the appropriation: First, section 2 of the Payne tariff
a

Without reciting it at length, it will suffice to say that sec-
tion 2 of the Payne tariff act, and everybody knows it, au-
thorizes the President fo ascertain whether any foreign country
is in any manner, by duty, rate, charge, tax, or in any other
way, imposing an undue discrimination upon the products of
the United States going into that country, and if he finds that
to be the fact, the maximum tariff under the law is imposed
upon the products coming from that country to the United
States. It is absolutely impossible for any intelligent man to
conceive that information as to the cost of production at any
place at all will be of any value to the President in the dis-
charge of the duties imposed under that section.

The question to be determined by him is whether a govern-
ment has fixed some charge, made some rate, placed some re-
striction, or, to express it in a manner that will be more readily
understood, in some way made a less favorable market for the
products of the United States in the particular country than is
given to the similar products of any other country in the same
place. So that even so good a lawyer as the President had
some difficulty in construing this section to give him the de-
sired power, although he has said that the power conferred in
section 2 gave him authority to investigate and ascertain the
cost of production of articles here and abroad.

More than that, Mr. Chairman, sections 10 and 11 of the
tariff act—the administrative sections—do not give the au-
thority stated by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. TAWNEY].
They authorize the appraisers, in fixing the value of articles
imported into this country, to ascertain the actual market value
in the country of production. Let me say that this does not
include articles on the free list, but, as the statute says, articles
of merchandise wholly or partly manufactured and subject to
an ad valorem duty, qr to a duty based in whole or in part on
value. Those are the articles of which they are authorized to
ascertain the actual market value in the country of production;
and if they can not ascertain the actual market value in the
couniry of production, they are authorized to use all available
means to ascertain the cost of production. The gentleman from
Minnesota in reading the section stopped at the word “ produc-
tion,” but he stopped in the middle of a sentence. The provi-
sion is:

To ascertain the cost of production of such merchandise at the time
of exportation to the Unll:e(f States and at the place of manufacture.

As it already appears, articles on the free list are not in-
cluded among those of which the appraisers are aunthorized to
ascertain the market value, and they are only empowered to
ascertain the cost of production of such articles subject to duty,
the market value of which can nof be ascertained. The pro-
vision in the provision under consideration is not so restricted.

The provision authorizing investigation regarding cost of pro-
duction of articles has no reference whatever to ascertaining
the cost of production in the United States. In the United
States the appraisers are authorized only to ascertain the actual
wholesale price; and the actual wholesale price is never based,
so far as the customs officials are concerned, upon the cost of
production in the United States. Nowhere is there any pro-
vision of law which authorizes a comparison between the costs
of production in this country and elsewhere, as provided in the
provision in this bill.

More than that, Mr. Chairman, there is no specific authority
in section 2 of the tariff act authorizing the appointment of a
tariff board. The President, in his two speeches, has construed
the law to mean that he has that authority; and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. LoxeworTH] in his speech, which will be found
on page 6572 of the Recorp, said:

Now what Is, In m{njud ent, the most Important function of this
board, to wit, that of investigating costs of production here and abroad,
was not vested in the board by section 2 of the Payne law;
but it was construned by the President that that power must necessarily
exist. How otherwise would it be possible to determine whether other

nations were unduly diseriminating or not? Tbhe proposition here 's not
to confer any new powers, therefore, upon this board. It Is merely to
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slative definition upon the powers which have been con-
strued by the President to be possessed by the board already. It merel;
E:ovtdes more In detail just what these powers are and how they sha

exercised, and it is speeifically provided that they shall examine into
the cost of all articles specified in the tariff act, both at the place of
production and at the place of consumption, both in this country and
the country from which such articles are importzd, so that the cost aof
such articles produced abroad may be compared with the cost of like
articles produced In this country.

Mr. Chairman, under the rules of this House any words that
place even a mere legislative construction upon any law are
obnoxious to the rule and subject to the point of order. Accept-
ing the statement of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LONGWORTH]
as the most accurate and authoritative possible regarding the
meaning and intention and purpose of this particular paragraph
by those proposing it, is it not apparent that the purpose is to
place a legislative construction upon the paragraph by this
provision? I call the attention of the Chair to a decision in
paragraph 8936, volume 4, of Hinds's Precedents, that a pro-
vision proposing to construe existing law is in itself a proposi-
tion of legislation, and therefore not in order on an appropria-
tion bill. Mr. Dingley, of Maine, was in the chair when that
decision was given.

A similar decision is found in paragraph 3937 of Hinds's Prec-
edents, when Mr. Carlisle was in the chair. A decision to the
same effect can be found in paragraph 3938, with Mr. PAYNE, of
New York, in the chair; and in one decision, when the House
overruled the Chairman, Mr. Richardson, of Tennessee, than
whom there was in his time no abler parliamentarian, took the
same view as Mr, Dingley and Mr. Carlisle. I shall not take
time to comment on these precedents, as they are clear, positive
in point, and before the Chair for examination.

Mr. Chairman, it has also been held that in making an appro-
priation, when an attempt is made to make it in the exact lan-
guage of the permanent law, that the slightest change whatever
in the provision makes it subject to the point of order; and in
paragraph 38817 of Hinds's Precedents, volume 4, an existing
law that was repeated verbatim with the exception of a single
word, it was held that the changing of the word “shall” to
“may " to be a sufficient change to subject the paragraph to the
point of order.

In paragraph 3720 is found a decision which I think will inter-
est the House in view of the fact that the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. Tawxey] is contending against this point of order.

On January 29, 1904, the gentleman from Minnesota was pre-
siding as Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union. In an urgent deficiency appropriation bill
was an item providing for the expenses of the commission on
international exchange, appointed under the provisions of the
sundry civil act of March 3, 1903, to bring about a fixed rela-
tionship between gold-standard and silver-using countries.

It appeared in the debate that the sundry civil law passed in
the last preceding session of Congress contained this paragraph:

To enable the President to cooperate through diplomatic channels
with the Governments of Mexico, China, Japan, and other countries for
the purpose set forth in the message of the President and the accom-

anying notes submitted to Congress January 29, 1903, and printed as
gemte ocument No. 119, second gession Fifty-seventh Congress, $25,000.

The gentleman from Minnesota, acting as Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, held
on a point of order that an appropriation to continue the duties
of the commission was not in order if a point of order was inter-
posed under this particular paragraph.

The gentleman from Minnesota attempted to justify this ap-
propriation because under the Constitution the President is
required to give information to the Congress.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes.

Mr, LONGWORTH. In the last precedent cited by the gen-
tleman, was it not a fact that that commission had finished its
term of service?

Mr. FITZGERALD. It does not so appear. The gentleman
from Minnesota attempted to justify the appropriation now under
consideration because the President is required to give information
to Congress as a part of his constitutional duty, and the gentle-
man from Minnesota insisted that the employment of persons
to acquire this information would properly be carried by an
appropriation in an appropriation bill.

Mr. Chairman, it might be just as important for the Presi-
dent to go some place and acquire personally the information
to be transmitted to Congress as to employ persons to acquire
the information for him; and yet it has been held that in the
absence of any statute authorizing the appropriation an appro-
priation for the President’s traveling expenses could not be
carried in an appropriation bill. The Constitution makes the
President the Commander in Chief of the Army and of the Navy

place a le,

of the United States. No one would assume that in the dis-
charge of his duties it would not be necessary for him to
travel, and yet the appropriation for his traveling expenses can
not be carried in an appropriation bill unless there is specific
authority authorizing the appropriation to be made.

Mr, HILL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Certainly.

Mr. HILL. I think the citation the gentleman just made
was made under a misapprehension. I made the point of order
on which the Chairman, the gentleman from Minnesota, de-
cided that the appropriation should go out, and it was on the
ground that there never had been any authorization by law
for the preceding appropriation the year before, that it was a
one-year appropriation, and that the appropriation of the year
before did not give any ground for the continuance of the appro-
priation in the succeeding year.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman point out any au-
thority under which a commission is authorized here?

Mr. HILL. Section 2 of the Payne tariff act.

Mr. FITZGERALD. That says that the President may em-
ploy persons; it does not say appoint a commission or a board.
Under the rule, if it be desired to appropriate in the language
of the law, it must be in the exact language. Let me call atten-
tion to the fact that that has been recognized in the urgent
deficiency appropriation bill in which the first appropriation is
carried. The gentleman from Minnesota, in compliance with
the rule, put this provision in the bill:

To enable the President to secure information and to assist the
officers of the Government in the administration of the customs la
as provided in section 2 of the tariff bill, relating to the maximum an
minimum rates, $75,000, to continue avallable during the fiscal year 1910,

That was in order, because it was in the exact language of
the law; but when the gentleman attempts to put in an appro-
priation the peculiar construction which the President has
placed on the law, then he is either changing existing law or
else he is construing the law and is violating the rule.

Mr, LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes.

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman will at least concede
that if the President ever had any authority to appoint a board,
the necessity for that board is still in existence and did not
terminate on the 31st of April.

Mr. FITZGERALD, Oh, I have not so contended; that was
drawn from the imagination of the gentleman from Minnesota.
Nobody has contended that the power vested in the President
in section 2 was exhausted by the 31st of March. That was
simply to bolster up an otherwise weak argument; the gentle-
man from Minnesota put up a man of straw in order to knock
him down. That is always a familiar method of argument in
the House as well as out of the House.

The gentleman from Minnesota, however, overlooked some
provisions in this item. Under the act of August 5, 1882—

The employment at the seat of government in any executive depart-
ment or subordinate bureau or office thereof is prohibited from any
appropriation for contingent expenses or for any specific or general
purpose, unless such employment is authorized and payment therefor
specifically provided in the law granting the appropriation.

Mr. Chairman, I have called the attention of the Chair to
this act of August 5, 1882, which specifically prohibits expendi-
tures at the seat of government or the employment of any
person at the seat of government out of any appropriation
unless the employment is specifically authorized in the law, be-
cause the original act authorizing the employment of persons
by the President does not provide for their employment at the
seat of government, does not authorize any expenditure for
rent in the District of Columbia, does not authorize the Presi-
dent to fix the compensation of employees at will. The au-,
thority to be conferred upon the President to fix the compensa-
tion of all persons employed by the President under authority
of section 2 of the Payne Act is in effect a modification of sec-
tion 169 of the Revised Statutes, and so a change of law. It
would be impossible to frame a paragraph which would contain
a greater number of provisions obnoxious to the rule.

In addition, the gentleman has either extended the authority
now possessed by the President or he has narrowed it in this
provision providing for the employment of persons. If the
President has the authority to employ persons in any capacity
he desires, then the enumeration of any particular persons
which will result in the exclusion of others will not be permit-
ted under the rules of the House.

Mr. Chairman, I now desire to call the attention of the Chair
to the last part of the paragraph, particularly in view of the
fact that it has repeatedly been stated that this information is
to be used by Congress in the preparation of tariff bilis. It
provides that the President may have this information classi-
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fled, tabulated, and arranged for his use In recommending to
Congress such changes or modifications in any existing tariff
fluties as he may deem necessary to prevent undue discrimina-
tion in favor of or against any of the products of the United
States. If the President has authority to give information to
the Congress upon the state of the Union, then this is an at-
tempt to restrict the President to the use of this information to
this particular purpose. The information can be only classi-
fied, tabulated, and arranged for his use in recommending
changes in the tariff wherever it has been found that other na-
tions are unduly discriminating against us, and no matter how
much the people of the United States may be suffering from
the exactions or burdens or inegualities of the law, the Presi-
dent, under that provision, could not use, and gentlemen on that
side of the House do not wish him to use, that information for
the enlightenment of Congress.

Mr. Chairman, so that there may be no misunderstanding, I
believe that I can accurately state what the vast majoerity of
the Members on this side of the House would do if they had
the power. They would be willing to support a bill to create
the machinery by which accurate information could be obtained
for the use of Congress in the preparation of tariff bills. They
do not wish to place in the hands of the Executive the power to
obtain information to be used by him when he is satisfied that
the facts require changes in the law, because the rates are in
excess of what they should be as laid down by his platform;
they do not wish information filtered through the Executive;
they do not wish worthless and misleading information. Neither
will they be misled into supporting this item only to have the
provision adopted and then have a repetition of a recent oc-
currence. They do not forget readily recent actions of the Re-
publican party. Although the President used as a club the
argument that corporations should be taxed in order to insure
publicity of their operations, after the law had been enacted
and the information commenced to be collected the Republican
Congress enacted another law which securely bottled up the
information and withdrew it both from the country and from
the Congress. The only purpose of this authorization is so to
hoodwink the country by the size of the appropriation as to
enable this administration, if possible, to suppress and to silence
all agitation and to defer action upon the tariff until, as the
President says, the Republican party has had an opportunity te
become solidified.

In that same Winona speech of the President he pointed ont
that as between a perfect tariff law and a solidified party he
preferred a solidified party. Like most men who wander from
the straight path in the hope of accomplishing indirectly what
they might have accomplished by being brave and courageous,
he got neither a solidified party nor a perfect tariff bill. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. Chairman, I believe there is one other authority I wish the
Chair to have before if, and that is in paragraph 3739, volume
4, of Hinds's Precedents, in which it is held that those proposing
an appropriation must show the authority for the appropriation
to be made. Unless the gentleman proposing this appropriation
can specifically point out in some law authority for this para-
graph in the form in which it now exists, it can nbt remain in
the bill under the rule; and unless he is able to repeat verbatim
without the change of a single word the law upon which the
appropriation is based, it can not and it should not remain in
the bill. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The gentleman has reserved the point of
order. Is that to the whole paragraph?

- 115111'. FITZGERALD. Yes; I am against appropriating a
ollar.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am not asking the gentleman what he is
for or against. I am trying to find out the parliamentary situa-
tion.

Mr, FITZGERALD. I am trying to explain it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The gentleman is not trying to explain what
I want. The gentleman has reserved the point of order against
the whole paragraph, without any attempt to point out any
parts of it which are in his judgment unauthorized.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I thought I had done that.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Well, not in attempting to point it out in
the discussion of the point of order.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I have called attention to the manner
in which the paragraph is obnoxious to the rule. I have not
attempted to write a provision which would be in order so
that the gentlemen might get the benefit of my work; let them
do that themselves. :

-~ Mr. DOUGLAS. I will acquit the gentleman of any such
attempt.

XLV—423

Mr. FITZGERALD. I did read a paragraph which, perhaps,
might be in order, which was carried in a former bill, but I
stated in the course of my remarks I did not believe it would
be possible to frame a paragraph in this bill which would have
the same provisions without making it obnoxious to the rules
of the House. I doubt if the gentleman can find a single part
of it which is in order. The gentleman from Minnesota did
not insist very strenuously that more than the first eight lines
of the paragraph were in order; the other twenty-four, he
hoped, might be held in order. If he examines the paragraph
a little more carefully he will find that even in the first eight
lines there is sufficient change in the verbiage to make it out of
order under the rule which I have invoked.

Mr. KEIFER and Mr., UNDERWOOD rose.

Mr. KEIFER. Does the gentleman from Alabama want to
speak in opposition to the point of order now?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am in favor of sustaining the point of

order.

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, I shall try in the few minutes
I shall occupy to keep as closely to the question as possible,
although the example just set me is a bad one. [Laughter.]
Except to repeat that the paragraph of the bill was subject to
a point of order for a great many reasons not stated, and
rerepeating it from time to time, there has been very little
said by the gentleman making the point of order except on the
question of whether or not this paragraph was put in the bill
for the benefit of the Republican party. The theory of such
discussion is that it will fall heavily npon the great mental
powers of the Chairman of this committee in determining
whether or not the language used in the paragraph is such as to
change existing law or provides for an appropriation of money
not previously provided for by law; and the thirty minutes that
was spent in frying to tell this Committee of the Whole how
far the Committee on Ways and Means a year or more ago
had failed in getting testimony of a certain kind must be re-
garded in much the same way.

