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SENATE.
Frmax, November 24, 19722,

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

Our Father and our God, we are the recipients of Thy mercy.
Enable us to appreciate with confidence in Thee the privileges
given unto us. May we live assured day by day of Thy presence
and help in all the duties that may come to us. Lead us into
the light when darkness may be about us, Help us to an under-
standing of the ways along which we should travel, and be
with us, we beseech of Thee. Through Jesus Christ our Lord,
Amen, ;

Craxrces E. TowrseND, a Senator from the State of Michigan,
appeared in his seat to-day.

The reading clerk proceeded to read the Journal of yester-
day's proceedings when, on request of Mr. Curris and by unani-
mous consent, the further reading was dispensed with and the
Journal was approved.

" OALL OF THE ROLL.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the
roll.

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

Ball Glass Nicholson Stanfield
Bayard Go Norris Sta
Borah Hale Overman Bterl
Brandegee %rreld m Euther d
Broussard wanson
Cameron Heflin Pepper Townsend
Capper Jones, Wash, Pittman Trammell
Caraway Kellogg Pomerene Underwood
Culberson Keyes Ransdell Wadsworth
Cummins Ladd Rawson Walsh,
Curtis Reed, Pa. Walsh, Mont.
Dial McCumber Sheppard Warren
Edge McKellar Bhortridge Watson

+ Ernst MeKinley Bimmons Weller
Frellnghuysen McNary Smith
George Nelson Bmoot

Alr. GEORGE. I wish to announce the absence of my col-
league [Mr, Hagrris] on account of illness.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-three Senators have
answered to their names. There is a quorum present.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr, CAPPER. Mr, President, I ask permission to have
printed in the REcorp a resolution adopted by the semiannual
conference of the National Board of Farm Organizations held
recently in Washington, D, C., protesting against the passage of
the Jones-Greene bill. I also ask that it be referred to the
Committee on Cominerce.

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

[Adopted by the seminannual conference of the National Board of Farm
Organizations held in Washington, D. C., October 11-13.]

Whereas it is apparent that the question of gran subsidies to our
merchant shipping will soon be brought to a vote in Congress; and

Whereas the farmers of the United States have been traditionally
0] to the granting of such subsidies; and

Whereas the plan embodied In the Jones-Greeme bLill, which is now
under consideration, contains many %l;ovisions that are extremel
Jectionable and would, in our opinion, detrimental to the best interest
of I?ie:ol eouéz h:':: a ﬂ;:iomf emctln.zg: Thereﬁ%r:nbe it o, Wl

ved, record an em ¢ protest agains
passage of this proposed legislatlon. <<

Mr. EDGE. I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the
Rrcorp a telegram favoring the passage of the ship subsidy bill.
I also ask that it be referred to the Committee on Commerce.

There being no objection, the telegram was referred to the
Committee on Commerce und ordered fo be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

[Western Union Telegram.]
TRENTON, N, J., November 2}, 1922,
Benator WALTER E. EnGE,
Washington, D, O.:

Trenton Real Estate Board unanimously indorse ship subsidy bill
and urge its passage.

Isatagx BiRks, President.

Mr, CURTIS presented a resolution of the Leavenworth
(Kans.) Chamber of Commerce, favoring the passage of the
so-called ship subsidy bill, which was referred to the Committee
on Commerce,

Mr, LADD presented a petition of the Antelope Farm Bureau
Association, of Fort Pierre, N. Dak., praying acceptance of the
proposal of Henry Ford relative to the operation of the Muscle
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Shoals plant. which was referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry.

He also presented petitions of J. P. Parkinson and 22 others,
of Willow City; Louis Lehmkuhl and 12 others, of Center;
Eva D. Vizina and 7 others, of Williston; John Fink and 21
others, of Dodge; M. L. Forbes and 22 others, of White Earth;
Mrs, Ira Heidlebaugh and 25 others, of Pleasant Lake: N. O.
Peterson and 32 others, of Turtle Lake; J. K. James and 2
others, of Rolla; Anton Tanberg and 3 others, of Mohall;
John Haupel and 31 others, of Medina; J. J. Costella and 18
others, of Cavalier; Walter Oft and 19 others, of Elgin; Mrs.
Dan McTucklan and 11 others, of Westhope; Earl Warner and
2 others, of Fessenden; Elizabeth Jones and 8 others, of Fort
Rice; Henry Gisleberg and 9 others, of Maddock; Christian
Unrich and 18 others, of Glen Ullin; Ludwig Kruckenberg and
8 others, of Stanton; Therisa Sasse and 8 others, of Zap;
J. L. Laheck and 9 others, of Zahl, all in the State of North
Dakota, praying for the enactment of legislation stabilizing the
price of wheat, which were referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED.

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. SMOOT :

A bill (8. 4064) authorizing the issuance of patent to the
legal representatives of Miles J. Davis, deceased; to the Com-
mittee on Public Lands and Surveys.

By Mr, WADSWORTH :

A bill (8. 4065) for the promotion of certain officers of the
United States Army on the retired list; to the Committee on
Military Affairs,

By Mr. NELSON:

A bill (8, 4066) to create a commisgion to recommend to
Congress amendments necessary in order to simplify the plead-
ing, practice, and procedure in certain Federal courts; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BALL:

A bill (8. 4067) to amend the law regarding assessment of
real and personal property in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. KELLOGG :

A bill (8. 4068) granting a pension to Linda A. Baker; to
the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CURTIS:

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 248) to provide for the pay-
ment of salaries of Senators appointed to fill vacancies, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Privileges and Elec-
tions.

LIBERIAN LOAN.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Morning business is cloged.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that
the unfinished business be 1aid before the Senate and proceeded
with.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of the joint resolution (H. J.
Res. 270) authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to establish
a credit with the United States for the Government of Liberia.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The pending question is on
agreeing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. HArrisox].

Mr. NORRIS. I ask that the amendment may be read.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be read.

The AssiSTANT SECRETARY. Add at the end of the joint reso-
lution the following additional section:

Bec. 3. That to carry out the provisions of the act of February 17,
1911, “ to promote the safety of employees and travelers upon railroads
by compelling common carriers enga in interstate commerce to equip
their locomotives with safe and suitable beilers and appurtenances
thereto,” as amended, as Tollows:

“ For salaries of 35 additional inspectors whose employment is hereby
authorized for nine months at the rate of $3,000 r annum each,

$78,750; for per diem in liem of subsistence for sald inspectors for
nine months, %T.SO{I; for transportation for said inspectors for nine
months, $37,800; for allowances to said inspectors for nine months,

$15,750; in all, fiscal year 1923, $170,100.”

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, for the main joint reseolution es-
tablishing a eredit such as is contemplated, I can find no ¢on-
stitutional authority whatever. I see no legal obligation and
no moral obligation. It does seem to me that it is time that we
should look after the people at home instead of trying to extend
credits to other countries of the world where we will never
collect the money. In my section of the country a great many
people have not paid their taxes for last year, much less this
year. We are tired of laboring under burdensome taxation.
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T ean not understand how Senators should so far forget their
oaths as to vote for a joint resolution which no one would claim
is constitutional. There is no place for such legislation now,
and I trust that it will be defeated.

Mr. President, in reference to the amendment proposed by
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrisox] I desire to say
that I can see no benefit whatever to be derived from increas-
ing the number of locomotive inspectors; in fact, I do not
know that there is any necessity for those who are provided
for at the present time. Congress should regain its equilib-
rium and allow business hereafter to function in its accus-
tomed way. The railroads have their own experts; they repair
their engines and they know better than some little Govern-
ment official whether or not those engines are safe; indeed,
they Eknow when the engines come out of the shop as to
whether or not they are safe. Not only that, but I should
much prefer to trust to the knowledge of the engineer who
vperates the engine than to some Government official who may
go aronnd theorizing about it.

We all know that the railroads owe to the public the highest
degree of care. They are responsible not only to public senti-

ment but they are also financially responsible for any injuries

that may occur in railroad transportation by reason of any
defect in their instrumentalities. After we have gone through
a great tie-up of the commerce of the country, to appoint more
locomotive inspectors to bedevil, to hamper, and to harass
the rallroads in the conduct of their business would be abso-
lutely unwise. ;

I have no brief to speak for the railroad companies, but I
do sympathize with business, and I desire to say that if we
do not let people transact their business in a reasonable way,
without so much Government interference, after awhile there
will be no one to carry on business—there will be nobody to
pay taxes.

The enactment of this proposed legislation would tend to
diminish the number of engines which might be put in oper-
ation; it would retard progress; it would retard the delivery
of freight. Some little fellow might go around urging some
slight captious objection to an engine with which tlere is
nothing materially wrong and have it sidetracked. How in
the name of common sense can such a man know more about
an engine than the man who operates it? We need practical
people, and it is morally wrong and it is finaneially wrong to
keep on tying up the railroads and worrying them with all
this kind of red tape.

1 do not know whether the Interstate Commnierce Commis-
sion recommends this proposed legislation or not, but even if
they do I desire to say that I find emanating from govern-
mental agencies a great many impracticable visionary sug-
gestions. I understand that a great many of the railroads
are getting tired of operating their property and would be
glad for some excuse to band it over to the Government.

If we shall keep on hampering them and preventing them
transacting their business in a common sense way such will be
the inevitable result. Then, indeed, it will be a sad day for
the taxpayers of this country. I am opposed to Government
ownership or operation of any kind of business. We have wit-
nessed a great failure in the shipping enterprise in which we are
now engaged; not that it necessarily should be a failure, but

the chief man who is operating it operates it so as to make it a-.

failure instead of making it a success. It will be the same
way with the railroads when they pass into Government owner-
ship.

Mr. President, it is well to talk about the safety of individu-
als and the public, Senators may get up here and with maud-
lin sentimentality talk about the care of the lives of women
and children who ride on railroad trains; but who knows that
hampering the railroads in the manner proposed would im-
prove conditions? Let us carry that suggestion a little further
to its logical conclusion. I expect to see some well-meaning,
tender sentimentalist get up here and introduce a bill before
long proposing to provide inspectors of automobiles in this
country, Such a Senator could make a most eloquent speech
suggesting that as the Government appropriates money for
the purpose of building highways, that it is most desirable that
the women and children be not injured; that accidents should
be prevented in traveling on those beautiful highways which
we have built; that we know that automobliles will get out of
order, and therefore suggest it would be proper for the Govern-
ment to have automobile inspectors at every crossroad and
garage in the country. Such a suggestion might be made with
just as much reason as it is now proposed that we have loeco-
motive inspectors; and I do not know that many Senators
would oppose such a proposition. I fear not.

It seems to me that we have lost pretty much all the common
sense we ever had. We have gone to extremes. We forget that
there are taxpayers in this country. I do not know what there
is in the atmosphere of Washington to produce that effect, but
when legislators come here they seem to forget the trials and
the hardships of life; we seem to think that money is just
simply printed by the printing presses of the Government, with
nothing behind it, and that all Senators and Representatives
have to do is to introduce a bill to appropriate money.

I am here now, and I intend to take a new start, and here-
after to oppose the creation of all unnecessary offices and all
unnecessary taxation, notwithstanding there is not much en-
couragement to do so. If we do not pursue a different course,
we will be heading directly in the direction of Russia and some
of the other countries of the world which can not pay their obli-
gations. .

I do not want to warn my fellow Senators; that is a matter
for them; but I do say that the people back at home are more
aroused than they have ever been about the extravagance of
government. I am sorry to say that one can hardly get in a
Pullman ear or enter a hotel lobby without hearing the expres-
sion, “To hell with Congress; its Members are antiquated:;
Congress is out of date; it is not in harmony with the people.”

In all seriousness, I can see no use of encumbering the rail-
roads with this additional and meddlesome restriction, and
certainly the Treasury is in no condition forever to have offices
heaped up and expense piled up from time to time. I thought
after the war we would begin to go back to normal, but it seems
that we are determined not to allow expenses to decrease, I am
perfectly willing to help any set of men here to try to be rea-
sonable and sane and practical, and I am prepared to vote
against all unnecessary expense. I hope that we will wake up,
and there could be no better time than at the beginning of this
short session fo realize the condition of the country.

If we pass this appropriation to Liberia, we will force some
taxpayer to enjoin its payment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippl.
[Putting the question.] The Chair is in doubt.

Mr. HEFLIN. I ask for a division.

Mr. HARRISON. I call for the yeas and nays.

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

Mr. DIAL (when his name was called). I am paired with
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. PaIPPs]. I transfer that pair
to the Senator from Missouri [Mr. REED] and vote * nay.”

Mr, HARRISON (when his name was called), I transfer my
general pair with the jupior Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
ELkixns] to the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr, GerrY]
and vote “ yea.”

Mr. NORRIS (when Mr. LA FOLLETTE'S name was called). I
was requested to announce that the senior Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. La ForLLerTE] is unavoidably absent from the Cham-
ber, and that if he were present, on this question, he would vote
i ”

Mr. McCUMBER (when his name was called). I transfer
my general pair with the junior Senator from Utah [Mr. King]
to the junior Senator from Nevada [Mr. Obpie] and vote * nay.”

Mr. McKELLAR (when his name was called). I transfer my
general pair with the junior Senator from Indiana [Mr. NEw]
to the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNpERwoop] and vote
' ),ea-”

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr]. In his
absence I withhold my vote, If at liberty to vote, I should
vote * yea."”

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. WiLrLraas],
but T am informed that if present he would vote as I shall vote.
I, therefore, feel at liberty to vote, and vote “ yea.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr., HALE. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Suiecos] to the junior Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr, Bursum] and will vote. I vote “yea.”

Mr, LODGE (after having voted in the aflirmative). I have
a general pair with the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr,
UxpeErwoon]; but as he would vote as I have voted, I will allow
my vote to stand.

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). I transfer my gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr., Diiring-
HAM] to the senior Senator from Arizona [Mr, Asaurst] and
will vote. I vote * yea.” .

Mr. SUTHERLAND (after having voted in the affirmative).
I transfer my general pair with the Senator from Arkansas
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[Mr. Rosixson] to the Senator from Maryland [Mr. France]
and will let my vote stand.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr] to the senior Senator from
Washington [Mr. PornpeExTeEr] and will vote, I vote “yea.”

Mr. CURTIS. I have been requested to announce the fol-
lowing general pairs:

The Senator from Maine [Mr. FerxArp] with the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr, JoNEs] ;

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. McCorMick] with the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr, Kexprick] ; and

The Sepator from New York [Mr. Cacper] with the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. Hagrgis].

The result was announced—yeas 51, nays 9, as follows:

YEAS—G1.
Ball Glass Nicholson Bmoot
Bayard Hale Norris Stanfield
Borah Harrison Overman Stanley
Brandegee Heflin Owen Sterlin
Cameron Hitcheock Page Sutherland
Capper Jones, Wash. Pepfmr WANSoN
Caraway Kellogg Pittman Townsend
Culberson Keyes Pomerene Trammell
Commins Ladd Rawson Walsh, Mass.
Curtis Lod, Bhepg:ird Walsh, Mont.
Edge McEellar Shortridge Watson
Fletcher McKinley Bimmons Willis
George MeNary Smith
NAYS—9.
Broussard - Frelinghuysen M¢Cumber Wadsworth
Dia! Gooding Myers Warren
Ernst
NOT VOTING—35.
Ashurst Harreld McLean Reed, Mo.
Bursum Harris Moses Reed, Pa
Calder Johuson Nelson Robinson
Colt Jones, N. Mex, New Shields
Dillingham Kendrick Norbeck S‘pencor
Elkins ngp Oddie Underwooil
Feraald La I"ollette FPhip Weller
France Lenroot Poindexter Williams
Gerry McCormick Ransdell

So Mr. HagmrsoN's amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, on line 17, page 2 of the
joint resolution, I offer the amendment which I send to the
desk.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
stated.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 2, line 17, after the word
“ pesolution.” it is proposed to insert a colon and the following
Pproviso ;

Provided, That no part of the som herein authorized to be estab-
lished as a credit for the Government of Liberia, or any part of the
approprintion herein made to carry out the purposes of this act, shall
be used for the payment of any commigsion to any &ient, attorney, or
comuission by the Government of Liberia which may have been or may
bereafter be contracted,

Mr. CURTIS. I have no objection to that amendment,

Mr, HARRISON. Mr. President, I have offered this amend-
ment because it is pretty generally understood, I think, that
cer‘ain persons have a contract with the Government of Liberia
thnt in the event thig loan is made they are to receive a fee or
commission of $650,000. It is not a secret that the five persons
who have thig eontraet with the Government of Liberia are
members of the colored race, They have been very conspicuous
around the corridors of the Capitol, buttonholing Senators, and
using every influence in order to obtain the passage of this
leg slation. If the rumors that are flying everywhere are cor-
rect—and T hope some one can put us right if they are not—the
persons who are to receive this commission and share in the
profits of $650,000 which the taxpayers of America will have to
pay are the following:

William H. Lewis, of the city of Boslon, a very prominent
Republican member of the colored race. He was formerly an
assistant to the Attorney General when Mr. Wickersham held
that high office.

Emmett J, Scott, who is the secretary and treasurer of How-
ard University in the city of Washington, and who is generally
secn at Republican conventions. He was, as I understand, one
of the lieutenants for the manager of Leonard Wood when he
was a candidate for the Republican presidential nomination
some time ago.

James A. Cobb, of the eity of Washington, a well-known col-
ored attorney, who was assistant to the district attorney when
Mr. Wickersham was Attorney General.

Another one is a preacher, Rev. Ernest Lyon, of the city of
Baltimore, who was formerly minister to Liberia under one of
the past Republican administrations. He is at present, as I
understand, the consul general to this country from Liberia.

Another is William L. Houston, a lawyer and very prominent
colored Republican in Washington, who was recently placed
upon the Board of Eduoeation by President Harding.

These men, it is generally understood, have a econtract for
£650,000 in the event this body is generous and kind enough
to-day to pass the Liberian loan. If this contract has not been
written, and these facts that are so frequently stated are not
true, then my amendment can do no harm; but certainly it
should be adopted, so that these commissions shall not be
paid or any commission paid in the event the proposed legisla-
tion should pass. ]

Mr. CURTIS. Mr, President, I think the rumor that the
Senator has spoken about is like & good many others he has
heard of ; they originate in his own fertile mind.

Mr. HARRISON, May I ask the Senator if he will agree,
pending this matter, to hold it up a few days until we can
have a little investigation to see whether or not these charges
are true. I have not seen the contract, but we can get these
persons here, and we can ascertain the facts. No harm will be
done thereby. $

Mr. CURTIS. Mr, President, I will agree to the amendment.
That will settle the question,

Mr. HARRISON. That is perfectly all right.

Mr. CURTIS. I want to say that all the time this joint
resolution was before the Committee on Finance, and all the
time it has been here, not one colored man, or, for that matter,
one white man, has appeared in its behalf except members of
the State Department and the Treasury Department. These
ramors are without any foundation whatever.

I have no objection to the amendment, and hope there will
not be one vote against it.

Mr. HARRISON, I am.certainly thankful to the Senator
for his pleasing address and indorsement of the amendment,

Mr. SMOOT. BMr. President, I think the Senator from Mis-
sissippl knew that we would acecept the amendment before he
made his speech.

My, HARRISON.
Senator, though.

Mr, SMOOT. No; the Senator did not convince me af all.

Mr. HARRISON. The proviso should have been in the
original joint resolution, then.

AMr. SMOOT. No one thought of it.
at all to it.

Mr. HARRISON. That is all right. We are together, then.

Mr, SMOOT. I want to say to the Senator that no colored
man has ever approached me at any time about the Liberian
joint resolution. i

Mr, HARRISON.
anyhow,

Mr. SMOOT. That may be. Whether the Senator is all
right or all wrong is a question of judgment. The Senator be-
lieves in recognizing a moral or legal obligation on the part
of the Government as well as he does on his own part, I
have no objection to the adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The guestion is upon agree-
ing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to,

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate as amended.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I discussed this question a few
weeks ago during the last session of Congress, but I want to
say another word before it is finally voted upon, in answer to
the statement that this loan should be granted in pursuance
of a moral obligation that this Government has to the people
of Liberia, I think that suggestion has been exploded by the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Spiamoxs]. The facts
show—and this is not a matter of imagination—that certain
persons in New York are interested in this loan; that if this
money is provided, about $3,500,000 of it will go to concerns in
New York interested in the loan to Liberia.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. HEFLIN. I do,

Mr. SMOOT. I am quite sure the Senator does not want to
make a statement unless he knows it to be true. I want to
say to the Senator that the Secretary of State says that all of
the $1,500,000 of bonds that Liberia is now owing is owned in
Great Britain and France, with the exception of about $58,000.
If the Senator wants to read the statement of the SBeeretary,
or will let me do so, he will find that that evidence was sub-
mitted before the committee of the House. :

Mr. HEFLIN. 1 will ask the Senator a question. How much
of this money will be paid to Wall Street for indebtedness on
the part of Liberia?

Mr. SMOOT. On the part of Liberia?

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes.

Mr. SMOOT, Fifty-eight thousand dollars is all that Li-
beria owes America., But it is true that the National City

No; I did not. T am glad I convinced the

I have no objection

They knew the Senator would be all right
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Bank is acting as agent for creditors in England and France,
and that indebtedness amounts to about $1,500,000. That is
the fact in the case.

Mr, HEFLIN, So you contend that about three and one-half
million dollars will go to Liberia?

Mr, SMOOT. Yes; to be expended there for the establish-
ment of schools, the building of roads, payment of internal
debts, and for improving the rivers and harbors. That is what
the money is to be expended for, over and above that which
goes to the payment of obligations which Liberia owes to for-
eign governments to-day. Our Government took the position
that they were not going to advance any money to Liberia, and
ﬁil] have foreign governments holding the obligations of

beria.

Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. President, all of those obligations which
the Senator from Utah says are due foreign governments, and
which he now claims these New York bankers are merely col-
lecting as agents for foreign governments, were contracted in
1912,

Mr, SMOOT. Some of them before that.

Mr, SIMMONS. They are old debts.

Mr. SMOOT. They are old debts, certainly. There is no
question about that. But the Government of the United States
wias not willing to lend a dollar to Liberia and have a foreign
government owning a first mortgage and we a second one.

Mr. SIMMONS. Then the Senator’s statement of fact is this,
that nearly half of this money is to liquidate debts of Liberia
antedating the war.

Mr. SMOOT. A third of it is. X

Mr. SIMMONS. And the balance of it is to be used for in-
ternal improvements hereafter to be made in Liberia?

Mr. SMOOT. There is no doubt about i. If necessaiy, I
would be glad fo tell the Senate just exactly vhy this was done,
why the arrangement was made, and state { 1e moral obligation
we are under to-day.

Mr. NORRIS. Will the Senator from Alibama permit me to
ask the Senator from Utah a question?

Mr. HEFLIN. I will.

Mr. NORRIS. I will ask two questions. The first one is
this: When that part of this indebtedness which is owned
abroad, in England and in France, was originally contracted,
did these same banks in New York act as agents, did they sell
the bonds to those foreigners, or were the bonds bought directly
from Liberia?

Mr. SMOOT. They made the loan direct to Liberia. Not only
that, Mr, President, but I think some of the bonds are still in
Germany.

Mr. NORRIS. I have forgotten all the details, but there
were at least two of these amounts—one v cover a floating loan
of $350,000, I think, and some other indebtedness of $250.000, as
to which the statement did not show who owned the indebted-
ness.

Mr., SMOOT. The statement shows that all the obligations
are outside of America, with the exception of $58,000. I have
not a statement as to just the amount of the loans.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator
from Nebraska that in the agreement entered into by the Libe-
rian Government and the Secretary of State Oetober 28, 1921, it
is stated first:

Two hundred and thirty-three thousand dollars, or such less amount
as shall be sufficlent to enable the Government of Liberla to pay its
internal funded debt——

Mr, NORRIS. Who owns that?

Mr, SMOOT. That is a local obligation, owned in Liberia.

Mr, SIMMONS. It says “internal funded debt.”

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly; it is an internal debt.

Mr. NORRIS. It does not follow because it is an internal
debt that it is owned in Liberia.

Mr. SMOOT. If it is an internal debt, it would have to be.

Mr, SIMMONS. Second, it was provided—

Three hundred and fifty thousand dollars, or such less amount as
ghall be sufficient to enable the Government of Liberia to pay its
internal floating debt.

Mr, NORRIS. Who owns that debt?

Mr, SIMMONS. Nothing is stated as to who owns that
debt,

Mr. NORRIS. Those are the two items I was inquiring
about

Mr. HEFLIN. What was the amount of that floating debt?

Mr, SIMMONS. Three hundred and fifty thousand dollars,
Then $1,650,000 is the debt represented by these bankers in
New York. The Senator from Utah says that they have no
interest in it but arve simply acting as representatives,

Mr, SMOOT. Yes; I say so.

Mr. SIMMONS. I desire now to read what the agreement
states about it.

Mr. SMOQT. Does the Senator doubt that the National City
Bank is acting as agent for England and France?

Mr, SIMMONS. I do not know anything about it,

Mr. SMOOT. I say they are, and I know that they are.

Mr. SIMMONS, Let me read what the agreement states:

One million six hundred and fifty thousand dollars, or such less
amount as may be mecessary for the purpose of enabling the Govern-
ment of Liberia to purchase or redeem all of its honds now issued and
outstanding,

So that they are to pay, first, their funded debt, their float-
ing debt, and all of their bonds outstanding.

Mr. SMOOT. That is true.

Mr. SIMMONS. This continues:

Representing the 5 per cent sinking fund gold loan, due July 1, 1952,
under the agreement for refunding loan dated March 7, 1912, between
the Republic of Liberia, of the st part, and J. P. Morgan & Co.
Kuhn, Loeb & Co., the National City Bank of New York, and First
National Bank of New York, acting for themselves and for Robert
Fleming & Co.—

“For themselves and Robert Fleming & Co."——

Mr. SMOOT. Yes,

Mr. SIMMONS. And M. M. Warburg & Co.—
and such payments of interest, costs of notices, and other payments or
deposits, as well as payments which may be due from the Government
of Liberia, under the fiscal agency agreement dated March 7, 1912
between the Republic of Liberia, of the first part, and the National
City Bank of New York, of the second part, as shall be necessary to
terminate all obligations of the Government of Liberia under all of
sald bonds or under the agreement for refunding loan or the fiseal
agency agreement above mentioned, as shall entitle the Gavernment
of Liberia in accordance with the terms of said agreement to the
cancellation and destruction of all said bonds held by the fiscal agents
in the sinking fund mentioned in said agreements. Advances for this
purpose shall be made at such times and in such amounts as shall be
determined by the Secretary of State of the United States. It is un-
derstood that the Secretary of State of the United States may deter-
mine the best method for acquiring part or all of the aforesaid bonds,
but in no event shall more than par and accrued interest be paid
therefor.

Mr. SMOOT. I do not deny that at all, Mr. President, That
is exactly as I stated it was.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair desires to ask
the Senator from Alabama whether he has yielded the floor?

Mr. HEFLIN. He has not.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Senator from Alabama.

Mr, MCKELLAR. Will the Senator from Alabama yield to
me to ask a question?

Mr. HEFLIN. T yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. MCKELLAR. I desire to ask the Senator from Utah who
owns these bonds, and what was paid for them by the owners?

Mr. SMOOT. That I can not tell. I can not say who owns
the bonds now. I know that British subjects own some, French
subjects some, and some were owned in Germany: but I do
not know what became of the German bonds.

Mr. McKELLAR. None of these American
them ?

Mr. SMOOT. Not a dollar of these bonds—this $1,500,000 of
bonds,

Mr. McKELLAR. If they do not own the bonds, why are
they named as the owners in the proposed agreement ?

Mr. SMOOT. Because they may have a small amount of the
$58,000. T do not know what the amount is.

Mr. McKELLAR. Should not the State Department furnish
us the information?

Mr. SMOOT. The State Department has furnished us a
statement of the total amount—=858,000. That is the amount
that comes to America.

Mr. SIMMONS. Why is it stated, I will ask the Senator from
Utah

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair desires to advise
the Senator from Alabama that he can not yield for an argu-
ment between other Senators.

Mr, McKELLAR. I am very much obliged to the Senator
from Alabama.

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr, President—

Mr. HEFLIN. I gladly yield to the Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr, SIMMONS. I simply desire to ask the Senator from
Utah why, if these New York bankers have no interest in this,
the agreement states that it is made for themselves and as
agents?

Mr, SMOOT. They may have a small amount of this $58,000.
I do not know what amount they hold, but the State Depart-
ment says $58,000 of the total amount is owing in the United
States. The original issue of $1,500,000 of the bonds was taken
in Europe entirely, and the bonds are owned there to-day.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the debate which has been
going on between Senators discloses a situation very mystify-
ing indeed. The Senate does not know yet who owns these

The Chair recognized the

bankers own




1922,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 121

debts. The State Department says that $58,000 is owed to
people in the United States, so far as the State Department
knows. The Senator from Utah himself does not know what
interest the National City Bank of New York has in these
bonds, or how much commission that bank will get as the
agent of the British interests and French interests for col-
lecting this debt. So an agency in New York, having in
charge this Liberian matter, is coming to the Senate of the
United States to collect a debt due by the people of Liberia
to various forelgn powers. We do not know how much the
debt is. We do know, under the facts which have been sub-
mitted, that this Government is under no moral obligation
whatever to make this loan to Liberia.

Under the administration of President Wilson this Govern-
ment offered to aid Liberia under certain conditions, Liberia
was to do certain things. Liberia did not do any of those things,
and when that administration went out of office and the war
was over all that was connected with it was out of date and
not binding in any way whatever upon the people of the United
States, and I think it amounts nearly to a public scandal that
the Congress of the United States is now solemnly about to go
on record as favoring taking out of the Public Treasury $5,000,-
000 of the taxpayers’ money and paying off obligations to New
York and to foreign interests, when the people in America to-day
are in distress and can not get money enough to carry on their
own business at home,

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Drar] has called
attention to the fact that there are farmers all over the country
who have not been able to pay their taxes for last year, much
less this year, and Senators are standing here now about to go
upon record as voting to appropriate $5,000,000 to make a loan
to the people of Liberia for no purpose on earth except to pay
obligations to concerns abroad and in New York City.

It seems to me that Senators would have profited by what
happened to them on the 7th of November, but it seems that
the lame-duck brood still lingering in the Senate is to be called
upon now in the little time that remains to them to vote
$5,000,000 out of the Public Treasury fo pay speculators in
bonds and floating debts of various kinds in Liberia.

Mr. President, I do not believe any of those Senators who
were up for election would have told their constituents before
the 7th of November that they would vote for this Liberian
loan. It is simply ridiculous. Why should this Government
take $5,000,000 out of the Public Treasury and make this loan?
What excuse is there for it?

Yesterday Senators were telling us that we ought to stay out
of foreign affairs, and here you are going into the very Treasury
of the people, the strong box of the Government, running your
arm up to the armpit to take out millions to loan to Liberia, a
foreign country, without any excuse or justification whatever.
I can not understand why Senators would advocate such a
thing.

I want to say just this before I sit down. There is no moral
obligation on the part of the Government to make the loan.
There is no excuse or justification in right principle for making
the loan. There is nothing to be gained by it from the stand-
point of public policy. It is unjust and unfair to do this thing.
The American people need our attention. If Senators have not
learned yet, they will learn in the next two years that the
people are going to take hold of the Government for them-
gselves. We are going to have a housecleaning at Washington,
Instrumentalities that used to operate in behalf of the whole
people have been taken hold of and are now being used in the
interest of a few to the hurt and injury of the many, and we
are going out after them to restore them to their rightful uses,
and Senators who vote to-day to appropriate $5.000,000 to make
this wildeat loan to Liberia are simply getting ready to join
the list of those who on that side went down on the Tth day of
November. They are going to have repudiation coming to them.
The people ought to repudiate them. Why should the people
not do so? This is their Government. If a representative for
a business firm were to come back and report that he had done
such a thing as is about to be done here with $5,000,000, that
private business would kick him out before the sun went
down. Here we are, intrusted with this power on the part of
the people, solemnly taking an oath in this Chamber to safe-
guard the rights and interests of the people, and yet it is pro-
posed here to take out of the Treasury $5,000,000 for the specu-
lative interests of New York, to satisfy interests here and
abroad who are trying to make a collecting agency of the
Congress of the United States. Senators, you can not justify a
vote in favor of this preposterous thing.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, the necessity of this bill results
from one of the legacies left us by the Democratic Party. If
there were not & moral obligation on the part of the Govern-

ment to advance the money to Liberia, I certainly would not
support fthe measure and I can truthfully say that it would
not be before this body for consideration.

I know of no better evidence as to whether there is a legal
or moral obligation than that which has been given to Congress
by the Secretary of State himself. I wish that every Senator
would read the testimony given by the Secretary. I doubt
whether there would be one who would question the existence
of a moral obligation on the part of this Government.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, does the Sen-
ator mean the present Secretary of State or the former Secre-
tary of State?

Mr. SMOOT. I mean the present Secretary of State.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr, Prsident——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr, SMOOT. I yield.

Mr. POMERENE. There is just one question, so far as I
am concerned, and ihat is the question as to whether or not
there is a moral obligation. I am not persuaded either way
so far as that particular question is concerned. I tried to get
a copy of the hearings, but I am advised that they are not avail-
able, being out of print. :

Mr., SMOOT. I will say that is true. I this morning ob-
tained the file copies of the State Department and have them
here on my desk. -

Mr. POMERENE. I make this statement as leading up to
a snggestion. As that seems to be the point about which the
dispute exists, would it not be well to have the bill recom-
mitted, so we could have a reprint of the hearings and give us
an opportunity fo investigate the subject?

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no; I do not think so.

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr. President——

Mr. POMERENE. Will the Senator allow me to ask a fur-
ther guestion?

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

Mr, SIMMONS. I simply want to state to the Senator from
Ohio that I intend at a later time to make a motion to recom-
mit the joint resolution.

Mr. SMOOT. T yield to the Senator from Ohio for a ques-
tion.

Mr, POMERENE. Did the Finance Committee of the Senate
have any hearings? .

Mr. SMOOT. I do not believe any hearings were had before
the Finance Committee. We relied apon the hearings which
were held before the committee of the House,

Mr. POMERENE. My information was that there were no
hearings.

Mr, SMOOT. I do not think there were any hearings before
the Finance Committee of the Senate.

I believe that I had better read a letter signed by Charles
1. Hughes, Secretary of State, and directed to the President,
dated July 29, 1921, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,

Washington, July 29, 1921,
The PRESIDENT :

« I beg to submit the following considerations with respect to the pro-
posed loan to the Republic of Liberia :

_An examination of the course of the negotiations produces the con-
viction that commitments have been made by this Government which
imposes a moral obligation to make the loan. The negotiations were
had and proceeded to the point of an announced commitment at a time
when the broad anthority conferred in connection with the prosecution
of the war was adeguate to the consummation of the plan, and the fact
that this authority may not be deemed longer to exisa while making it
:mémsslble to proceed withont congressional sanction, does not, in my
ju wentachnnge the fact that assurances were given which should be
made good. .

Mr. POMERENE, Will the Senator permit me to interrupt
him at that point?

Mr. SMOOT. Had I not better read the letter through first?

Mr. POMERENE. Very well

Mr. SMOOT. That would be the better way.

The history of the negotiations, as they appear from the information
at my command, may be stated as follows:

Liberia being at war with the enemies of the United Btates, a loan
credit of $5,000,000 was extended by the SBecretary of the Treasury on
September 9, 1918, under the authority of the act of April 24, 1917
“TMo authorize an issue of bonds to meet expenditures for the national
secnrity and defense, and for the purpose of assisting in the prosecu-
tion of the war, to extend credits to foreign governments, and for other
purposes.” On September 12, 1918, the Government of Liberia was
notified of the opening of this credit and negotiations were initigted
covering the terms, service, and general purposes of the loan. The loan
plan drawn up was Intended to safeguard the money so advanced by
American administration of expenditures and collection of revenues,
and also to provide for repayments of all moneys due other foreii:ln
creditors. * * * The Governments interested were advised of the
opening of this credit., The loan plan for various reasons was not sub-
mitted to the Liberian Government until June 15, 1920, and the
Liberlan Legislature requested certaip modifications. It was clearly
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understood both by the Liberiam Government and by the Government of
the United States at that time that there was no question of a with-
drawal of the offer of the money already promised, the time when the
credit should be made avallable merely ending on a satisfactory
agreement as to details of administration.

Remember, Senators, that was taken up on June 15, 1920,

Relyineﬁmon the assurance that the United States was m‘d‘; to enter
into a definite agreement, the President of Liberia came to Washington
some time ago with other Ehuipotznthriu to conclude the negotia-
tions. In anticipation of this journey and at the uest of this Gov-
ernment, the Liberian Government gave to him and associates full
and necessary authority to conclude the loan plan, and sinece that time
it is understood they have been prepared to gign an agreement provid-
ing for the necessary administrative measures adequately to secure the

loan.

It should also be inted out, in appreciating the moral obligation
of this Government, that the Republic of Liberia, which had her origin
largely throu%h the efforts of American citizens and at various
has sought the aid and counsel of this Government, decided, upon
the entrance of the United States into the war, to make common cause
with this country and the Allies against Germany. It was largely
in consequence of this rticipation that the economie situation of
Liberia was imperiled and that her Government was compelled to make
appeal for finaneial ald. It was cireumstances that Liberia
was assured that the Umnited States, her traditiomal friend, who had
been generous in assistance to the other nations fighting against Ger-
many, would come to her relief.

In view of these elrcumstances and of the obligation to which the
glve rise, to which we can not fail to be sensitive, I need not dwel
upon the fact that the extension of this loan is highly important from
the standpoint of the proper protection and promotion of American
commerdxgo interests on the West Coast of Africa. The advantages
which will accrue to_our peogle are not to be ignored, although in
the presence of the fonsiderations already mentioned they meed not
be detailed or str b

conclusion, permit me te observe that, apart from any question
of our obligation or of auy benefits accruing to ourselves, our ?m le
have always been especially interested in the welfare of Liberia be-
cause of the close relation which its prosperitgi may be deemed to have
to all that pertains to the advancement of the Negre race. The Republie
of Liberia has been fostercd through American interest, and at this
critical time in her history we have op(?ortunity to give a practical
expression of our continued solicitude and by coming to her aid in this
Bevere enxgg(-ncgﬁ;ﬁ promote permanent relations of the closest friendship,

spec ) adp

The PRESIDENT,
The White House.

Now, Mr. President, unless the Senate wants me to read it, T
shall merely ask to have placed in the Rrecorp a statement of
the Secretary of State of date April 19, 1922, before the Ways
and Means Committee of the House, in which he gives in detail
the situation just as it exists. In that statement he not only
takes the position that there is a moral obligation, but, after
reciting what led up to the loan, he made this statement:

It was exercised, and I make bold to say to this committee that I do
not think there is any question of legal authority that would survive
the analysis of argument before any :ﬁld!cial tribunal.

He does not hesitate to say in his testimony and in his letter
that there was a moral obligation, and he expresses the opinion
that the transaction went so far that any judicial tribunal would
hold that it was a legal obligation.

Mr. GLASS., Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr, SMOOT. Certainly.

Mr. GLASS. May I ask the Senator what the Secretary of
State meant, then, if he had the legal authority to do it, by saying
that he could not make the loan without eongressional action?

Mr, SMOOT. He does not say the legal authority at the pres-
ent time.

Mr. GLASS. But the Senator is saying for him that he
suggests that he had the legal authority to do it. >

Mr. SMOOT. Yes: up to the time peace was declared with
Germany, and after that he did not have the legal authority,
I call the Senator's attention to the fact in his statement the
Secretary said that for thut reason he has to come to Congress
and ask authority ; but if ke had taken action before peace had
been declared with Germany and Austria-Hungary the Secre-
tary said there was a legal right to advance the money.

Mr, GLASS., As a matter of fact, it has not been established
here and it can net be established anywhere that there was any
legal authority to make loans to fund the indebtedness of
Liberia. The only legal authority that has ever existed for this
Government to make any loan to any foreign nation was to
make loans for the prosecution of the war and for the consum-
mation of the security of this Government.

Mr. SMOOT, And that was what they decided to do, not this
administration but the preceding administration, and this ad-
ministration is carrying out that agreement.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. SMOOT. T yield.

Mr. POMERENE. I have listened very closely to the read-
ing of the letter of the eminent Secretary of State. I have

CHarLEs E. HucHES.

very great respect for his opinion, but I think I ean fairly con-
clude that his opinion is based upon some facts or informa-
tion that he may have which may not be fully detailed in
that letter. I call attention to that for the purpose of strength-
ening the point I made a moment ago; that it seems to me under
all of the circumstances the further consideration of this joint
resolution should be postponed until we can have an opportunity
to read that record. I hesitate about voting these foreign loans,
while at the same time I am pretty jealous of our moral obliga-
tions and the duty that we may have under them. If I were
called upon to vote now, my vote certainly would not be
satisfactory to me, whichever way I should vote.

Mr, SMOOT. I will say to the Senator from Ohio that
here, for instance, is a portion of a statement which I expect
to put into the RECcORD:

Now, what is the basis of a moral obligation? I take it to be a
promise on which another has acted. We told the Liberian Govern-
ment that, assuming that the proper provisions for the protection of
the loan were provi this credit was open.

We went further than that. And now I must refer to a confidential
paper which I hope will not be put upon the minutes, but which T
think you should closely study, and which is found on page 58 of the
confidential print,

After further discussion, that was decided not to be printed
in his testimony.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, like the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. PoMEReNE], I listened attentively to the read-
ing of the letter, because I was curious to know how it came
about that, although this loan was authorized in the month of
October, 1918, upon certain conditions to be observed with
respect to its repayment and application, and so on and so
forth, it never has been consummated, but was held in abey-
ance until the treaty of peace with Germany was signed.

I suppose that the advances were not made and the loan was
not actually consummated because, not unlikely, the conditions
respecting the repayment of the loan and the security and that
kind of thing were not complied with.

I did not observe from the reading of the letter exactly what
those conditions were and exactly what had been done or what
had been omitted to be done with respect to the observance of
those conditions. Nor are we advised now, so far as I know,
that the terms and conditions have even yet been complied with
s0 that the security which was demanded in October, 1918, has
been provided.

Mr. SMOOT. I thought that I eould turn to the statement
which was made by the Secretary of State in which he ountlined
some of the reasons why action had not been taken even by the
former administration, Mr. President, I now ask that the
statement of Hon. Charles Evans Hughes, Secretary of State,
which was made before the Ways and Means Committee of the
House of Representatives on April 19, 1922, be printed in the
Recorn, The copy which I hold in my hand is a file copy, and
I shall have to ask the official reporters to be sure to return it
to me, because I have to return it to the State Department.

Mr, POMERENE. As I understand, the Senator refers to a
file copy of the hearings before the Ways and Means Committee
of the House of Representatives. i

Mr. SMOOT. It is a file copy of the hearings before the Ways
and Means Committee of the House of Representatives.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the statement
referred to by the Senator from Utah will be printed in the
RECORD.,

Theé statement is as follows:

[From hearings before the Committee on Ways and Means, House of
Representat , on House Joint Resolution 2;0. authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to establish a eredit with the United States for
the Government of Liberia, April 19, 1922, part 2.]

CREDIT FOR GOVERNMENT OF LIBERIA.
COMMITTEE ON Wars axp MEANS,

HoUSE Or REPRESENTATIVES,
Wednesday, April 19, 1928,

The committee met at 10.30 o’clock a. m., Hon. Joseph W. Fordney
(chairman) presiding.

Cramman. Gentlemen of the committee, the Secretary of State
Is here thlis 'l:nornins and has said that he wishes to get away as soon
as convenlent.

Mr. Secretary, the committee has before it the resolution providing
for a loan to the Liberian Government, Certain gentlemen of the eom-
Ezﬂt‘ﬁi would like to hear your statement as to why the loan should

made.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES EVANS HUGHES, SECRETARY OF STATE.

Secretary HueHEs. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity
of appearing here and to state the cousiderations which 1 think ought
to mt us to make this loan to the Republic of Liberia,

greatly appreciate it if you will permit me to make a com-

secutive statement, which will only take a few minutes, and them I

shall be glad to answer any questions which any members of the com-
mittee may desire to put.

here are several considerations which seem to me to suppert the

ing of this loan. There is the consideration of the good faith and

moral obligation as a consideration of this Government, There is
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the further consideration of our historical relation to the peotple of
Liberia, and there is also the consideration of the national interests
which are involved.

These various points of view are not wholly independent, and they
are not to be considered in a way entirely separate from each other.
They are all important.

e consideration of primary Importance, as it seems to me, is the
one I mentioned first., I think it a point of homor that this loan
should be made, and I shall briefly endeavor to explain why I think
that the question of primary importance—that is to say, the moral
ohligation of the United States—is involved.

In September, 1918, the executive department of the Government,
acting under the authority of the second Liberty loan act, informed
;hn Republic of Liberia that a credit of $5,000,000 was opened in its
aAvor.

I shall not go into any lengthy discussion of the guestion whether
that action was authorized nnder the terms of the second Liberty
loan aet. 1 am speaking now not of the legal obligation but of a
moral obligation, and 1 take it that the facts which underlie that obli-
gation are not in dispute.

1 may say this, however, as to the authority under the act: The
aet provided that the Secretary of the Treasury, with the approval
of the President, for the purpose of more efficiently providing for
the national seenrity and defense in the prosecution of the war, was
authorized to establish credits with the United States for any forelgn
gnvpmmcnt then engaged in war with the enemles of the United

tates, s

Liberia had entered the war, yon might say, at the instance of the
United States, and came within the description of these zovernments.
Liberia had greatly suffered by reason of her relation to the war,

I notice from a perusal of the hearings that there has been a good
deal of discussion in the committee upon that point. I shall not,
for that reason, review the matter.

The authority conferred upon the President was a very broad one,
and in time of war was not to be rigidly or strietly construed as to
what it was intended to De. L

1 was here in the summer of 1918. I know the tension of that
time. I know that through the summer of 1918 there was the
fwntest fear that the war would be won by the Central Powers.

know this Government was going to the extreme of expedition in
providing every possible resource. There is one consideration alone
which, from my point of view, justified the President in this actlon,
and puts aside any legal question. Liberia is a great producer of
Balm oil, and palm oil is essential in the manufacture of munitions.

alm oil is of great importance in connection with the tin-plate n-
dustry, and in connection with the soap Industry, and a by-product
of that Industry iz important in the making of munitions: and no
court in this country would have considered for a4 moment, in my
judgment, any question of lack of authority on the part of the Presi-
dent of the United States to support the Republie of Liberia as an
ally in this war, and to make arrangements fo secure to the Allies
access to that great source of necessary war supplies,

There s not any reason now, in my opioion, why we should con-
gider thiz was wise or that was wilgse. This was a matter of discretion
vested in the only one to whom, in time of emergency, it is practicable
thatt this broad discretion can be given under our system of govern-
ment.

It was given, It was exercised, and I make bold to say to this
committee that I do not think that there is any question of legal
authority that wounld survive an analysiz or argument before any
judicial tribunal.

Of course, you will understand, Mr. Chairman; I have no personal
interest in this. I am speakicg here merely from the convietion that
has been produced from m{l study of the subject.

Now, what was done, however, quite apart from any legal con-
gideration was this: On August 14, 1918, as you will find on page 114
of the hearings, President Wilson stated to the Secretary of State,
referring to thiz loan of $5.000.000, that he was in sympathy with
the representation which had been made. On August 27, 1918, the
Treasury Departmént informed the Secretary of State that the Presi-
dent had approved the establishment of eredit in favor of the Liberian
Government in the amount of £5,000,000.

Further formal communication was made on September 9, 1918, to
the Secretary of State by the Treasury Department to the same effect.
On September 12. 1918, the Secretary of State directed the legation at
Monrovia, Liberia, to inform the Liberian Government of the establish-
ment of that credit.

Now, what is the basis of a moral obligation? T take it to be a
promise on which another has acted. We tfold the Liberian Government
that, assum!giq that the Pmper provisions for the protection of the loan
were provided, this credit was open,

We went further than that. And now 1 must refer to a confidential
paper which I hope will not be put upon the minutes, but which I think
you should closely study, and which is found on page 58 of the confi-
dential print, [After further discussion off the record.]

A plan was proposed to the Liberfan Government which carried the
provision for the supervision and handling of this loan. 1 may say
here, incidentally, that this Government has tried to be very careful
in the protection of the interests of the Government in case this loan
were made, to see that adeguate security was obtained and that the
repayment of the loan wounld be properly assured.

The Liberian Government did not like the terms of that plan, and
made ecertain objections. That was within their competency. Because
we had offered to grant the loan did not mean that they had to submit
to anything that was proposed, and there was correspondence on the
point—insistence oun one side and opposition on the other side. They
did not think that the plan was a fair one. The result was that Presi-
dent King, of Liberia, with a justice of his supreme court and one or
two others, came as a special commission to this country to see if they
could work out a suitable plan, and I think they arrived just about the
time of President Harding's inauguration, It fell to my lot to look into
this matter. I considered it, reviewed what had been done, and I came
to the conclusion that as we had notified Liberia that this ecredit was
open, as we had asked the British and French to retire and to make
no further plans, and assured them that we had an American program
here and did not want or desire an{thlng to stand in the way of carry-
jng out that American program, after Liberin had lost her reasonable
opportunities in the meantime to enter into negotiations with others, it
was onr duty to go ahead and make our word good. 1 thought that to
default on one's word in such case would be regarded among business
men in private affairs as very sharp practice, and I felt that Ft was our
duty to go ahead, and I so informed the President. I went over the
matter with him,

The result was that this matter was taken “Pt by the present adminis-

tration. Now, there came about this difficulty: Of course, the war
being over, considerable time having elapsed, there was no disposition
in Congress to make foreign loans, and there had been many speeches, if
my memory serves me correctly, in debates upon the floor, indicating
antagonism to any further credit to foreizn powers. Further than that,
what is more important, was that the second Liberty loan act, as
amended, Fut a certain date of termination upon the eredits under the
act. T refer to the provisions of the amending act, approved April 4,
1918, that the authority granted by this aect to the gvcre’rary of the
Treasury to establish eredits for foreign governments shall cease upon
the termination of the war between the United States and the Imperial
German Government.

You remember the resolution of March, 1921, and the proclamation
made by the President, if I recall the date correctly, July 2, 1921,
and it was my opinion that the foundation for a legzal authorization
had fallen, and that there should be an authorization by Congress;
that that was the only safe way to proceed. 1 do not think that any
executive officer after that sitnation had been ereated could safely
take the responsibility of either advising or paying any money under
the original act, regardless of the fact the credit had been opened
in the way I have stated. That, however, did not affect the praectical
situation at all, and T am not now dealing with the legal question.
The legal basis, as to this authority, was gone, but the fact is we
had told Liberia she could have the money, and told other
ments that we were going to let Liberia have the money, and if that
legal basls had not failed, that money would have heen put up.

Now, I may come to the second consideration, as I wish to pass
very briefly over these matters—our general interest in Liberia. is
is one point gnn which President Roosevelt, President Taft, President
Wilson, and esident Harding have agreed. There ought to be some
presumption in favor of a view which has such an extraordinary con-
currence.

In 1909, at the time of the appointment of the commission to inves-
tigate matters in Liberia, Mr. Roosevelt, then President, speaks of
our historic relntion to, and interest in, the welfare of that country.

Then, Mr. Taft, a little later, said the saore thing. It was upon
that basis, in connection with the relation of Liberia to the war, that
President Wilson directed the Becrctary of the Treasury to open this
erédit, The same consideration appealed to Presldent Harding whep
he reviewed the cirenmstances.

We have a very deep interest in the welfare of that Republie.

Now, as to the loan plans: I notice in the hearings that there war
some discussion about—at least, it seemed to breathe through the
pores of the record—that there was some idea that bankers were back
of this, that somebody wanted to get their bonds pald off, There is
absolutely nothing in that. I have not had a communication in the
last year, sinee I have been dealing with this matter, from a banket
or from anyone interested in bonds.

The truth of the matter is this: These bonds are held, the ontstand-
ing bonds, amounting to ;irobabiy $1,500,000, which are to be retired
under this plan—and I will speak in a moment of the reason for retiring
them—they are not held by Americans or by anybody that would be
interested in the influencing of this Government. [ understand that
there are about $58,000 of the total of $1.500,000 held in this country.

Mr, Minrs. I got the figures in New York, and there it Is estimated
that they are $10,000. . -

Secretary HucHES. I know, and T was going to say In a moment
that that was my personal information, that it was only about $10,000 ;
but my record information, the only thing that I am entitled to state
to this committee, is that it is approxinrately $58,000. Personally, I
believe It to be much less.

There is a considerable amount held in England; a considerable
amount held in Holland; a considerable amount held in Germany;
widely distributed among private investors. ;

It is quite obvions that we can not as a Nation enter into the plan
with respect to Liberia and be in the position of a second mortgagee.
We can not go into that and leave this so-called intermational re-
ceivership outstanding. If we go into it, we should go in and clean u
the outstanding loans; that is, go in just as any business man woul
o into an enterprise of that sort with his rights secured by a first lien
and with nobody to guestion his supervision, because it is important
that there shonld be very close supervision there.

If 1 may say to the committee, 1 do not think that the provisions
we have put into this agreement to secure us ought to be less effective
than they are. Those provisions make sure that everything will he
done in the way of supervision which will be necessary to secure
the results we want to see obtained, and I do not think that provisions
of the agreement go beyond that. I hope you will think it is ade?ua.ta
for that, but we can not afford to go in without cleaning up the loans
that are already outstanding and have the others withdraw from the
participation in the existing receivership and have 8 new organization
of Amerieans designated by the United States, appointed, of course,
by the President of Liberia, who will have the sole supervision.

Now, of course, 1 do not think that the margin is very great be-
tween what these bonds are held at in the market and what will be
paid for them at par under this plan. That sort of thing is inevitable,
but it does not mean that there has been any attempt to influence
this transaction or that anybody else has had anything to do with this
plan for their personal advantage.

Nothing has arisen or come to the attention of the State Depart-
ment of that sort in any way, shape, or form, This is a bosiness propo-
sition. I feel that we should make this loan.

We should not make this loan unless we go in there with a first lien
adequately protected. We can mnot get that unless we pay the
others off.

I also wish to say this, that to which I have already adverted, I
will say for the record thit the consequences of a failure to give this
authority, from my point of view, which, of course, with all deference,
1 merely submit for your consideration, would be lamentable in the
first place with respect to the position of the United States before
the world, not only before Liberia, but before the world.

Next, it would be most lamentable for Liberia and, third, it would
forfeit to the United States an opportunity which ought not to be
held as the chief motive in entering into this enterprise, but which
we can very properly consider an opportunity which confers without
prejudice to the interests of the people of Liberia cfriain mnatural
advantages from the association which the making of this loan would
create.

1 thank you very much for permitting me to come before you.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any members of the committee that desire
to ask the Secretary any questions?

overn-
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Mr, Frear. I should like to ask a couple of questions, which you
may answer outside the record if you care to do so. And I think it
is proper to say that we will accept your opinion above that of any-
one else upon this question.

From September, 1918, to November, 1020, the time that the loan
was withdrawn by the Government, a Eﬂod of over two years, could

u fell the committee what occurred reference to this credit dur-
{:gthattime‘f The record does not seem to indicate fully,
thonght possibly you had the information.

Secretary IUGHES, Dnrtngezhe first geu- of that period hﬁu will find
what took place stated in retary Lansing's letter, w! is a con-
fidential communication, which I read.

Mr. FrEAr, That is the one you read to the committee?

Becretary HugH Yes; he states what had been done during that
time, Then A was developed and submitted to Liberia. That
was discussed by them, and they were oppesed to it. That took the
remaining period to which you refer.

Mr, FrEAr. That 1s, during two years?

Becretary HooBes, Yes,

Mr. I'rREAR. There is one other gquestion that occurs to me. One and
a half million dollars of the amount to be loaned will practically cover
the lability of Liberia. They have founded this claim on the agree-
ment of the President during the war to extend a eredit of $5,000,000,
At this time what is the necessity for extending a credit of $5,000,000
unless Liberia has been put to some disadvantage Btiy reason_of the
credit, in ;1“' of the fact that only $1,500,000 will cover their in-
debtedness? Of course, some additional amoug&b I assume, will be
necessary 3 but why place the smount at $5.000,000?

there is a reason for the loan being in
and thls Is the reason: We are not obl

Secre HuoHes. Well,
excess of tesl.ﬁﬂﬂ.
and the Uni States should mnot desire, to make this loan mer to
take up the other loans, That is only a condition precedent, it
is a necessary preliminary to undertaking the thing that has to be
done. The loan is for the purpose of resusci beria. They
have not got their public works, their roads, and can not develop
their resources. They largely lost, during the war, their trade, They
were impoverished. e wonld not make any loan at all to them, as
a business proposi until we could see that there would be re-
sources developed, that sufficient resources would be developed
to_give reasonable results. :

Now, of course, a8 I explained a moment ago, the payment of this
first loan, the loan, is necessary to get into mﬂunn to help
them. The gquestion how muoch money is needed after they get in
that position to accomplish results?

We have stuodied the al proposition:

Mr. FrEAR IMW I was going to say that the committee
has read the gen purposes con ed in the report. There is one
other goestion that I want to ask. What would be the effect of this
g n as a t for claims upon the Government for loans

y other Governments?

Secretary Hoenes. I do not know of any case like this. 1 do not
know of any case for which this would be a precedent. I think that
our relations with Liberia are such, and we have offered to loan them
under such circumstances, thaaoin view of the present difficulty and
of what we have told other vernments there has been created a
mli?:; sitnation. 1 think that I know the relations of the United
States to every other Government, and I do not think that there is one
this would furnish a precedent by which we could be called
upon to make another loan.

Mr. TeEADWAY. May I ask one question in connection with those of
Mr. FrRar?

The CHAIRMAN, Yes,

Mr. TeREADWAY, I judge from your statement that you did not con-
gider, Mr. Becretary, the fact that Liberia declin the conditions
made ;:jy Secretary Lansing in 1918 or 1919, and the fact that she
declin : those conditions, would in any way renew our moral obli-
gations

Secretary Hucmes. No; that deciination was Immediately followed
{:2; the resumption orh negotiations to secure other terms. We con-
with her

ued in treaty 3
not conclude the agreement President Wilson

Mr. TrmADWAY. It did
made to make the loan?
retary HucHES. Oh, no. It merely led to their sending a com-

mission, sending their President over here to thrash out these diffical-
ties, and in that way succeed. And we have gotten thelr signature
to a more comprehensive plan at the present time than before. Of
course, we were ed somewhat in that by the conditions that
intervened. But the negotiations continued.

Mr. GArNER. Mr. Secretary, when did Liberia enter the war?

Secretary HuoHEs. In 1917. I have forgotien the time—August,

ink.
Mr. GArRNER. Angust, 19177
Secretary HoGHES, Yes.
Mr. Crisp. Was it not 1918, Mr. Secretary ?
Secretary HuogHES. No; I think it was 1017.
Mr, GarNEr. And thls eredit was created then?
Secretary HueHES, In 1918,
Mr. GarNer. This loan was authorized in 1918?
Secretary HUGHES. Yes.
Mr. GaArxER. Liberia's interest in this war was really to benefit
Liberia, was it not?

Secretary HueHEs. Well, I should think that one would have to be
a very close ju of benefits and disadvantages in ‘order to pass
Judﬂnent upon that. I should say that Liberin was in a terrible

ght, and we wanted her cut off from the Central Powers ; we wanted

cut off from any opportunity of their utilization of its resources in
mrh:"_ylnﬁon the war.

r. GarxEr, Well, when Liberia declared war she was in a very
precarious condition with reference to trade matters?

Secretary HHuenns. Yes.

Mr, GarxER. And she entered the war and thereby got the benefit
of lhlnﬂTDE the Aliies purchase her palm oil and other necessary
articles

Secretary Hoengs. Yes.

Mr., GarxeEr. But she did mot contribute either men or money to
the Allies for the conduct of the war?

Secretary HucHES. Her contribution was that the Germans were
shipped out of the country. The Allles had a complete opportunity
for utilization of her respurces. She was absolutely demuded from
the standpoint of resources and revenue, and in that plight some help
was necessary, and the United States said, “ We will give it.” Then
we said to Great Britain and France, “ Now, we are going to handle

and I

this,” and then long megotiations resulted by which that arrange-
e o o t0 whi

e conditions W you refer were the conditions which led to
the United States pl ng its credit.

r. GARNER. I want to get the idea of our moral obligation.
I think you will agree, probably, that the purgose of Congress at the
time they authorized the loaning of money to the foreign countries was
that they mlﬁht contribute to the success of the war,

Becretary HucaEs. Well, Liberia did.

Mr. GARNER. And g money at this time to the development of
tlse‘h}tepnblic of Liberia undoubtedly will not contribute to the success
o war.

Secretary Huomes. If you will look at the matter from the stand-
point of August, 1918, consider the condition that we were in then,
the control of the resources of Liberia could be regarded as just as
essential to the effective prosecution of the war as that which attended
the development of a railway to reach spruce out at Olympia, or any-
thing else that was done.

Indeed, anybody looking at the situation then with regard to the
manufacture of munitlons and not knowing when the war would
terminate would very naturally have reached the conclusion that was
reached. It was not a question at all whether Liberia could furnish
men, but that was a strategic point. That was a Hlnce with resources
which should be conserved for the benefit of the allied arms.

Now, may I say that on the question of legal authority en the part
of the President, Mr. Wilson, it is necessary merely to find whether
that was a possii:le point of view on his part, and not whether it was
the t of view of anyone else,

. GARXER. Well, admitting that he had the legal right—and
whether he bad or not he assumed that legal obligation, that right,
when he authorized the loan—but the Treasury tment was in
such doubt about it that the Secretary asked the dent to give
special authority ?

Becretary HuGHES. Yes,

Mr, GARNER. Indicating that there was some doubt. Anyway, the
Treasury did not want to take that responsibility.

Secretary HUGHES. Wd.hat:he President did take it.

Mr. GARNER. Yes, Mr, retary. Do {ou consider the correspond-
ence in your office in the matter of making loans to foreign govern-
ments a moral obligation on the part of Congress?

Secretary HUGHES. I consider the direction of the President of the
United States and the act of the Secretary of the Traasur{y authorizing
the Secretary of State to inform foreign governments of the openin
of the credit, and the action in reliance upon that, created the highes
possible moral obligation, certainly when t action was taken under
an act of Congress which had given that authority.

Mr. GARNER. In other words, if your office should negotiate with
foreign governments with reference to a loan to any particular -
ernment, you would consider that a moral obligation on the parggr
Congress to appropriate the money?

Secretary HuguEes. That is as far from what I said as the east is
from the west. 1 said nothing which would permit of such an infer-
ence, with all deference. I was considering a case where the Presi-
dent had acted under the authority of Co believing undoubt-
edly he had authority to act, authority couched In gemeral terms ;
and I think that he certainly felt that he was basing his judgment
uFon the fact that the action was needed, and, after the
of the Treasury had also acted under that authority, n the same
authority of Congress, and the Secretary of State had communicated
this to foreign ;iovernme.nuz, this action authorized by our own legis-
lation in time of war created a moral obligation to make the promise

Now, that is as far from any
gtion by negotiating loans—which,

at 1 would not discuss it.

Mr. GARNER, You base your statement upon the moral obll
;;hsltg{ge; loan was already authorized, the lending of this §5,
n

Becretary HueHES. Well, I would say that I base it n that and
the fact that it was communicated and relied upoda and was an an-
nounced program to other vernments and was the basis on which
thefr withdrew from negotiations.

here iz nothing like it in any other case.

Mr. Ganner. If the Congress should disagree with the President as
to his legal authority to make this loan, would the Congress then be
morally bound ?
w]secrtfga ry HucHES. The Congress must be its own judge of its moral
ns.

. GarNER. Well, you stated, and if you were a Member of Con-
gress—I will put it very clearly—if a Member of Congress investigated
this matter and ecame to the conclusion that the I'resident was not
authorized under the Liberty loan act to order this eredit of $5,000,000
to Liberia, would he be morally bound to support this bill?

SBecretary Hucaes., Well, I do not think that his conviction as to
the lack of authority of the President could in any way dispose of the
question of moral obligation. He wouold first have fto consider
whether that was merely arbitrary action on the part of the President
or whether he believed that it was taken in faith, assuming that
authority existed. He would have to comsider whether there was a
reasonable basis for that judgment on the part of the President. He
would necessarily have to consider the light in which this country
would be placed whemn this country, through its President and its
executive officers, had acted and communicated that action through
diplomatic channels to the other Governments, and he would be pre-
sumed to know that a question of legal right and a question of moral
duty are not the same.

O!f course, you can never settle a ?uest.lcm of moral duty b
question of legal right. If you could, there would be no tinction
between a Jegal and moral obligation.

We are dealing here in a forum of honor. Now, in that forum you
have nothing to guide you but your individual comscience, as I nk
you appreciate,

1 submit that these are my convictions, and that this is a point of
henor. I can do no more than state it.

Mr. FrEAR, Mr. Secretary, from your study of the record, do you
think that when President Wilson acted in ecreating the $5,000,
loan It was for war purposes only, or do you think that it was for
the ent of these indebtednesses which had beem incurred before,
and for exploitation as well as the eonduct of the war?

Secretary HucHES. I do not think that it had an ng to do with
the payment of existing indebtedness, except as that was & necessary
preliminary to giving the belp which he thought ought to be given.

on that we can create an obli-
y the way, we do not undertake—

tion
000,
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Mr. Freir. You think that it had nothing to do with the praposed
method of exploitation?

Secretary. Huones. The loan—I think I should mot use the word
“ exploitation,” because that is a word which is susceptible of different
meanings, n good and a bad

Mr., FrEar. I mean the better.

Secretary Huemes. I think that the President had in mind the
economie rehabilitatlion of Liberin, but I do not think that the Presi-
dent is justified in loaning money on that alome, and it must be as-
sumed, consequently, under eur system of governmernt, that he believed
that that would be a very effective method of prosecuting the war.
He tried to put it on a sound basis, and the mere fact that the munei
wis to be used for the economic rehabilitation of a country whic
could be an effective ally would not detract from the authority to make
the loan. But that, as I said a moment ago, is not the whole con-
sideration when you come to look at the situation which has been
ereated by the fact that the loan was authorized, that these negotia-
tions were continued, and that we stand before the world as having
promised this $5,000,000, of having said we would do this thing. We
gtrl; albead and proclaim te the rest of the world that we would help
this country, in which we have said for generations that we
hadd a s;iecial interest, and then, in the language of the sireet, we
‘duck " it.

Mr. Curse. Mr. Secretary, have you any figures as to thbe total
amount of indebteduness of Liberia, bonded and floating, that this loan
was to pay, such indebtedness baving arisen even before the European
war started ?

Secretary HucHES. I think that you will find those figures in this
statement, in the record of the hearings, at page 47. ou will find
the various items of floating indebtedness, and, runnirui over to page
48, you will find a lst of small items, The totul iz §2,189,000, which
1 understand was the smount. This is the amount of the present
indebtedness,

Then the rest of the purposes of the loan are indicated in the items
stated below that.

Mr. Crisp. Now, Mr. Secretary, there is one other question. As I
understand, the population of Liberia is partly civilized and partly
uncivilized. How many are elvilized?

Secretary HucHes. About 60,000.

Mr. Crisp, Do you know how many others there are?

Secretary HroHES. About 2,000,000 in all.

Mr. TiLsox. Mr., Becretary, 1 would lke to get your opinion as to
whether the terms upon which this loan is proposed are such as to
reasonably assure ms that it will be wisely spent for the proper de-
velopment of Liberia

Secretary HueHES. Those things were all very carefully gone over
in the Btate Department and then submitted to the Beeretary of the
Treasury, and his letter reporting upon the plan is in the record of
the hearings. one over from the point of view of assuring
to the utmost extent that we should have the necessary supervision ;
and, of course, while some of those features were not popular with
the Liberians, we felt that when we came to this point we ecould not
alfnrdtto be placed where we would not have the security which would

rotect us,

5 Mr, TiLsoN. Then, as to the repayment of the loan, do you regard the
conditions ugon ‘which the loan is made are such as to ;nsﬁry us in the
bellef that this loan is a loan in a business sense ?

Secretary HueHes. I think it will be; yes. I think it will be a
good loan, both in the direct sense and in the indirect sense,

Mr. OLprIiELD. Has a contract been drawn up between our State De-
partment and the Government of Liberia, giving the terms of the loan?

Secretary HucHES. That is in the record.

Mr. Ovorierd. That js in the record?

Seceretary HucHEs. Yes, sir. Now, T will tell what was done.
When Mr. King, the President of Liberia, with his commission, was
here, we had a ngl]nn prepared which you will find in the record of the
hearings, beginning on p”ﬁ? 124, a plan for this loan, and we had it
signed up bi the representatives of Liberia, subject to the approval of
Congress : that Is, subject to the authorization for making the loan,
so that the thing is all done so far as they are concerned. They are
committed, so far as that is concerned.
thur"! Orprierp. What is the date of that eontract, if wou have it

ere

Seceretary HueHES. It is in the record. It was dated October last.
m!ll;. MirLs. They have never defaulted on any of their bonds, have

ey ?

Secretary HucHES. 1 think not.

Mr. HawLey. Mr. Secretary, your judgment s that thizs is a matter
t:lug attmgm be handled under contract with Liberia rather than with
a treaty

Secretary HucHES, Yes, sir; it is a loan contract,

Mr, HAWLEY, Would we enter into such an arrangement with a larger
country, like England——

Secretary HuceEs. We have.

Mr. HAWLEY. Where we would go into and develop the country and
also take charge of their Government, so far ag the colléction of the
taxes are concerned, in paying their employees as well as our own?

Secre HueHES. 'I]iom conditions, of course, do not apply in the
case of other countries, We are going to do that in order to insure
that they get the benefit of the loan and to meet a necessary sitnation,
which, of course, would not exist elsewhere.

Mr. GrREEN. Mr. Secretary, there is just one other thing with refer-
ence to the practical question that the committee finds in the way
of the passage of this biil. You spoke of the opposition in Con-
gress to er loans. I feel somewhat like the State Department
may have underrated that apposition. We had se much diffienlty,
even under the conditions wh we Etmnieﬂ in a most pitiful sitna-
tion with referenece to Austria, where we were not advancing a
single cent or not releasing anything of any wvalue to this ecountry in
the passage of that bill, that the committee feels very strongly this
opposition.

Secretary Hocues. 1 ean well understand that; but, on the other
hand, my duty and obligatlon end in presenting to the Congress
through the committee what I believe to be the essential facts, and
1 can not bring myself to believe that under the circumstances of this
S:rt!culnr and important situation Congress would not realize how

Iy the honor and the good faith of the United States are involved.
he CHARMAN. Gentleman, if that is all

Mr. Caisp (interposing). Mr. Chairman, in view of the confidential
nature of this subject, in the tErepamtinn of the record, when the proof
is prepared I would suggest that it be submitted to the SBecrctary, and
let him strike out such portions as he sees fit.

: Shecreldtal'! Hyueuns. I thank you very much. Of course, I do not want
o ho
things get across the 3-mile limit,
Mr. Crisp. I understand that thoroughly.
(Whereupon the committee adjourned.)

ADDENDA.

Tar WHrTE House,
Washington, April 1, 1922,
Hon. JoserH W. FoRDNEY,

Chairman Waye and Means Committee,

My Deir CHAIRMAN ForpNEY : I have just learned that the Ways and
Means Committee has informally decided to defer action for a couple
of weeks in dealing with the {lmposed loan to the Republic of Liberia.
I most heartily approve of the thousht of the committee to fully
understand the uses to which the loan is to be sﬁplled, and it is quite
proper that Congress should be assured that there is abundance of
security. Surely this information can be given to the committee in the
most satisfactory manner without great delay.