The statement was further re-reiterated over and over again
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Firzeerarp] that he did
not believe the amendment or the proposition was in order under
the rule, becaunse it had not been introduced in the bill, according
to his motion, in good faith. This must have been very illumina-
ting to you, Mr. Chairman. I want to read a sentence that I
think bears on this question of order:

It is not for the Chair to draw the question of consistence within the
vortex of order.

Let me read that over again—

It is not for the Chair to draw the guestion of consistence within the
vortex of order.

That was written deliberately and solemnly more than one
hundred years ago by a man whose name is used and abused
with great liberality even up to the present hour. It was
written by Thomas Jefferson in his Manual as a gnide for Dem-
ocrats in that plain, old day in which he lived and presided over
a legislative body, but it is often forgotfen now when dealing
with a purely legal question, or a question of order under par-
linmentary rules, if you please; the gquestion of the construe-
tion of a rule is generally overlooked. Now, let me read another
rule of construction:

The admissibility of an amendment should be judged from the pro-
vigions of the text rather than from the purpose which circumstances
might suggest.

My friend from New York [Mr. Frrzcerarp] found a Jot of
circumstances all around that he thought would operate to
make this paragraph of this sundry ecivil bill inimieal to para-
graph 2 of Rule XXT that we have now in force. Well, the Chair-
man was told further that he ought to rule that this paragraph
was in violation of Rule XXI, because the Committee on Ap-
propriations, of which the gentleman from New York is a mem-
ber and I believe is a member of the subcommittee that had
this bill in charge, had not taken the pains to get testimony to
find out how money that had hitherto been appropriated had
been expended, and for that reason the paragraph in the bill
ought to be stricken out; that is, the paragraph should be held
not to be in order because he and other members of the Sub-
committee on Appropriations had not performed their duty.
Now, the gravity of all these propositions I shall not try to dis-
cuss. I can not meet them. I know that we want facts and
information in executing the customs laws and it is only to be
obtained by expending money such as would be appropriated if
this paragraph becomes a law—the facts and information for
the use and benefit, according to section 2 of the tariff act of
August 5, 1909, of the President of the United States and all
officers required by that act and by the Constitution of the
United States to administer the law.
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But my friend .from New York receives a welcome clap
from the brethren around him when he says that it is not neces-
sary for these officers, and what is wanted to administer this
law is to get a report to Congress showing facts and informa-
tion to put brains into the Members of Congress. [Laughter.]
They have nothing to do with the administration of the law.
The Constitution makes the President the chief executive
officer of the Government; the bill itself imposes on the Presi-
dent its execution, especially so far as the maximum and mini-
mum rates are concerned.

The purpose and requirements of section 2 of ‘the tariff act
of 1909 was to have information furnished so that the Presi-
dent might act wisely, as the act states, as well as the other
officers charged by law with the administration of the tariff
law. But now, as against that, they say, “ Oh, do not get in-
formation there; they do not need it.” But I will be forgetful
of my duties if I do not give the gentlemen a chance to see
whether they are in good faith about that, because, unless ob-
jection is made, and if these facts are found and this informa-
tion is secured, a provision will go in the bill requiring them
to be reported to Congress. I would also be willing to put in
the law a requirement that some gentlemen on that side should
read them after they get here. There is no objection to the
gentlemen having them, and they will get them.

Well, we have a lot of trouble about information for our-
selves. Only a day or two ago the distingunished chairman of a
committee [Mr. OLmsTED] told us of a chronic case of resolu-
tion here in this House for information for ourselves. One
distingnished Member on the other side of the House, he said,
introduced a resolution for information every day and had it
referred to his committee. I am glad those resolutions are
presented, and when they refer to matters about which we are
to legislate I will vote for them for any Member who eclaims or
thinks he needs the information sought.

Now, what about this point of order? I only promised, Mr.
Chairman, to keep somewhere in sight of the others that had
set me a bad example. I have already called attention to the
fact that an amendment to determine whether it was in order
should be judged by its text. I ought to add what all the au-
thorities hold—that is, respectful authorities, I mean—and that
is that the provision that is proposed to be put in a bill should be
examined to see whether it transgresses absolutely some of our
rules. That is, you must look to the ultimate purpose to be
accomplished by the provision offered or which should be ac-
complished and which is authorized by law.

Now, there are an abundance of cases to which I might
refer, but will refer but briefly to a few. Perhaps, Mr. Chair-
man, it has already been referred to, the matter that is in
point, where a question of investigation is involved as it is
here. As has already been pointed out, section 2 of the tariff
act requires the President of the United States to ascertain
certnin facts upon which he is to act, especially in the admin-
istration of that part of the tariff law relating to the applica-
tion of the maximum and minimom tariff to the different
countries of the world with which we deal, and the further pro-
vision in that section that he is to gather information for his
own benefit, and for all other officers charged with the admin-
istration of the law.

Now, having stated that, I will say that I state it so as to
have the Chair clearly understand that we are dealing with a
matter of investigation already authorized by law—broad, copi-
ous, full investigation. Who is to interpret the extent of that
investigation? The gentleman from New York [Mr. FITzcEr-
ALp] says he is, because he does not know the limits the Presi-
dent might go to in obtaining facts essential to the administra-
tion of the tariff Iaw. Somebody suggests that while the Presi-
dent might have such constitutional powers given him by ex-
press provision of the Constitution, such as to make recom-
mendations to Congress, and so forth, that that was not a law
of the land within the rule under which we are acting; that it
must be some written text of the Congress of the United States,
and that the Constitution was not a law.

But, Mr. Chairman, for fear somebody would raise that ques-
tion some time, the framers of the Constitution put in a para-
graph (par. 2, Art. VI) saying—and I give the language
substantially—that the Constitution and the laws made in pur-
suance thereof, and treaties, “ shall be the supreme law of the
land.”

Now, they say the Constitution Is not law enough to control
paragraph 2 of Rule XXI of the House of Representatives.

Let us come to the precedents about investigations. I am not
going to read from the records. I will read from page 356 of
the Constitution, Manual, and Digest of the House this:

Because of the reguirements of law, appropriations for investigationa
and subjects connected with agriculture are gene order on the
agricultural appropriation bill,

That language can be applied analogously to the sundry civil
bill now. Why? There is a broad investigation provided for
in the tariff act, one of vital importance, an investigation that
concerns the welfare of the whole country. It is there expressly
authorized by law, and being so authorized, then an appropria-
tion to carry that out must be within the provisions of the law,
Somebody has said—and I have heard it for abont six weeks or
more, and recently—that it is an entirely new thought on the
part of Republicans to want to get a provision in here—a sort
of a guaranty of Republicanism in the coming campaign.

How absolutely fallacious that statement is in the light of
the fact that when the tariff law of August 5, 1909, was ap-
proved by the President of the United States it had the very
provision in that I have referred to, to wit, a provision for
ascertaining facts and gaining information about cost of pro-
duction, duties, and so forth, to be used in the sucecessful admin-
istration of the customs laws. Yet gentlemen will say it is a
new discovery. It is a part of the general plan of a wise tariff
law, that it may be wisely administered in the light of the facts
and the truth of such information as may be obtained anywhere
and everywhere that it can be discovered in the whole world.
It is all well enough, this provision for facts and information
anterior to the election; and I recollect how anxious gentlemen
seemed to be to get before the people. I want to say that you
underrate the intelligence of the people of this country. You
can not say, when you go to the people, that they have had the
price of the food that they eat raised by increased duties on
articles, for some fellow in the back of the audience will say,
“ Name the article.” Then youn will flounder and say, *“ Lemons.”
That is all you can say. That is the only article of food on
which, by any possible construction of language, it can be said
customs duties were increased, and generally they were de-
creased.

I want to say one thing more, off the line of proper discussion.
I have heard repeated all during this session the statement that
the great MeKinley in his last speech in the ecity of Buffalo
proclaimed the doctrine that the Democratic party stands for
now.

I will not stop to read it, but I want to say that when Mr.
Parker, the Democratic candidate in 1904, made an address in
New York he quoted a part of a paragraph of that speech of
McKinley, which is relied nupon as Democratic doctrine. I was
met next morning on the streets of my city by a little man, a
tailor by trade, and he said, “ Parker must be a rascal.” I
said, “ Why do you say that? He is a great man, a great lawyer,
and a great judge” My tailor friend said, * He gquoted one-
half of a sentence and left out the important half of it." The
other half the Democrats never read. When you read what
MecKinley in.fact said, as it turned out to be, on the threshold of
the grave, he stood by the protective policy for American people,
and for workmen especially.

Now, I could follow up the citations similar to the one or two
I have cited, to show the paragraph in question is in order under
the rules.

Another decision I will read from page 356 of the Constitu-
tion, Manual, and Digest:

An appropriation to test In the A Itural Department a paper-

producing plant by cultivation was held to be authorized by law, because
there was a general provision to proceed to do such things,

I read again from the same page:

While an appropriation for the Investi
agrienlture Is in order in general appropriation bills, it is not in order
to appropriate for the organization of a new bureau.

I will not follow this line of citations up further, because it is
unnecessary, and I want to turn for a moment or two to the
paragraph of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I gathered from the guestions propounded by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzerr] to the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. CroMpacker] that he was under the
impression that the facts that were required to be obtained
nnder section 2 of the tariff act were solely for the use of the
President in the discharge of his duty, and that that was to be
limited to just such specific things as was stated in the section.

I read now the last sentence, I may say, of section 2 of the
tariff act:

To secure information to assist the President in the discharge of
duties imposed on him by this section, and the officers of the Govera-
ment in administration of the customs laws, the President is hereby
authorized to employ such persons as may be required.

So it will be seen that the investigation is not to be made spe-
cifieally and solely to assist the President in the discharge of
duties imposed by section 2 of the tariff act, but generally to
aid him and the other officers of the Government in administer-
ing the customs laws of the United States; that is, all our
customs laws. Therefore all pertinent information is to be

tlon of a subject relating to
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sought for, and is authorized to be obtained and given to the
President and these other officers. And in the earlier part of
the bill the President is also authorized, especially with refer-
ence to the application of the maximum and minimum tariff,
to secure facts on which to act in issuing or withholding proe-
lamations as to the maximum or minimum tariff. I read:

Proclamations shall be made by the President under the anthor!ts
herein conferred, and when the facts as found by the President exten
to the whole of any fore country or may confined to or exclude
from its effects any dependency, colony, or l:glltlcal subdivision having
authority to adopt and enforce tariff legislation.

There is no limitation upon that. It is broad, and it reaches
to the whole world, so far as getting the desired information is
concerned,

So that we have here anthorized by law an investigation to
ascertain the facts and acquire information, all of which are
to be made useful in the administration of the custom laws of
the United States.

Now, what about the paragraph against which the point of
order is made? I believe, Mr. Chairman, if I can have your
attention, that there is more language used in this paragraph
than need to be there; but it does not, fairly interpreted, I
think, authorize the doing of anything that the President is not
now authorized to do by law. Somebody will say, perhaps some-
body will yet rise and say, that the paragraph authorizes the
appointment of a tariff board. Well, but did the act authorize
the appointment of such a board or not? That was left open to
the President.

The President has appointed a board, as he calls it in his mes-
sage just read by the distinguished gentleman from New York.
Such board is not a board to perform the duties of a tariff com-
mission, but a board to ascertain facts and secure information.
So that it is nothing new, if it does say that. The criticism
is made with great refinement. Gentlemen also state that in
the latter part of the paragraph there is something said about
tabulation. I would not have said anything about that if I had
drawn that paragraph, but I would have said in my mind,
‘What is the use? If a man is getting facts and figures and not
tabulating them he must be an idiot, and does not intend to
use them. What facts the investigation brings forth will, of
course, be tabulated under section 2 of the tariff act.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, will my colleague permit me
to call his attention to the fact that it is because there was no
authority for the tabulation of the statistics in regard to the tax
returns under the corporation-tax law that the President sent
to Congress for authority and appropriation for the work of
tabulation?

Mr. KEIFER. I do not fully agree with the gentleman as to
his statement that there was no authority for certain tabula-
tions in relation to the returns of corporations under the corpo-
ration-tax section of the tariff act. The trouble was about
making such returns public, and he sent to Congress to get
authority to do that; and this was because some Republicans
and some Democrats sald they would like to look into other
people’s business and to have it open to them, and the President
thought that it would be well enough to let them do it. But
tabulation always follows the ascertainment of facts.

Tabulation follows the obtaining of any statistical informa-
tion, and so there is nothing here in this, as I construe it, not
hitherto authorized by law to be done by the President of the
United States.

The following language in the bill is severely criticised:

And to enmable the President to have such information classified,
tabulated, and arranf;ed for his use in recommending to Congress such
changes or modifications in any existlngi; tariff duties as he may deem
necessary to prevent undue diserimination in favor of or against any
of the products of the United States, $250,000.

I have already commented on the first part of that language.
The latter part of it is verbiage. If he ascertains the facts, if
he gets the information, the Constitution which he took an oath
to support on the 4th of March, 1909, requires him, in his discre-
tion, to furnish that information, when he has it and believes it
to be valuable, to Congress, and it was not necessary to put in
the bill anything on the subject. Hence I repeat what I said in
the beginning, that the real general design and purpose of the
amendment must be looked to, and not the frills that are thrown
around it by any language used.

I do not think I should add anything further. I think the
debate should have been in a nutshell, and that this great pro-
vision of the tariff law should be administered wisely, by as-
certaining the facts and information essential to its administra-
tion. The paragraph here undertaking to appropriate for that
purpose $250,000 is not to be struck down because, in the
opinion of some members of the committee, it may be too large

a sum. That is for the committee to decide. It does mot go to
the question of order at all, but it does go to the guestion of ad-
ministering the tariff law according to its provisions.

Mr, COX of Indiana. What valid objection can the gentle-
man see to making these facts publie, in the event that this pro-
vision remains in the bill, and this amount of money is turned -
over to the President for the purpose of gathering this infor-
mation?

Mr. EEIFER. I think the gentleman has been out to get
his lunch. I think he did not hear what I said.

Mr, COX of Indiana. I have been here for the last fifteen or
twenty minutes.

Mr. EEIFER. I think the gentleman has not been here long
enough to have heard me state that that was the very thing I
intended unless the Democrats objected, to require to be fur-
nished, especially for the benefit of Democrats, who needed in-
formation as to the facts. I want to put it in, As far as I am
concerned I will agree now that the proposition shall be so
amended as to require all the facts and information to be re-
ported to the House.

Mr, COX of Indiana. Does not the gentleman conscientiously
believe that some members of the Republican party ought to
have some information along this line? .

Mr. KEIFER. Certainly.

Mr. COX of Indiana. If I mistake not, the gentleman him-
self voted against the Payne bill.

Mr. KEIFER. I voted against the conference report; yes;
not because I was not a protective-tariff man, but because of
the corporation tax that I did not like, especially in the form
it was presented, and because of some gross inequities in the
bill.

Mr. COX of Indiana. If I understand the gentleman’s posi-
tion, he is in favor of making these facts public?

Mr. KEIFER. Yes.

Mr. COX of Indiana. And after they are gathered by the
President he is in favor of transmitting them to Congress?

Mr. KEIFER. Yes; and they will be made public.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Is the gentleman in favor of making
it mandatory upon the President to transmit these facts to
Congress?

Mr. KEIFER. Yes.

Mr. HILL., Under the terms of the bill as it is drawn the
facts will be subject to the order of Congress if Congress sees
fit to order them published?

Mr. KEIFER. Undoubtedly.