Aly nnderstanding is that the committee was furnished by the State
Department with full Information as to what appHeation of the funds
the Government of Liberia desires to make. es0 Lﬁngosea were
aqpruved by the State Departinent in its conferences wi e Liberian
Plenary Commission. There seems to be no doubt about the loan bein;
perfectly safe as a financial propositiom, and arrangements are agre
upon to make certain of the ]]::El‘immt of interest and the redemption of
the prineipal. If there Is a of satlaractmiy information, I am sure
the State Department would be more than pleased to make a speedy
regponse to any Inquiry on the part of the committee,

The simple truth about this loan sltuation is that our Government is
unable to deal with the Republie of Liberia in that good faith which
is becoming a great Reggbi e like ours. This loan was pledged to the
Republic of Liberia by t Pmlous administration, and the funds would
long gince have been furmished that Government except for the del
incident to the making of arrangements to guarantee its wise expendi-
ture and certain repayment. Pending these arrangements our Govern-
ment has stood In the way of the grant of the loan by any other nation,
and we find ourselves in the position of denying financial assistance
from others and unable to keep faith in the pledges made for ourselves,
1 do not believe your committee or the Congress wishes to put the Gov-
ernment in thig pesition. I wish you would place the matter before the
committee. so that we may have the earliest possible decislon.

Very truly yours,
Warney G. HArbING,
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
4 Washington, April 5, 1922,

My Dran Mer, Forpxey: I have recelved your letter of April 4
1922, with refercnce to the resolution to gémt a_ loan credit of
$5,000,000 to Liberia, now before the Commit on Ways and Means,
upon which action has been ﬁostponed.

It is very gratifying to Jearm that you are personally in favor of
this loan and that at your request furt consideration of the resolu-
tion was merely postponed for two wecks rather than indefinitely, as
proposed in the committee.
he matter of granting this loan to Liberia is regarded as of such

importance as to move me earnestly to urge the Committee on Ways
and Means to take prompt favorable action on the resolution as soon
as possible, 1 am fully convinced that this Government has made

commitments which have placed it under a moral obligation to make
this loan. The origin and nature of this obligation is, I feel, completel
disclosed in the documents already transmitted to the eommittee an
included with the printed hearings on this question,

It should not be forgotten that Liberia made common cause with this
country and the Allies in the war against Germany, and largely as a
result of this action so imperiled her economie sltuation that her Gov-
ernment was compelled to appeal for financial a mee. In response
to this appeal a loan credit of $£5,000,000 was extended by the SBecreta
of the Treasury on September 9, 1918, pursuant to an act of April 24,
1917, “to anthorize an issue of bonds to meet expenditures for the
national security and defense, and for the porpose of assisting In the

rosecution of the war, to extend credits to foreign governments, and
or_other purposes.”

Because of unavoidable delay, & plan to control the a;i?nentinn and
admdnistration of this credit was not submitted to the Liberlan Gov-
erument until June 15, 1820. Certain modifications were requested in
this loan plan by the Liberian ] ture, but there was no goestion of
the withdrawal of the offer of the money already J)romlaed. the time
when the credit should be made available merely depending on satis-
factory agreement as to details of administration.

Such an agreement was concluded on October 28, 1921 with the
Liberian Plenary Commission, which came to Was on for that pur-
E%ae. President King, of Liberia,*was the head of this commission.

e loan arrangement was laid before the Liberian Legislature at its
last session by President King, and that body approved the plan with-
out change on January 23, 1922, The terms of t loan plan are now

ublicly known in Liberia, and those European countries interested in

iberian affafrs, as well as in the United States. While the broad
authority conferred in connection with the prosecution of the war
may bave been considered adequate to the consummation of the plan,
the fact that this anthority may not be deemed longer to e although
making it impossible to proeceed withont congressional sanction, does
not alter the fact that assurances were given which ghould be ful-

Failure to grant this credit would not only display an unfortunate
indifference toward our moral obligation in the premises but also it
wouldl undoubtedly react disastrously upon the welfare of Liberia and
reverse the poiicgiuof disinterested helpfulness which has characterized
it:hist attitude of this Government toward that Republic throughout its
OTy.

The information furnished the committee as to the uses to which
Liberia desires to put the loan is entirely reliable. These uses were
determined by the Department of State in conjunction with the Libe-
rian Plenary Commisgion after extended conferences. FEvery item was
given careful consideration, and the pro expenditures for public
works were based on reliable estimates by competent American engi-
neers.

The department is also satisfied that the loan is a sound financial
venture and that the resources and revenues of the Republie under
normal conditions and proper administration are adequate to meet the

filled

anything back from the Members of Congress, but many of °
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administrative expenses of the Government of Liberia as well as to
'cs.rrg the interest and repay the principal of this loan.

These observations are made with the hope that they may be service-
able to the committee in reaching a full understanding of this matter
and facilitate action on the resolution,

Sincerely yours,
CHArLes E. HUGHES,

Hon, Joserag W. FORDNEY,

House of Representatives,

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, April 17, 1922,

My Desr MR. ForpNEY : Referring to mty letter to ﬁou dated April §
with regard to the urgency of the matter of reestablishing the §5,000,00
credit for the Government of Liberia, I have to advise you that the
department has just received additional information by cable from
President King of Liberia that, due to the prolonged delay in securing
financial aid, a very serious financial crisis confronts the Republic.

I am also informed that the current financial arrangement under
which the Government was being advanced sums for administrative
expenses comes to an end this month on account of the exhaustion of
ihe b:‘-rcdit ?on which it operated. The Government is therefore gravely
emlu rvriaeﬁeo'f these circumstances the President of Liberia has urgently
requested this Government to make some definite expression as to when
the financial assistance requested may be expected.

1 am so thoroughly impressed that we should fulfill without further
delay the moral obligation of this Government to reestablish the credit
that it scems necessary to call these recent develo?ments to the atten-
tion of the Committee on Wa{s and Means in keeping with your recent
request for information. TUnless prompt action is taken on the credit
for Liberia, events seem sure shortly to develop inte a situation with
grave consequences for the Republic.

Any information you may be able to furnish me as to the [prngreas the
matter of granting this loan credit Is making will be highly appre-
clated.

e Sincerely yours,
CHARLES E. HUGHES.

Hon. JosepH W. FORDNEY,

House of Representatives.

Mr. POMERENE. I desire to ask the Senator from Utah a
couple of other guestions in regard to this matter. The agree-
ment to which the Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsa] re-
ferred a moment ago was made, as I recall, in October, 1918,
The statement wus made on yesterday that the Liberian Repub-
lic had no army or navy and that it had furnished no troops, as
I recall. I drew the inference, therefore, that whatever was
done with respect to this loan was for the purpose of securing
the fund for purposes other than war purposes. The Secretary
of State, Mr. Hughes, refers to the fact that the Liberian au-
thorities, relying upon this conditional agreement, had made
certain commitments. What were those commitments?

' Mr. SMOOT. I think one of the commitments was that they
should pay the obligations owing to foreign governments.

Mr, POMERENE. But many of those obligations were not
yet due.

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, yes; some of themn were due; in fact, I
think most of them were overdue.

Mr. POMERENE. But the statement which was read this
morning indicated that some of those bonds will not be due
until 1952,

Mr, SMOOT, That is true only as to a small part of them,
I will say to the Senator from Ohio. The loans were made in
1912,

Mr. POMERENE, Then, it all resolves itself into this: The
Liberian Government had a proposition from the United States
Government to the effect that the United States would make a
certain loan to the Liberian Government provided that Govern-
ment complied with certain conditions, and those conditions
have not yet been complied with. It would seem, from the
statement which the Senator from Utah has made, that with
this conditional proposition befgre them the Liberians went to
soiue of their creditors and suggested that when they got this
money they would pay.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, the Government of the United
States took the position—and the Secretary of State so testl-
fied—that it would not advance any money to Liberia so long
as Liberia owed debts to any foreign countries. We must
remember that as soon as Liberia declared war against Ger-
many the German submarines attacked the Liberian ports.
Prior to her declaration of war nearly all of the business of
Liberia was done with Germany. Nine of the leading institu-
tions in Liberia were operated by Germans. Liberia’s whole
trade, outside of the little carried on with England, France,
and the very little with the United States, was transacted with
Germany. Liberia declared war upon Germany. It is true
that any navy that Liberla may have had and any army she
may have put in fhe field had no effect upon the result of the
war; but her position was such that at least the administra-
tion prior te the present ome thought that it was the best of
policy to have her declare war against Germany, and I my-
self think that declaration had a good effect upon the colored
rice in this country during the recent war.

Mr., WALSH of Montana., Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Joxgs of Washington in
the chair). Does the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator
from Montana?

Mr, SMOOT, Yes.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Can the Senator tell us when
Liberia declared war on Germany?

Mr. SMOOT. As I recall it was in August of 1917

Mr. NORRIS. It was in August, 1917.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. So the transaction in regard to
the loan occurred a year or more after Liberia had declared
war,

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; there is no doubt as to that.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. So that Liberia was not induced
to declare war by this arrangement at all.

Mr. SMOOT. Not by this arrangement, so far as I know;
but the effect of her declaring war put her in a disadvan-
tageous position so far as her former trade was concerned.

Mr, GLASS. Mr, President, may I not ask the Senator if,
as a matter of fact, it did nof put her in a very advantageous
position?

Mr. SMOOT. No; it did not.

Mr. GLASS. The German fleet had been swept from the
sea; the British fleet was dominant in all the waters of the
earth; and had Liberia not declared war and had she under-
taken to pursue any trade with Germany the British Navy
would have interrupted that trade and would have destroyed
it; so that when Liberia declared war she practically put
herself under protection of Great Britain and the United
States and opened the channels of trade.

Mr. SMOOT. The German submarines attacked Liberia's
trade, and, as the Senator knows, her commerce fell off until
it amounted to nothing to speak of; she was living within
herself. Not only that, but her ports were bombarded by the
submarines,

I wish to say further to the Senate that former President
Theodore Roosevelt, former President Taff, and former Presi-
dent Wilson, in letters written by them, spoke of the advisability
of this Government having close connection with Liberia; and,
furthermore, I should like to say to the Senator from Ohio that
it was very necessary for us to secure some of the products of
Liberia found necessary during the war,

Mr. NORRIS and Mr. POMERENE addressed the Chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah
vield; and if so, to whom? The Senator from Nebraska first
‘addressed the Chair.

Mr. SMOOT. I will yield to the Senator from Nebraska,
and then I will yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. NORRIS. I will yield to the Senator from Ohio, because
m:ivJ jquestion does not pertain to this particular branch of the
subject.

Mr. POMERENE. Mine does; and so I thank the Senator.
The Senator from Utah has referred to letters written by for-
mer President Roosevelt, former President Taft, and former
President Wilson., Did they in their letters have reference to
this particular loan?

Mr. SMOOT. T7 = did not have reference to this particnlar
loan but to the ~vability of close relations between the
United States uiw: wiberia,

Mr. POMERENE.
the two countries?

Mr. SMOOT. That is what I said.

Mr. POMERENE. I would accept that view. However, I am
not on the committee which has had the opportunity to study
this question. I have listened to the opinion which has been
expressed by the distinguished Secretary of State in declaring
that there is a moral obligation, and I have heard expressed
with equal positiveness the opinion of the distinguished Senator
from Virginia [Mr. Grass], a former Secretary of the Treasury,
who usually informs himself before he expresses an opinion,
that there is no such moral obligation. I can not, in view of
these diametrically opposite opinions, come to a conclusion that
is going to satisfy myself. I have come to the conclusion, how-
ever, that if a motion is made to recommit this bill I shall vote
to recommit it, and I think that Senators ought to permit that
to be done. If there is a moral obligation, I am going to vote
for this loan; but I have got to be satisfied on that point.

Mr. SMOOT. I wish to say to the Senator that, so far as I
am concerned, I feel in my very soul and being that there is
a moral obligation on the part of the Government of the United
States to Liberia to advance this money to her. If I, as an
individual, were in the position of the Government and {he same
transaction had occurred between Liberia and myself, I would
feel under a personal obligation to carry it out.

Mr. POMERENE., If the Senator will permit me, if I felt as
he does, I should certainly vote for the joint resolution. On

They spoke generally of relations between
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the other hand, if I felt as does the Senator from Virginia, I
would vote against it; all of which indicates, it seems to me,
the wisdom of having the joint resolution recommitted, so that
Senators who want to investigate the question shall have an
opportunity to read very carefully the entire record.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—

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

Mr. SMOOT., I yield.

Mr. NORRRIS. I desire to ask the Semator a question as to
another phase of the subject. I understand that there was
advanced out of the Treasury of the United States $26,000 to
pay the expenses of a delegation from Liberia to the peace con-
ference, Is that to be repaid to our Government out of the
proposed loan to Liberia?

Alr. SMOOT. Every indebtedness incurred by Liberia in re-
lation to this loan is to be paid out of the money appropriated
by the joint resolution.

Mr. NORRIS. Am I correct in my information that we did
pay out of the Treasury of the United States the expenses of
the Liberian delegation?

Ay, SMOOT. I can not tell the Senator whether that is the
exact amount or not.

Mr. NORRIS, There was a delegation here from Liberia?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; but I do not know—I can not say as to
the nmount our Government paid.

Mr. GLASS. The record shows it very clearly, Mr. Presi-
dent, The record shows that we paid $26,000 for the expenses
of that delegation to the peace conference ; and I have said, and
1 repeat, that it is the only commitment made by this Govern-
ment that I think can net be justified.

Mr. NELSON.  Mr. President—

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

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield to the Senator.

Mr. NELSON. If the Senator will allow me, in the report
sent up by the Treasury Department to the Judiciary Commit-
tee, containing all the data they had in the departments in
reforence to these foreign loans and commitments, there was
thig item for Liberia—$26,000, I believe. That was actually
advanced to pay these expenses, and the Treasury Department
so reported.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I said that I had not geen any
papers in which it was stated positively that that advance was
made; but, be that as it may, whatever advances have been
made by the Government will come out of the $5,000,000 loan,
There is no question about that.

Mr. President, yesterday the statement was made that this
was simply a gift to the bankers in New York. I do not think
a statement of that kind ought to be made upon the floor of the
Senate, There is nothing to justify it. I feel just as positive
gs that I live that no such thing is ever going to happen, II
this loan is made to Liberia, she will have to give a first mort-
gage, as it were, upon Liberia to the Government of the United
States. No obligations will be left unpaid, and whatever there
is over and above the obligations now owed by Liberia between
the amount owing and the advance of $5,000,000 will be ex-
pended by Liberia, T think, in a way that will ultimately result
in an increase in the commerce of the United States, While
that need not be taken into consideration in deciding how we
shall vote on this joint resolution, I think it is worthy at least
of passing notice, and it is only carrying out the desires ex-
pressed by the last four Presidents of our country.

Therefore, Mr. President, apologizing to the Senate for occu-
pying this length of time, I will close by simply saying that I
hope this joint resolution will become a law.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I am somewhat amazed and
astounded that any Senator should oppose the granting of this
paltry sum of $5,000,000 to Liberia for the great efforts she put
forth and the great results she accomplished in winning the
World War.

How soon we forget! Senators have forgotten, when we were
in the midst of that terrible struggle and President Wilson
was engaged in deliberations with the Liberian Government
with a view to having them come in on our side, how we all
held our breath and prayed that he would be successful. It
was a stroke of genius on the part of our President when he
undertook to perform this masterpiece of diplomacy by getting
that great Government in on our side. We seem to have for-
gotten it, Mr. President. When those deliberations were going
on, there were going up from all parts of our country hopes and
prayers that he would be suceessful in those negotiations. The
widow whose enly son had volunteered to fight on foreign soil
was praying that Liberia would come in. The banker in the
countinghouse, in order that his bonds and obligations might

be good, was hoping and wishing that President Wilson would
be suneccessful in convincing Liberia that our side of the cause
was just. Not only was there great hope on the part of our
people and all of our allies that Liberia would lend her
wonderful power on our side, but there was great fear in the
camp of the enemy that our President would succeed in getting
Liberia in.

Liberia came in, Mr. President; and when she did there was
great rejoicing everywhere, Everybody knew that the issues of

‘the World War were practically settled. They knew that in

no war in history had the Liberian hosts ever been defeated,
or the Liberian Navy ever been conquered; and again the enemy
shuddered with fear. The aim of the German soldier beeame
less steady. The very foundations of the German Government
began to shake in fear and trembling. The Kaiser himself
turned from a dark brunette to a pale blond. His hair stood
on end, and his mustache straightened out when Liberia entered
the war. Rich and poor alike were rejoicing over that great
accomplishment of statecraft that our President had brought
about, Even the shepherd on the hills, with a heart full of
rejoicing and joy, turned his face to the rising sun and cried
aloud: “The world is made safe for democracy! Liberia has
entered the war!"

She did not come in halfway. She put her entire army into
the fray; she put her whole navy out against the German sub-
marines; and it is a historical fact, Mr. President, that during
that long and bitter struggle the banner of Liberia never once
went down to defeat. Her soldiers were so well trained, her
officers were so well equipped in military affairs, that never
once was a Liberian soldier captured as a prisoner; and, Mr,
President, within six months after she came into the war there
was not a single, solitary German submarine in the rivers or
the harbors of the great continent of Africa.

But Liberia did not stop at fighting the war.
tinued after it was over. She was at the peace conference at
Versailles. It is true that at that time she was hard up; she
did not have any money, and the expenses of that delegation
were defrayed out of the Treasury of the United States.

Congress had not appropriated any money; Congress had
not passed any act that authorized it; but, knowing the
wonderful help and assistance that Liberia could be to America
at that eonference, President Wilson or some of his advisers
took the money out of our strong box, sent it to Liberia, and
paid their e 26,000, Mr. President. I doubt whether
our President would have succeeded in getting his League of
Nations over there if it had not been for the assistance of those
diplomats from Afriea; and think of it, Mr. President—those
dark-colored statesmen from Liberia in Paris with 26000 good
Ameriecan dollars in their pockets! Ah, Mr. President, in this
far-away, prohibition-afflicted land, it almost makes your
mouth water; it almost gives me the hiccups, Mr. President,
to talk about it.

But they were successful; and now, after all of this great
assistance from this great country, they have eome here and
said: “We want our pound of flesh,” and the ery is even
made: “We can not afford it. It will increase taxation.”
Why, Mr. President, can we overlook such a little obligation
as that when the results of their labors have been so great?
Can we forget so soon that they brought certain success out of
what might have been absolute failure and defeat? And are
we going now to say that we will not pay them this little sum
of $£5,000,000%

It is true that we have some expenses at home. We have
not yet paid our soldiers adjusted compensation, but our sol-
diers have been waiting a good while. They are used to it.
They can wait a little longer. These Wall Street bankers
who will get a large portion of this sum if we pay it have
been waiting some time, and they ean not wait any longer.
There is but one course to take, it seems to me; and we ought
without delay and without any hesitancy to pass this joint
resolution and open up the Treasury of the United States to
that great Government over in Africa that came to our relief
when our Nation’s very life was in danger.

Mr, SIMMONS,. Mr. President, I send to the desk and ask
to have read a motion which I desire now to lodge.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the
motion.

The reading clerk read as follows:

I move that the pending joint reselution be recommitted to the
Committee on Finance, with instractions to said committes to report
the same back to the Senate with all matter stricken therefrom except
the amendment proposed bﬂn the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram]
and agreed to, appropristing $20,000,000 for aid for Government
reclamation projects, and the amendment proposed by the Benator
from Miasiss&p.l [Mr. Hagrisox] relative to additiona
4
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Mr, SIMMONS. Mr, President, I simply desire to say a few
words in reference to some statements made by the Senator
from Utah [Mr. Smoor].

Mr, CURTIS. I understand the motion of the Senator from
North Carolina is not in order until after the third reading
of the bill.

Mr. SIMMONS. The bill is in the Senate, I understand.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is in the Senate, but
the Senate has not yet acted on the amendments made as in
Committee of the Whole, The Chair did not understand the
Senator from North Carolina to make the motion at this time,

Mr. SIMMONS, I simply wished to lodge it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is what the Chair un-
derstood.

Mr., SIMMONS. Mr. President, in the remarks of the Sena-
tor from Utah he expressed the opinion that it was important
to this couniry that we should have friendly and active trade
relations with the little Republic of Liberia. He stressed the
importance of that trade, He also said we had never enjoyed
very much of it

It is true, Mr. President, that Liberia seems to have pretty
fair trade for a country of its size. It was brought to the
attention of the Senate on yesterday that at one time, about
the beginning of the war, the customs revenues of that Republic
amounted to very nearly half a million dollars a year. Her
indebtedness is small, and half a million dollars of revenue,
with an indebtedness of probably less than $3.000,000, creates
a finaneial situation as favorable, I think, as the financial
situation of the United States at this time, so far as its rela-
tive obligations and revenues are concerned. Before the war
the bonds of Liberia were selling at a fairly good price and
are now selling at a fairly good price, so that, so far as her
financial ‘obligations to the balance of the world are concerned,
Liberia is in no financial distress, certainly none calling for
charitable consideration of a financial character from this
country.

But what I desire to say with reference to the remarks of
the Senator from Utah upon this subject is this: If this loan
is to be treated as in the nature of inducement to Liberla
to do business with us, to enter into trade relations with us,
to cut aloof from Germany and other nations with which she
has been heretofore chiefly dealing, it is the first time in the
history of the United States, except when we raped the Treas-
ury to pay Colombia $25,000,000 in order to secure her good
will in trade, that the United States has ever gone into the
business of purchasing with money good will and trade rela-
tionships with the other nations of the world,

I had hoped that the tragedy of Colombia would end the
business of the United States buying its way into the markets
of the world, but it seems that is to be revived in the case of
Liberia.

An examination of the facts discloses one thing about which
there can be no dispute. If we lend Liberia this money, thus
enabling her to pay off and discharge all her obligations of
whatever kind to all the world, to pay all of her floating in-
debtedness, all of her bonded indebtedness, and leave her some-
thing like $3,000,000 to be devoted to the improvement of
her rivers and harbors and other transportation facilities, if
we shall do that, we will place Liberia, by reason of our munifi-
cence, in a finer financial situation than that to-day enjoyed by
any other country upon the face of the earth, including our-
selves. The question to my mind is whether, with an indebted-
ness of over $20,000,000,000 pressing down upon the distressed
people of this country, with a Treasury in such a state of de-
pletion that we are unable, according to the President of the
United States, to pay the soldiers who fought and won the
Great War a small pittance in recognition of their services to
their country, we have any right to call upon the Treasury, at a
time when it is in financial straits, almost verging upon bank-
ruptey, to relieve Liberia or any other country of all its in-
debtedness, whenever or however incurred, and finance its re-
quirements for transportation and other internal schemes of
development.

Under these circumstances, unless, Mr. President, it can be
ghown that the United States is under a fast, binding legal
obligation to do this, or under a compelling moral obligation
to do it, a clear, undisputed, incontrovertible moral obligation
to do it, I say, to thus tax the American people for these pur-
poses would be a crime against a people who are to-day tax-
ridden almost to the point of ruin.

Nobody questions that the Secretary of the Treasury said to
these gentlemen representing the Liberian Government, * If you
will do certain things, comply with certain requirements, the
United States will extend you, for the purpose of the prosecu-
tion of the war, a credit of $5,000,000,”

Upon any just and proper interpretation of what that commit-
ment meant it must be admitted that that obligation did not
live a day beyond the time of the final making of peace between
this country and Germany. If it was a commitment that we
were in honor bound to recognize, we were not in honor bound
to recognize it except upon the happening of two conditions:
First, the compliance by that country with the conditions and
terms imposed by the Secretary of the Treasury; secondly, a
compliance within the time limit,

Shall it be said that a commitment of that kind has no
limitation of time, especially when the commitment is to ac-
complish a definite and a specific purpose? I contend that
whatever obligation there was, therefore, that obligation ex-
pired when the purposes for which that obligation was entered
into had expired and terminated, and did not live a day
longer,

I want to make only one further observation. Administrative
officers are in the habit, as the present Secretary of State has
done in this case, of going forward and entering into agree-
ments with foreign governments involving the expenditure of
large sums of money on the part of the Government of the
United States, and then coming to Congress and asking that
Congress shall ratify and approve those commitments. If
Congress shall fall into the practice, whenever one of these
administrative officers has commitied the Government, as it
is contended the Government was committed in this case, of
saying, because an administrative officer has made a commit-
ment, that we are under a moral obligation to see that the
thing which he has agreed to do is done and the Congress must
sanction it, we shall establish in this country a practice of the
most dangerous character, and for that reason I do not want
to see any such practice established. 1 want it distinctly
understood, when an administrative officer makes an agreement
or an understanding that he is not authorized by the law to
make, that he does not by that act obligate the Congress of the
United States to its ratification ; that it comes to us to be deter-
mined and decided upon its merits, and not upon the theory
of some obligation.

Here we have an illustration of the danger of that proposi-
tion. The facts in this case are so vague, uncertain, and in-
definite that men differ as to whether there was any commit-
ment at all which was justified and warranted under the law,
and whether that commitment created a moral obligation or
not.

We have this joint resolution here and we have the insistence
of its proponents that we shall pass it and appropriate the
money without regard to the merits of the commitment and the
transaction. That is the position of Senators on the other side.
“ Do not analyze the facts in this case. Do not bother yourselves
about whether the loan ought to be made in the public interest
or not. Do not trouble yourselves about any fact connected
with the transaction, but blindly, and without the exercise or
the approval of your judgment as to whether the thing is in the
public interest, vote this enormous sum of money out of the
pockets of the people.”” I do not wish us to be put in that posi-
tion. I want it to be understood that whatever the obligation
to which the administrative officers may seek to commit the
Government, when it comes to the question of whether we shall
approve of that or not, we shall not act upon any theory that
we are compelled to do if, because it has been promised, withont
reference to the merits of the case or the authority to make
the promise or commitment. I undertake to say that if the
question were to be tried upon its merits, as it ought to be, I
do not believe there are a half dozen Senators in the Chamber
who, upon investigation of the facts, would have any doubt
that the measure ought not to pass.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair was not passing on
that question. The Chair was simply suggesting that the
amendments made as in Committee of the Whole have not yet
been concurred in in the Senate,

Mr. SIMMONS. I understand the motion is not in order un-
til the amendments have been agreed to in the Senate. That is
undoubtedly correct.

Mr, HEFLIN. Mr, President, the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee [Mr, McKeLLar] called attention on yesterday to the
fact that there were a whole lot of offices to be created in
connection with the proposed loan. I have figured up the num-
ber, with the salaries. They are as follows: A financial com-
missioner, at $15,000 a year; a deputy financial commissioner,
$10,000; an auditor, $6,000; 10 administrative assistants, at
$4,000 each; 10 others, at $3,000 each; aggregating $101,000 a
year, and the United States Government is to pay the money.
That is, we are putting up the $5,000,000, and the $101,000 a year

will be paid out of that money, It creates a nice junketing
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arrangement for quite a lot of fellows who will be appointed
to office.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President—

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to my friend from Tennessee,

Mr. McKELLAR, I call the attention of the Senator to the
further fact that, as disclosed by the record, the revenues of
the Liberian Government in 1921 amounted to $163,000. I imag-
ine they have to spend some money for their own Government.
After spending money for their own Government, I am wonder-
ing where they are going to get the money with which to pay
these salaries. Of course, if the United States appoints the
officers, it must pay them. Even if the Liberian Government
is not able to pay them, of course the American Government
has to pay them. So we find in addition to the $5,000,000 that
we are putting a permanent charge upon the Treasury of the
United States of over $100,000 a year, and as we know how these
bureaus constantly grow, within a few years it will undoubtedly
put a charge upon the Treasury of the United States of prob-
ably a quarter of a million dollars a year to pay salaries.

Mr. HEFLIN, 1 thank my frienr] from Tennessee for his
suggestion.

Mr. OWEN. Mr, President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr, HEFLIN. 1 yield.

Mr. OWEN. I observe that the joint resolution has been
amended so that the commission of $650,000, which it has been
suggested will be due from the Liberian Government, shall not
come out of the $5,000000; but there appears to be no reason
why the Liberian Government itself, if left in control of its
own resources, should not use those resources to liquidate the
indebtedness due under the contract of commission which has
been suggested here,

Mr. HEFLIN. Absolutely. What right have we to say to
them what they shall do with the $5,000,000 if we let them
have it?

Mr, McKELLAR, It is proposed by the contract which they
have that the New York creditors, who are made the preferred
creditors, shall be paid direct by our Government, and our
Government is directed to pay them.

Mr, OWEN. But after that has been done, I take it under the
amendment adopted here to-day, no part of the $5,000,000 could
be used to pay the $650.000 which was to be paid by Liberia un-
der the proposed contract. But I do not know of any reason
why the revenues of Liberia might not be used to liguidate the
contract which has apparently been entered into. I do not gee
why we should not cause an examination to be made of the con-

- tract. I would like to see the contract. I want to know who is
behind the measure and I want to know what is going to become
of the $650,000. If there is such a contract in existence, if it
is true that William H. Lewis, of Boston; Emmett J. Scott, of
Washington; James A. Cobb, of Washington; Ernest Lyon, of
Baltimore; and William L. Houston, of Washington, have a
contract of this kind with the Liberian authorities, I think we
have a right to know if.

Mr. HEFLIN. I agree with the Senator.

Mr, SMITH. What is the nature of the contract?

Mr. OWEN. That they shall receive a commission out of
the $3,000,000.

Mr, McKELLAR. T call the attention of the Senator to the
fact that the revenues of Liberia are negligible and they ean
not pay anything out of the very small revenues which now
come from that source. Just think of it a moment. "‘The inter-
est on the $5,000,000 loan is more than the annual revenues of
Liberia.

Mr. OWEN. Baut, as T understand it, our security from the
Liberian revenues will be affected by the obligation of $650,000
if the contract is an existing fact, and yet we are willing to
pass the joint resolution without ascertaining whether it is an
existing fact. I want these men summoned. I want them to
state whether there is a contract of this kind or not.

Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. President, the Senator from Oklahoma is
eminently correct. We, as the representatives of the people in
this body, ought to have this information. I want it just as he
wants it, and I can not understand why Senators are driving
this measure through and will not permit us to have a proper
hearing—a hearing that will give us the facts in the case.

I want to suggest this thought to the Senate. I do not know
when the Finance Committee ever acted on the measure and
reported it favorably. There are members of that committee on
the floor of the Senate to-day who do not reeall that a meeting
was ever had for the consideration of this measure. That is
a rather strange and serious situation. I remember that yes-

terday the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Simaoxs], rank-
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ing Democrat on that committee, had no knowledge of the
Finance Committee ever acting,

Mr. SIMMONS, No recollection. :

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; uo recollection. How did the measure
get in here? When was a meeting held? What hearings were
had, and how did the joint resolution ever slip into the Senate
with a favorable report when members of the Finance Commit-
tee do not know when action was had? The more we discuss
the matter the worse it gets.

The Senator from Utah [Mr. Syoor] is very serious in con-
tending that we ought to pass the measure because it is a
moral obligation growing out of the Wilson administration, It
is really touching and pathetic to see the Senator from Utah
and some others speaking seriously of living up fo an obli-
gation created under the Democratic administration. I remems-
ber that in the national convention of his party in session in
Chicago in June, 1920, the senior Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lopce] delivered the keynote address, He said among

“I other things, “We are going to wipe out the last vestige of the

Wilson administration.” Here is a vestige that you are charg-
ing to us, and we are trying to help you wipe it out, and you
will not let us do it. That is a queer sitnation, Mr. President.

They want us to live up to a so-called moral obligation. I
say again there is no moral obligation on our part. This Gov-
ernment under President Wilson said to Liberia during the war,
“1f you will do certain things, the loan will be made to you.”
Liberia did not comply with those conditions. The war ended.
The Wilson administration passed out, to the hurt and injury
of everybody in the country, and a new administration came in.
The new administration, through some suggestions and in-
fluences at work in the Government, has taken up the matter
with Liberia, and now, in order to excuse this monstrous thing,
are hooking it back onto the Wilson administration. As a
Deémocrat I repudiate it. It is in no way a moral obligation
growing out of the preceding administration.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Svnatul from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. HEFLIN. I am glad to yizld to my frlend from Ten-

nessee,

Mr. McKELLAR. In connection with what the Senator now
says I want to quote from the testimony of Mr. Dearing, us
published in the report of the hearings. Congressman Frear
was examining him:

Mr. FrREAr. That was, as I say, just prior to the end of the war.
Nothing more was done regarding the loan until June, 1920, by Liberla,
and the reason advanced, as 1 get it from the record, 'is that the condi-
tions or terms imgosﬂl were not satisfactory and Liberia refused to
take action until 1920, in June, That was over a year and a half after
the conclusion of the war,

Mr, DeariNG. Yes, siT.

That shows that Liberia refused to take the loan during the
war or to meet the conditions by which she could obtain the
loan during the war, and did not bring the matter up, did not
even make an application for any loan until June, 1920, or some
yvear and a half after the war was over.

Mr. HEFLIN. If any Senator needed any evidence to con-
vince him that the pending measure is not justified, the testi-
mony just read by the Senator from Tennessee would do it. A
year and a half had gone by after the war had ended, and here
wis a witness who testified before the committee in behalf of
Liberia and who stated that Liberia refused to comply with con-
ditions laid down by that administration, which was the Wil-
son administration.

What justification can there be for Senators solemnly voting
to appropriate this money when our people are debt ridden and
tax ridden, as the Senator from North Carolina has pointed out?
Where will this thing stop? I have seen three groups of special
interests come here and take money out of the Public Treasury
since the Republican Party has been in power. The pending
measure and the ship subsidy are the two remaining ones. It
now remains to be seen whether Senators will vote to take these
two sums out of the Treasury in order to satisfy these special
interests.

Do you not know, Mr. President, and do not other Senators
know that but for the Wall Street interests which are connected
with the Liberian loan we never would have heard of it in this
body ; and but for the millions that the Shipping Trust expects
to make out of the ship subsidy bill we should not hear of a
ship subsidy in this Congress?

However, I am not going to detain the Senate further. I
wish merely to submit this statement in conclusion. The pend-
ing joint resolution ought to be recommitted. The Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. OweN] has raised some points which
ought to be considered. We ought to have hearings right on"
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the point which the Senator has raised; there ought to be an
investigation along that line. The able and distinguished Sena-
tor from Ohio [Mr. Pomerese] has stated that he would have

to vote against the proposition, or that he felt inclined to do

80, unless he could be satisfied in reference to certain points.
Why not satisfy him? Why not let Senators investigate the
matter? There is some doubt as to how the joint resolution
cawe into the Senate from the Finance Committee. I submit,
mysterlous as it is, some suspicious things being connected
.with it, we ought to have an opportunity very thoroughly to
investigate the measure hefore we pass it through this body.
It ought either to be recommitted or defeated outright. It
should not become a law by the action of Congress.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I notice that there is no Sena-
tor listening to the argument, and I suggest the absence of a
Quoram,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma
suggests the absenee of a quorum, The Secretary will call the
roll.

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

Ball Gooding Nelson Smoot
Bayard Hale Nicholson Stanfield
Broussard Harreld Norris Stanley
Cameron Harrison Overman Sterling
LCapper Heflin Owen Swanson
Caraway Jones, Wash. Page Townsend
Culberson ellogg Pepper Underwood
Cummins Keyes Pittman Wadsworth
Curtis Ladd Pomerena Walsh, Mass,
Dial Lacdgv Ransdell Walsh, Mont.
Edge MeCumber Rawson Warren
Ernst MeEellar Sheppard Willis
France MeKinley Shortridge

George McNary Simmons

Glass Myers Smith

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-seven Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I have been interested in watch-
ing the peculiar features of the debate on the pending measure,
We are afforded the spectacle of a Republican majority insist-
ing that it is their duty to see that a moral obligation, alleged
to have been assumed by a Democratic administration, shall be
carried out. They do not bring any proof as to the moral obli-
gation having been assumed in a national sense by the Demo-
crats, If the Republican Party in good faith had substantial
and incontrovertible proof that while the Demoecrats were in
control of the Government they committed the Government to
a solid moral obligation, we could understand why they should
stand up and rebuke us if we attempted to repudiate it when
the administration had shifted into the hands of the Republic-
ans; but they have brought no such proof. On the other
hand, certain members of the former Democratic administra-
tion who are alleged to have entered into and become the
agents through whom the obligation was incurred, men of un-
doubtfed character and integrity, have risen here and declared
that no such obligation exists. It is just such proceedings as
this which cause the American people, when they analyze the
situation, to doubt the serious integrity of this body when it
comes to the fulfillment of the solemn obligations which rest
upon us as Senators of the United States.