Mr. HILL. Is not that all-sufficient?

Mr. KEIFER. That is all-sufficient; and the President being
authorized to furnish such information and such recommenda-
tions to Congress—or, rather, he is required by the Constitu-
tion in his discretion to do that—the facts and information
secured would come here anyway. But for fear the gentleman
would not get them, I am in favor of making it mandatory on
the President to cause them to be transmitted to Congress from
time to time as they are ascertained and secured.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I want to submit a few
observations in support of the point of order made by the
gentleman from New York. Unlike those of the gentleman
from New York, they will be entirely nonpartisan in character.

I think it would be difficult to conceive of any question of
more importance to the Congress of the United States than
the question now pending to be decided by the Chair, involv-
ing, as it does, the relations between the Executive and the
Congress of the United States with respect to the taxing power.
I am opposed to a tariff commission, and I propose to utilize
for this occasion some remarks that I made on another oceca-
sion because they are in a more condensed form than I should
probably state them here.

Under the Constitution of the United States the inanguration
of all measures for the raising of revenue is exclusively in-
trusted to the House of Representatives, and the duty result-
ing to the House thereby can not by law be delegated to any-
one. It would be impossible to create a commission that would
have any authority even in the most remote way to fix tariff
duties. For practical purposes, therefore, a tariff commission
would be utterly useless. The utmost that it could do would
be to recommend legislation.

But it goes without saying that no House of Representatives
would be willing to accept the conclusions of an outside body
merely upon its recommendation and without having direct
knowledge with respect to the matters recommended.

It is urged that the tariff should be regulated by a non-
partisan commission. A nonpartisan commission is an im-
possibility. So long as there are two schools of economiec
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thonght the members of any such commission must naturally
divide in accordance with their views as they should happen
to belong to one or other of these schools, The tariff question
has been a political question ever since the foundation of the
Government, and necessarily it will continue to be such.

It is further urged that such commission would have oppor-
tunities to gain expert knowledge that is not within the control
of Congress. That is a mistaken assumption. ' No commission
could be appointed which would have such varied and compre-
hensive means of gathering expert knowledge as the Congress
has through its Committee on Ways and Means of the House
and its Finance Committee of the Senate. Every government
agency—the State Department, the Department of Commerce
and Labor, the Bureau of Manufactures, the Bureau of Corpo-
rations, with its almoest inquisitorial powers—and all the various
departments of the Government clothed by law with the power
to gather facts are at the service of the committees of
It is within the power of those committees to possess themselves
of informatien that ne independent bureau, such as the pro-
posed tariff commission, could command.

But the most convincing argument against the creation of
such commission is to be found in the fact that such a commis-
sion would keep the business interests of the couniry in a state
of perpetual unrest. What is needed in a tariff law is stability.
Business conditions will adapt themselves to even a peorly
adjusted schedule of tariff duties. They can not adjust them-
selves to a law likely to be suddenly changed at any time. No
business man wonld be willing to conduct his basiness on an
uncertainty, lay in stock, make investments for the future, if he
knew that a body existed that from day to day and week to week
had the power to recommend fo Congress, according to its judg-
ment, changes in the various schedules of the tariff law. I can
not conceive of a more mischievous scheme to unsettle the busi-
ness conditions of this country than is to be found in the pro-
posal to establish a permanent tariff commission.

Now, Mr. Chairman, if T am opposed to a tariff commission
to be created in the ordinary way by the introduction into this
House of a bill and its reference to the proper committee and a
report thereon, it goes without saying that I am much more
opposed to the creation of a tariff commission by a rider on an
appropriation bill. [Applause.]

And that is what, in my jodgment, the first paragraph of
this bill undertakes to do to-day—create a tariffi commission.
All you have to do, Mr. Chairman, to arrive at a proper deci-
sion on the point of order is to lay section 2 of the Payne tariff
bill alongside of section 1 of this bill and see how much of
legislation there is proposed in the latter that is not included
in the former.

Section 2 of the tariff bill, which is relied upon as justifying
this appropriation, reads in its closing paragraph as follows:

To secure Information to assist the President in the discharge of the
duties im n him by this section, and the officers of the Govern-
ment in the a ist:raﬂnn of the customs law, the President is hereby
authorized to employ such persons as may be required. .

The Chair will observe that the information to be procured fo
nssist the President in the discharge of the duties imposed upon
him are not duoties imposed upon him by the tariff law or by
any other law, but by this section of the law. Now, what are
the duties imposed by this section of the law? They are to find
out whether or not restrictions either in the way of tariff rates
or provisions, trade or other regunlations, charges, exactions,
export duoties, or otherwise are imposed upon the importation
into or the sale in such foreign country of any agricultural,
mannfactured or other product of the United States which un-
duly diseriminate against the United States or the products
thereof.

Now, that is all there is, that is all the duty that is imposed
npmll the President of the United States by the provisions of this
gection.

Section 1 of the tariff law provides for the duties that shall
be imposed upon various articles. Section 2 provides that there
ghall be a maximum and minimum duty, and that if the Presi-
dent shall find that there are undue discriminations against our
products mpon the part of foreign governments, the maximum
duty shall be imposed.

That is all there is in that section, the duty upon the part of
the President of finding out whether or not there are restrictions
upon our commerce, and in case he does so find them he is to
impose the maximum duty.

In -order to enable him to ascertain whether or not any
other country discriminates against us, he is empowered to em-

oy experts; but the question as to how much it costs to make
a certain article in another country, how much it costs to make

the article in France, how much it costs to make it in England,
how much it costs to make it in Germany, has nothing at all to
do with the duty imposed on the President. He is simply to
find out whether any particular country discriminates against
us as against another country. Does Germany charge us more
than France; does France impose a higher duty than Austria;
those are the questions he is to determine. Those are the ques-
tions about which he is anthorized to employ experts.

Now, Mr. Chairman, is if not too plain to talk about that this
bill accomplishes all that the law authorizes it to accomplish
by way of an appropriation if you stop when you come down to
the fourth line, page 27 Let me read it:

To enable the President to secure Information as to the el!ect of tariff
rates or other restrictions, exactions, or any regulations imposed at any
tlme by any foreign cotmtry on the tmpomtlon into, or sale in, any

foreign country nf lvntgﬂcultunl. manufactu or other Product
n! the United Sta assist the officers of the Governmen
administration of the cu.stom laws, as required by the tariff act ap-
proved August 5, 1509,

Is not that the whole story? Is not that as far as the ap-
propriation is authorized to go? But it does not stop there,
It says “including,” which means in this section “and in ad-
dition thereto.”

Including detailed information of the cost, and of each and every
element thereof, of producing at the place of production and at the

place of consumption of all articles specified in said tariff aet, both in
this country and in the couniry from which such articles are imported—

With relation to customs duties? Not at all—

so that the cost of all smch articles mgmdnoed ahroaa ms.x be compared
with the cost of like articles produ

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
TAwKEY] or any other gentleman point out to me any provision
of law that authorizes the President of the United States to
employ experts to find out the difference in cost between for-
elgn-produced articles and articles of home production?

And if he can not, then I need go no further. In that event
this paragraph is subject to the point of order. But I need not
stop there:

loyment of persons reguired and author-
ue:([;h?ofp xcil‘jl e:eti:vil?e. tg:eue‘:gm’tﬁ nt tar!ige bos.rd——m 2

Of how many? Of three, or five, or ten, or twenty? Why, if
that language means anything, it means that the President of
the United States can set up here under this section an inde-
pendent bureau with unnumbered officers, as many as he sees
fit, the compensation of whom he may fAx under the pro-
visions of this law. I say this is an important guestion in its
relation to the legislative bodies of this Government, because it
puts in the hands of a board under the control of the Executive
questions that belong only to the House of Representatives, so
intended to be by the men who made the Constitution—a pre-
rogative that we and our predecessors throughout all of our
history have guarded with jealous care, and upon the retention
of which we have always insisted. Buat I need not stop there:

h also loy, under his sonal direction, or under the
dirizganeagl?memﬂgn £ of such tari !pgwrd—-— o
Either the President or the board—

such eompetent experts in the business and methods of cost keeping—

What has that to do with finding out whether or not countries
are discriminating against us in the imposition of their tariff
duties? What has that to do with the administration of the
customs service—a board to ascertain the methods of cost keep-
ing? Why, there would not be an individual, firm, or corpora-
tion in all the United States that would not be liable to in-
quisitorial supervision if any such thing were authorized by
law—

1 and other personal includin offi
nndmsuch dm&mﬂt o ol pe services, g rent of ces

Of course, if we had a tariff board, we would have to have
offices in the District of Columbia—

traveling and other incidental expenses as may be necessary in the
work o sald board and the work of sald in such in-
ve compensation of all such whethar emplayed
perm.nent or temporarily, shall be fixed the President; and
enable the dent to have such mformtion classified, tn‘buiated, nnd
arran for his use in recommending to Cengress such changes or
modifieations—
And so forth,

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that I am imposing on good na-
ture to further insist that there are innumerable things con-
tained in this appropriation bill that have no justification at all
in paragraph 2 of the present tariff law, which provides:

To secure information to assist the President In the discharge of the
posed upon him by this sectiom, to wit, to find out discrimi-
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But if anything were wanting to conclusively prove that this
paragraph is out of order it is to be found in the history of this
legislation. The Senate, when the House bill went over, sub-
stituted for the House provision for a maximum tariff its own
provision, which was not in terms the same as the House pro-
vision, and that Senate bill contained this paragraph, and I
call the Chair's particular attention to it:

To secure information to assist the President in the of the
duties imposed upon him by this section, and information w will
be useful to Congress In tariff leglslation and to the officers of the

Government in the administration of the customs laws, the President
is hereby authorized to employ such persons. as may be

That is where paragraph 2 of the present law stops, but the
Senate bill paragraph did not stop there. It went on—
such rough inves tions and
u:miﬁmg gtﬁiemﬁu%m.mmg?ﬁkw anggtmde otf!gf‘.lhe United
States and forelgn countries and all conditions affecting the same.

That provision was in the Senate bill when it went to confer-
ence. -The conferees of the House and the Senate—and their
action was subsequently confirmed by both Houses—struck out
the words “and information which will be useful to Congress
in tariff legislation,” and also struck out the words *into the
production, commerce, and trade of the United States and for-
eign countries, and all conditions affecting the same.”

Mr, HILL. I think if the gentleman will read the Recorp he
will find, when that subject came up in the Senate, the chair-
man of the Finance Committee in the Senate said that the pro-
visions, as left, were broader, less restrictive, and gave all the
powers the other language did, and more, too.

Mr. DALZELL. Well, if he did say so, he did not know what
he was talking about. No man can construe its terms without
seeing the reason why they were stricken out. No; Mr. Haie
did not say what the gentleman from Connecticut quotes from
the chairman of the Finance Committee.

Mr. HILL. He said the opposite,

Mr. DALZELL. The conferees said, “ You have a provision
in here that looks to the creation of a tariff commission; the
House is opposed to a tariff commission and will never agree to
the bill in that shape "——

Mr. STAFFORD. You do not mean to say the House was
opposed, but that the House conferees were opposed; the
House never voted on the proposition.

Mr, DALZELL. And I venture to say a majority of the
House are.

Mr. STAFFORD. That would be decided later, but we have
never had an opportunity to vote on the proposition.

Mr. DALZELL. 8o, I submit, not to prolong this discussion,
that if you lay section 2 of the Payne tariff bill alongside of this
first paragraph of this bill and consider the history of this legis-
lation you can not come fo any other conclusion than that this
proposed appropriation is subject to the point of order. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr, MARTIN of South Dakota, Mr. Chairman, I desire to
speak briefly on the point of order, and if apology is necessary
I will apologize for confining my remarks to the precise ques-
tlon before the chair and the committee. Upon the subject of
the merits of the proposition, as one of importance to throw
light npon the most vexed question in all of the history of
American legislation—the tariff—I should like, when we reach
the direct discussion upon the paragraph, to make some brief
remarks also. I now desire to call the Chair's attention to the
point of order of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Frrz-
GErALD], and will direct attention entirely to section 2 of the
tariff act as being adequate and the only authority necessary
to sustain this provision in the bill. I think the gentleman from
New York does not seriously contend that there is no authority
in that section for an appropriation to be made by the Congress
to aid the President in gathering information that will be perti-
nent information in assisting him to properly administer the
maximum and minimum provisions of the tariff act, and also
information that will be proper for the other officers of the
Government in administering the customs laws.

The only question is whether the language here imported into
section 1 of this bill enlarges the power and authority given in
section 2 of the tariff act. The language of section 2 which
gives authority to gather Information is very broad., As I
understand it, it is much broader than stated a moment ago by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzeir], The Presi-
dent under section 2 is authorized to employ—

such ns as may be uired to secure Information to assist the
ent in the rge of the dutles imposed upon him by this sec-
tion, and the officers of the Government In the inistr: of the

customs laws.

As to the information gathered for the direction of the Presi-
dent, it is true, as the gentleman from Pennsylvania has said,
that the information to be sought is to enable the President to
make proper administration of the duties imposed by this see-
tion, but as to the information gathered for the benefit of the
various customs officers the power or authority is not at all
limited to the particular duties referred to in this section 2 of
the tariff act.

Practically two general objections have been urged in support
of this point of order—first, against the authority for the lan-
guage set forth in this paragraph permitting the employment of
a tariff board at all, and, second, as to what is claimed to
be an enlargement of their powers to gather information of the
comparative cost of the production of commodities at home and
abroad. As to the first objection, it seems to, me that the lan-
guage of section 1 of the pending bill, while it is much more ex-
tended than there was any need of being, does not infringe
upon or violate the rule that we must keep within the actual
authority of existing law. The authority in the existing law
in the gathering of this information is that the President is
authorized to employ such persons as may be required. It is a
very broad authority. Now, all that there is in this particular
section of the pending bill upon the-subject of a tariff board is
limited in the very introductory lines to such persons as may
be required to collect the information authorized by law.

It begins with line 11, on page 2 of the bill:

The President, in the employment of persons required and authorized
for such service, may appoint a tariff board.

In other words, unless under the tariff act, section 2, a tariff
board may properly be required to gather this necessary infor-
mation. Unless authority is there given, it is'not enlarged upon
by this section; because, as I have already said, the authority
to employ a tariff board in this section is limited to such tariff
board as may be required or is already authorized.

Upon the subject of classification, it goes without saying that
if information may be gathered at all, it needs to be classified
for the purpose of making it useful. It is absolutely unneces-
sary, in my opinion, to enumerate any such implied or neces-
sary power in this legislation, but the legislation is not for that
reason subject to a point of order, because the test must be,
Does not actually enlarge existing law or the authority of exist-
ing law? It may be criticised upon grammatical and technical
grounds, but as applied to the test that must govern, whether or
not it is proper legislation in an appropriation bill, it is not a
sufficient ecriticism to say that it is very redundant in describing
authority which already exists.

Mr. FITZGERALD, If it be legislation, it is subject to a
point of order. It is mot a guestion of whether it is proper
legislation.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. If it is new legislation.

Mr, FITZGERALD. If it is legislation. It does not have to
be new legislation or old legislation or any kind of legislation.

Mr, MARTIN of South Dakota. That is simply a contention.
Every appropriation bill is legislation. I am talking about
what legislation is proper on an appropriation bill

Mr, FITZGER%;AD. I suggest to the gentleman that any
legislation is out order on an appropriation bill. No legisla-
tion whatever is in order upon it. The bill can only earry ap-
propriations.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is not an appropriation bill legislation?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Not in the sense as stated in the rule.
We are discussing whether this legislation is in order, and the
gentleman says it is proper legislation. Legislation is out of
order on an appropriation bill.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. The gentleman’s suggestion
is purely contentious. Every bill passed by Congress is legis-
lation, and the sense in which I am using the langunage on this
point of order is the precise sense in which it should be applied
here. Is this provision of section 1 of this appropriation bill
subject to the objection that it is new legislation—that is, that
it gives new authority not now in existing law?
= M:. COX of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield for a ques-

on?