It can not be said that the difference which exists between
the other side of the Chamber and this side of the Chamber is
based upon a relation that the Government has assmmed by
virtue of any promise made which has appealed to the intellect
of all Senators on the other side of the Chamber in one way
and to all on this side in another way. Therefore the reason
for the advocacy of this measure must be found in some other
than a moral obligation.

I, for one, ghould feel as though I were bound to give serious
consideration to the indebtedness of the Republic of Liberia
had the debt which we are asked to furnish the money to liqui-
date been incurred subsequent to her negotiation with this
Government; but these obligations all antedate even the out-
break of the war. They are obligations which were incurred
before ever the world had entered into the war or had any
suspicion that a war would be engaged in. There is not a
scintilla of evidence to show that the Liberian Government ren-
dered any assistance whatever in the prosecufion of the war.

However, that has all been gone into in minute detail. As there
is not only serious doubt about the matter, but not a scintilla
of evidence to show any moral or legal obligation on our part
to pay the Liberian indebtedness, suppose we assume that we
are guardians of the Republic of Liberia—and I believe that
Senators on the other side claim some such attitude on the
part of the American Government—and waiving the moral and
legal obligation, let us look at the matter from the standpnmt
of a business venture.

We propose now to fund the indebtedness of the Republic of
Liberia. We are the guardians of the money of the people of
America. When we have taken the bonds of that Government
in lien of the money that we give them, and allow them to re-
tire the bonds that are now outstanding #gainst them, and the
floating debt, the internal funded debt, what assurance have we
that we will ever get a nickel of it back even then?

I have before me here the facts as alleged from the statis-
tieal department The total revenue of the Liberian Govern-
ment in 1920 was about $260,000. The amount that we propose
to lend the Liberian Government is $5,000,000, at 5 per cent,
which means $250,000 annually. The board of officers that we
propose in the law to make the administrative officers for this
Government to see that the terms upon which we lend the
money are carried out carries with it $100,000, This makes a
total of $350,000 for the bare items of interest and salary of
the administrative officers appointed by this Government, leav-
ing a deficit of something like $100,000 from the total revenue
of the Liberian Government in meeting the expenses of admin-
istration and interest on the bonds. There is no one but that
knows that in the ordinary execution or administration of the
laws of Liberia perhaps half of that revenue will be requnired;
g0 that, brought to its last analysis, it means that the other
side of the Chamber is proposing without rhyme, reason, legal
obligation, moral obligation, or any kind of a business obliga-
tion, to make a present to the Government of Liberia of $5,000,-
000 out of the Treasury of the United States without ever in-
tending to get back one penny of it,

It is needless for me to go into any of the details. This side
has challenged the other side to point to the document that
renders the obligation a moral one. This is an old indebted-
ness, held by foreigners. We have not even the official state-
ment and the itemized account as to who holds this Liberian
indebtedness. The Senator from Utah says that it is prin-
cipally held by foreign governments, and that only $58,000 of
it is held by citizens of America. We have his statement, and
doubtless he believes that the statement given him is right; but
what official facts have we to show that it is right? Even if
we did have, that does not enter into the merits of this ques-
tion at all. The question for us is, Have we a moral obligation
or a legal obligation to carry out this contract? That would
answer the question if the proof were forthcoming,

Asg a business proposition it might appeal to us if it was good
business for a foreign account; but it is not a business propo-
sition, it is not a moral obligation, it is not a legal obligation.
Then why do we go into the Treasury of the United States and
take $5,000,000 and turn it over to this Government?

If the advocates of this measure would be honest and come
out and say “It is for the purpose and the sole purpose of
marshaling the negro vofe in this country, as we will sorely
need it in 1924,” and do it openly and aboveboard, I think they
would perhaps muster more votes in certain quarters than they
will get now. That is my opinion—that it is purely a piece of
polities, playing to the colored vote by catering to their Re-
public and giving it &5000000 out of the Treasury of the
United States.

Regardless of color, regardless of what the nationality might
be, if we were under moral obligations to carry out a contract,
do you not suppose that amongst these on this side there would
be found men whose moral sense is as acute as yours? If
there were a legal obligation, do you mot suppose that you
would find men on this side whose sense of legal obligation
would be as acute as yours? If it were a business proposition,
do you not suppose that there would be men on this side as
acutely alive to a business proposition as those on the other
gide? And yet the line of demarcation along political lines is
going to determine this vote.

This matter has been before the Congress now for several
weeks, and there should have been presented incontrovertible
arguments that would force us to recognize whatever obliga-
tion there may be; but I state here this afternoon that it is
my opinion that this is pure, unadulterated politics, costing
this country $5,000,000.

During all the discussion of the unfortunate affair from
Michigan I never referred to it; but the people of the State of
Michigan and the American people have set their seal, in a
manner that saddens me for the parties interested, against the
use of money, even private money, in an attempt to control the
votes and politics of thig country; and they will rebuke the
party that without any reason other than a political reason
will go into the Treasury of the United States and take
$5,000,000, and, under the guise and camouflage of a moral obli-
gation coming from another party, will seek to entice the votes
of the colored people of this country.
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Mr. President, I want to say in conclusion that we as Demo-
crats and you as Republicans ean play the game without in-
volving moral or official turpitnde. We can do that. You have
that by which you can appeal to the people of this country, and
we have that by which we hope to appeal to them. It is not
to the ecredit of the Republican Party or to the credit of the
Senate of the United States that there is seriously discussed
in this body a question so flagrant as this question. Do you not
suppose that the American people know why this Liberian loan
is here and why we are asked to pay $5,000,000 to the Liberian
Government? Not one man in ten thousand believes that we
are under any obligation to pay them a nickel. Not one man
in fifty here believes that we are under any obligation to pay
them: but political exigency is here. Nineteen hundred and
twenty-four is approaching, and $5,000,000 spent in this way
might count at that time. It does not augur well for the
United States Senate; it does not augur well for doing away
with the spirit of unrest that is abroad in the land; and I hope
that if this matter shall come to a vote a rebuke will be given
to this propesition by this body that will reflect credit on the
sitting Members here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on concurring
in the amendments made as in Committee of the Whole.

The amendments were concurred in,

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I send to the desk a proposed
unanimous-consent agreement, which I ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the
proposed unanimous-consent agreement.

The reading clerk read as follows:
= It is agreed by unanimous consent that at not later than 2.30 o'clock

p. m. on the calendar day of Monday, November 27, 1922, the Senate
will proceed to vote without further debate upon any amendment that
may then be pending or that may be offered in the Senate, and im-
me Iatelf' thereafter upon the passage of the joint resolution (H. J.
Res. 270) authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to establish a
credit with the United States for the Government of Liberia.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, it was understood that there
would be a provision in reference to a vote on the motion to
recommit.

My, SIMMONS. Yes; I ask that that be added. |

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator might say * all amendments and
all motions.”

The AsSISTANT SECRETARY.
offered in the Senate” insert:

And immediately thereafter upon ang motion or motions that may be
_mdo to recommit the said joint resolution to the Committee on Finance,

Mr, SIMMONS. “ With or without instroctions.”

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, what hour is suggested?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two-thirty o'clock p. m.

Mr. OVERMAN. The joint resolution will remain the unfin-
ished business until the vote is taken?

Mr. CURTIS. Certainly; and I may state, for the benefit
of tHe Senate, that I understand that it will be almost impos-
sible to have a quorum to-morrow, and if this unanimous-con-
sent agreement is entered into I shall ask unanimous consent
that when the Senate adjourns to-day it stand adjourned until
Monday at 12 o'clock.

Mr. SIMMONS. I suppose it is necessary that we shall have
a quorum for the purpose of passing on the proposed unanimous-
consent agreement. I therefore make the point of no quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Caro-
lgm suggests the absence of a quorum. The Secretary will call
the roll.

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

After the words “ or that may be

Bayard Frelinghuysen McNary Smith

Borah George Myers Stanfield
Broussard 3lass Nelson Stanley
Cameron Gooding Nicholsen Sterling
Capper Hale Norris Swanson
Caraway Hurrison Overmin Townsend
Culberson Heflin Owen Underwood
Cummins Jones, Wash. Page Wadsworth
Curtis Kellogg Pepper Walsh, Mass,
Dial Keyes Ransdell Walsh, Mont.
Edge Lada Sheppard Willis
Fletcher McKellar Shortridge

France McKinley Bimmons

The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty Senators having answered to
their names, a quorum is present. The Senator from North
Clarolina [Mr. Stmmoxs] proposes 1 unanimous-consent agree-
ment, which the Secretary will read for the information of the
Senate.

The Assistant Secretary read as follows:

It is agreed by unanimous consent that at not later than 2.30 o'clock
p. m. on the calendar day of Monday, November 27, 1922, the Senate
will proceed to vote without further debate upon any amendment that
may then be pending or that may be offered in the Senate to the
resolntion (H. J. Res. 270), and immediaiely thereafter upon any
motion or motions that may be made to recommit the said joint reso-

ultion, either with or without instructions, to the Committes on
Finance ; and, in the event that no such motion shall prevail, the Senate
will, without further debate, proceed to vote upon the passage of the
said joint resolution (H. J. Res. 270) authorizing the Secretary of the
Treasury to establish a credit with the United States for the Govern-
ment of Liberia.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on entering into
the unanimous-consent agreement. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is entered into.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that
when the Senate concludes its business to-day it adjourn to
meet on Monday next at 12 o'clock.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?
hears none, and it is so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT,

Mr. CURTIS. As no Senator rises to present further business,
I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate (at 2 o'clock and
50 minutes p. m.) adjourned until Monday, November 27, 1922,
at 12 o'clock meridian.

The Chair

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Frmay, November 2, 1922.

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

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

Almighty God, iafinite in righteousness, boundless in mercy,
and perfect in law, to Thee we come. In our hreasts is the
hymn of praise and the silent chant of adoration. O let Thy
blessed Spirit find its way into our hearts, there to nourish
those virtues which were taught and exemplified by the Divine
Teacher of men. Let us labor this day with wise energy and
be glad with a new joy. Lead us in Thy light that we falter
not. As the mornings come and the evenings die away give us
to feel that they are bringing us nearer the haven of eternal
truth and eternal love. Through Christ. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved,

APPROPRIATIONS FOR MILEAGE, ETC.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to call
from the Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 12859) making the
mileage appropriations available, and ask that the House agree
to the Senate amendment providing for the Senate pages.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s table the bill referred
to, with a Senate amendment. The Clerk will report tue bill
by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill SIL R. 12859) to provide certain expenses incident to the third
sesslon of the Sixty-seventh Congress.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate amend-
ment,

The Senate amendment was read.

Mr. MADDEN. DMr. Speaker, I move that the House agree to
the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

NO QUORUM—CALL OF THE HOUSE.

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

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts makes
the point of order that there is no quorum present. It is clear
that there is no quorum present.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts.
of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I move a call

Almon Black Burroughs Chandler, N, Y.
Anderson Bowers Burton Chandler, Okla,
Andrew, Mass, Brand Byrnes, 8. C, Christopherson
Ansorge Brennan Byrns, Tenn, Clague
Anthony Brooks, 111, Cable Clark, Fla,
Barbouar Brown, Tenn, Campbell, KEans., Classon
Barkley Browne, Wis, Campbell, Pa. Clouse

Bell Burke Cantrill Cockran
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Codd Hudspeth Mills Sinnott
Colton Hnmghmys. Miss. Montague Sisson
Connolly, Pa. Hutchinson Montoya Slemg
Copley Ireland Moore, IIL Bmith, Mich,
Coughlin Jacoway Moore, Ohio tafford
Crowther James Morin Steenerson
Cullen Jeffers, Ala, Mott Stiness
Curry Johnson, Ky. Mudd Sullivan
Davis, Minn, Johnson, Miss. Nelson, Me, Summers, Wash,
Dempsey Johnson, 8. Dak. Newton, Mo. Swank
Denison Jones, Pa, 'Brien Tague
Dickinson Ka 0’'Connor Taylor, Ark.
Dominick Kelley, Mich, Ogden Taylor, Colo,
Drane Kendall Olpp Taylor, N, J.
Dunbar Kennedy Osborne Taylor, Tenn,
Dunn Kiess Overstreet Temple
Dupré Kindred Parker, N. Y. Thompson
Echols King Patterson, N. J, Tinkham
Fairchild Kirkpatrick Perkins Treadway
Faust Kitchin Periman Underhill
Feass Kleczka Petersen Upshaw
Fish Kline, N. Y, Porter Vare

Focht Kline, Pa. Pringte{ Vestal
Fordney Knight Purnel Yolk

Free Kopp Rainey, I Ward, N.C
Freeman Kraus Ramseyer Wason
French Kreider Reber Weaver
Frothingham Lanham Reece Webster
Funk Larson, Minn, Reed, N. Y, Wheeler
Gallivan Lee, N. Y. Reed, W, Va, White, Kans,
Gernerd Linthicum Riordan White, Me.
Gifford Longworth Roach Williams, I11,
Goldsborough Luce Robsion Williams, Tex,
Goodykoontz Lubring Hosenbloom Wilson
Gould McArthur Rossdale Winslow
Graham, Pa. MeCormick Sabath Wood, Ind
Griest McFadden Sanders, Ind. Woods, Va
Hardy, Colo. McKenzie Sanders, N. Y. Woodyard
Hawes McLaughlin, Nebr. Wuarzbach
Henry Maloney Scott, Tenn, Yates
Herrick Mann Shaw Ziblman
Hickey Mansfield Shreve

Himes . Mead Siegel

Hogan Michaelson SBinclair

The SPEAKER. Two hundred and twenty-three Members
have answered to their names,

Mr. MONDELL. Mr, Speaker, I move to dispense with fur-
ther proceedings under the call -
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming moves to dis-
pense with further proceedings under the call. The guestion is

on agreeing to that motion.
The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will open the doors,
The doors were opened.
‘THE MERCHANT MARINE,

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I move that |
the House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill |
H. R. 12817,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Tic- |
sox] will please resume the chair. .

Thereupon the House resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid-
eration of the bill H. R. 12817, with Mr, Tmsox in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN, The House is in Committee of the Whole |
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration
of the bill H, R. 12817, which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 12817) to amend and supplement the merchant marine
act, 1920, and for other purposes.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr, Chairman, I yield to the |
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr, LEHLBACH] 30 minutes. |

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New Jersey is recog- |
nized for 30 minutes.

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Chairman, I was amazed yesterday to
hear the merchant marine act of 1920 referred to as a Govern- |
ment ownership bill and the statement made that in advocating |
the measure under consideration we were departing from the
policy for which we stood in 1920. Permit me to read the first
section of the act of 1920;

Be it enacted, etc., That it Is necessary for the national defense and
for the proper growth of its foreign and domestic commerce that the
United States shall have a merchant marine of the best equipped and
most suitable t:gas of vessels sufficient to carry the greater portiom of
its commerce and serve as a naval or military auxillary in time of war
or national emergency, ultimately to be owned and operated privately
by citizens of the United States:; and it is hereby declared to be the
policy of the United States to do whatever may be necessary to develop
and encourage the maintenance of such a merchant marine, and, in so
far as may not be inconsistent with the express provisions of this act,
the United SBtates Shipping Board shall, in the disposition of vessels
and shipping property as hereinafter provided, in the making of rules
and regu t’ﬁm& and in the administration of the shipping laws, keep
a{;&'a}y:d in wview this purpese and object as the primary end to be
atiained.

A merchant marine to Dbe privately owned and privately
operated.

| books, from $150,000,000 to $200,000,000 a year.

Now, if the propoesition under discussion were the creation

{of an American merchant marine by means of Government

aid, direct and indirect, there might be room for debate as to
the practicability, desirability, and feasibility of such a plan.
But that is not the situation that is confronting us at all at
the present time. We have a merchant narine, and the ques-
tion is, What shall become of it? We own 1,442 steamships, of
a gross tonnage of some 7,000,000 tons,

We have in actual operation to-day 338 of these ships and
the remaining 1,104 are tied up. Of these ships that we are
operating, 28 are passenger ships, of which 5 are ex-German
and the other 23 are Shipping Board vessels. Our total pas-
senger tonnage is 500,000 tons, of which 300,000 tons are ex-
German. One hundred and forty thousand tons of these ships
are so old that they have no continuing potential value, but
in the course of a few years they will go to the scrap heap;
so that we have about 160,000 tons in German passenger ships
to be reckoned with for the future. We have a fewer num-
ber of fast freighters, but the bulk of this tonnage that we
h’aive consists of the standard type of smaller and slower cargo
ships.

Now, what are we doing with these ships that are being
operated? They are in the hands of private companies to
whom they are allocated for operation under contracts by the
Shipping Board. The standard contract under which these
ships are being operated, and which is the best contract that
after years of experiment has been found to be obtainable by
the Government, is this: The Government places the ship in
charge of a steamship company o a private operator to run.
The Government ,pays all the expenses of running the ship
exclusive of the overhead office charges of the operating com-
pany or ship operator., The Government pays for the mainte-
nance of the ship, it pays for the fuel, it pays the wages of
the crew, it pays for the subsistence of the crew, it pays the
terminal charges, and the incidental charges for repairs or
replacement of equipment, and so forth. It pays the insur-
ance, or insures the ship itself. Tt pays all these incidental
expenses and receives the gross freights that are earned by
the ship. Out of that it repays to the operator on outgoing
voyages 5 per cent of the gross freight receipts, and on in-
coming voyages 2} per cent of the gross freight receipts, and
in addition thereto pays a hushanding fee which approximates
about $350 per ship for each voyage.

In the operation of these ships nnder these contracts and un-
der other confracts then in existence, the Shipping Board in
1920 lost, as nearly as can be ascertained from the state of its
The present
Shipping Board, by rigid economy, by efficient methods, and by

| eternal vigilance, has reduced the losses to approximately $50,-

000,000 a year, and the testimony bears out and the fact is that
that is the rock boftom to which the expenses of the Ggyern-
ment can be reduced—$50,000,000 or thereabout for operating
these ships.

Now. what does that mean? What is that in practical effect?

' We give these ships to private owners to operate, We get all

the revenue there is, and it is not sufficient to cover the opera-

tion, but we turn around and pay them 5 per cent gross commis-

sions on the freight for outgoing and 23 per cent for incoming
freights, and $350 per voyage per ship. Where do we get that
money? The income from the operation of the ships is not
sufficient to pay it. We take the remainder out of the Treas-
ury; and if that is not a subsidy, in heaven’s name will some-
body tell me what this money is that we are paying to the
private operators of the ships to-day?

Mr. J. M. NELSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEHLBACH. 1 yield to the genfleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. J. M. NELSON. Is it not a fact that the Shipping Board
have not attempted to compete with American shipping lines,
and that they bave not songht to get foreign trade, and that
they have not made competition in any way to get business?

Mr. LEHL.BACH. The Shipping Board have spent thousands
and thousands of dollars in advertisements-here and abroad to
get business. They do compete throughout the world wherever
it is possible to compete.

Mr, J. M. NELSON. In rates?

Mr. LEHLBACH. In rates and in every way. Why, im-
mediately when a reduction of rates to South America was ad-
vertised by British lines the Shipping Board met that rate in
order to ¢ompete.

Mr. J. M. NELSON, But the gentleman knows that Mr.
Lasker has repeatedly said that we are not competing with
American shipping.

Mr. LEHLBACH. We are trying to build up American ship-
ping.
Mr. J. M. NELSON. Yes; of course we are.
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Mr, LEHLBACH. And the American shipping not owned by
the Shipping Board and not operated, as I have described, is
negligible in the foreign trade. We are net going to compete
with the few American private lines that there are which are
not owned by the Shipping Board, and put them out of business
completely. If there were privately owned American lines
operating to a substantial degree, the Shipping Board ecould
shut up shop and go out of business, and we wounldnot need this
hill, but it is foreign shipping that we are competing with for
foreign trade.

Mr. SNYDER. Will the genfleman yield?

Mr. LEHLBACH. I yield to the gentleman from New

fork.
Mr. SNYDER. The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
LEHLBACH] knows and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. J. M.
Nrmsox] ought to know that we net only adverfised through
the Shipping Board, but we have commissioners all over the
world hunting for business for ewr ships in praetically every
trade market in the world.

Mr. J. M. NELSON. But not competing with our own.

Mr. SNYDER. Competing everywhere.

Mr. LEHLBACH. The gross tonnage carried in world eom-
merce to-day is materially less than it was a year ago. Yet
notwithstanding that falling off 'in the gross tonnage of the
commerce of the world the Shipping Board has maintained
for its vessels an ameunt of tonnage equal to that which it
had a year ago. That shows how persistently and how effec-
tively the Shipping Board is going after business and competing
with foreign rivals.

Mr. FAIRFIELD. Will the gentleman yield?

-~ Mr. LEHLBACH. Yes

Mpr. FAIRFIELD, Are other countries in the same condi-
tion that we are, in so far as we find ourselves with an in-
sufticient amount of tonnage to carry? Ave their ships also
laid up without commerce to earry?

Mr. LEHLBACH. To a very large extent the ships all over
the world owned by pationals of all countries are tied up.

Mr. FAIRFIELD. Our present situation then may be due in
part at least if not largely to the shipping conditions of the
world?

Mr. LEHLBACH. Our condition with respeet to volume of
business may be due to the eendition throughout the world, but
freight rates to-day are about 30 per cent lower than they
were a year ago.

The amonnt of commerce that is earried is much lower than
it was a year age, but netwithstanding the fact that the freight
rates are lower and the amount of commerce is less we are
now under the Shipping Board operations carrying an equal
amount of commeree that we did a year ago with 30 per cent
less freight rate than a year ago. That shows that the opera-
tions of the Shipping Board are as efficient and effective as they
possibly ean be under this system. Notwithstanding that fact
we must reach into the Government Treasury and take
£50,000,000 as a subsidy for running our ships.

All we ask is to reduce this subsidy, to end this improvident,
reckless, and extravagant expenditure which merely enables us
to operate our ships to-day with no thought of to-morrow. We
wish to substitute a reduced subsidy, devised in accordance
with a rational plan which will enable the operation of an
American merchant marine, not only to-day and to-morrow and
the next day, but 10 and 20 years from now. That is what
this bill intends to do.

Mr. FAIRFIELD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEHLBACH. Certainly.

Mr. FAIRFIELD. Admitting that conditions are getting bet-
ter, is it possible for the next two or three years when the
business of the world is recovering, that no losses would be
sustained, or is it inevitable that with the present method no
matter how much the tonnage may be inereased the operators
of the ships will continue to lose money? ’

Mr. LEHLBACH. I stated a while ago, and I will repeat,
that the losses to-day under the present method of operating
the ships has reached reck bottom and will net get less no
matter what the conditions of the world may be. We can not
under the present system operate thie ships without a less; we
have reduced it to the least possible amount.

Mr, J. M. NELSON, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEHLBACH. Yes.

Mr. J. M. NELSON. Will not the gentleman admit that this
shipping situation is universal througheut the world. Are not
we in the same boat with all the other nations of the world?

Mr. LEHLBACH. I will admit that the ghipping business is
at a low ebb and that a good many boats are tied up. Com-

paratively few are operated, and the freight charges are low,
But 1 know of no case where the shipping of another country is

carried on at a loss save in this country, a loss that must be
made up out of the government treasury of that country as it
is ount of the Treasury of this country.

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEHLBACH. T will.

Mr. GRAHAM of Ilindis. I have been interested in a state-
ment I found—TI think in the hearings—that the ships built by
the British Government, somewhat on the same plan as our
ships were built, have been sold since the war, and a great
proportion of them for something like $125 a ten; that the Brit-
ish Government to-day did not have the same problem that we
have. Cuan the gentleman tell us whether that is substantially
eorrect or not?

Mr. LEHLBACH. T am not informed abeut that. If any
sueh priee was obtained it must have been immediately follow-
ing the armistice. The standard price for tonnage throughout
the world to-day is about $30 a ton.

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. The information I have is that the
ships were turned over te a certain man for the purpose of
satle, and seon after the armistice they were sold at that con-
giderable price. I am wondering whether that information is
correct. The gentleman dees net know?

Mr. LEHLBACH. I no not know, but I know that shortly
after the armistice we had an opportunity to sell ships at a
high price, but on aecount of opposition by injunction and great
oppesition by certain minority members of the then Shipping
Beard who said that we ought to hold them to get higher
prices, we were not permitted to sell them at $125, so we lost
the sale.

Mr. LONDON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEHLLBACH. Yes.

Mr. LONDON. Is there enough tonnage in the world to-day -
to earry the commerce of the world?

Mr. LEHLBACH. 1 think there is at the present time.

Mr. LONDON. Under normal conditions is there enough
tonnage to carry the commerce?

Mr, LEHLBACH. I should say at the present time there
was. Of course ships are always depreciating and have to be
renewed.

Mr. LONDON. The present conditiens are subnormal?

Mr. LEHLBACH. They are.

Mr. LONDON. To what extent has the destructien of ships
by the submarines affected the carrying tounage of the world?

Mr. LEHLBACH. I believe that when peace came the
tonnage.of the world, notwithstanding the destruection of ships
by submarines, exceeded the tonnage of the world when war
was first declared. In other words, there were more ships
built during the war than were destroyed.

Mr. LONDON. We are now called upon te build up a mer-
chant marine when there is an oversupply ef ships.

Mr. LEHLBACH,. XNo; we are called upon to utllize the
merchant marine that we already have.

Mr. IONDON. The ships that we have are ships built be-
cause of the necessities of war?

Mr. LEHLBACH. That is true.

Mr. LONDON. Just as were the supplies of ammunition
and artillery. We are now eatering upon & new eaterprise,
the building up of a private merehant marine. Is not that so?

Mr. LEHLBACH. Possibly the gentleman uses the term
“bnilding up "——

Mr. LONDON. I will say developing.

Mr, LEHLBACH, The gentleman predicates his question
on the statement that there are enough ships now, and them
asks why we should build up a merchant marine. We are
attempting to utilize the merchant marine that we have which
is counted in with the tonnage of the world. We ought to
utilize the tonnage that we have.

Mr. LONDON. We are aftempting to develop a merchant
marine which we have not te-day.

Mr. LEHLBACH. We are attempting to utilize the boats
that we already have.

Mr. LONDON. And the gentleman says that the world has
too mueh tonnage?

Mr. LEHLBACH. No; not too much tonnage.

Mr. BLANTON. My Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEHLBACH. Yes

Mr. BLANTON. If it is true that we now have leading ex-
perts in charge of the shipping business of the Nation, and
they are conducting it on a businessiike basis, and if it is true
that with ships furnished to these people free, when they de
net have to aceount for any investment, they can not make a
profit, but it is costing the Government admittedly, aecording to
the President, $50,000,000 a year, then how does the gentleman
expect private enterprise to buy these ships and make a profif
out of them? ‘
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Mr. LEHLBACH, Because there is not any line of human
endeavor or human activity that can not be made to pay by
private people whose heart is in the business and whose future
is staked in the business when it does not pay when run by
Government officials. _

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, I agree to that, as applied to the Ship-
ping Board.

Mr. LONDON. And if the gentleman will permit an addi-
tion to that—whose hands are in the pockets of Uncle Sam.

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; and I agree to that. I agree to both
gtatements,

Mr. ARENTZ. Is it not a fact that the operators of these
ships do not know what the minority Members of the House
will do in the future if this bill is not passed? They are not
going to build up their capital and their dockage, and so forth.

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr., Chairman, it was stated yesterday
by one of the speakers in opposition to this bill that he was
unequivocally opposed to Government ownership, but that it was
better to continue Government ownership for a little while
longer than to adopt the remedy suggested in the measure now
under consideration.  However, neither he nor any other man
who has spoken in opposition to this bill—and I predict now
that that will prove true in respect to any who may speak
in opposition to it—has suggested how much longer Govern-
ment ownership and operation, wasteful and extravagant as it
is, must continue, if this remedy is not adopted. What on earth
in the future will keep the boats afloat if some such construc-
tive measure as this is not adopted? No alternative has been
suggested by anyone at any time anywhere. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman; will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEHLBACH. Yes.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I presume the gentleman was referring to
the statement made by me yesterday with reference to a tem-
porary continuation of Government ownership. Does the gen-
tleman think that any prudent business man with the assets
now owned by the Shipping Board, under the present depressed
financial condition of the country, would sacrifice that property
for 10 cenfs on the dollar?

Mr. LEHLBACH. A prudent business might not and ought
not to, but a Government under the circumstances certainly
ought to get out of this and out of the loss the operation of
it entails as quickly as possible, when by getting out of it it
can get some of its investment back by selling the ships and
at the same time reduce the cost of the maintenance of a mer-
chant marine by one-half, conservatively speaking.

Mr. BANKHEAD. In other words, a prudent business man
should not do this thing, but a prudent Government should.

My, LEHLBACH. Certainly; because a business man ought
to be in business and the Government ought not to be in busi-
ness. That is the difference. [Applause on the Republican
gide.]

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Is not the present argument of the
gentleman a wholesale indictment of operators who are em-
ployed by the Government, when he says that working for the
Government they will ereate a loss, but that if we should give
it to them they would make a profit?

Mr. LEHLBACH. Oh, no; it is not an indictment of the
operators. It is the experience of human nature in all walks
of activity, under all circumstances, that a man will work
with his heart in his work if he is working for himself, but
that he will get what he can out of it if he is simply working
temporarily for some one else, and has opportunity to use some
other person's material.

Mr. HARDY of Texas, Is not that an indictment of the
grossest kind against these operators?

. Mr. LEHLBACH. No; it is not. It is simply ascribing to
them the human nature and the human motives that actuate
“ the average man throughout our civilization.

Mr., LONDON, Is not this a good reason for the disbanding
of Congress? [Laughter.]

Mr, LEHLBACH. It may be that some people view the dis-
bandment and dissipation of our merchant marine with equoa-
nimity, and say, as long as shipping exists, what difference
does it make, that ships are common carriers and are avail-
able to everybody who has a cargo to send. But that is not
the fact. The merchant marine of a mnation engaged in for-
eign commerce is not like a common carrier. It is not avall-
able to all who seek to travel or seek to transport. The mer-
chant marine of a commereial nation is not like a common
carrier, but it is like the delivery system of a big mercantile
egtablishment. That delivery system may be induced to carry

the goods of a competitor or of a rival establishment which
had no delivery system of its own, when it suits the purpose
and convenience of the establishment that owns the delivery

system; but you can not rely upon the delivery system of a

rival if he is seeking to sell goods to the same customer at the

tsiame' time that you are. You can mnot get the ships at that
me,

There seems to have been an impression created by some of
the remarks made yesterday that this bill provides for an
extensive building program, and the question was asked, Why
should we build new ships when we already have 7,000,000
tons of ships ready at hand? Mr, Chairman, a merchant marine
is like a railroad, You can not run it entirely with one style
of equipment. You can not run a railroad simply with freight
flats or with box cars or with passenger coaches. You must
have a balance of equipment. You must have coal carriers,
box cars, flat cars, passenger coaches, Pullman cars, and you
must have a repair equipment and wrecking apparatus. In
your rolling stock you have to balance the equipment. For a
merchant marine that is to be equal to the carrying of 50 per
cent of our commerce, both outgoing and incoming, and that
is all that anybody seeks to accomplish, we need about 1,250,000
tons of passenger ships, 1,250,000 tons of cargo ships; we must
have a certain number of tankers and a certain number of re-
frigerator ships, and we have to have a certain number of
ships especially adapted to certain kinds of freight and certain
kinds of commerce going to certain parts of the world, such as
the Tropics, and so forth. Then the balance of the fleet would be
made up of the ordinary standard type of slow freighters. We
have plenty of slow freighters. We have some fast freighters. We
have a fair supply but not an adequate supply of fast passenger
ships. The provision for a revolving fund to lend to those who
are willing to build ships is not a new provision. It is merely

an amplification of what you all voted for when the act of 1920 =

was passed, and the only thing new in the provision for a con-
struction fund in this law that has not already been law for
the last two years is to say that the interest on the money so
loaned shall not be at less than 2 per cent. There was no
limitation of the interest to be charged under existing law,

I will not take the time to point out the little details.in
which the law is amended by the proposed bill.

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield for a ques
tion for information?

Mr. LEHLBACH. I will

Mr. HARDY of Texas. I understood the gentleman in the
beginning of his remarks to say we had 160,000 tons of pas-
senzer ships now.

Mr, LEHLBACH. German passenger ships.

Mr. HARDY of Texas. How many passenger ships have we
got in all?

Mr. LEHLBACH. Five hundred thousand tons.

Mr. HARDY of Texas. I understood the gentleman a mo-
ment ago to say we ought to have 1.250.000 or 1,500,000 tons of
passenger ships to complete the complement. Is that correct?

Mr. LEHLBACH. Eventually., We now have a nucleus for a
merchant marine and desire to complement this shipping with
vessels of necessary types which we do not at present have. To
that end, out of this construction fund, created by the act of
1920, we intend making loans, under proper safeguards and at
a comparatively low rate of interest, to stimulate and facilitate
the building of such types of ships. No money for building can
be loaned except for such types of ships as may be approved by
the Shipping Board, and there is no opportunity under the act
of 1920, as amplified by the existing measure, to loan Govern-
ment money merely to duplicate existing shipping.

Mr. HARDY of Texas. And the purpose is to lend private
shipbuilders $125,000,000 in the bill in order to build additional
ships?

Mr. LEHLBACH. Is not that what the gentleman voted for
when he voted for the law of 19207

Mr. HARDY of Texas. The law of 1920 was to build ships
necessary for our use and the ships were to be sold at a fair
price, if possible, or chartered, or if neither was possible the
Government was going to run them itself and establish desired
lines under the law of 1920,

Mr. LEHLBACH. And that provision, coupled with the aids
provided for in this, will insure that private operators will
operate them and we will not need to invoke the reservation
that if private owners will not build and operate, the Govern-
ment will. That is what this bill is for.

Now, there has been some discussion as to certain taxation
features in this bill. The proposition that such part of the net
profits derived from the operating of ships in the foreign trade
as is reinvested in new ships shall not be subject to taxation is
in the law of 1920, so unanimously voted for by this House and
the Senate, including both sides of this center aisle. The same
is true of the provision that such money may be placed in a
trust fund and within a reasonable time applied to building new

-
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ships. That is not a change-in the law. It is merely a change
in details of administration, and we provide in the bill safe-
guards which in the original law were left to rules and regula-
tions to be established by the administrative body. If anything
this is a restriction rather than an enlargement of the act of
1920,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusefts. I yield 10 minutes addi-
tional to the gentleman.

Mr. LEHLBACH. Now, in the act of 1920, which, as T say,
everybody joyfully and wholeheartedly voted for, including gen-
tlemen who are now opposing this measure, there is a provision
in section 84 directing the President of the United States to
gerve notice that certain treaties were to be abrogated or de-
nounced.

The purpose of denouncing those treaties was this: To allow
a 10 per cent customs duty rebate on all goods imported into
the United States in ships flying the American flag: and every-
body, as 1 say, voted for it. That was a tax remission of 10
per cent on goods brought into this country to be marketed
here in competition with goods manufactured and produced in
this country. It not only was a tax rebate to the importer,
but it was a tax rebate made in such a way as to enable him
more suecessfilly to compete against home producers, and you
all voted for it. It was furthermore a tax rebate ‘which was of
advantage only to those who imported goods into this country
and did not give any advantage to the shipper who exported
from this country. It gave no advantage to the farmer who
sent his grain abroad, to the cotton planter whe sent his cotton
abroad, to the cattle raiser who sent his eattle wbroad, to the
manufacturer who sent his goods abroad. They got no tax re-
bate under the plan of 1920, but only the importer who brounght
goods in here in competition with our own producers got the 10
per cent rebate in customs duties. But there was mot any oppo-
gition raised to that provision of the act of 1920 for which every-
body voted, Now it is impracticable to apply that benefif, and
in substitution thereof it is now proposed to give a credit on
income taxes amounting to 5 per cent of the freight paid on
gshipments in American ships. That is practically giving a trad-
ing stamp with a shipment of goods under the American flag.
It is a comparatively trifling amount, does not come to much,
but is just sufficient to call attention to the fact that he ought
to ship in American ships rather than foreign ships, to ship
in our merchant marine instead of that of our ecompetitors, Thig
benefit will accrue to the farmer who ships his grain, to the
cattle grower who ships his cattle, to the cotton planter who
ghips his cotton, to the manufacturer who ships his goods, to
every American producer who sends stufl abread, if he will
only avail himself of American ships and send his goods in those
ships——

Mr. BANKHEAD, Will the gentleman yield for one ques-
tion? I do not want to interrupt the gentleman. v

Mr. LEHLBACH. I will

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman stated the amount of the
drawback in reference to the income tax would be trivial?

Mr. LEHLBACH. As to the individual shippers.

Mr. BANKHEAD, But in the aggregate can the gentleman
state approximately how much?

Mr. LEHLBACH. If full advantage is taken of this rebate
by the shippers and when our shipping is developed up to our
highest expectations, it will amount to in the neighborhood of
$7.000,000. :

Mr. SNELL. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield to a
further question? !

Mr, LEHLBACH. Yes.

Mr. SNELL. I wanted to see if I understood correctly the
rebate proposition. As I understand it, with your explanation,
the rebate now is in favor of the American producer, while the
rebate under the old measure was in favor of the importer. Is
that correct?

Mr. LEHLBACH. Exactly; and gentlemen who now have
qualms of conscience about allowing this little rebate to a man
who 18 patriotic enough to ship his goods to the world in Ameri-
can ships in place of foreign ships are the very same gentlemen
who voted for this 10 per cent customs duty rebate. You are
straining at a gnat when you have swallowed a camel.” [Ap-
plause on the Republican 'side.]

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey yields
‘back three minntes.

Mr, BANKHEAD, Mr. Chairman, T yield one hour to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Davis].

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee is recog-
nized for one hour,

Mr., DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen,
we are confronted with an anomalous situation. For the first
time in ‘the history of the Republic the same Congress is called
into extra session for the second time. We would naturally
infer that there was some very impelling reason to prompt such
extraordinary action. And what is the reason? It is for the
sole purpose of forcing through this ship subsidy bill.

DEFIANCE OF PUBLIC WILL.

This is not in response to any demand from the' American
people, It is contrary to the expressed verdict and emphatie
protest of the American people. It is to be passed upon, not
by the Congress that was recently elected, but it is to be passed
upon by a Congress that was elected two years ago, when this
bill and this subject was in no wise an issue. It is to be acted
upon by the present Congress, of which nearly one humired
Members were defeated in the recent primaries and election,
for the bold, specific purpose of preventing action mpon this
bill by a Congress that comes fresh from the people. This is
representative government with a vengeance.

The greatest member of the Republican party who ever lived
pronounced the doctrine that this shonld be a * Government of
the people, by the people, and for the people.” He wonld turn
over in his grave if he knew that a proceeding of fhis kind
was taking place; if he knew that the President of the Nation
and the head of the administration that is now parading under
the name of the Republican Party had appeared before the
Congress and asked the Members thereof to vote, not in ac-
cordance with the will of their constifuents, but to vote againust
the will of their constituents,

Last spring, after the effort had failed to muster enough
AMembers to put this bill through the House, the President, in a
letter to the majority leader, asked that the Members take this
proposition back to their people and, as some papers expressed
it, to “sell it to their people.,” He asked them to discuss it
with their people and obtain a favorable reaction. Now, hav-
ing gone bhefore the people, and it having been an issue, and an
unfavorable reaction having been recorded, he comes before the
American Congress and in effect says that, “ Having had a
golemn referendum, having ascertained that the American
people repudiate this thing, along with other policies, T now
ask you to vote contrary to that verdict, to support this meas-
ure in spite of such unfavorable reaction.”

The situation was well expressed by an editorial appearing
in the New York Globe (Republican), June 16, 1922, as follows:

The Republican Party made its first great fight In behalf of human
liberty in order that government of, by, and for the people might not
perish from the earth. The high priests of privilege mow in Washing-
ton ave endeavoring to destroy the principles which Lincoln be-
queathed. .

Now, what prompts this extraordinary action? As stated, it
is not prompted by the people. It is not prompted by the de-
mands or pronouncements of any party, because, as has already
been stated, neither party has ever at any time in national
platform asked for the enactment of this legislation or indorsed
ship subsidies. Attention was called to this by the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] yesterday—to the fact that the
last Republican platform, instead of asking for legislation of
this kind, hoasted of the merchant marine act of 1920—Jones
Act—which had vrecently been enacted, and stood upon that,
proudly declaring that that measure would “insure the preo-
motion and maintenance of the American merchant marine.”

Now, where does the demand come from? There is no indi-
cation that the inspiration comes from any member of the
Cabinet, no intimation that it comes from any of the great
Republican leaders in the Senate or in the House. Aeccording
to undenied newspaper reports that have appeared from time
to time, the pressure of this measure is contrary to the advice
of numerous Republican leaders in the Sepate and in the
House. In fact, from expressions which we hear on all sides,
I believe I am safe in estimating that not 10 per cent of the
membership of this House wanted this question brought up. I
believe 1 am also safe in estimating that, if left to the indil-
vidual judgment and will of the Members of this House alone,
not 25 per cent of them would vote for this measure,

PRESIDENT MISLED BY LASKER,

Where does the demand come from? Where does the in-
spiration come from? And in this connection I want to say
that T do not for a moment guestion the sincerity of the Presi-
dent ‘of the United States, I accord him full honesty of pur-
pose. Although he is advoeating this bill with a zeal which he
has not manifested with respect to any other measure, and in
gpite of the fact that soon after he was elected he said he was
not going to dictate to Congress, yet 1 assuine that he has been
convinced that this is the wisest course to pursue.

%
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However, if the President had displayed as much interest
and energy in behalf of measures for the benefit of the people,
his administration would not now be confronted with many of
the embarrassments with which it is beset.

By whom and upon what information has the President
been convinced of the correctness of his course in pressing this
ship subsidy bill to the full extent of his ability?

There is where the trouble comes, because there is no ques-
tion in my mind but that the President has been sadly imposed
upon, that he has been misied. In the very nature of things
it was impossible for him, considering the multitude of duties
he has to perform, to give a close study to the question. He had
to rely upon the investigation and advice of others. And who
is it who has had his ear? Who is it who has his ear now?

It is not necessary for me to dwell upon that. I simply want
to ecall attention to some typical references that have been
frequently appearing in the press for a year, without ever any
denial. For instance, in the Washington Star of the 16th in-
stant, among other things, it is said:

Within the last day or so the President conferred with Chairman
Lasker, of the United States Shipping Board— §

And so forth. Then further:

It is intimated that Chairman Lasker will attend further confer-
ences with the President between now and the time that he finally
completes the portion of his message referring to the merchant marine,

Then the Washington Thimes has this reference:

President Harding devoted yesterday afternoon and part of the eve-
ning to drafting his ship-subsidy message. Immediately after luncheon
he summoned Chairman A. D. Lasker, of the United States Shippin
Board. and with him went over a number of the important ﬁoints an
facts to be incorporated in the address. The President and Mr. Lasker
were in conference for more than an hour,

Those are typical of what we have all been reading all the
time, and the address made by the President contained no new
matter, no new argument, no new alleged facts. It contained
substantially, with somewhat changing language, the same al-
leged] facts and the same arguments that were presented by
Chairman Lasker in his original address at the hearings and
that have appeared from time to time in the propaganda that
has been so extensively disseminated. It contained arguments
and allegations which have been already completely answered
out of the mouth of Chairman Lasker upon cross-examination
and out of the mouths of various other proponents of the bill,
answered upon the floor of this House, answered in the minority
report. But in view of the reiteration of these alleged facts
and arguments it becomes necessary, at the expense of repeti-
tion, to again present facts in refutation of such arguments.

However, before doing that I want to state that neither I
nor any other member of the committee on the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries opposed to this bill, nor the Democratic Party,
is opposed to an adequate American merchant marine, or is in
favor of permanent Government ownership of an American
merchant marine. On the other hand, the Democratic Party is
now, as it ever has been, the zealous friend and champion of a
strong American merchant marine, The Democratic Party is
not now, nor has it ever been, in favor of Government owner-
ship of this or any other public utility.

PENDING BILL PRESENTS NO SOLUTION.

I also want to say that the proponents of this bill have from
the very beginning persistently insisted that this bill presents
the only solution, when, as a matter of fact, :t presents no solu-
tion whatever. It presents the antithesis of a solution. The
fact of the business is that Chairman Lasker and his highly
paid associates, after having pretended to study this question
for a year and more, offer no remedy, offer no solution of the
ills of which they all complain with regard to our merchant
marine. They admit their inability to present any businesslike,
constructive solution of the problem. All that they offer is
gimply to change the method by which the money shall be
paid out of the Public Treasury. Instead of paying the money
for voyage losses to the managing agents now operating the
lines, they propose to shift it and permanently pay at least
fifteenfold as much directly to the shipowners after they give
them the vessels. That is the only solution they offer. They
simply propose to administer a very expensive artificial stimu-
lant which will leave the patient in a worse condition, They
have not even correctly diagnosed the disease. They only offer
to treat the symptoms with a poisonous nostrum instead of
treating the disease with a scientific remedy. Suppose you
should call an efficiency expert to study and offer a remedy for
a sick business, and he made a report to you in which his only
recommendation was that you continue operating the business
at a loss and then call upon the stockholders to make up the
annual deficit. You would immediately discharge him and
c¢all in somebody to discover the inefficiency, the leaks, the

extravagances, the errors of management, and to suggest
remedies.

A member of the Shipping Board naively suggested that, as
we are spending $50,000,000 a year through the Sripping Board,
we may as well give it to the private shipowners. We say,
“Why not save it?"” which can be done by the application of
economie, scientific, and businesslike methods,

Mr. SNYDER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I yield for a brief question.

Mr. SNYDER. A short time back in your argument you
stated that there was no demand for this bill, and that no -
member of the Cabinet had called upon the President to bring
this measure before the country. I thought at that time you
were going to tell us who did prevail upon the President to
bring it before the country. You have not done so yet.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I read the press notices which I
said were typical, showing the constant waiting upon the
President by Albert D. Lasker. _

Mr. SNYDER., Who would the President be likely to consult
in his efforts to get up a proper statement to make to the coun-
try if not the chairman of the Shipping Board?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, I think he would naturally con-
sult the man whom he had seen proper to appoint chairman of
the Shipping Board, and he is the man who was appointed,
a man who admitted that he knew absolutely nothing about the
business when he came to it. He was simply a publicity expert.
And right in that connection I want to say that, assuming that
the President is acting upon the advice of the chairman of the
Shipping Board, it is the merest chance that this bill is pre-
sented for the consideration of the American Congress; be-
cause the President first offered this chairmanship to James A.
Farrell, and held up the appointment for weeks in an effort to
induce Mr. Farrell to accept. If Mr. Farrell, who hasg had a
wide experience in the construction and operation of ships,
had been appointed, no ship-subsidy proposition would have
been presented to this Congress.

Everybody understands that Lasker is controlling the policy
of the administration with regard to this proposed legislation.
That is what I am talking about—the blight of Laskerism.
While it does not yet seem to be appreciated by some, before
you get through with this thing those standing for this policy
will find that Laskerism is more embarrassing than New-
berryism.

Mr. SNELL., Will the gentleman yield for a short question?

Mr, DAVIS of Tennessee. If it is very brief. I have a great
many things that I want to say.

Mr. SNELL. Do I understand correctly that the Shipping
Board at the present time is made up of four Republicans and
three Democrats? Is that correct?

h:r. DAVIS of Tennessee, Why, yes; three alleged Demo-
crats.

Mr. SNELL., As I understand the Democrats and Repub-
licans both are unanimous in the support of this bill and the
general provisions of it. Is that correct?

Mr, DAVIS of Tennessee, Yes; that is true. And right in
that connection I want to say that two newspaper men who
were present at a newspaper conference with Chairman Lasker
said that Chairman Lasker told them that the President had
advised him that, if any member of that Shipping Board did
not go along in harmony with Chairman Lasker in his policies,
he—Lasker—should notify the President, and he would dis-
charge such member of the Shipping Board:; that the only
reazon he appointed any of them, except Mr. Lasker, was he-
cause the law required it. ' [Applause.]

Mr, LONDON, Will the gentleman yield for a short ques-
tion?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee,
ahead.

Mr. LONDON. The gentleman does not mean to say that any
Democrat would recommend something against his conscience
and against his judgment simply for the sake of holding on to a
job, does he? [Laughter.]

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I said “ alleged Democrats.”
plause on the Democratic side.]

RELATIVE LOSSES AND CAUSES THEREFOR.

Much has been said about the relative losses under the
former and present administrations; In both of his merchant
marine messages the President mentioned $16,000,000 monthly
losses before the present Shipping Board took charge; and ex-
travagant claims have been advanced as to the reduction in
losses effected by the present Shipping Board.

The net profits from the operation of Shipping Board vessels
from the beginning to March 31, 1820, were $132,783,781.29, as
reported by the Shipping Board, and as incorporated in the re-

I should like to get along, but go |
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port on the merchant marine bill of 1920, filed by Chalrman
Joxrs for the Senate Committee on Commerce.

According to the report of the Shipping Board, the excess
of cash outgo, Division of Operations, for May, 1921, Wis
£6.000,000 and for June was $1,714,000. The present Shipping
Board took charge as of July 1, 1921. It is a fact that the
largest losses in the operations of the Shipping Board vessels
ocenrred during the fiseal yvear ending June 80, 1921, although
1 have seen no report showing a loss of $16,000,000 per month
except for one month. During the fiscal year mentioned there
cale the slump in business and commerce, not only applicable
to our own country but world-wide in scope; our foreign com-
merce dwindled tremendously. When the depression arrived
there were about 1,300 Shipping Board vessels in operation
busily carrying our foreign commerce. The slump in com-
meree naturally brought a slump in cargoes for our ships. Our
lurge number of ships could not continue operating profitably
when there was only cargo sufficient for one-third or one-half
of their number. This situation regnired expert attention.
However, commencing about the time the depression arrived
in full force, our immense Government shipping interests were
left practically leaderless and rudderless, the business being
largely directed by subordinate officials, due to the following
situation, to wit: The merchant marine act of 1920 increased
the Shipping Board to seven members and directed the appoint-
ment of an entirely new board, Congress adjourned the day
following the passage of that law. Not even was an appropria-
tion made to pay the salaries of the new board. President
Wilson made recess appointments of the new board. When Con-
gress reconvened the Senate -refused to confirm his appoint-
ments. President Harding did not appoint the members of
the Shipping Board until June 8, 1921, they being sworn in a
few days later, so that the largest business in the world’s his-
tory was permitted to drift from June 5, 1920, to March 4,
1621, without a Shipping Board which had been confirmed by
the Senate, and from March 4, 1921, until after June 8, 1921,
a period of more than three months, without any Shipping
Board whatever. Under those conditions, what else could be
expected except the result which followed? Of course, Mr,
Lasker naturally found the business in a sick and demoralized
condition. However, the former Democratic administration
can certainly not be justly held responsible for that situation,

In laying up all of the ships except slightly over 400, and
doubtless in tying up those sustaining the heaviest losses, the
present Shipping Board certainly should have effected very
great savings. Furthermore, they certainly ought to do better
than no Shipping Board at all.

In a recent and apparently inspired article that appeared in
the Washington Post, generally regarded as the official organ of
the administration, appeared the following:

The views of the supporters of aid to American shipping are l.Elthlly
get forth in an editorial written by Edward-G. Lowry, appearing In
yesterday's 1ssue of the Philadelphia Public Ledger. )

“ Here is the argument,” writes Mr. Lowry, “that won President

Harding :
“ The United States owns 1,500 ships. Of these, 1,100 are rotting in

idleness and 400 are being operated by the Shipping Board at an
annual loss of about $50,000,000, That is what the ships are now cost-
ing the taxpayers. his sum may be reduced. The estimated first-
ear cost of the subsidy will be about $15,000,000, and it will run u
o about $30,000,000 a year if the proposal is a complete success. If
the subsidy is a success, it will increase the value and sale price of
1ﬂhe ships which the Government will turn over to private shipping
rms."

Now, according to this article, those are the alleged facts
that were presented to the President, that have induced him to
take the course he hasg, and are substantlally the same argu-
ments made by him in his message as a reason for his persistent
advocacy of this measure, -

If you will reeall, the chief argument that was made by the
President in his recent address was. that we should enact this
legislation in order to stop the amma} $50,000,000 loss. |

WILL NOT STOP $50,000,000 ANNUAL SHIPPING .BOARD LOS8.

Now, what are the facts in regard to that? In the first place,
only a small portion of that $50,000,000 goes to the payment
of voyage losses. The appropriation for the Shipping Board
this year, based on the estimate furnished by the Shipping
Board, was $50,000,000, and the Shipping Board themselves
itemized it so as to provide $5,497,000 for the payment of the
voyage losses for the current year. All of the balance of
the $50,000,000 is for administration, repairs and better-
ment, insurance, lay up, and advertising. They were con-
servative in their estimate, because the voyage losses are run-
ning less than that, and the last monthly report of the voyage
- losses and profits showed no losses at all, but a small profit,
Under the worst depression in the history of shipping, under
the wasteful, inefficient, red-tape management of the Shipping
Board, the 400 ships that are being operated were operated
without any voyage loss for the month that was last reported.

A better showing could and sliould have been made than that,
but now it has reached the point where there are no voyage
losses. Moreover, the sum total of all the expenses, instead of
reaching £50,000,000, according to the estimate, is now running
about $35,000,000 annually.

WILL NOT GET GOVERNMENT OUT OF BUSINESS. L

But, as I say, will this legislation stop that? I say emphat-
feally that it will not; I say emphatically that it will not get
the Government out of the business. I say emphatically that
it will not promote any substantial sale of the fleet. If you
will hear me-I will prove each and all of these assertions by
the testimony of those who appeared at the hearings in hehalf
of this bill. I did so in my speech in this House June 13, and
the same was repeated in the minority report on this bill.

The Shipping Board is operating but 13 ships directly, or at
least that was the number operating at the time of the hear-
ings. They are operated in the name of the United States Line,
of which Thomas H. Rossbottom is manager on a salary of
$10,000 per annum. He is managing it for the Shipping Board,
and although he has been operating these vessels in the North
Atlantic trade, which is recognized as embracing the sharpest
and the most pronounced competition of any section of shipping
in the world, and althongh in part he was operating some * old
German tobs,” as he termed them, 21 years old, which he said
no man could operate at a profit anywhere, yet with a few good
vessels he has been operating the fleet at a substantial profit,
and that, too, under the worst depression in the history of
shipping and in competition with the strongest maritime na-
tions on earth.

Mr. EDMONDS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee., Oh, I know the gentleman from
Pennsylvania is going to say that that did not include interest
on the investment.

Mr, EDMONDS And depreciation and advertising.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. It included advertising. Mr. Ross-
bottom said that it did include advertising, but the profits he
reported did not deduct anything for interest and depreciation.
But the profit was sufficient to count and overcome interest and
depreciation and still leave a profit, and he said if they would
give him all the fleet like some of the ships he had he would
not take off his hat to any nation on earth under any condi-
tions. [Applause.]

You will find these facts fully stated in the hearings, and
in this connection I want to say that if every Member of the
Hounse would read the hearings from beginning t. end I know
that this bill would not have anv more chance of passage
through this House than the proverbial snowball.

Mr, J. M. NELSON, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes.

Mr. J. M. NELSON. I wish the gentleman would tell the
experience that Mr. Rossbottom has had. i

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I am going to state that in connec-
tion with what I think ought to be done to meet the situation.
Now, remember that although the Shipping Board is operating
only about 13 ships directly and all the others are operated by
managing agents who are operating them on a commission
basis, each and every one having its own organization, yet the
Shipping Board, according to information they furnished the
Appropriations Committee, had 8.280 employees. Oh, I tell you,
my friends, the trouble is there. This political job house in
which they persist in paying such high salaries——

Mr, EDMONDS, Will the gentleman yield? On November
15 there were 4,079 employees, I know the gentleman does
not want to make a mistake. J

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, I do not want to make a mistake,
but I do not concede those figures. I have seen no statement to
that effect and it is contrary to the ones I have seen. No claim
of reduction was made at the hearings when Chairman Lasker
and others were asked why they had been unable to reduce the
number of employees in view of the fact that such a large num-
ber of ships had been laid up. I know that they have discharged
a great many employees down there, but they have filled their
places with deserving Republicans,

A Memeer, I hope that is so.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I am sure many of you gentlemen
who are hoping it is so are helping to bring it about. That is
all right; that is politics. I am discussing the facts. I am
showing the frouble is not in the operation of vessels, but the
trouble is that they have an extravagant organization. All the
work that is necessary to be done by the Shipping Board can be
better performed by less than a thousand men, That is the
trouble, and if you want to clean house, there is the place to
begin

Now, what else? What will happen if we pass this bill with
regard to the reduction in expenses? Will this $50,000,000 ex-
penditure stop by the operation of this bill? I say nearly all
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of it onght to stop whether this bill passes or not. But right
in that connection I want to say that I believe any fair-minded
man who will carefully read the provisions of this bill will agree
with me that there are more functions imposed upon the Ship-
ping Board in the pending bill than are imposed upon them by
existing law. It will take a larger force of permanent em-
ployees to carry out the provisions of this bill than are actually
required to perform the present services. It will not reduce the
number of employees.

Chairman Lasker was asked why it was that there had not
been a reduction in Shipping Board expenses in view of the
fact that there had been a large reduction in the number of ship
operations. I read from the hearings:

Mr. DAvis. Well, you are only operating less than one-third of the

1 !
“i'i?.%‘i?ﬁs. Well, as a business man, you know this: That whether

we are operating 400 ships or 1,200 ships, there isn't much difference
in your overheaﬁ. ;

That is some of the business acumen displayed. Of course
we emphatieally denied that. Now listen further:

Mr. DAVIS. Bven under the operation of this law, and at least until
the ships that are sold on t.me are pald for, will it not be necessary
to continue & very substantial Shipping Board force?

Mr. LASKER. 1 understand you to ask “until the ships are
paid for will it be necessary”? :

Mr. Davis. Yes,

Mr, Lasgen. The answer to that is no; bot if your guestion means
as long as we have to operate the ships, where we have to keep sub-
stantially the same organization as now, the arswer is yes.

Now, it being conceded that the present expenses of the
Shipping Board will continue until our ships are disposed of
and the Shipping Board ceases to have any of same operated,
" the query naturally arises as to when that time will arrive,
and when there will be no longer any operations under the
supervision of the Shipping Board. During the cross-examina-
tion of Mr. Lasker he made the following statement:

1t will be a good many years before we do not have any stuff left,
with most favorable legislation. I want to make it plain here that
1 do not think the proposed legislation is going to, by the wave of
a magic wand, give us a merchant marine.

In his original statement at the hearings, Chairman Lasker,

said:

The Shipping Board wishes to emphasize to dvmu- committee and to
Congress that world shipp is now more depressed than it ever
has been in proportion to world tonnage.

We believe that of the 700 good freight ships we have, the Shipping
Board would feel very happy if, within 80 months from the time
of the passage of this bill, it could dispose of sufficient ships to take
care of the rontes it is now operating and put the Emergency Fleet
Corporation out of business as an operating comphny.

He makes no prediction as to the disposition of the remainder
of the 1,700 vessels owned by the Shipping Board. The follow-
ing also occurred on the cross-examination of Mr, Lasker:

Mr, Davis, Now, you stated yesterday that if this bill should pass

ou estimated it would take S0 months within which to dispose of

e 400 vessels owned by the Shipping Board now in operation. I
want to ask yon how long it would take you to dis of the balance
of the Government fleet and other athp tg property?

Mr. Lasger, That {8 a very difficult thing to answer, First, we
would have to solve what is to be done with the figures 5,000,000
dead weight of guestionable ships, because ds long as they are in
existenee it hangs as a pali over the whole market for the gwd ships,
and whefher or no tke last 800 would sell very fast would be deter-
mined by world conditions, on the one hand, and how soccessinl we
were in %uﬂd!ng up an American merchant marine, on the other hand.

It will be noted that Mr. Lasker does not even pretend to say
how many years it would take to dispose of those that are not
now in operation on trade routes. If Mr. Lasker, the zealous
‘father and champion of the bill, is unwilling to say upon cross-
examination that this expense would stop under 30 months, at
best, and then only in part, I want to ask you in all fairness
if he did not impose upon the President when he led him to
believe and to make the statement to this Congress, which I
think the President did in all sincerity, that the passage of this
bill would stop this $50,000,000 annual loss? [Applause.]

WILL NOT CAUSE SALE OF SHIPS.

However, my conclusion is not only conceded by Lasker,
but it is proven by numerous other proponents of this bill, and
I want to eall your attention to the faet that Winthrop L.
Marvin, the general manager of the American Steamship Own-
ers’ Association, who bas taken a more active interest toward
procuring the passage of this bill than any man except Chair-
man Lasker, testified at the hearings and gave, perhaps, the
most favorable testimony as to what effect the passage of this
bill would have upon promoting the sale of our vessels; and I
want to read briefly from the hearings on that point:

Mr. Brigas. Now, do you feel that the policy of pushing those ships
upon the market for sale, to get them in the hands of private operation
and the Government out of the business, even after the passage of this
bill, will result in any material increase In the price of those ships?

Mr., MaeviN. That can not be answered Yes or no, very easily. If
general world conditions improve, if the volume of returns to
normal, it is possible—and, indeed, probable—that there will be an
appreciation in the world price of !.ilpl. :

Right in that connection I want to say that the Shipping
Board is already offering these ships at specified prices, and
at prices about a third or a fourth or a fifth, not of what the
ships cost, but of what they would have cost nunder normal con-
ditions before the war, and of what they will cost when condi-
tions again become normal; and no member or representative
of the Shipping Board indicated that they even expected to ask
for more after the passage of this bill, but, on the other hand,
stated the opposite. Therefore, do not delude yourselves into
the belief that the Government will ask or get any higher prices
after the passage of this bill i :

Right along the line of what Mr, Marvin said about world
conditions, I want to make this assertion, without the fear of
contradiction, that no subsidy, no Government aid, can increase
commerce. It can not produce a single ton of freight, and ships
can not be operated successfully or profitably without com-
merce to carry unless you propose to pay sufficient subsidies to
justify them to operate in ballast. This fact was recognized
by the majority report on this bill, which states:

Fundamentally, the existence of a merchant marine is dependent
upon actual carrying of cargo. All privileges, economies, and aids,
ﬁgtv;‘l‘tlﬁ;aréggfo ;::n?ltai:m;;: sct;ci-.rrg”w 01;‘ fa ureTgf a mngc?ﬁ.nt ship,
does the vessel become a producer. e Tpes TS oL olz,

The difficulty is not a lack of subsidies, but a lack of cargoes,
due to diminished commerce.

Let us read further from the hearings:

Mr. BriGes. What I am asking you is, even if the bill should pass
as suggested, whether ]y]‘cm think there would be really any substantial
increase in the price the fleet would bring? Some gentlemen seem to
think so. 1 am asking your opinion about that.

Mr. MARrvIX. With no sebstantial improvement in,world trade con-
ditions, I am of the Lgf;r.llon——no man can be absolutely certain——

Mr. Briees. Certa
Mr. MarvIX. But 1 am of the opinion that the passage of this bill
a substantial pro-

will insure in a reasonably short time the sale o
portion of the good cargo steamers of the Shipping Board at prices
comparable with the fgwsent-dny world market price of such ships, of

$25 to $35 a dead-weight ton,
Mr. Br1GGS. When you say a substantial i1;:‘0];)01*1:191:, what do youm
? Just put that in concrete terma,

, and of the good ships
Mr. MARVIN, Some lumtﬁ?ec:l'J thousand tons of cargo ships,

A ?.;“Jﬁ??e Avet Imiﬁmgn rath t
B thous&ndeto'ns. ad rather not pame any specific number of

So here is one of the chief advocates of this bill, a man on a
salary paid by the American Steamship Owners’ Association,
that is pressing this legislation, who, when put to the test on
cross-examination, would not go any further than to say that
if this bill passed and if world conditions improved he thought
that within a reasonable length of timeé some hundred thousand
tons could be sold at the low prices which he named.

Mr. J. M, NELSON. And out of how many?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Out of over 10,000,000 tons that
the Government owns, not counting the wooden ships. I am
now quoting their own witnesses, It is not necessary to refer
to the illuminative and convincing and irrefutable testimony in-
troduced by the opponents of the bill. No legislation which you
pass will get the Government out of business, will promote a
sale of ships at any price worth while, until world conditions
improve.

The Government ought to do just what any prudent busi-
ness man would do when, according to the testimony of all
who have testified on the subject, there is now no sale for ships
because there is no use for them. If is no time to throw them
upon the market in order to be gobbled up at sacrifice prices
by a syndicate which will later sell them at advanced prices
when conditions do improve. Their own witnesses repeatedly
said what I am saying. J, B. Smull, one of the $35,000 experts,
said before the Committee on Appropriations that * there is no
possibility of selling the boats at any price,” and he further
stated that the time when they could sell the boats would
arrive when financial conditions improved. Even Chairman
Lasker sald at those same hearings that “ you can not give a
ship away to-day; I mean that literally, if a man must pay the
cost of operation.” Before the Committee on Appropriations
about a year ago Mr. Lasker further said, before this subsidy
bug had gotten into his system:

When the world’s shipping gets buoyant the avarice of men will
make them want to inerease their fleets, and we will sell the ships,
and that day ls sure to come ; and the Government has got to keep the
ships th:g and put confidence either in ourselves or some others to
kegg them yoing as efficiently as can be under the circumstances, until
such time arrives.

In an address last year Mr. James A. Farrell, president of
the United States Steel Corporation, whom the President first
wanted to be chairman of the Shipping Board, said:

It is guestionable whether under present conditions any considerable
tonnage could be sold except at a sa whith is not warranted,

a revival of busimess in foreign markets, and considering the
m cost of maintenance laid up.m a i
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Of course, there has been no appreciable improvement in
conditions, as recognized by Chairman Lasker at the hearings
on this bill when he stated:

At the present time there is, by and large, no market for our vast
tonnage. e can not sell ships to-day at all.

Lasker further stated at the hearings on this bill:

While world trade is at the moment at its lowest, the time will come
when trade will expand. ‘

Aftention is also called to the following quotations from the
large study prepared and distributed under the direction of the
Shipping Board in behalf of this bill, fo wit:

One of the most difficult problems confronting the Shipping Board
is the sale and transfer of Government-owned ships to private owners.
The task has been made especially difficult by the present world-wide
depression in industry and by the rar e overproduction of ships. These
two important factors have delayed the sale of Government-owned
tonnage to such a deﬁree that anl{ a few ships have been sold in the
18 months that have elapsed since the pnsaase of the Jones Act. * * *

The present depression in shi?ping will doobtless continue for sey-
eral years, Ships can not, therefore, be sold except at very low prices,
as is evidenced by the low prices at which privately owned British
tonnage and a few Shipping Board ships have been sold in recent
months. * * *

W. J. Love, vice president of the Emergency Fleet Corpora-
tion, in charge of traflic, and one of the $35,000 experts, stated
at the hearings:

The foreign lines have been hit just as well as we have, and, while
they have not abandoned a single essential route or gervice that they
covered prior to 1914, they are reducing their tonnage in keeping with
reduced revenue and volume of cargo moving.

There is a large amount of idle tonnage all over the world.
France pays the most liberal subsidies of any nation, and yet
on March 1 one-third of her tonnage was laid up. Sixty-five
per cent of Itallan, 50 per cent of Belgian, 40 per cent of
Danish, 40 per cent of Swedish, 38 per cent of Spanish, and
25 per cent of Greek merchant tonnage are laid up. A large
amount of Japanese tonnage is idle, but the exact figures are
not available. Great Britain, which pays no subsidies, and
whose seamen receive the largest wages of any country ex-
cept the United States, has the smallest percentage of idle
tonnage—I believe abont 10 per cent—except that there is prob-
ably a smaller percentage of idle German tonnage, although
their entire fleet is very small. Italy, which pays the lowest
wages of any country except the oriental countries, has the
largest percentage of idle tonnage, although she pays ship
subsidies.

However, even if the passage of this bill would result in the
immediate sale of our ships at the hoped-for price of $200,-
000,000, it would be the costliest sale imaginable, as the sub-
sidies and aids provided in the bill would cost more in three
years than such $200,000,000, not to speak of the $125,000,000
loan at 2 per cent interest for at least 15 years, and the fur-
ther fact that the annual cost of at least $75,000,000 would con-
tinue indefinitely. The argument that the passage of this bill
is necessary in order to enable us to sell the fleet is without
merit, either from the standpoint of fact or economy. From
the standpoint of economy it would be infinitely cheaper to
absolutely give the ships away in the first instance than to sell
them for the insignificant sum of $200,000,000 and pass this
bill involving the enormous permanent expenditure which -it
would entail

CHARGES UPOXN THE PUBLIC TREASURY IMPOSED BY THIS BILL.

It has been repeatedly asserted that if this bill should pass
the cost the first year would be only about $15,000,000, and
thereafter about $30,000,000 annually. Even the President in
his recent message repeated this assertion in substance. While
such assertions doubtless have reference alone to the voyage
subsidies, and therefore constitute only half truths, in view of
the various other burdens upon the Treasury imposed by the
bill, yet such an assertion is very inaccurate even as applied
to voyage subsidies alone.

As fully appears on pages 239 to 241 and 273 of the hearings,
Chairman Lasker admitted that if this bill should pass and its
provisions get into full operation, certain specified provisions
of the bill would impose a direct charge on the Public Treasury
of $52,000,000, and this did not inelude certain provisions, the
cost of which he was unwilling to estimate,

This bill ereates a “ merchant marine fund " for the payment
of the voyage subsidies, * which shall be subject to with-
drawal by the United States Shipping Board on requisition
approved by the chairman of the board.” This fund is to be
derived from 10 per cent of our custom receipts, which Chair-
man Lasker estimated will amount to about $30,000,000 per an-
num; by tonnage taxes, which he estimated will amount to
about $4,000,000 per annum; and by the amounts which would
otherwise be paid for carrying the mails, which he estimated
at $5,000,000; making a total of $39,000,000; and all of which

amounts the Secretary of the Treasury is directed to pay into
said merchant marine fund without any appropriation by
Congress. 3

Since Chairman Lasker thus testified, the bill has been
changed so as to not cover the amount which would otherwise
be paid for ocean postage into the merchant marine fund, but
such is to be pald direct for carrying the mails, which thus in-
creases the pay to the shipowners to the extent of about

Attention is called to the fact that the Secretary of the
Treasury is directed by the provisions of the bill to annually
pay into said merchant marine fund 10 per cent of custom re-
ceipts and all of the tonnage taxes, and the only way such
funds can be paid out is upon vouchers signed by the chairman
of the Shipping Board for the payment of subsidies. The fund
is cumulative. The burden upon the Public Treasury consists
of the amount paid into said fund, regardless of the fact as to
whether all of same should be paid out the first year or any
year. However, in view of the fact that the Shipping Board
has the power to double the basic subsidies provided in the bill,
and in view of the fact that the shipowners contended at the
hearings that the subsidies provided were not sufficient, we
may rest assured that the amounts paid into the merchant ma-
rine fund will be paid out for subsidies.

Another direct charge on the Public Treasury is involved in
the provision authorizing deductions from net Federal income
taxes of 5 per cent of the freight pald on goods imported or
exported in American-flag vessels, which Chairman Lasker and
the Shipping Board report estimate would amount to about
$10,000,000 per annum when the program gets into operation:
as a matter of fact, it would amount to much more than that,

Mr. Lasker also conceded that in lending the $125,000,000 at
2 per cent interest the Government would be losing at least
24 per cent, which would amount to $3,125,000 per annum. Fur- *
thermore, the 2 per cent interest, amounting to $2,500,000
annually, if collected, will go into this loan fund and not the
General Treasury,

It will be noted that these different items involving a direct
charge on the Treasury aggregate $52,125,000, according to Mr.
Lasker's admissions and figures, and not including the $2,500,000
annual interest, which should also be counted. :

Lasker's estimate of $30,000,000 from 10 per cent on import
duties was predicated upon the supposition that such import
duties would amount to $300,000,000 per annum, whereas it is
estimated by Treasury experts that under the operation of the
recently enacted tariff act such revenues will amount to $450, -
000,000 per annum, so that this item should be increased from
$30,000.000 to $45.000,000. Accepting Lasker's figures on the
other items, all of which are entirely too low, and also adding
the 2 per cent interest on the loan fund, which would go into
the loan fund instead of the General Treasury, we have a total
cost of $69,625,000 per annum under the above-mentioned items.