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota, Certainly.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Can the gentleman cite any other au-
thority whatever other than section 2 upon which to bottom the
provision now under consideration?

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. The gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. Tawxey], when the gentleman from Indiana was at
his lunch, or elsewhere out of the Chamber, cited a number of
precedents upon the subject.

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman himself cited sections 10
and 11 of the administrative act.
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Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Sections 10 and 11 have
already been referred to as applying on this proposition.

Mr. COX of Indiana. If the gentleman has cifed any other
authority than section 2, I beg his pardon.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I have not. I am confining
my argument entirely——

Mr. COX of Indiana. Can the gentleman, or will the gentle-
man, cite any other organic law upon which to bottom this pro-
vision, except the section of the tariff act of last August?

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I am confining such state-
ments as I desire to make to the Chair wholly to the authority
of section 2 of the tariff act. The Constitution itself, giving au-
thority to the President to inform the Congress from time to
time as to such recommendations as he may see fit to make, has
been referred to as one reason, and a broad constitutional rea-
son, why the appropriation might be made to gather informa-
tion upon almost any subject on which the President might
inform the Congress. Furthermore, sections 10 and 11 of the
tariff act have already been referred to as bearing upon this
question. As far as I am concerned, in the brief remarks I am
making on this subject of the point of order, I am confining my
position to section 2 of the tariff act.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Now, he is referring to the language
used in section 2 of the tariff act of last August. Does not the
gentleman believe that the words found in section 2 confine
ievell'tj:‘}t.hing done under it to section 2, to the things enumerated
n

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. If I understand the question
of the gentleman, it simply is whether the language * this sec-
tion” in section 2 refers to that section.

Mr. COX of Indiana. That is right.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. It would be absurd to argue
anything else.

Mr. COX of Indiana. That being true, the only thing that I
am able to find in the reading of the section which would serve
as a basis or foundation upon which to bottom the provision in
the sundry eivil bill would be this:

To secure Information to assist the President in the discharge of the
duties imposed upon him by this section, the President is hereby author-
ized to employ such persons as may be required.

Now, reading the entire provision of section 2, I am unable to
find anything contained in that section as set forth in the sec-
tion under consideration.

Mr. TAWNEY. But the gentleman from Indiana has not
read all the last part.

Mr. COX of Indiana.
the President.

Mr. TAWNEY. But the gentleman has omitted the very pur-
pose that the President is to obtain this information for.

Mr. COX of Indiana. I have read everything relating to the
President of the United States,

Mr. TAWNEY. You have not. “To assist the President and
the officers of the Government in the administration of the law.”

Mr. COX of Indiana. There are certain other burdens upon
the President under the section, but I have covered everything
that related to him.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I did not yield to the gentle-
man for an argument on the subject.

Mr. COX of Indiana. No.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I have already stated upon
this question that the recital in the closing paragraph of section
2, of “this section,” is a limitation only upon the information
as gathered for the benefit of the President.

Mr. COX of Indiana. At that time.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. But the President in that
very paragraph, in the language immediately following, is au-
thorized to appoint persons also to gather information.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Information concerning what?

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. For the use of the officers
of the Government in the administration of the customs laws.
In other words, information gathered for a proper administra-
tion of the customs laws for which the President is authorized
“to appoint such persons as may be required.” It is not con-
fined to the information necessary to permit the President
properly to administer this maximum and minimum provision of
section 2, but also to the appointment of such persons to gather
such information as will enable the customs officers to properly
administer the customs laws.

Mr. LONGWORTH. And, if the gentleman will permit me,
as provided in sections 10 and 11, the duty is laid upon them to
determine the cost of production.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. That has already been re-
ferred to by the gentleman from Minnesota.

I am reading that which applies to

Mr, COX of Indiana. WIill you allow me another question?

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Yes, sir.

Mr. COX of Indiana. If the genfleman can point out any-
thing in section 2 authorizing the gathering of any information
as to the manufacture at home or abroad, I would like to know
it. The gentleman does not contend for a moment that it pro-
vides that he shall have information upon that point?

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I can not yield to the gen-
tleman for a speech, but I do not object to these colloguies, be-
cause I believe by them we get to a better understanding of the
matter under consideration.

Mr. COX of Indiana. I am not purposely interrupting the
gentleman; I am seeking information.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I was simply saying—and I
desire to pass from that now, Mr. Chairman—that there is noth-
ing in this section as to the selection of a tariff board that is
not particularly authorized by the tariff act. This is particu-
larly limited to such persons as may be required to gather
information, as already authorized. Therefore a tariff board
would not be authorized under this section, unless a tariff board
may be said to be such persons as are required to gather this
information under section 2 of the tariff act; and if they are,
this section would recognize that part of this appropriation
could be used for that purpose.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Right in that connection, does the gen-
tleman believe that under section 2 of the tariff act, as passed
last August, the President would be authorized to send agents
abroad for the purpose of investigating the cost of the manu-
facture of articles abroad and imported into this country?

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I do.

Mr. HILL. It is being done now every day, all the year, and
has been every day for the last fifty years.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Whether it is being done or not is one
thing, and whether it can be done under this section is an en-
tirely different thing.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I will give the gentleman
the benefit of my view upon that. Now, Mr. Chairman, it seems
to me the real argument against this section must turn upon
the language which the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Cox]
just now called attention to, and that is, the language which
permits these agents who are to be selected by the President in
furtherance of the purposes of section 2 of the tariff act to
gather information as to the relative cost of production at home
and abroad. Of course, unless the authority in the law some-
where, either in section 2 or in section 2 in connection with sec-
tions 10 and 11, is broad enough to cover this specific recital, or
unless there be a bit of law somewhere broad enough to cover
it, it is not proper to be in an appropriation bill.

It is to my mind clearly authorized by section 2 itself of the
tariff act, in any reasonable interpretation of the duties placed
upon the President by that section. The duties thrown upon
the President by this section 2 are not simply to ascertain
whether the tariff rate imposed by one particular country, as
Germany, in the treatment of American commodities is pre-
cisely the same as the tariff rate imposed by Germany as
against France for a similar commodity. If the language were
that the President shall ascertain whether there were discrim-
inations on the part of any country against this country, it
would be much more limited in its application than it is. The
duty is upon the President to gather information, not only as to
whether there are discriminations, but as to whether there are
undue diseriminations against the commodities of this country
in our dealings with other countries. In ascertaining whether
the treatment of any particular country toward this country in
this matter of tariff concessions constitutes undue discrimina-
tion, what inguiry is more pertinent than to know something
as to the relative cost of production of the articles in which it
is claimed we are discriminated against in the particular coun-
try in guestion in our own countiry and in the other countries
that manufacture or produce similar commodities? It seems to
me that the authority to ascertain as to whether discriminations
are undue is broad enough to authorize an inquiry into many
subjects, and that one of those proper subjects of inquiry would
necessarily embrace the question of the cost of production of the
articles in question. But the language of authorization does
not stop there. It goes much further than the reference made
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzerr]. It says
further:

" And that such forelf-n country pays mo export bounty or imposes no
export duty or prohibition upon the exportation of any article to the
United States which unduly diseriminates against the United Btates
or the products thereof, a that such foreign country accords to the

agrieultural, manufactured, or other products of the United States
treatment which is reciprocal and equivalent.
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In other words, the inquiry authorized by this section 2, and
the duties thrown upon the President to gather information,
goes much beyond the bare inguiry as to whether the tariff
rates imposed by any particular country against American com-
modities are the same as that country imposes against like com-
modities from other countries. It goes into the whole subject
of whether any export duty is placed upon commodities that
might come from that country to our own and as to whether we
are accorded not only the same sort of treatment that that
country aceords to other countries, but as to whether we are also
receiving reciprocal and equivalent treatment for the various
concessions which we may be making to that particular country
in our commercial dealings.

It seems clear that at the very threshold of that question
these agents of the President could scarcely begin an inguiry
of that kind and comprehend the proposition as to whether
any discrimination was an undue discrimination without being
at once confronted with the guestion as to the cost of producing
the articles involved at home and abroad, to see whether cer-
tain concessions we might receive from that country were due
and equivalent to certain concessions that our tariff law in its
application might make to the country in question.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield, and I will
make the question as brief as possible?

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I will

Mr. COX of Indiana. I understand the proper rule of con-
struction of statutes is to take the entire section of the statute,
everything that is said in it, that which is most prominently out-
lined by phraseology. Suppose the gentleman was on the bench
and the question was put up to him whether or not everything
that is said in section 2, the language contained therein, would
be broad enough to justify the President of the United States
to investigate the cost of manufacture of an article at home and
abroad; does the gentleman think he could find that language?

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I think there is ample au-
thority in that part of the section that I have just read. The
inquiry as to the relative cost of production at home and abroad
is pertinent to the question of undue discrimination and applies
also to the question whether we receive reciprocal and equiva-
lent consideration for such concessions as we may make to other
countries in the course of commercial dealings.

Mr. HILL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, MARTIN of South Dakota. Certainly,

Mr. HILL. Suppose a country should diseriminate against
the United States by uniformly valuing the imports introduced
into the country higher than it did that of other countries,
would not the President be bound to know what the value was
in order to interfere?

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. That is a very pertinent in-
quiry, and I hope the Chairman will not overlook it in the
consideration of this propesition. I have tried to demonstrate
in a somewhat labored way that it is almost absolutely essential
in the consideration of these questions governed by section 2;
that you can scarcely proceed with the inquiry as to whether
certain treatment is fair, just, and equivalent without knowing
something about the relative cost of production.

You might need to know the cost of the article in the coun-
fry referred to, if for no other purpose, for the one suggested
by the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Hirs], in ascertaining
the valuations that are placed upon articles imported into this
country. There is no easier way, and perhaps no way more
commonly resorted to, to overcome the effects of our tariff
rates than by undervaluation of commodities brought in from
foreign countries. Can it be said that the President, under
this broad authority, is not authorized—and I am referring
to the anthority of the tariff act itself, which imposes upon the
President the duty not only to inform himself and the customs
officers as to whether we are being undnly diseriminated against,
but as to whether, in fact, all of the dealings of foreign coun-
tries with our own over these tariff questions are just and
equivalent and reciprocal—can it be said that the question of
the valuations of articles imported is not a primary and almost
a daily question of inquiry?

I think, Mr. Chairman, that a very rational and n
reading of this section 2 must lead us to the conclusion that it
covers in its authority this question of knowing something
about the cost of the production of articles at home and abroad.
It is worthy of consideration by the Chair and by the committee
that the President himself and such agents as he has thus far
employed have necessarily placed such interpretation upon this
section. The President in his message of March 28 asking for
this appropriation plainly considers that the authority of the
act is such that he may properly seek and gain information as

to relative cost of production. In his message, in which he
quotes language that he has used on a former occasion, he says:

An examination of the law and an understanding of the nature of
the facts which should be considered in discharging the functions im-

osed upon the Executive show that T have power to direct the tariff
oard to make a comprehensive glossary and encyclopedia of the terms
used and articles embraced in the tarif law and to secure informa-
tion as to the cost of production of such ;l-.oods in this country and the
cost of their production in foreign eountries,

The tariff agents or the board already appointed by the Presi-
dent placed a like interpretation upon their duties, growing out
of the necessary and proper administration of that section, and
in their communication to the Executive showing forth the
need of this larger appropriation the tariff board states:

A larger appropriation will be needed to carry on the Investigation
of tmd;g:on Eogps and cost of production in this country and abroad—

And now mark the application of that information—

intended both to c¢lear the character of the concessions granted by the
minimum tariff of the United States and of those granted in return
by foreign countries, and also to assist the officers of the Government
in the agzﬁn.!stratlon of the customs laws.

It is perfectly apparent, Mr. Chairman, that the adminis-
trative officers in seeking to properly administer this law that
we passed last August have placed, necessarily, an interpreta-
tion upon the act that they were authorized to, and they have
certainly found it necessary to, gather just such information
as this. It is true that the interpretation placed by the Ex-
ecutive and his legal officers is not controlling in this body.
It is equally troe that the history of this legislation in the two
Houses of Congress is not controlling in this body.

I have looked with considerable care over the memorandum
furnished by the gentleman from Pennsylvania as to what mat-
ters were left out of this tariff provision in conference and
that were previously inserted in the bill in the Senate. A close
analysis of those provisions that were left out of the bill I
think will not in any way support or sustain the contention of
the gentlemen who are opposing this item in this appropriation
bill. It is a common rule of statutory construction that the
debates of Congress in the history of legislation are not to be
resorted to to illustrate the meaning of the law unless the lan-
guage of the law is itself ambiguous. It seems to me that there
is nothing ambiguous or uncertain in the language of section 2
and of sections 10 and 11 of this aect, and I think, furthermore,
that resort to contemporaneous legislative history does not
throw any light on the question. These two provisions that
were left out may have been left out because it was considered,
as some of us still contend, that the whole subject is amply
and adequately covered by the legislation that was in fact
enacted. [Applause.]

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to make
any remarks on the subject under consideration, but reference
by the representative of the minority on the Committee on
Appropriations to the work of the Select Committee on Wood
Pulp and Paper Investigation, of which I had the honor to be a
member, prompts me to make some observations; but before
proceeding to discuss the work that was performed by that
committee and its effect upon the agitation throughout the
country in favor of a tariff commission, I wish t0 make some
remarks in reply to the position taken by the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzerr] a few minutes ago,
He lays great emphasis upon the phraseology that was omitted
by the House and Senate conferees in the section of the tariff
act which confers authority on the President to secure informa-
tion to aid him in the ascertainment whether our Nation is
being unduly discriminated against by other countries. I wish
to direct the attention of the Chair to the phraseology that was
omitted. As originally submitted to the House conferees, and as
it passed the Senate, the clause under consideration was as
follows :

To secure information to assist the President in the discharge of
the duties Im upon him by this section, and information which
will be useful to Congress in tariff legislation, and to the officers of
the Government in the administration of the tarlff Inws, the President
is hereby authorized to employ such persons as may be required to
make thorough Investigations and examinations into the production,

commerce, and trade of the United States and fore countri
all conditions affecting the same. A o

The language that was omitted is the following in the clause
just read:

And information which will be useful to Congress in tariff legisla-

Also the closing clause, beginning with the words:

To make thorough investigations and examinations into the produe-

tion, commerce, de of the United States forelgn coun
and all conditlons affecting the same, i




6760

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

May 23,

The amendment under consideration does not in ferms seek
to invest the President with authority to ascertain facts that
will be submitted to Congress. In no way is it attempting to
create a tarlff commission, so called, that will have authority
to pass upon the reasonableness of tariff rates. The language
in the tariff bill that was omitted by the conferees limited the
phraseology as now carried in the existing law. In determin-
ing this question we can not go behind the screen as to the
intention of the conferees on that bill. As was adverted to by
the previous Speaker in construing a statute, a court would not
be concerned with the debates or the intention of Congress as
expressed in the debates unless the language was ambiguous;
but the language as carried in section 2 is in no wise ambigu-
ous, and the guestion before the Chair, in determining whether
the present amendment is in order, depends on whether the
phraseclogy as there found, regardless of what the phraseology
may have been at some other time, is sufficient upon which to
hang this pending amendment.