Furthermore, this bill exempts the operators or vessels from
the payment of “war-profits and excess-profits taxes imposed
by Title IIT of the revenue act of 1918 or any and all taxes
on income, corporate or individual, imposed by the revenue act
of 1921, or by any subsequent revenue act, an amount equivalent
to the net earnings of such vessel during such taxable year,”
provided the owner “invests or sets aside in a trust fund for
investment " for the construction of new vessels.

The bill further provides for the exemption from taxation of
the profits made upon the sale of vessels built prior to January
1, 1914, provided such owner “invests or sets aside in a trust
fund for investment for the building of new vessels.,” I do not
know why this advantage is accorded to privately owned ves-
sels but not to those built by the Shipping Board,

Of course, it is impossible to state the extent of the charge
upon the Public Treasury of these tax exemptions and none of
the representatives of the Shipping Board would give any esti-
mate thereon.

The bill further provides for the elimination of the Army and
Navy fransports so as to require our troops, munitions, and
supplies to be carried in privately owned vessels without any
distinction in time of war. Chairman Lasker and the Shipping
Board report estimated that the income to privately owned
ships from this source would amount to $7.500,000 per annum
in the Pacific alone; of which amount they state that approxi-
mafely $5,000,000 would be net profit to the ship operators. It
will be noted that this amount does not include the Army and

.Navy transport service to the Canal Zone, Porto Rico, the Virgin

Islands, Haiti, and so forth,

One of the provisions of the bill provides that 50 per cent
of the immigrants to this country shall be transported in Ameri-
can vessels, Mr., Thomas H., Rossbottom, a representative of
the Shipping Board, who testified at the hearings, estimated
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that under the present 3 per cent quota law “ this traffic would
give the transporting companies a gross income of $17,600,000
per year, of which one-half, or $8,800,000 should come to Ameri-
can owners,” He further stated that one-half of this sum would
be net profit.

There are other indirect aids carried in the bill, which I shall
not now discuss.

However, Lasker stated at the hearings that the indirect aids
provided in the bill were of much greater value than the direct
aids. |

Wherefore, as previously stated, it is a conservative estimate
to state that this bill would constitute a direct eharge upon the
Public Treasury of at least §75,000,000 per annum, not to speak
of additional costs to the Ameriean public,

1 have quoted the estimates made by the proponents of the
bill with regard to the cost to the American people. Their
estimates are entirely too low. The charges upon the Publie
Treasury which would accrue from the operation of this bill
may be fairly and conservatively estimated as follows:

10 per cent of customs duties $45, 000, 000
Tonnage taxes 4, 400, 000
QOeean postage 5, 000, 000
Rebate on income taxes of 5 135, 000, 000
exemption

er eent of ocean freight____

Ship operators’ m all Federal taxes on

profits, incomes, ete .- - 4 15, 000, 000
Exemption from taxation of the prefits upon sale of cer-
Lt T T e e e o (1)
Additional expense for. Army and Navy transport serviee_ 5, 000, 000
89, 400, 000

The difference between the proponents of this bill and those
of us opposing it is this: We are in favor of the Government
getting out of the business; but when the Government gets out
we want it to get out entirely. We do not want it to stay in
there to the extent of maintaining a tremendous and expensive
force of employees to perform the different functions enumer-
ated in the bill. We do not want the Government to stay in
it to the extent of at least $75,000,000 additional burdens of
taxes upon the American people,

AGAINST INTERESTS OF FARMERS.

I revert for a moment to the lesson taught in the recent
election. The majority floor leader is reputed in the Washing-
ton Times of the 16th instant to have given out an interview
in which he said in substance that the farmers had defeated
- the Republican Party in the recent election, and that “the
closer a candidate was to the administration the harder he got
hit.” He goes on to explain, according to this interview, that
the farmers did it because they were discontented and dis-
satisfied with their intolerable condition, They were protesting
against the burdens of taxation and the conditions which have
obtained in regard to agriculture during the past two years.
Yes; that is true. We all know the prostrate condition of
agriculture. .

The President himself recognized it but not to the extent of
calling an extra session to relieve that prostrate condition,
although our agricultural element constitutes nearly half of our
population, the bone and sinew of our country, and our chief
and only absolutely necessary industry. Yes, they cry out for
relief, and the answer is that instead of relieving them of
some of the tax burdens you will impose upon them additional
and very large tax burdens. They asked for bread and they
are handed a stone. They asked for fish and they have been
handed a serpent. Buf one of the most ridiculous arguments
made in behalf of this bill is that it is in the interest of the
farmer. However, it being apparent that it is not deceiving
the farmer any more than the claim that this bill was in the
interest of labor is deceiving labor, the proponents of this
bill, many of them, have lost their temper and are indulging
in criticism of the farmers because they say, “You have got
your subsidies and now you are complaining at the Shipping
Trust getting theirs.” Different speakers, even including the
President in his address, have referred to the pitiably small
appropriations that have been made from year to year in the
interest of agriculture. This great industry, constituting such
a large proportion of our population, has been given less con-
sideration by the American Congress than any other class or
industry in it. Out of the billions and billions of dollars of
annual appropriations the appropriations for agriculture are
$25,000,000 or $30,000,000 a year, and they are prating of that,
and now in the next breath they say that this bill is in the
interest of the farmer. I deny it. I say that it will impose
additional burdens upon the farmer not only without helping
him but without any ‘intention of the framers to help him,
This bill is not in the interest of commerce, this bill is not
in the interest of the cargo carriers, This bill is in the in-

2 Can not estimate,

terest alone of the palatial ocean greyhounds, which eross the
seas for the comfort of those who are able to travel abroad,

Mr. HIMES. Will the gentleman yield? :

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Why do I say that—I think I
will answer the gentleman's question, if he will pardon me for
a moment, and then I will yield,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. 1 will. :

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, It has always been my im-
pression that the theory upon which appropriations for agri-
culture are made is that they are not made for the benefit of
the farmer alone, but were made in an effort to increase pro-
duction.

. Et: DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes; and reduce the cost of pro-
uction,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Of those things essential, the
food and clothing of the world.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Absolutely,

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. And thereby try to benefit all
the people. I do not think that the appropriations for agri-
cultural purpeses: can' in any proper manner be dubbed a
subsidy of any private or speeial interest,

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. My distinguished colleague is
absolutely correct, None of the things they cite constitutes a
subsidy. They are in the interest of all of the people and not
in the interest of individuals, absolutely not. They are in no
sense a subsidy or.bounty.

Mr. EDMONDS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. In Just a moment. I was refer-
ring to the ridiculously small amount of appropriation of
these particular classes, and as suggested by my colleague
the thing that is in the interest of agricultural production is
in the interest of every man, woman, and echild of America,
?“;“ﬁe: each and all of them are consumers of farm products.

yie

Mr. EDMONDS, Who receives the financial benefit of the
agrieultural subsidies?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Well, those who sell their goods
to the farmer receive about all he makes, because the farmer
receives less upon his investment and in return for his labor
than any other class of people in America, [Applause. ]

However, there have been no agricultural subsidies,

Mr. J. M. NELSON. Before the gentleman proceeds further
along that line I want to ask him a question,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. If the gentleman will permit,
not a dollar appropriated for agriculture goes directly to any
farmer. The money is used for the  purpose of employing edu-
cators, publishing literature, and matters of that sort. It is
not taking money out of the Treasury and giving it to the
farmer, .

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Certainly not. And it is for
studying diseases in order to increase production of the erops
and to make the production correspondingly cheaper.
yﬁhll‘;:! J. M. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

e

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes.

NO BEDUCTION OF OCBAN FREIGHT RATES.

Mr. J. M. NELSON, In this connection, what will be the
effect of eliminating competition in freight for farmers on
produets that go to Liverpool?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. There is not any assurance, not
even a claim, by any of the propenents of the bill that these
subsidies and burdens upon the people will result in any reduc-
tion of ocean freight rates. On the other hand, it is predicated
upon the alleged basis that it is necessary to pay these subsidies
in order to equalize them; and, more than that, I want to say
that Chairman Lasker at the hearings called attention to the
fact, in explaining the benefit of the provision which permits
shippers in American bottoms to deduct 5 per cent of their
freight money paid from their income taxes—I say, in discuss-
ing the benefits of that Chairman Lasker said that the shipper
could afford to pay 4 per cent more freight for carrying in an
American bottom than he would have to pay for carrying in a
foreign bottom and still save 1 per cent. There is no provision
in this bill providing for the regulation of ocean freight rates,

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, the time of the gentle-
man from Tennessee will expire in 2 minutes. I desire to
extend to him 30 minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the time of the gen-
tleman from Tennessee will be extended for 30 minutes. The
Chair hears no objection.

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman permit a
brief question? I want to ask it now, because I must leave the
Chamber presently.

Mr, DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes.
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Mr. HIMES. In the very interesting argument of the gentle-
man it seems to me the outstanding point that he is trying to
make is that the $50,000,000 expense will not cease immediately.
Does not the gentleman believe that after a period of years the
Government and the taxpayers will be saved a considerable
amount? 1 know, having served with the gentleman on a com-
mittee, that he is frank, and I ask him that question, whether
money will not eventually be saved in a period of years as the
result of this subsidy?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. No; because the passage of this
bill will not only not eliminate the Shipping Board expenses
but will impose very heavy additional burdens that will con-
tinue indefinitely, as I have heretofore explained. And in that
connection I want to warn those of you who may be deluded
in the idea that if this policy is once fastened on the American
people it will be only temporary. That is not the history of
such things. It is not the purpose of the proponents, and it
will not be the result,

However, I want to get back to the proposition I was dis-
cussing, and that is this, that this bill is not designed in the
jnterest of commerce nor in the interest of the farmer. Under
the provisions of this bill the direct subsidies, the voyage sub-
sidies, are from one-half cent to 2.6 cents per ton for 100 miles
traveled. The increase in subsidy is effected by increased
speed. Seventy-five per cent or over of the world’s commerce
is carried in tramp cargo steamers of about 5,000 to 7,000 gross
tons and of 8 or 9 or 10 knots speed, and a ship must have
12 knots speed before it can get in excess of the one-half cent,

TTomer I.. Ferguson, one of the witnesses for the Shipping
Board, and R. T, Merrill, their star witness, in fact their
“pinch " witness, both testified that an ordinary 5000 gross
ton cargo steamer under 12 knots speed running on regular
time would draw $7.500 annual subsidy. A 7,000-ton ship of
the same kind, which would be about 10,500 tons dead weight,
would draw $10,500 subsidy per annum; a comparatively small
sum in the year's operation of a ship. And various witnesses
appeared in behalf of the bill who testified that if you are going
to pay subsidies, that is not nearly enough for the cargo steamers,
the ones that carry the farm products and the commerce of
the world, and which meet the sharpest competition,

Now, what is this bill for? It is admitted that the $125.-
000,000 fund to be loaned at 2 per cent Interest is to go for
the construction of ofher classes of ships, and it is conceded
that most of the voyage subsidies will go to other than these
cargo steamers. You have seen it stated in the press from
Chairman Lasker and others that negotiations are under way
for the censtruction of two 1,000-foot passenger liners, each
of 70,000 gross tons, the largest in the world, their construction
being contingent upon the passage of the pending bill. It is en-
tirely possible that these ships may be constructed, as under the
provisions of the Lasker subsidy bill the owners could borrow
two-thirds of the cost of construction on 15 years’ time and at 2
per cent annual interest. Then under the provisions of this bill
those ships would be entitled to more than $4,000,000 annually,
according to the basic subsidies, and twice that amount if the
Shipping Board doubles the basic subsidies, under the dis-
cretion lodged in them by the pending bill; so that the two
ghips would be entitled to more than $60,000,000 in voyage
subsidies during the 15-year period, and $120,000,000 if such
subsidies were doubled by the Shipping board. Also they
would be exempt from the payment of all Federal taxes, pro-
vided they set same aside for reinvestment. And they would
be entitled also to various other benefits under this bill.

Take the Leviathan, of 54,000 tons, which Mr. Merrill, the
Shipping Board witness to whom I referred, conceded at the
hearing would be entitled to more than $800,000 voyage subsidy
annually, according to the basic rates, and twice that if doubled.
I say that he is entirely too conservative, as anybody can see by
taking a pencil aud a piece of paper and figuring out what it
would be entitled to. Of course these are large vessels that I
am talking about, but there are numerous passenger vessels
already in existence that would be entitled to subsidies of one-
half or one-third or one-fourth as much as these, And who
would use them? Who would travel upon these palatial steam-
ers? None except the very wealthy. How many farmers would
bé able to travel upon them?

I have referred to the subsidy that would be received by
5,000 to 7,000 gross-ton cargo vessels, which would be about 50
per cent more dead-weight tonnage. These two giant liners
would be entitled under the provisions of the Lasker hill to
basic subsidies equal to that received by 522 5,000-gross-ton
cargo steamers, or 389 7,000-gross-ton eargo steamers, with an
ageregate tonnage of 2,660,000 gross tons. If the subsidies of
the said liners were doubled, as could be done, and the eargo
vessels received the basic subsidy, the bounties received by the

two large passenger vessels would equa: the subsidies received
by 1,064 of the 5,000-ton or 760 of the T7.000-ton eargo steamers
with an aggregate tonnage of 5,320,000 gross tons or about
7,750,000 dead-weight tons.

In other words, under the basie subsidies provided in the
bill for the different classes of vessels these two large liners
would be entitled to over half as much subsidy as the entire
Government fleet of cargo vessels, and if the 3hipping Board
should exercise their discretion of doubling these subsidies to
the two liners they would receive as much as all of the cargo
vessels, fizured upon the basie rate to which they are entitled.

The pending bill is thus framed in spite of the fact that it was
conclusively shown at the hearings that American passenger
vessels labor at a less disadvantage than do eargo vessels, ac-
cording to the admission of the witnesses introduced by the
Shipping Board and controverted by no man. Now, this is the
way that this bill is drafted in the interest of the farmers!

PACIFIC MAIL SCANDAL,

Right on the question of those two liners I want to call your
attention teo something. In this connection I want to make
this assertion, that if this bill becomes a law—I do not think
it will—there will result the worst scandal in the histery of
the American Republic. Bad as subsidies are in prineiple, they
have proven worse in practice; and with the enormous powers
and opportunities which this bill confers upon the Shipping
Board and which they are zealously seeking, and which they
have steadfastly refused to yield in any particular, I repeat
my statement, But yon may say, * You are extravagant in your
assertions.” But, my friends, we have something in our his-
tory to which I wish to call your attention at this time. I
referred to it on the last day of the last session. I read from
two standard authorities, Meeker's History of Shipping Subsi-
dies and Grosvenor M, Jones's Government Aid to Merchant
Shipping. Both these gentlemen were then and are now United
States officials. On pages 40 and 41 of Jones’s Government Aid
to Merchant Shipping appears the following:

In 1872 the Paclfic Mail Steamship Co. proposed the establishment
of another monthly mail steamship glne to Cginn and Japan for an
additional subvention of $500,000 per year. After much debate Con-

ss adopted the proposal and a contract to that effect was entered
nto. This contract, however, was abrogated by act of March 3,
1875, after it was discovered that the law had been passed as a result
of corruption and the company had failed to carry out its part of
the agreement.

During this period, however, the policy of granting mail subven-
tions received a deathblow. The disclpsures as to the tenance
of a corrupt lobby to secure congressional approval of the second
Pacific Mail contract left such an unfavorable impression upon the
popular mind that no seripus attempt was made to institute subven-
tion payments for at least 10 years,

And Meeker's History of Shipping Subsidies, on pages 160
and 161, discusses the same subject as follows:

In 1872 the Pacific Mail Co. offered to run another monthly service
to China and Japan for an additional $500,000 a year. With consider-
able difficulty a bill authorizing such a contract was sed by Congress
June 1, 1872, In 1874 it was discovered that ‘hrl.E::y hady been em-
ployed to secure the passage of the measure. It was proven that the
company had spent agmt 1,000,000 te push the bill through Confress.
The new contract was abrogated by the Government because the
improper methods used in gaining the necessary legislation, and the
subsequent failure of the company to fulfill the conditions of the said
contract. (House Doc. No. 598, Cong., 2d sess. ; miscel. does. Nos.
T4 and 255 : House Doc. No 268, 43d Cong., 1st seu.'}

The official documents here cited embody the proof taken upon
the congressional investigation proving these facts. Here one
company spent a million dollars in order to corruptly procure
the passage of & bill which gave them a contract for carrying
the mails, for actual service, which paid them only $500,000 a
year for 10 years. Yet this bill for the benefit of all of them
involves absolute bounties to the extent of at least $75,000,000
a year for an indefinite period—at least 10 or 15 years.

SYNDICATE OF SHIPPING BOARD OFFICIALS.

Bat g.olng back to what I started to discuss, I want to read
from the November 22, 1822, issue of the New York Tribune a
news item appearing on the shipping news page, as follows:
NEW SHIP SYNDICATE TO BUY UNITED STATES LINES GETS NEW BACKING—

PERSONNEL NOW SAID TO INCLUDE HOMER FERGUSON, J. B, SMULL, W. J,

LOVE, E. J, M'CORMACK, W. F. GIBRS, .

The personnei of the syndicate which proposes to buy the United
States lines from the Government as a going concern, and to form the
largest Atlantic upemtic!%g company, it was indicated yesterday, includes
E. J. McCormack, of McCormack & Moore ; W, F. Gibbs, naval architect ;
William_J. Love and J. Barstow Smull, of the Shipping Board, and
Homer Ferguson, of the Newport News Shipbuild & Dry Dock Co.

Reports circalated a month ago, when the kyndicate’s plan was first
broached, had it that either Mr, #wguson. Mr. Gibbs, m'ur Mr. Love, or
else Mr, McCormack, who is one of the operating directors of the United
States lines, and Mr. Gibbs were the promoters. The names of all five
have been linked together in the latest reports, making a strong com-
bination, Further strength of the syndicate was hinted by the regort
that the powerful Huntington estate interests were suppurt{nz Mr. Fer-

BOmn.

The syndicate's original plan, as submitted to Chalrman Lasker of
the Shipping Board, contemplated the taking over of the Leviathan, as
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well as of the fleet of the United States lines, and the building of two
palatial 1,000-foot liners for the Atlantic passenger trade, Agpro:l:t-
mately 200,000 tons of shipping would be represented in this deal. The
new company was said to plan a nominal capitalization of $5,000,000,
with the expectation that further substantial assistance would be re-
ceived from the Government through the Shipping Board.

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield right there?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes.

Mr. HARDY of Texas. The United States Line is the one
run by Rossbottom.

Mr, DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes. I was going to explain that.

Mr. HARDY of Texas. And that is the line we have made
a success of, and now they want to buy it.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes; and the Shipping Board ap-
parently wants to sell to them. The prospective purchasers
are reputed to largely control the policies of the Shipping
Board. Four of these five men mentioned are officers of the
Shipping Board, and two of them are receiving $35,000 a year
each. They are only to put up $5,000,000 for the purchase of
this fleet, which is the only one being directly operated by the
Government, and which, as Judge Harpy says, is being oper-
ated at a profit. In addition to these ships in operation they
also procure the Leviathan, which is being reconditioned by the
Shipping Board at an expense of $8,200,000, and then they are
to build by Government aid the two largest passenger steamers
in the world, and according to this report all that they put
up in order to get this valuable property is $5,000,000 in cash.

Mr. EDMONDS. Will the gentleman give the date of that
article that he just read?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. November 22, 1922, page 22 of the
New York Tribune.

Mr. EDMONDS. I simply wanted to know when this horri-
ble conspiracy was being hatched.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, This * horrible conspiracy” is
reported in the New York Tribune, which is supporting this
administration, and supporting this bill, and has so much inter-
est in the passage of the bill that they are sending every morn-
ing to the offices of all Congressmen copies of their paper
advocating the bill. [Applause,]

I want to say that it is a matter of common and persistent
report in shipping circles and among newspaper men and has
been published in the press, without giving names, that there is
already on foot a large syndicate to buy the balance of these
ships. You know that there was a good deal in the hearings on
the subject about a syndicate, and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Epmonps| indicated that was in his mind in
questions that he propounded to Winthrop L. Marvin.

Mr. EDMONDS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes.

Mr. EDMONDS. The gentleman from Pennsylvania knows
nothing about any of the syndicates and has no interest in
them.

Mr, DAVIS of Tennessee.
not say that he did.

Mr. EDMONDS, If my questions tended that way I want
gentlemen interested to understand that I know nothing about
it and that T had no idea of it. The gentleman from Tennessee
has said that we could not sell a ship, and now says we are
going to sell the whole of them. )

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Oh, you are going to sell them for
a price that would be a mere bagatelle of what the Government
could get if the Government would keep them until conditions
improve and when there will be use for them an the seas and
when there wonld be competition among buyers. If the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania questions what I said about his ques-
tiong I will be glad to turn to the testimony. I would not do
the gentleman an injustice for anything. Let the record speak
for itself. I read from page 1087 of the hearings, as follows:

Mr. EpMoNDS., A great many questions have been agsked here with re-
gard to the advertising of these ships. Wouldn't the natural result be
that if Congress absolutely required that these ships be advertised and
sold that they would be purchased probably by one syndicate? Wouldn't
there be a greater danger of creating a monopoly by that system of
gelling ships than to hold them in order to build up these special lines
that these people want continued to those ports?

Mr. MarviN, I believe nnythin§ like a forced and sudden sale would
increase the danger of a syndicate, although 1 don't conceive it within
the bounds of reasonable possibility that any syndieate will be organ-
ized to take over these shlgs.

Mr. Epmoxps. Suppose the Shipping Board should assume from the
action of this committee that we want them to sell these ships, and
they go out and advertise them, one man might bid for the whole shoot-
ing mateh, possibly, the highest price of anybody. Then the danger of
monopoly would be increased, of course?

Mr, Magvix, Greatly.

In this connection I also call attention to the statement of
H. H. Raymond, president of the American Steamsghip Owners’
Asgsociation, as follows:

Mr. Raxymoxp. I had the privilege of serving on a committee two or
three years ago—an advisory committee—with flve other experienced
men, known over the United tes as men of ability, one of whom has

1 assume that is true, and I did
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passed away, and we recommended at that time the sale of those ships
and a price for them. We conferred with every shipowner and others
that were interested in the purchase of ships, and even with bankers;
and at that time a syndicate could have been formed similar to what
was done in Great Britain, When Great Britain turned over to this
syndicate headed by Lord Inchcape—I do not know what his first name
was—a syndicate could have been formed to have taken the Shippin

Board fleet that was desirable out of the Government’'s hands sns
then disposed of it over the country. There was business then for
them, Twla{t there is no business. But I would have the courage to
believe that it could be determined what ships would be sold and
at a low price, that the aid that is here asked for, plus little additions
that we may ask for, could be had, you could have something concrete
to ﬁo before the banking communities of the Nation, and that this
syndicate could be formed a;b-aéin. and they would carry those people
that wanted to l:u:llyI them, I believe that; I do not know that it could
be done, but I believe it,

I also call attention to another probable result, as explained
by Mr. Raymond, as follows:

Mr. Briggs. Do you think, if the Government turns over its fleet
at once, as you said that it would require more vessels to be tied up
than are tied up now, or do you think it will mean any advantage in
releasing some that are now tied up?

Mr. Raymoxp. I think it probably might mean tying more of
them up.

As to whether the big shipowners or the financial interests
would take advantage of the Government, in the event the ships
were thrown on the market and sold under present depressed
conditions, I call attention to the following general opinion ex-
pressed even by Chairman Lasker in his original statement at
the hearings:

1 think we ooght to have the right to sell anywhere. 1 am not for a
private owner holding up the Government, and [ think the private
owner will do it if he gets a chance.

Mr. BEEDY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes,

Mr. BEEDY, I have listened with great interest to what the
gentleman has had to say, and I would like to know whether it
is his belief that if this bill is passed we are not to get out of
the shipping business—whether there is to be an immediate sale
and we are to get out of it entirely?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Under the provisions of this bill
we will not get out of it, whether we do or do not sell the
ships. The syndicate, if it buys them, will buy the cream and
will leave the balance of the fleet in the Government's hands.

Mr. BEEDY. If we sell all the ships——

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. They will not buy all the ships.
They will buy the eream,

Mr. BEEDY. I understood the gentleman to say that a syndi-
cate was being formed to buy all the ships.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I did not mean it literally if I
said it; they will buy all that they consider worth buying,
because it is claimed by the Shipping Board that of these ves-
sels gome are first class and others varying from worthless to
gzood, They would buy the ships at a fraction of their real value
and hold them for the rise in price and sell at a large profit.

Now, I had intended to discuss the legislative portion of the
seaman's act, the differential in wages, but it is impossible to
discuss all of these subjects; and on that question I respectfully
suggest to those who are sufficiently interested to go to the
bottom of it to read what we detail in our minority report on
that subject, and which shows that there is no differential
operating against the American shipowners on the wage or sub-
sistence question. I believe that will also be discussed by one
of my colleagues to-morrow. I want, however, to say that,
according to the report of the United States Commissioner of
Navigation for 1921, there was infinitely more variation in the
wages in the different ports of the United States for seamen
from 1895 to 1921 than there was at any time during that
period between the average wages in the United States and any
foreign country., You will find that in the hearings on pages
1908 to 1939,

I must leave all other subjects in order to do what T said I
wanted to do, give my idea of what the trouble is, in so far as
there is any trouble, and say what I think ought to be done in
regard to our merchant marine. 1 shall not be able to discuss it
as fully as I would like, but I will discuss it as fully as time
will permit.

AMERICA'S FORMER MARITIME PRESTIGE.

In the first place, I eall your attention to the historical fact
that up to the time of the Civil War the United States was a
great maritime nation, and when that war broke out the United
States had a merchant marine nearly 600,000 tons larger than
that of Great Britain, the next largest. This great American
merchant marine had heen established and maintained without
subsidies, Along in the fifties there were some contracts for
earrying the mail involving comparatively small payments to a
few passenger lines, but I think it is entirely proper, just as
we have been doing all along, to pay for the carriage of our
ocean  mails. It is just as legitimate to have a good ocean
mail service as it is to have a good land mail service. But
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that Is not a subsidy. It is sometimes called a subvention.
Prior to the Civil War America excelled them all in the con-
struction and operation of wooden vessels. They,sailed all the
seven seas, they carried a large portion of our commerce and
of the commerce between other nations, The shipping industry
was one of the few important industries of our young Nation,
and it offered a profitable field for the employment of American
eapital and labor. None of the nations could successfully com-
pete with us, although the American wages were one-third more
than the foreign wages. But that was a small item then, just
like it has always been and just as all unbiased experts declare.

However, there was a subsequent decline in our prestige on
the seas, arid I wish to discuss the reasons therefor.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee has expired.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, on the first extension of
time granted to the gentleman from Tennessee the Chair stated
that it eould be dorie unless there was objection to it

The CHAIRMAN, That is correct.

Mr. BANKHEAD, I understand that under the rule we
adopted the control of the time is divided up between the
majority and the minority.

The CHAIRMAN. It has always been held, so far as the
present occupant of the chair is aware, that in accordance
with the rules of the House no extension beyond an hour can be
made, exeept by unanimous consent, which, so far as the present
occupant of the chair now recalls, has always been granted.

Mr. BANKHEAD, Mr. Chairman, I am very anxious to ex-
tend further time to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Davis],
because he has given great study to this question. I wish to
extend to him the privilege of concluding his remarks, and I
am willing to yield him that time. Under the ruling of the
Chair eould T not do that, or does it require unanimous consent?

The CHAIRMAN, Since the gentleman has raised the ques-
tion. the Chair will refer to the rule very briefly and to the
decisions under the rule. In Rule XIV, second paragraph, it
is provided : 3
and no Member shall occupy more than one hour in debate on any

nit-:t::lla in the House or in committee, except as further provided in

The further provision in the rule is to be found in para-
graph 3, as follows:

The Member reporting the measure under consideration from a com-
mittee may open and close, where general debate has been had thereon ;
and if it shall extend beyond one day he shall be entitled to one hour
to close, notwithstanding he may have used an heur in opening.

This paragraph of the rule has no application here.

Mr, GARRETT of"Tennessee. Mr, Chairman, that, of course,
is taken from the general rules of the House, but we are now
operating under a special rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The rulings in the precedents have been
made largely under special rules and unanimous-consent agree-
ments. If the gentleman wishes to have the decisions cited, the
Chair will be very glad to do so.

By permission of the committee the Chair submits a number
of precedents in line with the ruling just indicated.

(Hinds' Precedents, section 5004.)

On May 13, 1896, the House was considering the contested-
election case of Rincher against Downing, and by unanimous
consent it had been agreed that the time should be divided
between the two sides and controlled by gentlemen representing
them, Mr. Edward D, Cooke, of Illinois, who controlled the
time on the side of the majority of the committee, having
yielded to Mr. James A. Connolly, of Illinois, such time as he
might desire, the latter in his remarks exceeded one hour,

Mr, William H. Moody, of Massachusetts, made the point of
order that the other side was entitled to the floor.

'iI{‘ihe Speaker pro tempore [James S. Sherman, of New York]
said: :

The Chair holds that the gentleman’s time has
The present occupant of the chair fails to find from the REcorp that
there was an absolute agreement as to unlimited time, There was
simpl{oan agreement not to fix any time, but to allow the time occu-
ﬁ%‘l be controlled on the onme side by the gentleman from Illinois

Cooke] and on_the other side by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. M J. Under the circumstances the time oceupied

ired. ® * *

by any particular Member would be goverued by the rules of the
ouse, and the gentleman from Illinois could have been ted but
one hour. He has exceeded that time; therefore his time expired,

and he can not proceed now unless by unanimous consent,

Several parliamentary inquiries having been made as to the
right of Mr. Cooke to yield unlimited time to Mr. Connolly,
thzia Speaker [Thomas B. Reed], who had resumed the chair,
said:

Whenever the time is under the control of two gentlemen on oppo-
site sides of the question it is always understood that it is under such
eontrol subject to the rules of the House, and the rule of the House
limits any Member to 60 minutes unless by unanimous consent it is
changed. (Hinds' Precedents, sec. 50035.)

On January 5, 1897, a bill to amend the postal laws relating
to second-class matter was under consideration in Commirtee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and the time
of debate had, by unanimous consent, been placed under the
control of Mr, Eugene I'. Loud, of California, on the one side,
and Mr. Lemuel E. Quigg, of New York, on the other,

Mr. Quigg having taken the floor and having at the end of
an hour been informed that one hour had expired, was pro-
ceeding when the Chairman informed him that he was proceed-
ing by unanimous consent.

Mr, Quigg thereupon made the point that he was proceeding
in his own time. The Chairman [Mr. James 8. Sherman] said:

But the gentleman could not, without the umanimous consent of
the committee, which had been given, occupy more than one hour.

On January T, 1807, the House was in Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union considering the Pacific
Railroad funding bill, and it had been arranged, by unani-
mous consent, that the time should be controlled by Mr. H.
Henry Powers, of Vermont, on the one side, and by Mr. Joel
D. Hubbard, of Missouri, on the other.

Mr. Powers, having taken the floor, was informed at the
end of one hour that his time had expired. Mr. Powers made
the point that he had entire control of the time on one side,

The Chairman [John A. T. Hull] said:

That is correct: but under the rules of the House, even where -
punlimited time is within the control of a Member, he is not allowed,
;ﬁe‘?t by unanimous consent, to occupy the floor for more than one

Under the rules of the House and the unbroken precedents,
so far as the present occupant of the chair has been able to
ascertain, the Chair holds that the gentleman can proceed only
by the unanimous consent of the committee,

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, under the ruling of the
Chair the gentleman from Tennessee has consumed an hour
and a half; and if I desire to extend him further time, do I
understand that I must ask unanimous consent?

The CHATRMAN, If no objection be made, it is tantamount
to unanimous consent.

Mr, BANKHEAD. Then I yield to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee such further time as he may desire.

The CHAIRMAN, Without ebjection, the time of the gen-
tleman from Tennessee may be extended for such time as he
may desire. [After a pause.] The Chair hears no objection.
Of course, the Chair would interpret this extension so as to
keep within the provisions of the special rule under which we
are proceeding,

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I wish to thank my colleague
[Mr. BaxkuEAD] for his extreme courtesy. Of course, Mr.
Chairman, we all understand there was a decline from the
former proud eminence occupied by the United States as a
maritime nation.

Mr. EDMONDS. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes.

Mr, EDMONDS. Of course, the gentleman knows that while
these ships were growing larger and stronger and doing good
work at sea, they were, of course, receiving a 10 per cent
preferential duty.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. No; I do not know any such
thing, except this, that up until 1815 there was a 10 per cent
preferential duty; but the United States Government became
so sick of that policy and its baneful effects that the American
Congress, by a unanimous vote both in the Senate and the
House, abandoned that position and adopted a policy of reci-
procity, under which that preferential duty was done away
with, and it was after that was done away with that we
reached what has been termed the “golden era in American
shipping.”

Mr. EDMONDS. And the merchant marine afterwards de-

clined.
CAUSES OF DECLINE.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I referred to the time up until
the Civil War and had started to discuss the decline. The
authorities on this subjeet are in substantial accord upon the
causes of the decline, and they are stated with substantial ac-
curacy in one of the reports made on the “ History of shipping
discriminations and on various forms of Government aid to
shipping ” compiled by the present Shipping Board.

A, In the first place there was the advent of steam, and
while American genius invented the steamboat, yet Americans
were g0 wedded to their fast wooden clippers, in the construe-
tion .and operation of which they had so long excelled the
world, that they clung to them too long with the result that
England outstripped us in the construction and operation of
steamships and also of iron ships which gradually replaced the
‘wooden sailers,
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B. Another cause of the decline was our tonnage destroyed
and transferred to foreign registry during the Civil War,

During that time a large amount of the American tonnage
was destroyed by one side or the other in that unfortunate
fratricidal contest, and, in addition, about 1,000,000 tons that
were under the American flag were transferred to foreign reg-
istry, chiefly the British, Because of those two things the
American merchant marine was greatly depleted and the
British merchant marine forged ahead. Then instead of trying
to remedy the situation the American Congress, perhaps in a
apirit of pique, in 1866 passed a bill preventing the reregistry
under the American flag of that enormous tonnage which had
transferred to foreign flags in order to prevent capture or de-
struction. Thus occurred what was one of the severest blows
that has ever happened to the American merchant marine, but
other things also have happened.

C. Beginning about that period, and this is enumerated in
gaid report of the Shipping Board, we find a third reason. The
board report correctly states that another very important cause
of the decline of our shipping lay in the fact that both labor
and capital had been attracted to other and more lucrative
fields of employment; that the opening of the West took the
interests of the United States away from navigation to the
internal development of the country, and that railways, manu-
facturing, and industries generally commanded higher rates of
return without the risks which were considered incidental to,
shipping. That situation has since continued to a very large
extent.

D. There is another reason assigned in this Shipping Board
report. It correctly states that “a most effective cause for the
decline was the protective tariff,” first mentioning the rates on
shipbuilding materials, which militated against American ship
construction. They then refer to the further fact that the
“ tariff has restricted the number and amount of cargoes that
American ships could bring from foreign ports,” and state,
“that condition will always be present in the face of a high
tarift.”” It was stated by the President in one of his messages,
and it has been stated by others in the hearings, including
Mr. Lasker, that before you can have a successful and a
profitable merchant marine you must have both incoming and
outgoing cargoes. Nobody disputes this truism. The situa-
tion is such that Mr. Lasker himself described it at the hear-
ings by saying that the tonnage of all exports to Furope is
three and a half times as much as our imports. The result
is that five-sevenths of the ship tonnage that goes over loaded
must come back in ballast or empty.