I contend in support of that proposition that in no wise does
the language as carried in this amendment seek to give any
additional authority to the President, but merely seeks to carry
out that authority which is vested in him under existing law
as found in section 2 of the tariff act. Considerable mention
has been made as to wherein the cost of production is in any
wise pertinent in the determination of the powers as vested in
the President under this section. I might advert to the dif-
ferent arrangements of other countries whereby their products
are allowed entrance into other countries. For example, take
France, The products of Germany receive more consideration
in their admission to France than is accorded to this country.
It may be under reciprocal treaties in vogue between Ger-
many and France and the basis for admission may be based
upon the value—on the cost of production. Now, when the Presi-
dent is called upon to determine whether these rates are unduly
discriminatory he must necessarily ascertain the cost of the
article produced in Germany and determine whether this
country is receiving the same fair treatment or, in the language
of the statute, is not being “ unduly discriminated against” so
far as the products of this country are concerned.

Mr. SULZER. Will the gentleman permit me a question?

Mr. STAFFORD. I will be glad to yield.

Mr. SULZER. Why can not we get all that information
through our diplomatic and consular agents abroad?

Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman's question suggests a mat-
ter I was going to come to, but I will take it up at this time,
and it is the information which was obtained by the Select Com-
mittee on the Pulp and Paper Investigation.

I wish to contend here as strongly as possible that the in-

formation that that select committee obtained could never have
been obtained by the Ways and Means Committee in framing a
tariff bill. We gat for weeks and weeks taking testimony and
ascertaining the facts that were pertinent to the inquiry con-
cerning the varying cost of production in this country and
abroad. But more, we visited Canada, and ascertained the
sentiment in that country toward this country so far as the
pulp and news-print paper industry was concerned. We recog-
nized there was a strong feeling in Canada against allowing
any of the pulp wood on the crown lands to be exported from
Canada to this country. We recognized that if we were to ob-
tain that wood, which was necessary for our paper mills to con-
tinue the production of print paper in this country, it would be
necessary to grant concessions to Canadian paper manufacturers
to permit their print paper and pulp to come into this country.
* It was not a question golely of the cost of production. It
was a question of reciprocal arrangement, and the report of
that select committee was based and predicated upon that
fact as to the differing views held in Canada on the question
of reciprocal arrangement.

We submitted to this body a report that, if it had been
finally enacted into law, would have prevented the condition
that confronts the newspaper publishers of the country at the
present time when the price of paper is mounting high be-
cause the Provinces of Quebec and New Brunswick, following
the example of the Province of Ontario, have prohibited the
exportation of pulp wood into this country when cut on the
crown lands, thereby causing a scarcity in the necessary sup-
ply of pulp wood in this country.

We recognized when we made the report, and we had every
reason to believe after interviews with the leading paper man-
ufacturers in Canada, that if the report as determined upon
by our committee would be adopted, it would meet with ap-
proval and there would be no such prohibition in the exporta-
tion of pulp wood as has resulted by the failure of Congress
to adhere to the report of the so-called Mann committee,

Again, permit me to call to the attention of the House that
my belief in the need of a tariff board has been increased by
my experience as a member of the pulp and paper committee.
Everybody knows that the Ways and Means Committee is vir-
tually moribund when a tariff bill is not under preparation,
and that only when it is decided to revise the tariff the com-
mittee begins its investigations. On such occasions it has the
results of the investigations of customs officials, but these offi-
cers are not acquainted with the conditions of.manufacture in
the countries throughout the world; they have no occasion to
investigate whether the industry is firmly established abroad,
the rate of wages paid, and the other relevant facts to deter-
mine the required amount of tariff duties to protect American
industries from competition where the standard of living and
the conditions of manufacture are entirely different. It is the
purpose of the amendment under consideration to vest in the
President the authority to ascertain just such information.

The position of the Demoerats in this debate is untenable if
they sincerely favor a scientific tariff based on the varying
differences in cost of production at home and abroad. Are the
gentlemen on the opposite side of the Chamber afraid to have
the full information that this investigation under the direction
of the President will furnish, so that he may advise Congress,
and incidentally the country, as to needed changes of the tariff
when he ascertains such to be the fact? Do even our partisan
opponents who are seeking to gain political advantage at the
present time, refuse to credit the President with a sincere de-
sire to revise the tariff whenever he believes conditions warrant
and the tariff rates are inequitable and unfair?

Those who worked a year ago, as it was my pleasure, in
favoring every propoesition for lower duties remember the diffi-
culties that confronted the administration in several schedules,
particularly the cotton schedule, where he was without infor-
mation as to the extent of the changes from an ad valorem
basis to specific and definite duties. The President then wished
to ascertain the facts, but had no means, either through the
Treasury officials or from the hearings before the Ways and
Means Committee, to determine whether the new duties were
reasonable and fairly protective.

To supply this necessary information is the purpose of the
pending amendment.

No other construction can be given to a vote in opposition
to this provision for a tariff board than that it is in favor of a
stand-pat policy that does not believe in scientific investigations
of the tariff and needful changes when the conditions demand.

Another value that will be gained by enabling the President
to collect this information is that when obtained and when in
his opinion the inequalities of the tariff schedules outweigh all
other considerations and make it expedient for the commercial
and general welfare of the country to have the schedules re-
vised, the presentation of such testimony in support of his
recommendations will arouse and stimulate public opinion that
will eompel recognition by the Congress.

I recognize the influence that will always be present of Rep-
resentatives and Senators working for the advantage of local
industries which may result in local gain to the detriment of
the general welfare of the country. That condition will always
be present, but with information of high order that has been
obtained by experts to support recommendations of the Presi-
dent and enable Representatives who are disinterested to have
the facts to contest any unwarranted duty, only beneficial re-
sults to the consumer and the public generally will accrue by
the collation of pertinent facts by a board of experts.

Mr. SULZER. Mr. Chairman, just an observation. Is it
not a fact that the House unanimously adopted the report of the
gentleman's committee?

Mr. STAFFORD. The Ways and Means Committee embodied
the report without the change of a letter in the bill as pre-
sented and which was adopted by the House, I wish to state
again that if that report had been adhered to in conference,
rather than diverted from, then we would not have the difficulty
that now confronts the paper manufacturers of the country.
Though the paper manufacturers of Wisconsin joined with the
paper manufacturers in other States in trying to have that
report defeated, to-day they see the mistake they made, because
they recognize they can not get the necessary supply of pulp
wood to keep their mills going in order to produce the necessary
supply of print paper.

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman from New York [Mr.
Suvrzer] just questioned the gentleman from Wisconsin., He
asked if it was not true that the Mann report was adopted
unanimously by this House. It was not true, because the Demo-
crats voted against it.
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Mr. SULZER. I think the gentleman is mistaken about that.
The Democratic party voted in favor of the adoption of the
- report, absolutely.

Mr. STAFFORD. In relation to the statement made by the
distingnished gentleman from New York, I had in mind the fact
that the Democratic Representatives, or minority Representa-
tives, on the select committee joined with the four Republican
Representatives in the report, and it was a unanimous report
that I understood met with the full support of the Democratic
minority. [Applause.]

Mr. MALBY, Will the gentleman give way for a question?

Mr. STAFFORD. I will be glad to yield.

Mr. MALBY. I would like to have the gentleman from Wis-
consin state upon what authority he makes the statement that
the Province of Quebee would not have imposed its present rule
in reference to the exportation of pulp wood from Canada if we
had adopted the Mann report. I have heard a good deal about
that and I would like to know on what authority it is based.

Mr. STAFFORD. I do not wish, Mr. Chairman, to take up
too much of the time of this Chamber in going over all the in-
vestigations that were made by the Mann committee in deter-
mining what should be the proper arrangement that should
exist between Canada and this country, but I will refer to
merely one matter that was very potential in the judgment
that the committee arrived at—that our report would meet with
the favor of the Canadian manufacturers. On the visit of the
committee to Canada after the election nearly two years ago it
had oceasion to call upon the representatives of'the provincial
government of Ontario at Toronto, and later called upon the
representatives of the provinecial government of Quebec at Ot-
tawa. We also had a conversation with the leading paper
manufacturer of Canada, Mr. James R. Booth, of Ottawa.
Everybody concedes that he owns more timber land than any-
one in Canada, and is very potential in the legislative policy
and programme of the Dominion. We also had hearings with
representatives of American paper interests, who own large
tracts of timber lands in Quebec.

It was our understanding from the testimony submitted by
these respective parties and from conversations with them that
if we would grant to Canada reasonable concessions—and no
one can deny that the reduction from $6 to $2 was not only a
real but a decided concession—and would furthermore grant
the free entrance of wood pulp, that the Province of Quebec
and the other provinces that were permitting the exportation
of pulp wood on the crown lands would create no barrier to
the free exportation of pulp wood from the crown lands into
this country. We had every reason to believe that they would
on such terms permit the free exportation of pulp wood on
which the mills of Wisconsin and other paper mills are abso-
lutely dependent. The shutting off of the supply of pulp wood
from Canada is largely the reason for the increased price of
paper, and will continue to be more and more the cause for the
increasing prices in print paper that will follow in this country
as the result of there not being pulp wood enough to produce
the necessary print paper for home consumption.

Mr. MALBY. Will the gentleman give way for just a further
suggestion?

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr., MALBY. I will say, however, that I did not intend to
precipitate an argument upon this matter. I simply wanted an
answer, upon what authority he made that statement. I listened
very carefully and I have not gotten any information. One
other question: Whether there is a single line or word in the
Mann testimony or report which indicates that any such bargain
could be made?

Mr. STAFFORD. The report itself goes into that wvery
specifically. It sets forth as the opinion of the members of the
committee that that report would be acceptable to the Canadian
paper manufacturers.

Mr. MALBY. I suppose that is true.

Mr. STAFFORD. It was acceptable to the newspaper pub-
lishers who recognize the absolute need of having cheap paper,
if the 1-cent newspaper is to be assured continuance., Where is
the man in this House—though, perhaps, there may be excep-
tions in those who come from such paper-producing States as
New York and Maine—who would keep raising the price of
paper used for newspapers at the sacrifice of the penny press?

For one, Mr. Chairman, I feel it is not hyperbole of state-
ment to say that if the Mann report had been adopted there
would not have been the friction that now exists between the
two couniries so far as pulp wood and print paper manufacture
is concerned.

Mr. MALBY. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that I have not
got a reply to either question yet.

Mr. STAFFORD. Well, Mr. Chairman, I do not expect to
ever enlighten the distingunished gentleman from New York on
this subject. Others beside myself attempted that when this
matter was under consideration in debate on the Payne tariff
bill, and we did not succeed, so far as his open confessions then
were concerned; and I do not think I will be able now, at this
belated day, with all the testimony of increasing prices of print
paper and the action of Quebec and New Brunswick in pro-
hibiting the export of pulp wood, to gain a public admission
that the position he advoeated has been shown to have been
unwise. I was proceeding to point out that the price of news
print paper has become higher, and will continue to go higher,
so long as we have an insufficient supply of pulp wood in this
couniry fo make paper to meet the country’s needs.

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

Mr. STAFFORD. I had the pleasure of listening to the gen-
tleman when this same question was under consideration in
the tariff debate, but I will be glad to yield for a guestion.

Mr. SWASEY. That is not the question I wished to pro-
pound.

Mr. STAFFORD. I thought it was similar to that of the dis-
‘(ciilugullsthed gentleman, who also represents a wood-pulp paper

striet.

Mr. SWASEY. I want to ask the gentleman from Wisconsin
if it is not true that the senior Senator from Wisconsin stated
before the committee and in public that the Wisconsin mills
could not continue their business unless they got $7 duty upon
their print paper?

Mr. STAFFORD. Does the gentleman refer to the Senator
who is senior in service or senior in years?

Mr. SWASEY. I mean Senator LA FoOLLETTE.

Mr. STAFFORD. I regret to say that although at the con-
ference of the Wisconsin delegation when this Mann report was
under consideration both Senators LA Forrerre and STEPHEN-
soN were present and listened to the reasons, as expressed by
me, that prompted the committee in coming to the conclusion it
did, if the debates in the other body are to be taken as cor-
rect, he did not accept the decision of this tariff commission
on the question of the amount of tariff that should be levied,
but I believe advocated a higher duty than that which was re-
ported by the committee.

Mr. SWASEY. One question more: Have you seen the late
report of the forester of Canada, in which he says that the
United States to-day has three or four times the amount of pulp
wood that the Dominion of Canada has in all the province
combined? !

Mr. STAFFORD. That is not material. The question is
this: This country has a demand for a certain guantity of pulp
wood, because we produce more news print paper by many
fold than that which is needed in the Dominion of Canada.
But it is also a fact that this country has only 70 per cent

or thereabouts of the pulp wood needed fo produce our sup-

ply of print paper, and we must go to other parts to get it.
The mere fact that away up in Alaska, perchance, as is the
case, or far on the Pacific 'coast, or in the Rockies there may
be large quantities of pulp wood does not meet the issue. The
question is whether there is within available railway distance
of the mills now existing a sufficfent quantity of pulp wood to
meet the demands of the paper manufacturers. The mere fact
that there are large quantities of spruce pulp wood in Alaska
or in the Rockies, beyond the reach of the railroads, is not
material or relevant to this inguiry, and that is what is ad-
verted to by the gentleman from Maine.

The facts that have developed of late confirm every principle
and every statement laid down in the Mann report; and I am
surprised to think that the gentleman from Maine [Mr. SwasEY]
is not on his feet to-day admitting the error of his way and
saying that if we had had the Mann report carried into effect
we would not have the embarrassing conditions confronting the
country to-day. .

Mr. SWASEY. One moment. Do you know that there are
772 pulp mills in this country, in 32 States, and that because
Wisconsin is dependent upon Canada for her mills is it right
that 760 mills elsewhere should be closed or subjected to a lower
duty to accommodate the mills of Wisconsin? You speak of the
report of the Mann committee. That is a report of 3,300 pages,
and 850 of those pages are occupied with the testimony and
material furnished by John Norris and Herman Ridder, free-
trade Democrats and supporters of William Jennings Bryan.
[Laughter.] :

Mr. STAFFORD. Well, the gentleman only refers to a very
small fraction of the testimony that was presented, and we did
have before us some persons who were out-and-out protection-
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ists, who advocated a lowering of the duties. Now, coming to
the question propounded by the gentleman in the fore part of his
statement, as to whether I believe our policy should be de-
. termined solely by what is for the best interests of Wisconsin,
permit me to say that the gentleman again inadvertently is in
confusion about the situation, because when he states the num-
ber of pulp mills he must not confuse the fact that there are pulp
mills that are not dependent upon spruce wood and that are not
engaged in the manufacture of pulp for news print paper, and
that the pulp mills so engaged are largely located in the State
which the gentleman represents and that represented by his dis-
tingnished colleague, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Marey], and in the States of New Hampshire, Massachusetts,
and some in Pennsylvania.

Now, I am proud of the fact that Wisconsin has large pulp
mills and paper mills. I tried, as a member of that committee,
to view this question from the standpoint of what was best for
the interests of the entire country. If I had followed the re-
quests of the Wisconsin paper makers, I would have been advo-
cating a high prohibitive duty that would have spelled ruin,
as I believe, to the Wisconsin paper mills. I gave it my best
consideration, and I am happy to say that the Wisconsin paper
makers have seen the error of their ways in joining with the
distingnished paper makers of New York and Maine who have
large holdings of pulp wood in the Adirondacks and in Maine,
where more than 40 or 50 per cent of the available pulp-wood
supply is found, and they are saying to-day that it would have
been better for them if they had accepted the Mann report, and
then they would not have been in the position to-day of having
a scarcity of pulp wood to meet the growing demands of the
newspaper publishers of the counfry.