Now, I am not discussing the merits of the high protective
tariff. I am discussing what is recognized by all the au-
thorities on the subject as one of the chief causes that has
militated against an American merchant marine because it has
greatly reduced the importation of foreign products. M,
Lasker himself very properly recognized the situation at the
hearings when he said:

It is not a good thing for the Shigpin Board, it is not a good thing
for the ship operator, and it is not building up permanently one of the
main advantages, for the lack of which we suffer with an American
merchant marine, that while we have full ontgoing cargoes we have
not full incoming cargoes, or anythi like it. This is controversial.
Is it due to a high protective tarifft? nisdo not [propoae to get into that,
because the Shipping Board has to take the thing as it is.

Then he says it is a settled question, one party believing in
a high protective tariff and the other in a tariff for revenue
only. Now, this situation has been very greatly augmented by
the passage of the recent tariff bill. In other werds, we have
in Congress the very inconsistent policy of having passed one
law to prevent foreign commerce and now passing this bill for
the pretended purpose of promoting foreign commerce.

Was there ever anything so incongruous as the administra-
tion program of blocking foreign trade by the imposition of
prohibitory tariff duties and then attempting to stimulate
foreign trade by the payment of enormous ship subsidies? The
program is to promote foreign trade with one hand and strangle
it with the other, both efforts being in behalf of special inter-
ests and very expensive to the masses of the people who pay
the taxes. They seem to be laboring under the delusion that
we ean stimulate our export trade and at the same time repress
our import trade. It can not be done. All the authorities
agree that we must have incoming as well as outgoing cargoes
in order to maintain a successful merchant marine,

E. There is another reason given by this Shipping Board
report and by all the authorities for the decline, and for the
fact that our American merchant marine engaged in the for-
eign trade did not keep apace with our tremendous growth in
foreign commerce after the Civil War. The American registry
law down to 1914, prohibiting the registry of foreign-built ships,

necessarily operated to bring about a decline in shipping under
the American flag. When we excelled the world in the con-
struction of wooden ships it cut no figure. Because of the very
fact that we could build wooden ships better and cheaper than
anybody else, Great Britain abandoned such a policy in 1849
and went to a “free ship policy,” permitting the registration
under the British flag of foreign-constructed vessels in order
that her shipowners might get the ships as cheaply as possible.
England was more interested in putting a British merchant
marine on the seas than she was in favoring the Britigsh ship-
builders. However, her “free ship policy ” resulted in build-
ing up the greatest shipbuilding yards in the world, because
under the spur of foreign competition they builded soundly
by the application of economical, efficient businesslike methods.
America can do the same, In fact, we are the only nation on
earth that has not ‘long since come to a *free ship policy.”
There is a mnatural conflict between the shipbuilder and the
shipowner. The shipbuilder strives to get as much as he can
for his ship, and the shipowner strives to get his ship as
cheaply as he can. And I want to ask you this: When, until
recently at least, it cost 25 per cent more, by reason of the
tariff and other things, to construct a ship in the United States
than it did in Great Britain, could you expect Americans, who
wanted to go info the business, to pay 25 per cent more to get
a ship here than they could get the same ship for in England?
Of course not. If they went to England and bought it, they
could not then regist® it under the American flag. Conse-
quently, Americans either did not buy, or they bought their
ships abroad and then operated them under foreign flags, as
they were compelled to do. Now, that policy prevented the
registry of innumerable ships that would have otherwise been
purchased abroad and registered under our flag. The said
Shipping Board report, in accord with all unbiased authorities,
correctly states that— ]

The Amer! T t s ecessar V-
ated to ’!?rlniga2boflgtuarydg:l‘i;ep;?hgﬁliﬁnﬁif ?nggrip?inf Amerirlcla"; OX:;.
# ¢ * The free ship policy has aﬁed greatly to the British mer-
chant marine. .

However, our law against the registry of foreign-built ships
did not even accomplish what it was intended to do, aid Ameri-
can shipbuilders, because for many years before the recent
World War there was no construction in American shipyards
of ships for the foreign trade. It did not help the shipbuild-
ers, and it did not provide employment for American labor,
but it did help to destroy the American merchant marine.
Now, we abandoned that policy in 1914, to the extent that for-
eign-built ships owned by Americans were admitted to Ameri-
can registry for use exclusively in the foreign trade, and I just
want to read from the 1916 annual report of the Department of
Commerce one citation showing the immediate effect:

The American merchant marine, which is another great weapon
needed for our foreign trade, has never before increased so fast as
during the past two years. In that time we have doubled our ghipping
in the foreign trade—from 1,076,152 gross tons to 2,191,715 ss tons,
ﬁ?l dt;ther nation in so short a time so increased the shipping foreign

Now, listen—

nd -
regstrgfr ftglre lsohr?igl;:egtlga [ %%tzaﬁtﬁrt%rféﬁ?ag“&;g .
added to our merchant marine.

The pending bill, with a minor exception, provides against
the future registry of foreign-built ships by withholding the
subgidies and aids from them.

I have briefly discussed the chief reasons why our merchant
marine engaged in the foreign trade has not kept apace with
our growth in population and with the enormous growth of
our foreign commerce.

GROWTH OF AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE.

However, our merchant marine is not in near as bad shape
as they would have you believe. While, for reasons which I
have explained and other reasons which I shall later explain,
there has been a decrease in the relative amount of our for-
eign commerce carried in American ships, yet there has been
a large increass in our total merchant marine, including our
ships engaged in the foreign trade, in the coastwise trade, and
in the fisheries, as shown by the figures taken from the report
of the Commissioner of Navigation for the year ended June 30,
1921, pages 160 to 163, inclusive, giving the total documented
tonn;‘ge of the United States merchant marine for the years
stat =

to American
ons have been

Gross tons.
1789 201, 562
1800 e 5 1y 072, 492
1820 1, 280, 167
1840 - 2,180,764
1850 3, b3h, 454
1860 9, 858, 808
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Gross tonjs.

Mr. EDMONDS,
Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Our merchant marine did not keep

pace with our emormous growth in commerce. I yield for a
question,

Mr. EDMONDS. I would state, page 41, paragraph 5, we do
allow compensation to be paid to foreign-builf vessels registered
under the laws of the United States, provided, of course, they
are agreed to as being strictly needed by five plembers of the
board.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Oh, yes; there is an exception
with a purpose, in my opinion, only to permit the registry of
certain ships of a certain line, the International Mercantile
Marine Corporation, whose obligation to remain under the Brit-
ish flag expires in a year or so.

Mr, EDMONDS. Is it desirable to have those ships under
the American flag?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes; that is all right. But I
was telling the reason for the exception; however, I would
not play any favorites or permit the Shipping Board to do so.
I would permit all Americans to purchase their ships where
they can get them cheapest and then register under the American
flag.

Mr. EDMONDS, I want to say to the gentleman that of
course we are frying to protect American labor in the shipyards,
because 50 per cent of the cost of the ships is labor,

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. But you are not protecting Ameri-
can labor, as it has not resulted in any increased production,
just as I'explained. Under our policy there has been no ship-
building in American yards for the foreign trade, and conse-
quently no employment of American labor.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Certainly.

Mr. SNELL. I did not quite understand what you mean
by the statement that our merchant marine was growing. What
time and what period has that reference to?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, Well, all along, so far as the
tonnage of our entire merchant marine is concerned, but, as
I was conceding, there had been a decline in the percentage
of our foreign commerce that we carried.

Mr. SNELL. 1 understood the lowest ebb of our merchant
marine that was employed in foreign service was in the period
just before the World War, and that we actually had just six
ships engaged in foreign trade at that time. If that is so, I
can understand your other statement that we were growing, I
think I am correctly informed on that,

" Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. In the first place, that is not
correct. The gentleman’s assumption is absolutely incorrect.

Mr, SNELL. That is not an assumption.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, The gentleman's information is
not correct as to the number of ships engaged in the fpreign
trade. However, we did reach the lowest ebb along in 1909
and 1910 in the percentage of our foreign commerce that we
carried. However, a larger tonnage of American-flag vessels
entered and cleared in the foreign trade of the United States
in 1909 than during any previous year in the history of our
Republie, and a still larger tonnage in 1910 and for each year
following. Such tonnage of American vessels enfered and
cleared in our foreign trade in 1909 amounted to 17,263,189
for the fiscal year ending July 1, 1009, and this was increased
to 27,470,703 for the fiscal year ending July 1, 1914, the in-
crease being still greater after the World War commenced.
(See page 178 of the 1920 report of the Commissioner of Navi-
gation.) There was a corresponding increase in the American
tonnage registered for the foreign trade and in the value of our
commerce carried. (See pages 177 and 222 of the same report.)

UNITED STATES MERCHANT MARINE SECOND LARGEST IN WORLD.

Prior to the outbreak of the World War the United States
had the largest merchant marine of any nation on earth except
Great Britain, and the United States at that time had the
greatest merchant marine engaged in the foreign trade except
Great Britain, and Germany exceeded us in that respect to a
very slight amount. And at the present time, when they talk
about the deplorable situation we are in, we have nearly as
large a merchant marine as Great Britain, and our merchant
marine is equal to the combined merchant marines of the next
- five largest in the world.

LXIII—10

Mr. LONDON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, DAVIS of Tennessee, Yes,

Mr, LONDON. Is it not true that the greatest period of in-
dustrial and commercial prosperity in the United States was
the period when its merchant fleet disappeared?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. That is true, if you mean when
the percentage of our foreign commerce carried in American-
flag ships was at its lowest.

Mr. LONDON. In other words, American capital found it
more convenient to employ the carriers of other nations?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. That is the fact exactly, just as
I explained, That is one of the reasons that both labor and

capital found it more profitable to engage in internal develop- -

ment.

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, at that point will the
gentleman permit me also to ask a question?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes.

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Was it not also a fact that when
American capital sought to enter the overseas trade, as com-
mon-sense business men they bought British vessels, because
they could be bought at half the price?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes: they could buy them cheaper
and they had to register under the British flag.

Mr, HARDY of Texas. Yes; and they sailed them under the
British flag.

Mr, DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes. Under our law they could
not buy a British ship and sail it under our flag,

Mr. J. M. NELSON. Was it not a fact that American capital
was employed in shipping but engaged under a foreign flag?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes; a large amount.

Mr. CHINDBLOM., Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes. .

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I want to understand the gentleman’'s
statement. Does the gentleman say that in 1914 our foreign
tonnage was exceeded only by that of Great Britain and Ger-
many ?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes; according to the Commis-
sloner of Navigation,

COXPITION OF AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE BETTER THAN REPRESENTED,

Now, what is the present situation? They talk about the
“ deplorable situation.” I have here a bulletin of the Ameri-
can Burean of Shipping, published by the American Bureau of
Shipping, and on the first inside page there appears this:

THE AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE,

The growth of the American merchant marine since the close of
the war is one of the most amazing developments of modern inter-
national commerce. It is also an achievement in which every Ameri-
can citizen can take pride. Never before in the history of the world
has a country succeeded in creating such a great merchant marine
in so short a time.

The last decades of the nineteenth century witnessed a discourag-
ing decay of American shipping. The American flag, which once flew
at the mastheads of thousands of splendid American vessels, almost
disappeared from the ocean. Americans who wished to cross to other
lands were foreed to eail on foreign vessels; American cargoes were
stowed in the holds of alien ships. Then the World War brought the
country to a realization of how serious this situation had become.

And to-day this state of affairs has been reversed. To-day American
vessels are sailing the seven seas, helping to spread American business
all over the world, Five great lines of Government-owned passenger
ships are in operation-—the United States Lines between New York
and Europe, the Munson Steamship Lines between New York and the
cast coast of South America, the Pacific Mail Steamship Co. between
San Francisco, Honolulu, and the Orient, the Admiral-Oriental Line
Letween Seattle and the Orient, and the Los Angeles Steamship Co.
between Los Angeles and Honolulu. American merchant vessels sail
direct to the most remote parts om the globe, from Seandinavia to
Cape Town.. On every run, competition is keen; ships of all nations
are bidding eagerly for the trade. But in spite of every disad-
vantage, American ships, officered and manned by American seamen,
are winning out—(Statement issued by United States Shipping Board.)

And who is this from? It is from a statement issned by the
present United States Shipping Board and published in this
official publication. And so it is, and without subsidy.

I want to state furthermore that for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1921, under the worst shipping depression in all history,
the American ships carried 51.6 per cent of our foreign com-
merce, including both imports and exports, and they did just as
well for the fiscal year ending last June. In order to let you
know what that means, it is conceded by experts on the subject
that it is practically impossible for any nation to carry little,
if any, more than 50 per cent of the commerce between it and
foreign nations, becduse other foreign nations with their mer-
chant marines have the advantage in shipping from their coun-
tries, and no one nation ean get it all; no one nation can get
little, if any, more than 50 per cent of it.

Is not that natural? It is not only natural but it is a fact.
Now, as evidence of that, Great Britain, which carries 53 per
cent of all the world’s commerce, including that which she

-
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carries between herself and her colonies, including that which
she carries between her colonies, and including that which she
carries between herself, her colonies, and foreign countries,
and including that which she earries between foreign countries,
yet, carrying all that enormous amount of commerce, with her
great fleet, with her efliciently managed fleet, Great Britain
succeeds in carryving only 53 per cent of the commerce between
herself and foreign nations,

AMr. McDUFFIE. Will the gentleman yield for a short
question?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes.

Mr. McDUFFIE. Are most of the lines that are now estab-
“lished operating at a profit?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I think that the private lines are,
and in that connection I want to say that eight private ship
operators, most of whom are also operating Shipping Board
vessels, appeared as witnesses in behalf of this bill, and every
one of them admitted that they were either operating at a
profit or without a loss, We asked the Shipping Board to file
statements of the profits and losses of the different companies
that are operating Shipping Board vessels and they refused to
do it. They refused to disclose that information to Congress,
just like they refused to disclose a lot of other valuable infor-
mation that we asked for.

Mr, McDUFFIE. What was the objection to letting youn
have that information?

AMr. DAVIS of Tennessee. They gave various reasons and
sometimes gave none. One of the reasons given was that it was
not in the interest of publie policy. ;

When members of the committee were endeavoring to get
certain facts from the Shipping Board, Meyer Lissner, a mem-
ber of the Shipping Board, who represented the Shipping
Board at the hearings practically all of the time, said: ¢

If we attempted to put in the absolute detail on all these things,
these hearings would go on until the end of time. We have to use
good judgment and good common sense about a good many of these
things, and this is one of them. (Hearings, p. 1532.)

And yet the Shipping Board introduced the most minute
details in an effort to prove whatever they wanted shown,

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield right there?

Mr, DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes.

Mr. BLANTON. And just like they refuse to have their
accounts audited, by having such provisions placed in this bill
as prevent a proper auditing.

Mr, DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes; and I suppose for the same
reason that, although repeatedly requested to furnish itemized
statements of the disbursements of the $1,715,000 advertising
fund at their disposal this year, they have never furnished
same, although they promised to do that.

Mr. BEEDY. The Government of England owns no fleet,
does she?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. No.

Mr. BEEDY. The Ameriecan Government does own a fleet?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes,

Mr. BEEDY. In your minority report, on page 6, you state:

We readily concede the desirability and importance of having an
adeguate merchant marine. We are opposed to permament Govern-
ment ownership or operation of our merchant ships. We favor the
gale of them to private owners as soon as practicable,

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes; that is right. The full
statement of the minority report in this particular is as follows:

We are opposed to permanent Government ownership or operation
of our merchant shlgz: we favor the sale of them to private owners as
. soon as practicable, but at such time and in such manner as will protect
the public interest and insure the establishment and maintenance of
a real American merchant marine for the interest of the whole Ameri-
can people, and 8o as to prevent our ships from falling Into the hands
of a large syndicate, or our merchant marine Dbeing controlled by a
few large companies which would drive out of business the smaller
companies and numerous valuable trade routes.

We readily concede the desirability amd importance of having an
adequate American merchant marine, but we insist that such can be
had without imposing upon the American npeople the tremendous
burdens carried in the pending bill. This bill is based upon a false
diagnosis of the situation; it treats the symptoms and does not deal
with the basic difficulties, which can be and should be remedied in a
businesslike and statesmanlike manner. It attempts to overcome
artificial difficulties by superficial stimulants instead of removing the
canses. Sobsidies have never bullt up or main a merchant
marine, as is conclusively shown in the Shipping Board report before
referred to and by all of the unbiased authorities who have discussed
the subject.

Even the committee ;lerort on this bill concedes that—

“A permanent and healthy merchant marine can never be established
merely by paying subsidies.”

hose engaged in the shipping business would devote as much
time to efforts to establish and manage their enterprises along efficient
and economical lines as they do im proclaiming that they can not
guceeed, in an effort to obtain Government aid, they would succeed.
Those who adopt the method suggested do succeed.

Mr, BEEDY. You further say:

We will offer a constructive solution of the problem with which we
now stand confronted.

What does the Democratic Party offer to this do-nothing
Congress for a constructive policy to get us out of the situation
in which we noiv find ourselves unless it be to drift on indefi-
nitely at a loss of $50,000,000 a year? There is no opportunity
to sell ships to-day at a fair price, is there?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has consumed 30 minutes
more.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, Thank you. I want to consume
a little more time. I was coming to that, but I desired to ana-
lyze the situation before presenting an alternative program,
And right in that connection I was going o compare the situa-
tion here and in Great Britain, because the comparisons all
the way along by the Shipping Board have been as between the
United States and Great Britain. They want to equal or excel
Great Britain, but they are attempting to do so by adopting
some of the policies which England long ago discarded as fail-
ures, and by utterly ignoring the policies and methods by which
the British have built up and maintained their great merchant
marine. If we adopt her policy we will succeed in maintaining
as large a foreign-trade merchant marine as is practicable to
be maintained in this country. But it is not practicable for us
to own or maintain as large a merchant marine as Great
Britain does any more than it is practicable for Great Britain
to have as much railroad milenge as the United States has.
Why? Simply because most of Great Britain’s commerce is on
the sea, while 85 per cent of our commerce is within the con-
fines of our own borders.

Edward C. Plummer, one of the commissioners of the United
States Shipping Board, who is going over the country making
speeches in behalf of this bill instead of attending to his
duties, made such a speech in Boston yesterday. He is quoted
in the press as having said, in part:

We seek
nature of he?o Eggmpgr{'aitnlig:gli m:.l‘;. vlrr::l‘:l‘:I i:ﬁle'e maﬁnfv?? ntzgse;;;{
tonnage three times the size of that which may carry our flag in
foreign trade; but every American can and should stand squarely on
the Frcn{msitiun enunciated by Fisher Ames, of Massachusetts, that we
must always have a merchant fieet eapable of handling 60 per cent of
the cargoes which our people furnish to and take from the other na-
tions of the world.

If one-third as large a merchant marine as Great Britain's
would carry 60 per cent of our foreign commerce, is it not
absurd for us to undertake to establish and maintain in foreign
trade as large a merchant marine as Great Britain?

As a matter of fact, our entire merchant marine is now
three-fourths as large as the entire merchant marine of Great
Britain.

Admiral Benson, former chairman of the Shipping Beard and
now a member thereof, said in a speech before the South At-
lantic Ports Association, November 15, 1920:

We should always bear in mind that other nations are more depend-
ent upon a successful merchant marine than the United States. -

REASONS FOR ENGLAND'S LARGE AND SUCCESSFUL MERCHANT MARINE.

Great Britain is first in shipping because she is first in for-
eign commerce. The reasons why she is first in foreign com-
merce may be briefly summarized as follows:

1. She imports practically all of her food and raw materials
and exports her surplus manufactured products.

2. Her free-trade policy.

3. The enormous trade between her and her numerous wealthy
colonies.

4, The British have large investments in their various colo-
nies and in foreign countries and have well-established, world-
wide mercantile, banking, and shipping connections.

Additional reasons for the success of her merchant marine
may be summarized as follows:

5. England’s resources and industries being fully developed,
capital, looking for an outlet, naturally turned to the sea.

6. Because of national pride and because of the fact that
investments in maritime enterprises are widely scattered among
the English people—as is the case in all Europea: countries—
they loyally support their own merchant marine.

7. Great Britain's imports and exports are well balanced, so
that her ships carry incoming and outgoing eargoes.

8. Great Britain's merchant marine enterprises are efficiently
and economically managed on businesslike principles. By rea-
son of such methods she is able to successfully compete and
outdistance other national merchant marines which receive
subsidies and pay much smaller wages.

9. English coaling stations are established throughout the
world where needed for the British merchant marine and Navy.

In other words, the causes for Great Britain’s maritime sue-
cess are natural and not artificial. Her merchant marine is
great, not because it has been aided by legislation but be-
cause it has been unhampered by legislation,

While the proponents of this bill continually refer to Eng-
land as our real maritime rival and set up England’s merchant
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marine as a criterion, the goal which we should attain, yet
they steadfastly ignore the reasons for the British merchant
marine's success and refuse to emulate the methods by which
it has succeeded. They propose to follow policies which Eng-
land long ago tried and discarded as useless and worthless.
They propose to adopt England's old discredited subsidy experi-
ments, which she abandoned forever in 1694—228 years ago.
They propose to cling to the discredited policy of refusing to
permit the registry of foreign-built ships, which policy Eng-
land discarded 72 years ago.

If we are wise enough to profit by England’s experience, with
a view of maintaining a merchant marine as successful as
England's, we should not adopt those false theories which Eng-
land has tried and found wanting and long ago discarded, but
shounld adopt the policies which England has accepted and re-
tained and which have resulted in building up and maintaining
her great merchant marine.

Having by unnatural restraints and artificial policies ham-
pered and diminished our commercial eminence on the seas, it
is now proposed to maintain an Ameriecan merchant marine—
not by removing the causes of the difficulties but by attempting
to counteract them by the adeption of still further artificial
means. It is proposed to combat the injurious effects of one
unnatural artificial system by the adoption of another. Conld
anything be more economically unwise, impracticable, and
futile?

Mr. BEEDY. Will the gentleman permit me? Great Britain
owns no fleet. Does the gentleman advise a further drifting
policy with Government ownership at a loss of $50,000,000 a
year indefinitely until world conditions enable us to make
some attempt to get out of the business? .

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Let me answer that.

Mr. BEEDY. Yes or no?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I have already shown that the
passage of this bill would not stop said expense or result in
the sale of our ships at any fair price, or get the Government
out of the business. I have already said that we are opposed
to permanent Government ownership; but I do say, as I have
tried to explain, and proven by the witnesses in favor of this
bill, that now is no time to throw this fleet on the market, be-
cause it ean not be put fo sea; it can not be sold at anything
like what it ean be sold for later; and having incurred the
expense that we have in this matter I say that these trade
routes, which the Shipping Board say cover every needed, essen-
tial route between this country and other nations, should be
continued until world conditions improve, and then that we
should sell them as going concerns at a time when they can be
bought, paid for, and maintained.

WOULD ABOLISH SHIPPING BOARD.

And I want to say in this connection that in the meantime
we should immediately abolish the Shipping Board [applause]
because they have not properly functioned. They have not
functioned and are not functioning in the interest of the people.
They are controlled by private shipping interests. They have
not got the interests of a healthy merchant marine at heart,
They are not going to solve this question.

I would abolish absolutely the Shipping Board and Emer-
geney Fleet Corporation, and I would appoeint a joint bipartisan
congressional committee to investigate and cull out thousands
of these Shipping Board employees who are not needed [ap-
plause], and I would reduce that force down to what is actu-
ally needed, and thereby get rid at once—not in 30 months,
as Mr. Lasker indicated, or in several years, but at once—of
nearly all of that $50,000,000 expense. [Applause.]

WOULD CANCEL MO 4 CONTRACTS.

In the meantime, I would also do away with the managing-
agent contracts, known as the " MO 4 contracts,” under which
nearly all of our Shipping Board vessels in operation are be-
ing operated, and under which the managing agents are paid
a commission of 5 per cent of the gross freight receipts on
outgoing cargo and 2} per cent on incoming cargo (hearings,
pp. 1076-1078) ; they are also paid husbanding fees, which I
shall later explain.

Chairman Lasker testified at hearings before a subcommittee
of the House Appropriations Committee, July 7, 1921, and de-
sceribed this MO 4 contract as follows:

The contract is the most shameful plece of chicane, inefficiency, and
of looting of the Public Treasury that the human mind can devise,

Later Chairman Lasker gave out a statement which was
carried in the Associnted Press, August 19, 1921, the article
stating in part:

Decision to substitute a “ bare-boat" charter for the system under
which practically all Shipping Board vessels are mow operated was
announced last night by Chairman Lasker after a conference with
President Harding. Instead of the boats being turned over to oper-

ators on a 5 per cent commisgion basis, it is the board’s intention to
adopt a uniform charter, under which the vessels will be leased on a
tounage basis, the lessee assnming the same risks of profit or loss as
he would under the routine commercial charter,

However, Chairman Lasker has not changed any of the ex-
isting MO 4 contracts. While he laid up a large number of
ships, yet those which were permitted to continue in operation,
were permitted to continue under the MO 4 contracts, which
Lasker described as above stated; and he was doubtless correct
in his characterization. They have changed no MO 4 contracts
to bare-boat charter contracts, although this great advertiser
announced to the world more than a year ago that he was
going to make such change.

He has not only not made such change but he called the
managing agents of Shipping Board vessels together in Wash-
ington, June 21, 1922, and voluntarily adopted and announced
a poliey of paying such managing agents additional compensa-
tion in the shape of husbanding fees, under which since that
time operators handling 5 vessels or less receive $400 per
month per ship in addition to the regular commission previ-
ously paid, and operators handling up to 10 vessels receive
$400 per month per ship for the first 5 ships and $250 per
month for each additional ship. It was anpnounced by the
Shipping Board at the time that this allowance of husbanding
fees would add $1,200,000 annually to the cost of operations,
but it was estimated that more than this amount would be
saved by new arrangements for subsistence—the allowance for
subsistence being reduced from 80 cents to 65 cents per day
per man at that time—stevedoring, and general supplies,

Why should not the taxpayers have been given the benefit of
such savings? Why were these additional voluntary bounties
given to the managing agents, and by what authority? Was
it done for the purpose of preventing a showing of profits, to
the end that they might make out a stronger case for this ship
subsidy bill?

_As previously stated, I recommend an immediate abandon-
ment of all of those MO 4 contracts. I would lease the ships
on bare-boat charter contracts wherever possible, giving pref-
erence to those now operating the ships. Where the present
managing agents should be unwilling to change to bare-boat
charter contracts, 1 would, wherever possible, lease the ships
on the respective lines to responsible persons “who have the
support, financial and otherwise, of the domestic communities
primarily interested in such lines,” as provided in the mer-
chant marine act of 1920, and who would agree fo maintain
such lines. On,account of depressed conditions in shipping,
and in order to insure the maintenance of these trade routes,
I would lease the ships on very low bare-boat charter rates.
I would also give the charterers an option to buy the ships, and
in the event they should subsequently purchase the ships, they
should be given credit on the purchase price of the amounts
which they had paid for charter hire. By paying the very
reasonable charter hire of 15 cents per ton per month, they
could easily pay for the vessels on a basis of $30 per ton, at
which the best are now being offered, within 10 or 12 years, and
so pay same out of the net profits on the basis of present freight
rates and cost of operation, including all incidental expenses
and charges.

I am advised that the customary bare-boat charter hire in
foreign countries is from 30 to 60 cents per ton per month.
Consequently the charter hire mentioned would give the Amer-
ican operators a large advantage.

I would require those receiving ships under bare-boat charter
contracts to execute adequate bonds for the protection of the
Government’'s interest. The adoption of the policy suggested
would permit the dismissal of the very large number of Ship-
ping Board employees which are now retained under the pre-
text of directing and supervising the Shipping Board opera-
tions under the managing agents, as no Government employees
would be required under the bare-boat charter system, except
a nominal number to tabulate and collect the charter fees.

If any of the ships operating in the trade routes now main-
tained could not be leased under bare-boat charter contracts, I
would have the Government employ salaried managers to op-
erfite those lines, in the same manner that Thomas H. Ross-
bottom is successfully operating the United States Lines, until
conditions improve to such an extont that such ships could be
sold or leased under bare-boat charter contracts.

This system would eliminate the division of operations in
the Shipping Board, as the manager of each line would have
his own operating and office force, which, however, would cer-
tainly be no larger or more expensive than the organization
under the present managing agent of such line. The Govern-
ment would get all the profits made, and it now has to stand all
of the losses under the managing agents. It would save the
commission on gross receipts, and also save the husbanding fees
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now being paid to. managing agents. Both plans above

are fully authorized in section 7 of the merchant marine act

of 1920. In advocating said bill, which bears his name, Senator
Joxks of Washington, in a speech in ‘the Senate, said in part:

“We mny differ -about Government -ownership, but that can be no
jzsue bere, 'The 'Government owns these ships, whether we will or
no.  They ean mot.be given away. The people will not stand.for that.
We most net allow private parties to e .the cream of this shipping
and let the Government hold the balance to dispose of at a great
saerifice, ‘Grant that Government ownership should end as soon as
may be; it must -be brought about as nearly
necessary sacrifice and just as a private individual would get rid of
property he did not desire to keep but that he did not have to dispose
of at a sacrifice, Furthermore, the Government is tinterested in 'the
future suecess of :shipping and 'the maintenance of a permanent fleet.
Thnt.uhfect must be kept in view, and in getting rid of Government

ownership we must try not to sacrifice our property and must strive

also to bulid uwp and put our shipping on ‘a ‘permanent: basis,

Mr. BEGG. '‘Will the gentleman yield for a gquestion?

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Gentlemen, please refrain, T
want to miake a eonnected statement.

Mr, BEGG. T 'want to ask the gentleman a guestion on the
line of the statement he 'has just 'been making.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. T must decline,

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts, The gentleman ecan not
afford to be unfair after being allowed all the time he has.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Your side has not yielded to me
a minute and T do not-ask you to.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Yes, T will yield to the gen-
tleman two niinutes if ‘he will answer.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. T decline to yield, because T do
not want ‘to be diverted from the argument'l am attempting to

make, and for which many of you have-asked, to tell you what

our solution would be. You have asked for an alternative,
so give me a chance to answer,
Having cut ‘this tremendous and expensive Shipping Board

organization down as indicated, I would then place the organi-'

zation under one responsible man. In view of the fact that I
do not -want ‘it to ‘be permanent, and in view of the fact that
we are in favor of getting the Government absolutely out of

the ‘business, T would ‘not recommend a Cabinet officer at ‘the’

head of it; otherwise I would. I would place at the head of
it some well-informed, experienced, patriotic shipping man of
demonstrated ability and patriotism, absolutely free from any

connection with or obligation 'to any private shipping ‘interests;

and I think that an ideal ‘man for that position would be

Thomas H. Rossbottom [applause], a man who for 20 years,

in competition with 'foreign lines, has success#ully and profit-

ably operated the Panama Steamship Line for a corporation’

owned by our ‘Government. Mr. Rossbottom was placed in
charge by the Shipping Board of the United States lines, ‘and
he is operating it at a profit, as shown in the hearings and as

I have already stated. Mr, Rossbottom has several times ap-

peared before our eommittee and, to my mind, displayed more
knowledge, more intélligence, upon this subject than any man
I ever heard discuss shipping matters. T believe that he would
work out the chaotic conditions., I believe it would be but a
short time until 'there would be no loss whatever, and that as
soon as world conditions would permit we could dispose of

our ships to private interests and maintain the operations and/

do it without subgsidies and upon businesslike principles.
I would transfer a goodly number of our suitable idle ships

to the Army and Navy for use as transports and auxiliary ves-

sels in case of emergency. We already have ‘the ships, can
get but comparatively lictle for ‘them, and it is claimed by the
Shipping Board that we have many more ships than ‘can be
utilized in a long time. Tt will cost but litfle to care for the
ships while laid up. The cost of lay up for 5 or 10 years
would amount to nothing as compared with what the Govern-
ment would be compelled ‘to pay for ships purchased from
private interests, or what it would have to pay for the unse of
ships, This would be in 'the interest of national defense and
. at the same time a protection to the public purse,

During the recent war American shipowners ran up their
rates on the public and their Government ‘more than 1,250 per
cent on the average over pre-war rates, 'as stated at the hegy-
ings by W. L. Marvin and W. J, Love (pp. 1083, 1521-22).

I would place all shipbuilding msaterials on the free list and
keep them there. 1 would remove all restrictions against the
use of imported materials in our ship construction. Prior to
the act of 1909, which permitted ships constructed in whole or
in part of imported materials to engage in coastwise trade six
months out of the year, and the passage of the Panama Canal
act of August 24, 1912, which permitted such ships to engage
in the coasting trade during the entire year, American manu-
facturers sold steel plates, the chief material entering into ship
construction, from $6 to §15 per ton cheaper-in England than
they sold them for in the United States. Since ‘the passage of

as .may be without un-

-covering .all ports and trades has yet

those acts they began selling steel plates cheaper in the United
States'than they or anybody else sold them for in England, until
finally in December, 1914, the selling price of steel plates in
the United States was $23.74 and in Great Britain $35.59, and
the differential in favor of the United States findlly went to
over $20 per ton; steel plates sold for $8 per ton cheaper in
the United States than in Great Britain the month following the
passage of the said 1912 act. In a recent statement P. A. 8.
Franklin, president of the International Mereantile Marine, de-
clared that under the provisions of the Fordney-McCumber
Tariff Act—

Now we can't even i
duty on it when the vomsel reaéhes the Unioed Sarer. "ithout paying

I'would permit the registry of foreign ships under the Ameri-
can flag,

However, I prefer to defer a ‘further discussion of the policies
which I recommend until I have completed my anslysis of the
true situation and laid the basis therefor, after which T shall
summarize in detail the plan which T offer as a substitute for
the pending bill,

Homer L. ‘Fergerson, president of the Newport News Ship-
building Co.—which is reconditioning the Leviathan—and a
member of the c¢laims commission of the Shipping Board, said :

England’s superiority in marltime affairs is due to her shipowners
and ‘traders being expert in all branches of the shipping business, while
ours are not.

W. IJ. Love, vice president of the Emergency Fleet Corpora-
tion and in charge of ‘traffic, and one of the $35,000 experts,
was asked at the hearings why it 'was that Great Britain with-
out ‘the payment of subsidies and paying:the highest wages of
any nation except America had been all along able to success-
fully and profitably ‘compete against other European and
oriental nations which employed cheaper labor and also paid
subsidies, and 'his reply 'was:

It'is a guestion of organization,
business,

At another point Mr. Love said that—

Management is the ‘essence of suceessful -operation.

Winthrop L. Marvin, general manager of the American Steam-
ship Owners' Associdtion, and one of the most nctive advo-
cates of ‘this bill, in a letter published in the May 20, 1922,
issue of the Nautical Gazette, declared;

This is the world-around combination for the preferment of British
ships which has long ‘enabled those -gships to meet the competition of
the lower wages :0f some other nations. ‘But no similar combination

been built up by the United
States. When we have it, as our forefathers had in the {nyds,‘v of our
clippers and packet ships, we may get along without subsidy,
until then can we possibly do so.
SUBSIDIES WRONG IN PRINCIPLE.

Are we Americans going to concede that, although we can
excel the world with our genius and intelligence, skill and re-
sources ‘in every other line of industry and endeavor, we ‘are
absolutely ‘impotent when it comes to the maritime industry.
That is what this bill means, and it is all it means. Instead of
presenting ‘a remedy ‘it presents a quack nostrum. TInstead of
presenting something that will build up and maintain a healthy
merchant marine it simply ‘applies an artificial stimulant.

Ship subsidies are not only unwise, expensive, tneconomie, and
self-defeating, but 'they are debauching. There is no greater
evil than for an administration to build upon the sale of favors.
Once begun 'such a habit grows by what it feeds upon. Once a
party has debased government to an agency for eollecting taxes
from the many to be dispensed as subsidies and gratuities to
the few, the abandonment of such a policy is diffienlt if not im-
possible. :

Like all professional mendicants, the recipients of subsidies
logse all independence and self-reliance, all pride and self-
respect. They are not even in the infant class. An infant soon
reaches an age when it becomes ashamed to longer nurse the
botfle and 'will wean ‘itself, but not so with those who have been
permitted to nurse from the Public Treasury. The lustier they
get the greedier they grow.

If we adopt this unsound, unclean policy it will become an
incurable cancer and eat into the very vitals of our institutions,
It will poison the entire system of our body politic.

SUBSIDIES HAVE NEVER BUILT TP A MERCHANT MARINE.