One word in conclusion. As a member of the only tariff com-
mission that in recent years has scientifically investigated any
schedule of the tariff, I wish to repeat from the experience of
ten months' work on that committee that there always will bhe
need, with changing industrial conditions, to investigate the
conditions of manufacture for the purpose of rearranging duties
so as not to impose an inequitable burden upon the consumer
and at the same time conserve the manufacturing and commer-
cial welfare of the counfry so that all will be employed, and
the policy of the greatest good for the greatest number con-
formed to.

1 am willing to trust the President—whoever may fill that
exalted station—with the investigation of these conditions and
to have him recommend when in his judgment it is best for the
interests of the country to have a change, and I gladly go on
record as having the utmost confidence in the sincerity of pur-
pose of President Taft and as being willing to support any
recommendations for further reduction of the tariff when, upon
investigation, he recommends that it is to the interest of the
country for Congress to act.

Mr. FOCHT. I submit the following as a part of my remarks:

WiswieLp, Uxtox CoUNty, PA., May 12, 1910
Hon. B. K. Focmr, Washington, D. 0.

Dear 8m: I wounld Wy to bring to your consideration
the l1!11.‘em in the sund: bill of moco That has been transferred
i " and placed to the credit of the Bureau of

g?md r%tructum ma

ANAATAS.

The work done under the head of * Structural materials ™ differs mate-
rially from that of the Bureau of Standards. In one case the investiga-
tion Is conducted covering the entire field from ’hﬁg"“"’ to the finished
produect, while in the otger the value of the finished product is alone
arrived at, so that changing over the appropriation is doing quite an
injury to a great and benefl work that is now being carried forward
under the head of * Structural materials.”

The necessity of this work can be readlly seen when the fact that
in the quarries of the United States there are emslgagd 300,000 men,
and the wvalue of uarries exceeds $350,000,000, while in the
manufacturing end at leaa ten times as many men are employed, and
manufacturing plants to a value of 35,000.050,000 are dependent on
these qu es.

ropriation that last year was for $100,000 has been eut to
55'({1630?9&;1211 we feel should gof. have been done, in view of the im-
mense interests involyved, so we most res ully as consideration
and in putting the appropriation back to $100,000, or mak-
ing it $150,000, and transferring it to * Structural materials,” in the

Bureau_of Mines.
t VAxNcE COMPANY,
Yours, truly, By W. B, Vaxcn: A

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I will detain the House
but a very few minutes. This provision to ascertain the differ-
ence in cost at home and abroad is not a new proposition. In
fact, this provision may be consirued as a change In existing
law in that the law already provides for the performance of
almost exactly the dutles as laid down in this provision. As
far back as 1888, when the act was passed creating the Bureau
of Labor, a provision to inquire into the cost of production at
home and abroad was enacted, and my understanding is when
the Department of Commerce and Labor was created that prac-

tically the same provision was carried in that law. In order
that the lJaw may be shown in the Recorp, I will send to the
desk and ask the Clerk to read section 7 of the act of June 7,
1888, creating the Bureau of Labor.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sgc. 7. The Commissloner of Labor, in aceordance with the general
design and dutles referred to in section 1 of this act, is specially charged
to ascertain, at as early a date as possible and whenever industrial

changes shall make It essential, the cost of producing articles at the
time dutiable in the United States leading countries where such
articles are produced by mil‘f specified units of production and under a
classification showing the different elements of cost, or approximate
cost, of such articles of production, including the wages pald In such
industries per day, week, month, or year, or by the piece: and hours
employed per day; and the profits of the man turers and producers
of such articles; and the comparative cost of living, and the kind of
Ivmﬁ. * * * what articles are controlled by trusts or other com-
binations of capltal, business ations, or labor, and what effect sald
trusts, or other combinations of capital, business operations, or labor
have on production and prices. He shall also establish a system of
reports by which, at Intervals of not less than two years, he can report
the general condition, so far as production is concerned, of the leag?ng
industries of the country.

Now, Mr. Chairman, that law which is now on the statute
book authorizes the Bureau of Labor to make the identical in-
vestigation, so far as the cost of production at home and abroad
of articles that are dutiable is concerned, that the provisions
of this bill authorize. It has been on the statute book since
1888, and was passed by a Democratic House. It has been there
to enable the President of the United States, if he wanted to
exercise the power, to obtain all of this information; but if he
obtained the information under the statute that I have just
read, it would be his duty to communicate it to the Congress.
It would be for the benefit of the Congress to act on and not for
the benefit of the President.

Now, Mr. Chairman, as to the particular point of order, I
desire to say just a few words fo the Chair in answer to the
argument of the gentleman from Minnesota, that section 11 of
the customs act of the tariff bill is a warrant for holding that
this proposition is in order. The proposition before the House
seeks to authorize the President to acquire such information
as he desires in reference to the cost of production of all
articles on the tariff list that are imported from abroad.

Section 11 of the cusioms act relates entirely and exclusively
to articles wholly or partly manufactured and subject to an
ad valorem duty. Now, under section 11, of course, no informa-
tion can be obtained except on such articles imported into this
counfry that have an ad valorem duty placed on them. For
instance, pig iron has a specific duty of $4 a ton, and under
section 11 there would be no authority whatever to investigate
the cost of produection of pig iron at home and abroad. But
under this provision, as introduced here, you could investigate
the cost of the production of pig iron abroad. Now, if the
gentleman bases his argument that this proposition is in order
because warranted by section 11 of the customs act, it is clearly
an enlargement of the ferms of that act.

I say that in holding a proposition in order or out of order
the purpose of the provision is to be considered as well as the
specific provision. It would not be contended for a minute that
if this House made an appropriation for a post-office building in
the city of New York and limited it to a post-office building in
the city of New York, that under that provision an appropria-
tion could be made on an appropriation bill to build a custom-
house in the city of New York, if the location was the same and
the amount of money provided for was the same, because the
purpose of the two buildings would be different.

There can be no question of what the purpose of this provi-
sion is, because the gentleman who wrote the provision specified.
He said it was to be used by the President in recommending to
the Congress such changes and modifications in the existing tar-
iff law as he may deem necessary. The law itself provides that
he may employ certain persons for the purpose of inaugurating
the minimum tariff law of the United States, and making trade
contracts with other nations in reference thereto, and for the
purpose of the administration of the customs laws. I see no
information that this board can aequire for the administration
of the customs laws of the United States except under section
11, and, as I said, section 11 is limited to ascertaining informa-
tion in reference to ad valorem duties.

Mr. HILL. If the gentleman will turn to section 8 and seec-
tion 10, he will find that all classes of merchandise are covered,
and section 11 refers to the ad valorem. In section 8 the same
thing shall be done, declaring the cost of production of such
merchandise, such cost to include all the elements of cost as
stated in section 11 of this act. So that it covers all classes
of merchandise, but the particular form of doing it is stated
in section 11, and the other section refers to section 11.
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. But section 8 does not apply to an in-
vestigation of cost in the United States,

Mr. HILL. Oh, certainly it compels them to, in order to
make a fair estimate as to whether the goods have been under-
valoed or not.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not so understand section 8.

Mr. HILL. If the gentleman will read section 8 and section
10, he will see that his argument is entirely void.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Will the gentleman point out wherein
in section 8 and 10 it applies?

Mr. HILL. Section 10 reads as follows:

Src. 10. That It shall be the duty of the appraisers of the United
Btates, and every of them, and every person who shall act as such ap-
praiser, or of the collector, as the case may be, by all reasonable ways and
means in his or thelr power to ascertain, estimate, and appraise (any
invoice or affidavit thereto or statement of cost, or of cost of produc-
tion to the contrary notwithstanding) the actual market value and
wholesale price of the merchandise at the time of exportation to the
United States, in the grlnclps.l markets of the country whence the same
has been imported, and the number of yards, parcels, or quantities, and
actual market value or wholesale price of every of them, as the case
may require.

Mr. UNDERWOOD.
this case.

Mr. HILL. Certainly. That is a continuation of section 8.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The paragraph that the gentleman read
is to apply to the cost—the cost of the finished article. That is
a very different thing from ascertaining the cost of produc-
tion—the items that enter into it. It is a very different class
of investigation. True, it may be along the same line, but just
as I pointed out in section 11, this paragraph seeks to widen
and broaden what is already applied in the customs law. It
is certainly just as much a change of existing law if you broaden
and extend existing law as it is if you wrote the paragraph
over again entirely, and there can not be any question about it.
The very language that the gentleman from Connecticut reads
shows that it is limited, whereas the language in this paragraph
is unlimited, and there is an opportunity, if this is enacted into
law, for an investigation of the whole question of cost—cost
of production—from one end of it to the other.

Mr. Chairman, I think that is all I desire to say.
on the Democratic side.]

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. Chairman, T am aware of the impa-
tience of the House to dispose of this guestion, and recog-
nizing that fact I will be brief in what I have to say. I have
no way of mortgaging the attention of the Chair——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is listening to the gentleman.
The Chair is anxious to hear what the gentleman has to say.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have no doubt, and I shall address my-
self strietly to the point of order that is made by the gentle-
man from New York.

In the first place I want to say just a word or two in refer-
ence to what seems to me to be the proper rule of construe-
tion which should govern the Chair in considering this ques-
tion and this section. I submit that while it is well settled in
the House that an appropriation must be justified by its
mover, under existing law, nevertheless I submit with full
deference to all that has been said that the guestion here is
purely this: Whether or not the appropriation that is here
sought to be made is or is not contrary to existing law. That
this section undertakes to make any “change in existing law "
can not be successfully argued, and therefore the question is
whether, under the first clause of section 2 of rule 21, which
provides that a provision under consideration must be au-
thorized by law, this provision and all of this section 1 of the
act under consideration comes within that rule and is “au-
thorized by law.”

I further admit, as the Chair himself knows, that if any
part of this section is obnoxious to the rule that it is not au-
thorized by law, then the whole section must go out and await
modification or change, and that the Chair has no other alterna-
tive. But I submit this for the consideration of the commit-
tee and the Chairman, that when it comes to construing the
existing law—and the Chair must determine whether or not
this provision and all of the provisions of this section are
authorized by existing law—that the presumption is in favor of
the law. Now, I submit that there is some force in that sog-
gestion. I do not mean the presumption is in favor of the fact
that the appropriation is authorized by law, but if a fair; just,
and sensible construction of the law and all parts of it will
warrant the provisions of this section, then it is the duty of
the Chair to so declare and to hold that this section is author-
ized by existing law.

I have listened with great interest to the able argument of
the gentleman from Minnesotr, in which he attempted to base

Certainly; but that does not apply to

[Applause

the authority for this section upon the constitutional provision
by which the President is required to “give information to
Congress.” I do not think we have to go to that provision to
find that this provision and all of the provisions of this section
are authorized by existing law.

I submit that the provisions of section 2 of the tariff act of
last summer in and of itself, rightfully considered, fully and
completely authorizes the Chair, upon a fair and just construc-
tion of that section, to hold that this provision, section 1 of the
present act, in all of its parts, is in consonance with the pro-
visions of that section. In the next place I differ, most radi-
cally, with the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DArLzerr]
in his construction of the President’s duty under section 2 of
the tariff act. I submit that his definition is absolutely in-
capable of maintenance when the provisions of that law are
properly considered. What is his claim as to the duty of the
President under that act? It is, as I understand it—of course
if I do not I am subject to correction—but as I understand his
contention, it is simply this: That when the President has once
determined whether or not a foreign country is unduly dis-
criminating against our goods and has made proclamation ac-
cordingly, that then his duty is at an end, and that having done
that he requires no further information whatever. I submit,
if the committee please, that that construction of the law is
absolutely controverted by the language of the act itself. I do
not care to discuss it, if the Chair has full possession of the
facts, and I presume he has, but if the Chair will read or per-
mit me to read a few sentences from section 2 of that act, I
think he will become immediately convinced that no such con-
struction of the President's duty is maintainable. On page
80 of the act, beginning with the proviso of that act, the lan-
guage is as follows:

That whenever, after the 31st day of March, 1910—

Whenever, after a certain day—
and so long thereafter as the President may be satisfied.

In other words, for all time, as long as we have a President
and this law stands, after the 31st day of March, 1910, the
duties of the President, under this act, devolve upon him.

I submit with confidence that an examination of this act
shows that the duty of the President is not only constant and
continuing, but that he is made the absolute guardian of the
American people, so far as diseriminatory duties by other coun-
tries are concerned, so long as this act remains in force. The
Chair will further note that this clause reads as follows:

That so long thereafter as the President shall be satisfled, in view of
the character of the concessions granted by the minimum tariff of the
United States—

And so on.

In other words, he is to constantly guard the country as to
whether or not we are properly treated by other nations; but
the whole question, I submit, is set at rest by the sentence near
the close of the section.

After the President has once made his decision, after he has
once made his proclamation, his duties do not end, for this pro-
vision is that—

Whenever the President shall be satisfied that the conditions which
led to the Issuance of the proclamation hereinbefore authorized no
longer exists.

In other words, after he has made one proclamation, after he
has ascertained and become satisfied that the conditions under
which he made it no longer exist, what is his duty in the
premises?

He shall issue a proclamation to this effect.

In other words, to the effect that the conditions under which
he made the former proclamation no longer exist. And ninety
days thereafter the provisions of the maximum tariff shall be
applied to the importation of articles from such country. In
other words, it is apparent, I submit to the Chair, that the
duties of the President under this section are continuing duties,
and that he must have the help of the men provided for in the
section itself and in the bill before the House in order to enable
him to perform those duties.

What, then, are the duties that he is to perform? I agree
with the argument of my distinguished friend from South Da-
kota [Mr. MaRrTIN] in reference o the claim made by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DArzerr] that there is no au-
thority in this tariff act anywhere for that clause in the bill
under consideration which provides for the examination of the
“ cost of production” in foreign countries.

I believe that the argument made by the gentleman from
South Dakota [Mr. MArTIN], 80 far as it went, is unanswerable
on that question; but I further submit that if the Chair will




6764

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

examine sections 8, 10, and 11, which were just referred to by
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Hnr] in connection with
that clause of the tariff law, section 2, which provides at its
close for securing information for “ the officers of the Govern-
ment in the administration of the customs laws,” the Chair will
find that sections 8, 10, and 11 do require the officers of the
customs laws to do the very thing for which appropriate pro-
vision is made in the section now under consideration.

And so I submit that the duties of the President, as defined
sy this section, which is the law to which we are fo look in
order to defermine as to how far this section is authorized or
not authorized by law, reguire him to make the examination of
the cost in foreign countries. They require him to gather that
information into the form which is here required, and to appoint
persons to get it for him, and it is immaterial whether you ecall
them a “customs commission,” or a “tariff board,” or what
you please; that is wholly immaterial, if the law itself author-
izes the appropriation. And, furthermore, with reference fo
sections 8, 10, and 11 of the tariff law, they will show that the
duties required of the customs board involve all the elements
which are set forth in this bill.

Now, I have nothing more to say. I have urged these con-
siderations, not at all for the purpose of hearing myself speak,
but for the purpose of giving the Chair such light on the sub-
ject as I imagine myself to possess.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Ghai:ma.n, just wanted to say one
word in reply fo the argument made by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzerr]. The claim made by him is that
this authorization amounts to an invasion of the right of Con-
gress, and especially the House of Representatives, to initiate
ihé exercise of the taxing power of the Government. I want
to say to the gentleman from Pennsylvania that he is en-
tirely mistaken in his interpretation of this provision, if under
that interpretation he has been led to such a conclusion, It
is true that under the Constitution of the United Sates the
exercise of the taxing power of the Government can not be
initiated except by the representatives of the people elected to
the House of Representatives, But I submit to him that never,
so far as I know, in the history of the Government has a tariff
bill, either Democratic or Republican, been prepared and passed
by Congress, except upon the recommendation of the President,
first having been made to Congress. It is, therefore, the Presi-
dent who initiates the exercise of this power In so far as his
recommendation can initiate the exercise of the taxing power of
the Government. He has that power under the Constitution,
which says that he shall, from time to time, inform Congress
regarding the state of the Union, and make such recommenda-
tions as he may judge necessary and expedient.

In this case, Mr. Chairman, the President has asked Con-
gress, in order that he may intelligently recommend to Congress
such changes in existing tariff rates as the facts may justify,
an appropriation of $250,000 to enable him to ascertain such
facts. I realize, Mr. Chairman, as fully as does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania that when you enact a tariff law you are
exercising the taxing power of the Government. So long as
the Constitution vests in the President of the United States or
imposes upon him the mandatory duty of advising Congress—
and this, above all other questions, is the most important ques-
tion on which he is called upon to advise Congress—and when
he tells Congress in order to do so and earry out his constitu-
tional functions in regard to advising Congress it is necessary
for him to have the information which the law authorizes
him to obtain and that he does not possess the money to obtain
the information, and he therefore asks for an appropriation
from Congress for that purpose, in granting that appropriation
we are in no wise interfering with the rights or prerogatives
of this House in respect to asserting or exercising the taxing
power of this Government.

The information, our friends on the other side of the aisle
say, is to be obtained for the use of the President exclusively.
But gentlemen know very well when they make that statement
that they do not fool anybody, not even themselves. They
know that when this information is obtained by the President,
or through such agencies as he is authorized to employ, that if
he makes any recommendation fo Congress increasing or de-
creasing any rate of taxation he of necessity will have to give
to Congress the information and the facts upon which such
recommendation is predicated. If he does not do 1t, Congress at
any time would have the power to call upon him to furnish the
information upon which he bases his recommendation. That is
a well-known fact; and when gentlemen therefore say that their
objection is that this information is intended for the exclusive
use of the President, they know very well that such is not the
fact, for the President would be held responsible by Congress
and would be required by public sentiment, if not by resolu-

tion from Congress, to furnish Congress the facts upon which
lgiasse&ecommendation.s for changes in existing tariff duties are

Now, Mr. Chairman, again referring to the Interpretation of
the President himself. He has interpreted his authority under
this act, and he has asked Congress to make an appropriation
to enable him to carry out the authority which, in his judg-
ment, he now possesses. In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want
to say, and I am authorized by the President to “say, that
whether this provision remains in the bill in the form proposed
or not, if the appropriation is made in any other form, this provi-
sion expresses the purpose for which the appropriation will be
expended [applause on the Republican side], and that this is so
because the President interprets his authority under the law
as I did when I wrote this provision.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take up the time of
the committee by repeating anything I have heretofore said,
but I want to call attention to one remark made by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Firzcerarn], to the effect that this
provision is not proposed in this bill in good faith, He bases
that statement upon the fact that the President of the United
States, when speaking on the subject of the tariff last September
in my home eity, said that he would not give this information
to the publie.

That statement, or substantially that statement, was made,
but he did not say that if this information showed that it was
his duty to advise Congress to make changes in existing tariff
rates that he would withhold the information upon which such
changes were recommended from the publie or from Congress.
It is absurd to say that the President of the United States,
required by law to obtain certain information for his use in
advising Congress such an important subject as the
exercise of the taxing power of our Government, wounld with-
hold information from Congress or from the country upon
which his recommendations are based.

Neither is there anything in this provision to justify the
statement of the gentleman from Pennsylvania that this would
be a tariff commission. This provision does not clothe the
tariff board that may be appointed with any authority what-
ever. All of the authority contained in this paragraph is
vested in the President of the United States, and that is the
authority vested in him by the act of Augnst 5, 1900, The board
will have no authority except such authority as the President
of the United States may delegate to it, and will perform no
duty except such as the President of the United States may re-
quire the board to perform. It is the same with the experts.
The whole subject is under his control absolutely. In my jodg-
ment, both under existing law and the provision of the Con-
stitution which requires him to advise Congress and his esti-
mate or request for an appropriation in order to perform the
duties devolving upon him under the Constitution, this pro-
vision is clearly in order.

The . The Chair is prepared to rule. The first
paragraph in the pending bill to which the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Frrzeerarn] makes the point of order is as fol-
lows. The Clerk will read it.

The Clerk read as follows:

EXECUTIVE.

To enable the President to secure Information as to the effect of
tariff rséte,:‘ ogyoatxl:.;rtmtrlcttma. aactlun:, nc:i:' a::t'.; ngj:t.ﬁom' im
at any oreign country o e Eﬂ s

any such foreign co of a

prgduct ot the United 8 "E and to assist the omeers of the Govern-

ment In the administration ot the customs la ws. as required by the

tarur act a uﬂ:meﬁ August 5, 1909, inciluding detalled information ef
of each and every element thereof, of produr.tng at the

roduction and at the ?nace of consumption of all articles

gaid ta this country and In the countr
suc

plnca o

required and authorized bty oo, g T
ns red and autho r such service, ap a
g:mmdhemyalsoploy, underhis;erso‘n dfreet%.otunﬁer
direction and supervision of such board, such competent ex-
pertn in the business and methods of cost keeping and such elerical and
S eraveliny. i other Incliental expenees, 65 Way be Bocsssary
Tumb
n thl:'workntaaldbonrdmd mmmmmwm
investigations; and the compensation of all such persons, whether em-
ployu: nutly or temporarily, shall be fixed by the dent ; and
Ef tl"msigent t?n have such diﬁmat!cm elassified, ei’:;.laﬂabed,
or his use recommen to Congress such changes or
tarlif duties as he deem necessary
to prevent undue discrimin. ﬂ'll in nwot of or a any of the prod-
ucts of the United States, $250,

The CHAIRMAN. To th.ls provision the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Frrzcerarp] has made the point of order that
it is obnoxious to the provisions of clause 2 of Rule XXI of the
House. That clause reads as follows:

No appropriation shall be reported in any general appropriation hill
or be in er as an amendment thereto for any expenditure not pre-
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viously authorized by law, unless in continuation of appropriations for
euch publle works and objects as are already in progress; nor shall any
provision changing existing law be in order any ge appropriation
bill or in any amendment thereto, y

This is one of the old rules of the House, and in all of the
controversy relating to the rules which has gone on in recent
vears the Chair believes that no one has suggested that this
rule be materially changed or modified in any particular.

It is said, however, that under the provisions of the Consti-
tution the proposition in the bill is in order. Section 3 of
Artiele IT of the Constitution, relating to the duties and powers
of the President, says:

He shall from time to time give to the Congress information of the
state of the Union and recommend to their consideration such measures
as he shall judge necessary and expedient.

And it is claimed that because of this provision of the Con-
stitution it is in order on an appropriation bill to make an
appropriation to allow the President to acguire information in
order that he may intelligently recommend to Congress such
provisions as to him seem meet.

It might often occur that the President desired information
in order to make recommendations to Congress. The President
might desire to have full information in reference to all of the
water powers of the country in order that he might recommend
to Congress what legislation should be enacted in reference to
the construction of dams.

The President might desire information as to all matters of
public works in order that he might make recommendations
to Congress in regard to them. But the Chair thinks that no
one will elaim that under this provision of the Constitution it
would be in order on an appropriation bill to give to the Presi-
dent unlimited power to acquire information. The acquire-
ment of information is not mentioned in this provision of the
Constitution. The acguirement of information by the Presi-
dent through an appropriation must be in accordance with
some law of Congress; and it is not wholly within the power of
the President unless Congress gives him that power, or an
appropriation, to acquire information at the public expense,
even although he might consider it desirable information, in
order to allow him to make his recommendations to Congress.

And the Chair does not think that under that provision of
the Constitution it is in order on an appropriation bill to pro-
vide for the expenditure of money not authorized by some pro-
vision of law, for the acquiring of information to be used by the
President in making recommendations to Congress.

In section 2 of the tariff act is the provision relating to the
so-called maximum and minimum tariff, and it is provided in
that section that the President, after the 31st of March last—
and so long thereafter as the President shall be satisfied, in view of
the character of the concessions granted by the minimum tariff of the
United States, that the government of any foreign country imposes no
terms or restrictions, elther in the way of tariff rates or provisions,
trade or other regulations, charges, exactions, or In any other manner,
directly or indirectly, upon the importation into or the sale in such
forelgn country of an{ agricultural, manufactured, or other product of
the United States, which unduly discriminate against the United SBtates
or the products thereof, and that such fore!fm country &m no export
bounty or imposes no export duty or prohibition u e exportation
article to the United States which unduly diseriminates against
e S Sor i Sesiculat: amfachiced, oF otbet profocts of s
Urgitae%co States treatment which is reciprocal and equivalent, o 8

Thereupon the President may make a proclamation awarding
the minimum tariff to such country. :

It will be noted that this part of section 2 applies to the
question of discrimination in some form against the United
States, or the manufactured, or agricultural or other products
of the United States; and the discrimination is in a way de-
fined, stating how the discrimination may be exercigsed, and
making it then in general terms a question of discrimination
which the President is authorized to ascertain.

If the discrimination exists unduly, the President then ecan
not issue a proclamation awarding the minimum tariff, but the
maximum tariff is in effect against such country. If the Presi-
dent finds that no undue discrimination exists, the President is
authorized to issue his proclamation allowing the minimum
tariff. This power of the President undoubtedly remains in
force, because the President has the power at any time to make
a continuing examination to ascertain whether at some future
time the discrimination still does not exist, and if he finds undue
discrimination has been exercised since his previous proclama-
tion, he may issue a proclamation restoring the maximum tariff,

Then the section provides: :

To secure information to assist the President in the discharge of the
dutles imposed upon him by this section, and the officers of the Govern-
ment In the administration of the customs laws, the President is hereby
authorized to employ such persons as may be required.

of an

Undoubtedly it is in order on an appropriation bill to make an
appropriation somewhat at least in the form of the appropria-
tion which is now existing, which was made in the law of
Angust 5 last, which reads:

To enable the President to secure information and to assist the
officers of the Government in the administration of the customs law, as
provided in section 2 -of the bill relating to the maximum and um
rates—

And so forth.

And the question is now whether under this provision of sec-
tion 2 giving authority to the President to secure information
to assist him in the discharge of the duties imposed upon him by
section 2 of the act, or to assist the officers of the Government
in the administration of the customs laws, the pending provision
is in order.

Section 2 of the law under which the President may secure
information to assist him in the discharge of the duties imposed
upon him by that section seems to confine the duties imposed
by that section to the ascertainment of the guestion of undue
discrimination. But it is claimed that the other provision of
the section—to acquire information to assist the officers of the
Government in the administration of the customs law—gives
authority for the provision in the bill

Section 8 of the customs administrative law, as amended in
the Payne law, provides that when merchandise entered for
customs duty has been “ consigned for sale” by or on account
of the manufacturer thereof, and so forth, and seems to be con-
fined so far as the operations of section 8 are concerned to the
question of ascertaining in regard to the merchandise which has
been consigned for sale.

Section 10 of the administrative law as amended provides:

That it shall be the duty of the aggmlaers of the United States and
every of them, and every person w shall act as such apprealser or
of the collector, as the case may be, by all reasonable ways and means
in his or thelr power to ascertain, estimate, and a&gmlu the actual
market value and wholessle price of the merchand at the time of
exportation to the United States, in the prineipal markets of the coun-
tlT whence the same has been imported, and the nomber of yards, par-
cels, or quantities, and actual market value or wholésale price of every
of them, as the case may require.

That would seem to be confined, so far as direct authority is
concerned, to the ascertainment of such value by the appraisers
or some one acting as appraiser, or by the collector; but
whether that be the case or not, it is plainly confined to the
question of ascertainment of the market value of property
which is actunally imported at the time of the exportation to
the United States. It can not be considered as general in
character.

Section 11 of the administrative law as amended by the
Payne Act provides:

That when the actual market value, as defined by law, of any article
of imported merchandise, wholly or partly manufactured and subject
to an ad valorem d:g. or to a duty based in whole or in part on value, -
can not be ascertal to the satisfaction of the appraising officer, such
officer shall use all avallable means in his power to ascertain the cost
of production of such merchandise at the time of exportation to the
TUnited States and at the place of manufacture, such cost of produc-
tion to imclude the cost of material—
and various items that are there stated. That section of the
law plainly confines the law to the collection of information
concerning merchandise which is subject to an ad valorem
duty, or to a duty based in whole or in part on value, and can
not be construed and applied to all classes of merchandise.

There is also a section in the act creating the Department of
T.abor which gives to the Commissioner of Labor authority to
ascertain information as to the cost of articles which are im-
ported, but that authority under the law is confined to the
Commissioner of Labor or to the Department or Bureau of
Labor. y

The provision which is pending, and which grammatically
seems not to provide an appropriation to enable the President to
gecure information as to the effect of tariff rates or other
restrictions, but which grammatically provides that to enable
the President to secure information as to the effect of tariff
rates or other restrictions and to assist the officers of the Gov-
ernment in the administration of the customs laws, “ including
detailed information of the cost,” and so forth, “ the President,
in the employment of persons reguired and authorized for such
service, may appoint a tariff board,” and so forth.

It seems to the Chair that that is a clear anthorization to the
President to do a particular thing. It is said that it is author-
ized by existing law. As the Chair has pointed out in refer-
ence to the different sections, the authority under the existing
law is an authority confined to the particular things in particu-
lar directions. But this paragraph provides:

Includh}g detailed information of the cost of each and every element
thereof, of producing at the place of production and at the place of
consumption of all articles specified in said tarilf act, both this
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country and in the country from which such articles are imported, so
that the cost of all such articles produced abroad may be compared
with the cost of llke articles produced in this country.

There is no restriction in this authority. It authorizes—if it
is an authorization—the President to secure this information
concerning every item that is mentioned in the fariff act,
whether the item be imported or not. The paragraph contains
other provisions in regard to the employment of persons under
the tariff board or under the personal direction of the Presi-
dent, and various directions as to the character of work to be
performed by them.

If the President, under the existing law, has the authority
o employ these persons, then this provision in the bill will be
obnoxious to the rule, as a limitation upon the authority of
the President. If he does not have that authority it is ob-
noxious to the rule, because it confers an authority which
does not now exist. For the reasons stated the Chair feels
compelled to sustain the point of order.

The paragraph as read includes the enacting clause of the
bill. The Chair understood the gentleman to make the point of
order upon the language commencing where?

Mr, FITZGERALD. With line 7, down to and including line
3, on page 3.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Insert after the word “ namely,” in line 6, page 1, the following:

“ EXECUTIVE.

“To enable the President to secure information to assist him in the
discharge of the duties imposed upon him by section 2 of the tariff act,
approved August 5, 1909, and the officers of the Government in admin-
istering the customs laws, and to give to Congress information of the
state of the Union, and recommend to their consideration such meas-
ures as he shall judge n and expedient, including the employ-
ment of such persons as may required; and to enable him to do
any or all th in connection therewith by him deemed necessary and
authorized by law, $250,000.”

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
against the paragraph. In the first place it is not germane to
this portion of the bill. Appropriations for the Executive are
carried ina different part of the bill. In the next place—will the
gentleman from Minnesota give me a copy of his amendment?
In the next place it has provisions in it which are not author-
ized by law. Provisions regarding the Executive are found in a
different part of the bill, and I call attention to the precedent
which holds that an item which might be in order at an appro-
priate place is not in order where it is not germane to the provi-
sion which has just been read. Then I call the attention of the
Chair to the language——

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from New
York will yield to me, it has been suggested by gentlemen here
that it is now twenty-five minutes to 6 o’clock, and that the
amendment will be printed in the Recorp, and every man can
read it in the morning; therefore if the gentleman will yield to
me, I will move that the committee do now rise.

Mr. FITZGERALD. All right.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves that
the committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
snmed the chair, Mr. MANN, Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that com-
mittee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 25552, the
sundry civil appropriation bill, and had directed him to report
that it had come to no resolution thereon.

COMMITTEE ON DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the first legislative day following the disposition of
the sundry civil bill be set apart for the consideration of Dis-
trict business.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani-
mous consent that the first legislative day after the disposition
of the sundry civil bill may be set apart for business that is in
order to-day under the rule,

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker that might set aside cal-
endar Wednesday.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I make an exception
of calendar Wednesday.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan modifies his
request by excepting calendar Wednesday.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, Mr, Speaker, I object, anyhow.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, Mr. HuMpHREYS of Mississippi was
granted leave of absence for the rest of the session, on account
of illness,

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL,

Mr. WILSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Enrolled |
Bills, reported that this day they had presented to the President
of the United States, for his approval, the following bills:

H. R.9101. An act to grant title to certain public land to the
city of Santa Cruz, in the State of California, to be used for
street purposes,

H. R.18162. An act making appropriations for the Department
of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1911,

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that when the House
adjourn it adjourn to meet at 11 o'clock to-morrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the ayes
seemed to have it.

On a division (demanded by Mr. Crarx of Missouri) there
were—ayes 37, noes 38.

So the motion was rejected.

Mr. TAWNEY., Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly (at 5§ o'clock and 40 minutes p. m.) the House
adjourned.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1. A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims,
transmitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case
of Charles H. Whipple against The United States (H. Doec. No.
928)—to the Committee on War Claims and ordered to be
printed.

2. A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting
papers relating to the claim of Jacob F. Schild, late of Company
K, Fifth Regiment United States Heavy Artillery, and recom-
mending favorable action thereon (H, Doc. No. 929)—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions and letter only ordered to be
printed. -

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clanse 2 of Rule XIII, private bills were severally
reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and referred
to the Committee of the Whole House, as follows:

Mr. FULLER, from the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred sundry bills of the House, reported in lieu
thereof a bill (H. R. 26187) granting pensions and increase of
pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of the civil war and cer-
tain widows and dependent relatives of such soldiers and sail-
ors, accompanied by a report (No. 1383), which said bill and
report were referred o the Private Calendar.

Mr. HAWLEY, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill of the Senate (8. 193) for the relief of James
D. Hiliott, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by
a report (No. 1384), which said bill and report were referred te
the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R, 25679) for the relief of the Sanitary
Water-Still Company, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 1385), which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MILLINGTON, from the Committee on Claims, to which "

was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14673) for the relief
of the Merritt & Chapman Wrecking Company, reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1386),
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

ADVERSE REPORTS.

TUnder clause 2 of Rule XIII, adverse reports were delivered
to the Clerk and laid on the table, as follows:

Mr, COWLES, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1871) for the relief of
Joseph La Barge, jr., reported the same adversely, accompa-
nied by a report (No. 1887), which said bill and report were
laid on the table.

Mr. HAWLEY, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2365) for the relief
of B. C. Thompson, reported the same adversely, accompanied
by a report (No. 1388), which said bill and report were laid
on the table,

Mr. MILLINGTON, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13629) for the relief
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of the Richmond Locomotive Works, successor of the Rich-
mond Locomotive and Machine Works, reported the same ad-
versely, accompanied by a report (No. 1389), which said bill
and report were laid on the table.

Mr. GILL of Missouri, from the Committee on Claims, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14938) for the
relief of Lemuel J, Ward, reported the same adversely, accom-
panied by a report (No. 1390), which said bill and report were
laid on the table.

Mr. TIRRELL, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16851) for the relief of
D. C. Owings, reported the same adversely, accompanied by a
report (No. 1391), which said bill and report were laid on the
table.

Mr, KITCHIN, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18069) for the relief of
Frederick Wyneken, reported the same adversely, accompanied
by a report (No. 1392), which said bill and report were laid on
the table,

Mr. MILLINGTON, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 19349) for the relief
of the Richmond Locomotive Works, successor of the Rich-
mond Locomotive and Machine Works, reported the same ad-
versely, accompanied by a report (No. 1393), which said bill
and report were laid on the table,

Mr. LINDBERGH, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 25284) for the re-
lief of W. P, Dalton, reported the same adversely, accompanied
by a report (No. 1394), which said bill and report were laid on
the table.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials of the following titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 26188) providing for ex-
tending the lines of the government survey over such lands
in Bernalillo County, Territory of New Mexico, as have not
already been sectionized—to the Committee on fhe Territories.

By Mr. ROBERTS: A bill (H. R. 26189) to authorize the
appointment of dental surgeons in the United States Navy—to
the Committee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr, BATES : A bill (H. R. 26190) for the relief of the sur-
vivors of McLean’s Pennsylvania regiment—to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. MANN (by request) : A bill (H. R. 26191) to promote
the safety of employees and travelers upon railroads by requir-
ing the use of the block system by common ecarriers engaged in
interstate commerce, and for other purposes—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HARDWICK : Resolution (H. Res, 7T11) providing for
tl_{he consideration of the bill H. R. 22150—to the Commit.ce on

ules, -

By Mr. DRAPER: Resolution (H. Res. 712) providing for
the payment of a chief clerk in the House document room—to
the Committee on Accounts.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred
as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON: A bill (H. R. 26192) granting an in-
crease of pension to Lewis Bloom—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 26193) grant-
ing a pension to Willlam Stephan, jr—to the Committee on
Penslons.

By Mr. BATES: A bill (H. R. 26194) granting an increase
of pension to James Hunter—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26195) granting an increase of pension to
Abijah R. Fross—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. ~

Also, a bill (H. R. 26196) granting an increase of pension to
John C. Green—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26197) for the relief of John M. Dev-
erennx—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BOOHEIL : A bill (H. It. 26198) for the relief of H. K.
Spoonemore—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BROWNLOW : A bill (H. R. 26199) granting an in-
erease of pension to David P. Sherfy—to the Committee on In-
yvalid Pensions.

By Mr. CAMPBELL: A bill (H. R. 26200) granting an in-
crease of pension to James Swmith—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 26201) granting an increase of pension to
Calvin W. Studley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CASSIDY : A bill (H. R. 26202) granting an increase
of pension to Frederick Gaybower—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. CRAVENS: A bill (H. R. 26203) granting an increase
of pension to James Thorington—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26204) for the relief of James M. Ray—
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. DODDS: A bill (H. R. 26205) to provide for the pur-
chase of a site and the erection of a public building thereon at
Big Rapids, in the State of Michigan—to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H, R. 26206) granting an increase of pension to
Henry H. Weaver—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 26207) for
the relief of the estate of George Vaught, deceased—to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 26208) granting
an increase of pension to George W. Starkey—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 26209) granting an increase of pension to
B. Depenbrock—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 26210) granting an increase of pension to
James W. Ryans—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 26211) granting an increase of pension to
John Creese—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26212) granting a pension to Noah Collier—
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. GARRETT: A bill (H. R. 26213) for the relief of
Independent Order of Odd Fellows, Trenton, Tenn.—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

By Mr. GRAFF: A bill (H. R. 26214) granting an increase of
pension to Oliver P, Ellis—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. GREGG: A bill (H, R. 26215) granting a pension to
Sarah E. Ringo—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HAUGEN: A bill (H. R. 26216) granting an increase
of pension to Ai Newcomb Holbrook—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26217) granting an increase of pension to
Charles M. Howe—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 26218) to correct the mili-
tary record of Andrew J. McWhirter—to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. HUGHES of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 26219) granting
an increase of pension to Samuel Greer—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HULL of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 26220) granting an
increase of pension to Joseph Hacker—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. JOYCE: A bill (H. R. 26221) granting an increase of
pension to James 8. Conner—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr, MADISON: A bill (H. R. 26222) granting an increase
of pension to John Lee, alias James Riley—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MORGAN of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 26223) granting
an increase of pension to Francis M. Glascock—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MOSS: A bill (H. R. 26224) granting an increase of
pension to Sylvester C. Bishop—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. PRATT: A bill (H. R, 26225) to remove the charge
of desertion from the record of James Gilroy—to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26226) to remove the charge of desertion
frgm the record of John Streevy—to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. SCOTT: A bill (H. R. 26227) granting a pension to
Lucy A. Hopkins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SHEFFIELD: A bill (H. R. 26228) granting a pen-
::{on to George P. Lawton—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ons.

By Mr. SULLOWAY: A bill (H. R. 26229) granting an in-
crease of pension to Robert A. Seaver—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania : A bill (H. R. 26230) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Clayton P, White—to the Commit-
tee on Invalid Pensions. .

Also, a bill (H. R. 26231) granting an increase of pension to
William B. Reece—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ALEXANDER of Missouri: Paper to accompany bill
for relief of Jesse Lee—previously referred to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions, to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. ANDERSON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Pauline Krauss—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Petition of Washington Chamber of
Commerce, for House bill 18295 and Senate bill 5912—to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. BOOHER : Petition of United Garment Workers, No.
12, of St. Joseph, Mo., against increase of postage on second-
class mail matter—to the Committee on the Post-Office and
Post-Roads.

By Mr. BURLEIGH : Petition of citizens of Hancock County,
Me,, for Senate bill 6931, making appropriation of $500,000 for
extension of the work of the Office of Public Roads of the
United States Depariment of Agriculture—to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. BYRNS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of estate
of Daniel McAlpin—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. CARY: Resolutions adopted by the Twentieth Cen-
tury Topic Club, of Wauwatosa, Wis., indorsing the resolution
introduced in Congress to investigate the facts with respect to
the cause of tuberculosis in cattle, etc.—to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. CURRIER: Petition of 52 members La Société des
Artisans Canadienne Francais, of Concord, N. H., for admission
of fraternal publications to the mails at second-class rates—to
the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of Campton (N. H.) Grange, Patrons of Hus-
bandry, and citizens of Groveton, N. H., for enactment of Senate
bill 6931, for an appropriation of $500,000 for extension of work
of the Office of Public Roads—to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr, MICHAEL H. DRISCOLL: Memorial of the assembly
of the State of New York, for appropriation for the Watervliet
Arsenal, N, Y.—to the Committee on Appropriations,

By Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas: Papers to accompany bills for
relief of Mathew Grubb, John Simpson, W. M. Stroud, Jeff
Phillips, and Abe McBroom—to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: Petition of locomotive engineers
of Chicago and Eastern Illinois Railroad, in favor of the boiler-
inspection bills, Housge bill 22066 and Senate bill 6702—to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FULLER : Petition of Chicago Printed-Book Binders
and Paper Cutters’ Union, No. 8, of Chicago, Ill., favoring the
passage of Senate bill 5578 and House bill 15441, for eight-hour
law, ete.—to the Committee on Labor.

Also, petition of J. G. Petteys, attorney at law, of Morris, Il1.,
in favor of the passage of the Moon bill (H. R. 22075), to fix
the salaries of certain federal judges—to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, petition of G. M. H. Wagner & Sons, of Chicago, 111, in
favor of New Orleans for proposed Panama exposition—to the
Committee on Industrial Arts and Expositions.

By Mr. GARRETT: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Independent Order of Odd Fellows, of Trenton, Tenn.—to the
Committee on War Claims,

By Mr. HAMILTON: Petition of citizens of Three Rivers,
Mich., for House bill 22237, eight-hour day for railway teleg-
raphers—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of citizens of Barry County, Mich., against re-
peal of the oleomargarine law—to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HIGGINS: Petition of citizens of Connecticut, against
creation of department of public health—to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: Petition of Liberty Grange,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Bradevelt, N. J., favoring Senate bill
5842 and House bill 20582, relative to regulation of oleomar-
garine trafic—to the Committee on culture.

Also, petition of Local Union, No. , Brotherhood of Paint-
ers, Decorators, and Paper Hangers of America, of New Bruns-
wick, N. J., against award of contracts by the War Department
to the Bethlehem Steel Company—to the Committee on Labor.

Also, petition of Board of Trade of Newark, N. J., against
House bill 3075—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-
Roads.

By Mr. HUBBARD of Iowa: Petition of the merchants of
Sanborn, Sibley, Sheldon, Hospers, Ashton, Larrabee, Calumet,
Primghar, Anthon, Washta, Quimby, Cherokee, Aurelia, Royal,
Melvin, Clay, Lavinia, Lytton, Sac City, Early, Galva, Holstein,

Cushing, Correctionville, and Pierson, all of the Eleventh Con-
gressional District of the State of Iowa, against parcels post—
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. KNOWLAND : Petition of Asiatic Exclusion League,
of San Francisco, Cal., against the immigration of Hindoos to
the United States—to the Committee on Immigration and Natu-
ralization.

Also, petition of numerous citizens of Hayward, Cal.,, for
House bill 23259, for a federal children’s bureau—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. KUSTERMANN: Petition of Green Bay (Wis.)
Lodge, No. 485, Brotherhood of Boiler Makers and Iron-Ship
Builders of America, against the tax on oleomargarine—to the
Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of citizens of Green Bay, Wis, for House bill
22066—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

By Mr. McKINNEY : Petition of Harmony Lodge, No. 548,
International Association of Machinists, of Moline, Ill., asking
for removal of tax on oleomargarine—to the Committee on Ag-
riculture,

By Mr. MAGUIRE of Nebraska: Petition of Ladies of the
Maccabees of the World, No. 15, of Lincoln, Nebr., relative to
House bill 21321—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-
Roads.

By Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania: Petition of Manufacturers'
Club of Philadelphia, Pa., for high rate of postage on maga-
zines and periodicals—to the Committee on the Post-Office and
Post-Roads.

By Mr. NICHOLLS : Petition of certain churches of Carbon-
dale, Pa., favoring the Burkett antigambling bill—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. REEDER: Petition of citizens of Kansas, against
shipping intoxicants into prohibition States—to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROBERTS: Petition of Boston Society of Civil Engi-
neers, for such legislation as will facilitate assignment of
trained ecivil engineers to direct civil engineering work con-
ducted by the Corps of Engineers—to the Commitiee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

By Mr, SABATH: Petition of Local Union No. 401, of the
International Union of Steam Engineers, for removal of the
10-cent tax on oleomargarine—to the Committee on Agricul-
ture.

Also, petition of Chicago Printed-Book Binders and Paper
Cutters' Union, No. 8, favoring the passage of House bill
15441, for an eight-hour law, etc.—to the Committee on Labor.

By Mr. SHEFFIELD: Petition of Rhode Island Division of
the Sons of Veterans, in favor of House bill 12390—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of the League for Suppression of Tuberculosis
and the Anti-Tuberculosie Association, of Providence, R. I,
for Senate bill 6049—to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce. :

By Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota: Petition of citizens of
Nicollet County, Minn., for an amendment to the Constitution
granting women the right to vote—to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, petition of Minnesota Valley Medical Association, for
Senate bill 6049, to create a department of public health—to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of International Brotherhood of
Boiler Makers, Iron-Ship Builders, and Helpers of America, in
favor of House bill 22066, boiler-inspection bill—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of H. C. Sturdevant Post, No. 282, Department
of New York, Grand Army of the Republie, for enactment of
House bill 18899, volunteer officers’ retired list bill—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of Mutual Alliance Trust Company, of New
York, favoring New Orleans as site of the Panama exposition
in 1915—to the Committee on Industrial Arts and Expositions.

Also, petition of Manufacturers’ Association of New York,
against House bill 23098 and Senate bill 7248—to the Committee
on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of J. A. Zellers, of New York, against the estab-
lishment of the proposed department of public health, etc.—to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. VREELAND : Petition of Sturdevant Post, No. 282,
Department of New York, Grand Army of the Republic, for the
volunteer officers’ retired bill (H. R. 18800)—to the Committee
on Military Affairs.
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