The worst feature of it all is that subsidies never have built
up a merchant marine and .they never will.

I shall not at this time enter into any extended discussion of
the experience of other countries, but I shall quote briefly
from the first report prepared at the instance of the present
Shipping Board entitled * Report on the history of shipping
discriminations and on various forms of Government aid to
shipping, compiled by the United States Shipping Board,” and
which 'was inserted in the record of the hearings as Appendix A.

Every man thoroughly ‘knows his

but mot
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(Hearings, 67 to 103.) After discussing the experience of the
various countries this report in its final conclusions states in
part: g

A study of the authorities om subsidies, taking into account the
policies adopted by various countries, would seem to indicate that
with the exception of Japan the policy has not been important in the
building up of a merchant marine.

As a matter of fact, the growth of the Japanese merchant
marine was not due to subsidies, but simply coincident with
the marvelous growth of all the Japanese industries, as recoz-
nized and stated by the standard anthorities, and as I fully
ghowed in a speech delivered in the House last June.

GREAT BRITAIN DOES NOT PAY SUBSIDIES,

Desperate advocates of ship subsidies repeatedly make the
statement that Great Britain pays subsidies, and that in such
manner her merchant marine has been established and main-
tained, This is absolutely untrue. In view of the fact that
Great Britain is our chief maritime rival, and nearly all the
comparisons have been made with Great Britain, I wish to
cite some evidence on the subject.

R. T. Merrill, an official of the Shipping Board, and a star
witness in behalf of this bill, said at the hearings—page 634:

No, sir; practically no subsidy was ever given by England.

Meyer Lissner, one of the commissioners of the Shipping
Board, and a partisan advocate of this bill, stated at the hear-
ings—page 635: .

They (Great BrimiuL have never given anything, so far as I know,
purely as a subsidy to build up their merchant marine.

The above-mentioned report compiled by the present Shipping
Board states, in part, as follows: F

Great Britain has never granted gemeral mavigation bounties nor
construction bounties, with the exception of the early Elizabethan
subsidies above mentioned in 1662-1694—

Which said report states—

had no noticeable effect om ship construction.
money aid given by Britain to its marine is in
subventions. * * *

The net postal subvention, after deductions, paid by England to
its various services amounts to about two and a half million dollars.

All the writers seem to agree that the growth of the British merchant
marine is in no sense due to the small subsidy paid, admittipg that
the ments are in excess of the postal service rendered. The growth
of the British marine was Probab]y due to the early development
of British industry, the acquisition of extensive colonial po ns,
and the monopolistic or preferred position in colonial trade. The
cheapuess of construction and *he concentration on the business ac-
count for most of its success.

In this connection it is interesting to note that our ocean mail
act of 1891 authorizes as liberal a policy as Great Britain has
ever pursued with regard to mail contracts. In fact, we are now
paying about twice as much annually for the ecarriage of our
ocean mails to foreign countries as Great Britain is paying.
However, this is not a subsidy either in the case of Great Britain
or the United States; it is a payment for service, either on the
basis of ocean postage rates or under contracts let by competitive
bidding. It is just as legitimate and proper as is the payment
for the carriage of our mails on land.

As stated by Grosvenor M. Jones, in his “ Government Aid to
Merchant Shipping,” and by other authorities, at least 95 per
cent of the total tonnage under the British flag has long con-
sisted of eargo ships, the commerce carriers, which never re-
ceived one cent mail pay or Government aid in any other form,

Much has been said by the proponents of this bill about the
loan made by the British Government to the Cunard Line, which
is offered as an excuse for the $125,000,000 loan fund provided
in this bill, and apparently as an excuse for the various other
subsidies and aids carried in the bill. This transaction is cor-
rectly described in the above-mentioned work on “ Government
Aid to Merchant Shipping,” by Grosvenor M. Jones, as follows:

The only instance of a loan to a steamship compa by the British
Government was the loan made to the Cunard Steamship Co, under the
mail and Admiralty snbvention contract of 1903, Under this contract
the British Government loaned the steamship company £2,600,000
($12,652,900) for the building of two steamers (the Lusitania and the

auretania) that sbould be faster than any afloat and snitable for
the use of the Admiralty. The loan was made at the rate of 23 per
cent, which is"about 2 per cent lower than the rate at which the com-
pany could have borrowed a similar amount in the open market.

However, it is quite probable that the British Government
could borrow the money at that time at as low a rate as that
charged the Cunard Co. :

The British Government is a stockholder in the Cunard Co. to the
extent of one share and has a mortgage on its fleet and other property
as a security for the loan. The Government has, moreover, f.ge right
to charter or purchase at agreed rates all or any of the company’s ves-
sels at any time, and requires that the company shall remain a purel
British undertaking ; that its management shall be in the hands of,
and that its shares and vessels shall be held by, British subjects only ;
that it shall not give preferential rates to foreigmers; and that it
shall not undoly raise freights.

Practically the on
the form of pos

Dunmore, in his book on “ 8hip Subsidies,” declares that—

there is nothing in’/the experience of our own or other nations to
jml;it.lfy any faith that permanent benefits would result from a subsidy
policy.

The recognized standard work on the subject is * Meeker's
History of Shipping Subsidies,” and it shows econclusively
and declares emphatically that subsidies have proven a failure
wherever fried, with the result that the shipping interests have
almost invariably begged for more and more subsidies, fre-
quently being influential enough to secure addifional bounties
from time to time,

SUBSIDT-PATING NATIONS ABAXDONING POLICY AS UNWISE.

However, it has become so evident that government bounties
and other aids to shipping are economically unsound, unwise,
and futile that such policies are being either curtailed or
abandoned by many nations which have been most liberal in
granting same, This is notably the case with Japan, France,
and Italy, which have been the most liberal subsidy-paying
nations. These facts are shown by articles which have been
appearing in recent issues of * Commerce Reports,” published
by the United States Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Com-
merce. For instance, it is stated in the Commerce Reports of
September 25, 1922 (page 838) :

In brief, within two years submarine warfare developed Japanese
mmwﬁdingnand Japanese shipping at sevenfold the rate of its in-
crease in 20 years under a car \ﬂl{a devised bounty project. The
pur?nse of the shipbuilding bounty law of 1808 was ng accom-
plished by other instrumentalities, and in 1918 the Japanese Govern-
ment suspended its operation; so far as can be ascertained, Japan
has no intention of putting it into effect again in the near future.

This same article shows that the entire Japanese budget for
1922-23, covering every form of aid to shipping, including mail
pay, is approximately $35,000,000—less than it was even 15
years ago.

In the August 7, 1922, issue of Commerce Reports (page
208-400), appears an article by E. T. Chamberlain, Transpor-
tation Division of the Department of Commerce, on * French
Maritime Policy,” in which it is shown that France is retrench-
ing considerably in her aid to shipping. I quote briefly from
said article, as follows:

The Freneh navigation, consuuction,_an%h

equipment hountdy act of
April 18, 1906, expired in 1918. * * e budget for 1922, accord-
ingly, contains an

propriation for the ecurrent year of 4,000,000 francs,
and the budget estimates for 1923 provide for 3,000,000 francs. The
appropriations for navigatiom, construction, and equipment bounties
during 1913 were $5,425,000 (about 26,000,000 francs).

The French construction and navigation bounty system, which began
with the act of 1881 and was continued, with modifications, up to 1918,
was the result of the loss in 1871 of her rich iron-ore mines through
German annexation of Alsace and part of Lorraine.

In another recent issue of Commerce Reports appears an
article by Mr. Chamberlain on * The Italian Merchant Marine,”
which concludes as follows:

Indeed, even in July the Government's explanation of the budget
estimates for 1922-23 seemed to forecast reductions or abandonment of
the construetion and navigation bounty system.

The annual report of the Commissioner of Navigation for
1909 detailed the Government aid paid shipping by all natio
and contained the following résumé: .

The aggregate amount paid by foreign nations in the form of sub-
sidies, ocean-mail pay, navigation and construction bounties, admiralty
subventions, naval reserve appropriations, fisheries bounties, refund of
Sues Canal tolls, and other ferms of contribution, which directly or
indirectly add to the volume of business under their respective na-
tional flags, is upward of $46,000,000 a year. (P. 19.) .

TOTAL AID TO SHIPPING PAID BY ALL NATIONS.

The aggregate amount of Gévernment aid to shipping granted
by all the nations is considerably less now than it was then.
1f the pending bill should become a law it would impose npon
our National Treasury burdens equal to about twice as much
as the subsidies, bounties, ocean-mail pay, and all other aids of
every character and description given shipping by all the other
nations eombined. ’
EOBERT DOLLAR BAYS SUBSIDIES NOT XEEDED. %

In the last June issue of Nation's Business, the official organ
of the United States Chamber of Commerce, is an article by
Robert Dollar, who ever since 1893 has operated a large num-
ber of ships in the foreign trade under both American and
foreign flags. In this article he says:

A subsidy for American ships has been proposed in Washington.
The whole country, as well as the shipowners of America, are very
deeply interested in that ?ueﬁﬁnn. I have becn operating ships for a

‘eel that T onght to know something about

ﬁod many years, and 1
is subject. 1 have always felt that a shipowner that must have
“pap™ from the Government does not deserve to be in the business,

[Laughtér.]
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In another article that appeared in the August, 1922, issue of
the same magazine, Mr. Dollar expresses it as follows:

We 40 not need “pap™ that destroys hardihood and resourceful-
ness,

In the first article mentioned Mr. Dollar continues:

We do not need any advantage over the other fellow; we can take
care of ourselves; but we do ask for an even break. Government in-
terference and foolish laws have prevented that.

Then he explains how it was he had made a success by
establishing foreign offices and foreign trade connections.

The entire article is illuminative, but I shall only read from
same briefly, in order that you may obtain some idea of the
efficient businesslike methods employed by Mr. Dollar and by
which he succeeded. I quote from the article further:

We bought the Newsboy of about 300 tons, and she paid for herself
in lpsg than a year. We then bought several more vessels. That was
in 1893.

It is about 20 years since we sent our first steamer to China.
It was the M. 8. Dollar, and the result of that voyage was a loss.
This convinced me that if we were to make a success of this trade we
would have to have an organization on the ground. So I made a trip
and carefully looked over the field, and, as a result, opened an office in
one small room on the Szechuen Road; Shanghai.

This was certainly starting on a very small scale, but this is my
jdeal—start on a small scale and work up from a sure foundation,
We were forced to move several times to get larger quarters, and we
now have our own office bullding, one of the handsomest in the wonder-
ful city of Shanghai, At present we have 11 offices in the Far East,
and each one of them seems to have plenty to do. The same {hmgress
has been made in America. Twenty years ago we only had the San
Francigco office ; now we have five others. Our fleet has grown until
it includes 13 good cargo steamers and 10 sailing vessels.

The necessity for return cargoes made us open our offices in the
Far East. We filled the ships with our lumber on this side, but we
had to work it so they made a profit both ways.

VIEWS OF P. A. 8. FRANKLIN.

In a statement by P. A. S, Franklin, president of the Inter-
national Mercantile Marine Co., in hearings before the United
States Shipping Board held in New York October 4, 1921, Mr,
Franklin said, in part:

8imply as an example I would lke to say that we have for some
vears past operated one of our most important passenger services
(the Red Star Line between New York and Antwerp) with a fleet in
which there are steamers of American, Belgian, British registry.
These ships have run side by slde year in and year out and without
discrimination of any kind. We have done it successfully for years,
and can-do it even more successfully on 4 larger scale.

This same company more than two years ago, before there
was any prospect of a subsidy, submitted a bid of $28,500,000
for 30 certain vessels owned by the Shipping Board. The offer
included an agreement to operate them under the American
flag and in the American trade, chiefly in the north Atlantic
and the remainder to Mediterranean, Adriatie, and Black Sea
ports and to South America. The Shipping Board was about to
accept that offer when Willlam R. Hearst filed a bill of in-
junction and the sale was enjoined. He did a very bad thing,
because more was offered then by far than can now be procured
for these same ships, However, this substantial offer showed
conclusively that the International Mercantile Marine Co. knew
from experience that they could successfully operate that large
number of ships under the American flag and chiefly in trades
~ where competition is the sharpest in the world.

A letter recently appeared in the New York World by a ship-
owner and operator, William Willard Howard, in which he
says:'

A Government ship subsidy is not necessary for profitable oggration
of American ships. An American merchant marine can not bullt
permanently npon a foundation of Government subsidy, * * * As
an American shipowner I say that we can put the American flag upon
the Seven Seas and keep it there without a ship subsidy or other Goy-
ernment ald, but we can not do it with lawyers and advertising agents
and manufacturers of washing machines on the flying bridge.

[Laughter and applause.]

Now, on the question of the alleged differential on labor, I
want to eall attention to the fact that Capt, Daniel A. J. Sulli-
van appeared before the Society of Naval Architects and Marine
Engineers at New York November 12, 1922, and stated:

. American steamship lines ean equallxe their operating costs with
their farelgn competitors, but a subsidy is necessary to offset the higher
first ccers, depreciation, and insurance,

He is wrong about that, for the reason that we propose to
sell these ships at a small percentage of even their pre-war cost
and value, and at a much lower price than most foreign competi-
tors obtained theirs. Those who already had ships before the
war made such large profits with them during the war that they
earned many times their total investment, as is shown in the
hearings and in the minority report.

In this connection, I call attention to a very instructive article
that appeared in the September-October, 1921, issue of Bulletin
of the American Bureau of Shipping, as follows:

AMERICAN YARDS MEET FOREIGN COMPETITION.

Mr. George J. Baldwin, chairman of the New York Shipbuilding Cor-
poration and president of the Pacific Mail Steamship Co., recently
pointed out some of the enmura(ﬂng points sometimes overlooked by
American shipbuilders in these days of depression, which it will be
well to.bear in mind.

“ Our yards,” says Mr. Baldwin, “ atfract the best type of workmen
at high wages; gives them the most modern tools to work with, and
can now successfully meet the low-wage competition of foreign countries
by the greater speed and, therefore, lowered unit cost of production,
The result is that the Amerlcandyarda can turn out ships capable of
the most economical operation and can deliver them with a prompiness
which is a valuable asset in the calculations of the owner or operator.”

In this connection it is noted that a British oil-transport com-
pany that formerly placed all its orders at home found constructlon
so slow in England that it contracted for six tankers from American
shipyards. = And, better still, the results have been so satisfactory, both
as to quality and speed of deliyery, that other orders are likely to
come to this l:ountr{l.

One of the past handicaps—the lack of a bureau of shipping—has
been happily solved by the rejuvenation, expansion, and modernization
of the Amerlcan Bureau of Shipping, which now bids fair to be the hest
of the classification societies, and, moreover, a thoroughly American
institution. (From Bulletin of the Atlantic Coast Shipbuilders’ Asso-
clation, July 15, 1921.)

On the question of the alleged differential in first cost, T also
call attention to the discussion of that subject in the minority
report,

NO DISADVANTAGE ON MARINE INSURANCH.

With reference to the alleged disadvantage operating against
American shipowners with respect to marine insurance, I call
attention to the following testimony in the hearings, pages
2164-2166, given by Meyer Lissner, a commissioner of the
pregent Shipping Board, as follows:

I don’t pretend to be a marine insurance expert, but it just happens
that marine insurance matters are delegated to me by the board for
such consideration as the board gives to them. We have insurance
experts in our employ.

Mr. Lissner explaing that the marine insurance exper‘ts gxlt‘e
the matter some month’s study and—

came to the conclusions embodied In the r
and is in the record, prepared by Doctor
Professor Leslie’s report, and generall

rt that has been filed here
nebner, which is practicalily
they came to the conclusion
that as at present organized the American steamship companies suffer
no disability in regard to marine insprance as compar with their
foreign competitors; that the market is wide open ; that there is direct
and complete competition; and there is such keen competition that
American shipowners can secure in the open markef, class for class,
terms for marine ipsurance and rates comparable with what foreign
shlﬁownem may secure.

r. Davis, Mr. Lissner, hasn't it been thoroughly understood and
claimed that in the past the American operators have been at a dis-
advantage so far as insurance was concerned?

Mr. LissNEr. Yes; up to the time of the organization of these
syndicates that was notoriously true.

My, Davis, When were they organized, Mr. Lissner?

Mr, LissNEr, Just a couple of years ago.

Mr. Davis. And you think that they have solved the situation?

Mr. LissNer. To a very considerable extent; yes, sir.

Mr. Davis. And do you think that the Edmonds bill, which recently
passed Congress, will still further help along that line?

Mr. Lass~er. Yes, sir; I do.

Listen to what Captain Sullivan says further:

The American scale of wages at the moment Is actually below the
British, the, Danish, and the Swedish. The time has arrived to estab-
lish the American merchant marine on a clean, efficient business basis,
and to regulate the operating cost so that it will be on a par with
international competition,

That is what we say.
basis.

It should be on a clean, businesslike

VIBEWS OF J. Ti, ROSSETER.

I want to now come to a very high authority, Mr. J..II.
Rosseter, who has had over 30 years experience in the shipping
business. He was vice president and general manager for
many years of the Pacific Mail Steamship Co. and was later
vice president of the William R, Grace Co. For 30 years he
operated ships under the American flag on both the Pacifie
and the Atlantic in competition with British, German, Japanese,
Norwegian, and other foreign-flag ships—a man who ought to
know something about the game and who does know very much
about it. He would certainly have no selfish motive to say
anything against a policy which would give him and other
ship operators “pap,” as described by Mr. Dollar. 1 want to
read now from pages 2242 and 2244 of the hearings.

Mr, EDMONDS, Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, DAVIS of Tennessee, Yes.

Mr. EDMONDS. That statement of Mr. Rosseter was a
copied statement; it was not given actually before the commit-
tee of investigation in regard to this bill. 5

Mr, DAVIS of Tennessee. Oh, no. It was a statement made
by him before another congressional committee and inserted in
the hearings on this bill,

Mr. EDMONDS., And it was made two or three vears agn,
when entirely different conditions prevailed. 1 shall put in
the testimony a letter from Mr. Rosseter which shows an en-
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tirely different conception from what the gentleman is going
to read.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, I assume that Mr. Rosseter is a
man who is not going to swallow his words. I am going to
quote his words exactly. It is true they were made two or
three years ago, but the conditions now would make truer what
he said at that time. Mr. Rosseter appeared before the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means in October, 1919, and, among other
things, in referring to the British advantages and disadvan-
tages, he said:;

Now, one of the disadvantages they suffer, and one of the great ad-
vantages we have is the fact that their merchant marine was con-
structed to use coal as the agency of propulsion, whereas our fleet is
largely composed of so-called oil burners. All British bunker stations
in the trades of the world are designed to handle coal. Practically the:
entire British merchant marine, both as to regular and irregular lines,
rests entirely on coal. 3

The value of oil propulsion we have discovered to be of dominating
advantage as compared to coal. In my experience this was made plain
as far back as 1900, Generally speaking, the operation of sister s %5,
one with oil and the other with coal, will show an advantage in the
case of the oil burner amounting in dollars and cents to more than the
total pay rell for officers and men, not the difference between American
and forelgn scales, bot offsetting the entire pay roll of the ship.

Remember that in conneetion with the fact that 75 or 80 per
cent of the American ships are oil burners and that but 10
per cent of the British and other foreign ships are oil burners.
The fact is that we have under the American flag more oil
burners than exist in all of the merchant marines of all the
balance of the nations of the earth combined, Think of that
fact alone in connection with what Mr. Rosseter says and in
connection with what Mr. Rossbottom and Mr, Munson say,
and in connection with what everybody else says. who lave
testified as to the advantage of oil burners over coal burners.
In fact, witnesses in behialf of the bill admitted at the hearings
that an oil burner had from 15 to 20 per cent advantage over
a coal burner, and the advantage, aceording to the testimony of
others, is even greater than that. That fact alone overcomes
every advantage, fancied or real, that foreign merchant marines
have over:the United States, just as Mr. Rosseter says.

I quote further from said hearings before the Ways and
Means Committee :

Mr. TiusoN, Would it not be possible for England to build her new
ships the same wayy. g0 that her new ships could burn oil?

Mr. RosseTeER. Yes, sir; and she is doing that.

Mr. TiusoN. But these new ones cost r as much to produce as
they cost us?

Mr. Rosseren. Right. And she has no arrangement for oil-bunkering
stations along her trade routes, and she has yet to begin where we
h’Eil;n a year sgo. :

r. TiLsos, Therefore, so far as her new ships are concerned, we
ghall be practically on a parity, in your judgment, in the capital cost

of a ship and in the cost of operations, Now, what about the dif-
ference in w of the men who man those oil-burning ships run by
England and those run- by this country? y

. RossSeETER. On the oil burner we do away immediately with what
is known as the black sqgunad. We have in the engine room what might
correctly be designated as junior engineers. ey are called water
tenders and ollers, ete., but they are a class of men who are in course
of apprenticeship: for engineers, and the black squad is gone. There
is no more ahovallnf of coal. In the burning of oil it is like the
turning of the wick in a lamp, and the black squad is dispensed with,
and thus the engine-room force on cargo ships is reduced by from
8 to 14 men, while on passenger liners the crew is reduced from 50 to
250 men, according to the size of the ships. ;

The advantages of oil burners over coal burners are also
clearly set forth in an editorial appearing in the Nautical
Gazette of April 15, 1922, in part as follows:

A large reduction in the size of a vessel's personnel; the ability to
maintain a full head of steam irrespective of the expenditure of human
energy ; the elimination of the periodical cleaning of boilers; the
avoldance of trimming at sea; the greater rapidity with which ships
ean be bunkered ; the increased radius of action for a given wegfht of
fuel ; the ability to make faster turnarounds at the end of a trip and
eonsequently more voyages in the course of the year. Furthermore,
oil-burning ships are able to transport more freight than coal-burning
vessels, sinee the ofl fuel can be carried in spaces like the double
bottoms of ships which can not be used either for coal or cargo. Large
economies can algo be effected by substituting on sh:.ips oll in place of
coal burning apparatus. When this change was made on the steamer
Arizonan, of 80533 tons gross, of the American-Hawailan Line, the
resnltant saving amounted to $105 a day. In the case of an average-
gized cargo carrier converted from coal to oil burnh:lg‘ Mr, Robert E.
Annin has figured tire direct saving at $80 a day. * =

In the amount of tonnage built to burn oil under boilers, the
American merchant marine has a long lead over other maritime com-
petitors. In 1920, when our shipping had not attained its present size,
American vessels of 500 tons or over so equipped numbered 1,367, of
6,500,000 tons. Since there were only 2,536 such vessels, of 12,787,000
gmss tons, in the whole world, according to the latest available sta-
istics, the United States can justly claim to havg a larger oil-burning
merchant fleet than all the other nations put together. In est ting
the chances of the survival of our merchant marine this is an advan-
tage not to be overlooked. In time other nations may catch uP with
us in this respeet, but for the present we have outdistanced all mari-
time rivals as regards the more widespread adoption of the burning of
Hquid fuel on ships.

Reverting to the views of Mr. J. H. Rosseter; he appeared
at the hearings before the House Committee on Appropriations
in June, 1919; he then being director of the Division of Opera-

tions of the Shipping Board. T quote from the hearings as
follows:

Mr. VarB, Have you any figures showing the cost of manning an
English ship a% compared with the cost of manning an Ameriean ship
of the same gize?

Mr. RossgTER. Yes, gir. The prejudice on aeccount of the somewhat
higher wages and of the lun;lgr manning scale amounts to about 2 per
cent of our operating cost, he difference in cost on 100 per cent of
operation, About 2 per cent is the prejudice to the total of operation
costs. I have always used that figure as an answer to the widespread
impression that that is one of the serlous items that we have to en-
counter. I consider that one of the inconsequential items. It iz a
prejudice, but it is so small that I express it by saying it is only 2 per
cent of the operating average.

I want now to quote from a letter written by Mr. Rosseter
to Mr. E. N. Hurley, then chairman of the United States Ship-
ping Board, about two years ago, in which he made some
observations. This was done in response to a request from
Chairman Hurley for his views on what ought to be done with
regard to our merchant marine, because Mr. Hurley and the
Shipping Board were then studying the problem through varicus
different investigating committees, and they made an elaborate:
report. In that letter Mr, Rosseter, in part, said:

As often happens in large questions, the controlling factors are over-
looked or neglected. The amount of wages.paid is to be properly meas-
ured by accomplishment. It is true we have a larger number of officers
and men on a ship than required under foreign flags and that we pay
higher wages and| provide better food, all of which costs more than our
competitors are paying. That is not to be contradicted, and for my
gart it is not to be changfd, confidently expecting, as my own experience

a8 proven, that we get better and more efficient service from men who
are well paid and well fed.

While that was true at that time, yet under the manning
scales now in force, according to the admission of the Shipping
Board witnesses, we are now required to employ on American
vessels a smaller number of men than is used by any other
nation on earth for the same class of ships. We pay a little
more for our licensed officers, yet that is more than offset by
the fact that we employ a smaller crew than is employed on
foreign ships.

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. In regard to this very ques-
tion of crews, why is it that all of these vessels come in with
larger crews in ballast than they take out, if what he says is
true? Nearly every one of them comes to the United States
officered and manned with a larger crew than is carried out,
gnd tetiwy thus succeed in dumping alien sailors in the United

ta

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I do mot know of that condition.,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Maybe the dumping has some-
thing to do with it, and not the necessity.

Mr: JOHNSON of Washington. Certainly; but the gentle-
man is talking about higher efficlency in the crew. They
bring in a larger crew on a vessel in ballast than they carry
out on a vessel loaded,

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I know of no such condition as
that. g .

However, if such things oceur it must be either that the
white seamen are discharged in Asiatic ports and a larger
number of Chinamen are required to perform the same. service
or else that the ships bring back Chinese for the purpose of
smuggling them into this country, as the customary price for
smuggling a Chinaman into this country is said to be $1,000
or $1,500, If such a practice is being indulged as indicated by
the gentleman’s question, it is an additional argument why
this bill should be amended so as to provide that no ship shall
receive the subsidies and aids in this bill unless their crews
shall consist of American citizens or persons eligible to become:
American citizens. We minority Members have made futile
efforts to get the bill amended in that respect.

Mr. HARDY of Texas. That would not have anything to
do with this question.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. No; that has no application to
what I am discussing. Mr. Rosseter further says: -

Much emphasis has been laid on. these items and too little attention
given to the rea im}fmrtnnr problems., Within our reach are ad-
vantages to be ned far offsetting our disadvantages, and I firmly
believe that American ingenuity when properly directed will trinumph,

As an example, consider the cost of water-borne commeree on the
Great Lakes. There you find, under the spur of necessity and achieve-
ment, that. American-built and American-manned ships are handling
and carrying cargo at the lowest cost per ton, known in world's com-
merce. 1t is but a step to the eq_ual establishment In our ocean business,
but we must approach the probiem with confidence and determination.

Phe prejudice of higher costs of manning, by which 1 mean larger
crews at higher pay, and extra cost of vietualing, ean be fairly stated
as amounting to less than 2 Per cent of the total operating expense.

This can he entirely offset, and more, by a reasonable increase in
the speed of our ships and by improving loading and discharging equip-
ment, thus reducing the time in t as well as on voyage.

Again, there is » problem of improving the method of propulsion
by utilizing the great natural advantage we hold in our supply of oil
fuel. As you know, even with the ordinary reciprocatin

tge of engine,
‘we get one-third greater distance from a ton of coal, besides doing
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away with the so-called “ black squad,” which means a reduction of at
least six men in the engine room, So great are the possibilities in the
field of propulsion that I will not venture a surmise as to what may
be accomplished In that respect.

Other questions which have a most im
time enterprises may be briefly mentioned :

(a) Cost and type of construction, in which we should lead the world.

(b) Utilization of natural highways and channels of trade, including
coordination of railways and steamship lines,

(¢) Development of efficient maritime organizations abroad as well
as at home, Without proper representation and facilities abroad we
would be at a fatal disadvantage,

{d) Assurance of shipowners and merchants of the lowest rates of
marine insurance.

e) The most favorable facilities for foreign exchange and discounts,

f) Such conservation or legislation as may be necessary to assure
a supply of fuel oil for our ships.

These are the real problems we are facing, and, confident of a suc-
cessful solution, I believe we will reach a h place in world’'s com-
meree.

rtant bearing on our mari-

AMERICAN SUBSISTENCE COST LESS THAN FOREIGN.

As preﬁoualy explained, even the small wage  differential
mentioned by Mr, Rosseter has since been overcome. On the
questionr of the cost of victualing or subsistence, R. T. Merrill,
one of the chief witnesses in behalf of this bill, testified at the
hearings (p. 441) as follows: :

Reports from our London representative give an average of about 60
ceuts for the European countries, and our representative in Japan
cables that 62} cents was the cost of feeding on Japanese ships at the
end of 1921,

On June 20, 1922, the Shipping Board reduced the subsistence
allowance of the crews on Shipping Board vessels from 80
cents to 65 cents per man per day. The present subsistence
allowance on privately owned American vessels is from 49 cents
to 51 cents per day per man.

Consequently it will be seen that according to the present
rates the subsistence allowance on privately owned American
ships is very considerably less than that on British ships or of
any other European maritime country. However, the most
startling feature of it is that the Shipping Board allowance is
only 24 cents per day per man more than the Japanese allow-
ance, and that the allowance reputed to now obtain on privately
owned American vessels is from 114 to 13} cents less than on
Japanese ships, and yet they say that American operators must
have these enormous subsidies in order to make up the differ-
ential in labor and subsistence cost due to the higher American
standard of living.

VIEWS OF JAMES A, FARRELL.

1 have previously stated that if James A, Farrell had accepted
appointment as chairman of' the Shipping Board, no ship sub-
gidy bill would have been presented for the consideration of
the Congress. As I am reliably informed, Mr. Farrell is op-
posed to ship subgidies as being a preminum on waste and ineffi-
clency and not calculated to aid in establishing and maintain-
ing a merchant marine. Mr. Farrell is the grandson of a sea
captain, and his father was an experienced shipping man,
Mr. Farrell himself is president of the National Foreign Trade
Council, and also president of the United States Steel Corpora-
tion, and has had a large experience in the construction and
operation of ships. He is generally recognized as one of the
highest authorities in this country on shipping matters, In an
address on “ American Maritime Policy,” delivered by Mr,
Farrell in May, 1921, Mr. Farrell, among other things, said:

It is unlikcly that anything effective can be accomplished for the
time being, during the present world-wide depression, for which there
is no precedent fn the history of shipping. * * All maritime
nations are affected. * * * In normal times, had there been no
interruption to the natural growth of trade, this tonnage would be
largely employed; but because ap economic metamorphosis has taken
lace as a result of the war and the ordinary processes of trade have

»en unbalanced, it wi!l require time to build up the economlic struc-
ture.

The Shipping Board, as owners of the steamers, when assigning
steamers to loading brokers to operate for their own account on a
designated trade route, should stipulate a trade name under which
the line will operate, this to be the property of the Shi?plng Board ;
and should they eventually sell these steamers operating in this trade,
the trade name should go with the line.

Until trade revives and OJ;portunlty exists for obtaining a fair sales
price an early retirement of the Shipping Board and liquidation of its
shipping business seems impracticable, blit a partial solution of one of
the difficulties confronting the Shipping Board is to continue to lay up
a considerable portion of their tonnage and, in line with the tlmely
glogan, “ Less Government in business, more business in Government,”
withdraw from all but supervision activity by chartering the steamers
to reputable and experienced operators, either on a bare-boat basis or
on time charter, allowing the charterers the option of purchasing the
steamers when conditions improve.

Since Mr. Farrell made this suggestion about 800 of the ships
have been laid up. Mr. Farrell further said:

The claim is made, and justly, that the cost of American ghips must
reasonably approximate the cost of their competitors, and that capital
charges must be substantially equalized with those of our competitors.
The faet remains that while a considerable number of ships bullt
abroad have been sold under stress of necessity at less than half the
cost of reproduction, as in the case of ex-enemy ships sold by Great
Britain, the great bulk of the world's tonnage built during the war

fairly approximates the avera%% cost of our own fleet. Again, it is
sald that operating cost must approximately equal to those of ounr
competitors. Leaving wages paid In American ships out of considera-
tion, does the foreigner, loading from American ports, obtain any lower
prices for fuel, ship. repairs, wharfage, harbor dues, stevedoring, sup-
plies, and stores in United States ports than do our own ships?

The main factor in determining whether we can compete successfully
Hes largely in our shipping laws., * = = d -

While the cost of the ships will be written down eventually to a
reasonable figure, the ships can not be sold until a market exists for
them, and until that the investors will not furnish the money to buy
them. Meanwnile they will at least save the Government large outlay
in carrying on their }Jresent plan of operation, if chartered to shipping
people on a competitive bare-boat basis. This will relieve the Govern-
ment of expense and enable them to-earn a moderate revenue,

The bare-boat-charter basis with an early revision of our naviga-
tion laws—the latter an urgent requirement of the situatlon—might be
called a plan to enable shipping people to send our ships to sea npon
terms of equality.

The chief criticism of the navigation laws made by Mr. Far-
rell was of the former requirement of more men on American
steamships than of other nations. However, as previously ex-
plained, that has been changed since this address by Mr. Far-
rell. Under the manning scale adopted by the Shipping Board
in December, 1921, a smaller number of men is required on
American ships than on that of any other nation.

AMERICAN PEOPLE SHOULD SUPPORT OUR MERCHANT MARINE.

In another address on “An American Foreign Trade Policy,”
delivered by Mr, Farrell before the National Foreign Trade Con-
vention at Philadelphia last May, Mr. Farrell said:

The United States Shipping Board are supporting a project of legis-
lation in Congress aimed at furnishing both direet and indirect ald to
a privately owned and operated merchant marine. A considerable
measure of public support has been accorded to the bill, and some
de%ee of opposition to it has been expressed.

hatever may be the fate of these particular proposals, some things
are quite clear. The greatest subsidy our ships can have in overseas
trade would be the support of the  American people, The greatest
hardship under which they are at present laboring is the lack of such
support. We shall not have a sueccessful American merchant marine
unless its ships are more largely used by American shippers. That
does not mean that American exports should be conﬁneuf entirély to
American vessels. Such a proposition is impractical and ridiculous,
since shipping is an International problem and we require inward as
well as ontward cargoes. It does mean that Americans should always
have that * favoring spirit™ toward the use of thewr own vessels on
ual consideration. hey must control, either directly or by selling
their goods ¢, 1. f. foreign ports, the choice of routing their shipments
and thereby likewise influence the obtaining of competitive freight rates.
Other nations have developed this spirit of cooperation in a high degree,
and much of their success is attributable thereto.

Anyone with experience in foreign commerce understands that ocean
shipping is an international business. Any attempt to confine all
American cargo to American vessels would have as its ineyvitable corol-
lary the confining of all foreign cargo to foreign bottoms, which is all
that is needed to show that while we are advocating peace as between
nations and have agreed to a limitation of armament that we propose
to use our merchant marine as a wengon in trade wars with other
countries. But there is in this, as in other matters, a reasonable mean
that can and should be accomplished. Our Government should establish
friendly relations with foreign shippine in order to enanle our ship-
owners to share in inward cargoes which are necessari if our American
merchant marine is to have that share of success which will make it
permanent. If those who control inward cargoes for their respective
countries and colonies are expected to lift our ballast losses homeward .
to a phying basie, they must in turn receive consideration at our hands.
Many factors in shipping are not susceptible of discrimination by the
Government of any nation as against others without corresponding
limitations.

Thomas H. Rossbottom (hearings, pp. 356-357), W. J. Love,
Phillip Manson, and various others testified to the fact that the
citizens of foreign countries are much more loyal to their mer-
chant marine than are American citizens. This is doubtless due
to the fact .that investments in shipping are more widely dis-
tributed in foreign countries, and to the fact that American
shipowners (o and say everything they can to keep American
citizens from being proud of the American merchant marine,
Lasker readily fell into the same habif, and much of his propa-
ganda has been to the disparagement of our ships and the
American merchant marine.

A few years ago the New York Chamber of Commerce ap-
pointed a special committee to investigate and report on the
American merchant marine problem, This committee was com-
posed of men experienced in shipping matters, of which Irving
Bush was chairman and George E. Dearman, president of the
American-Hawaiian Steamship Co,, Irving Douglas, and others
were members, and the report of the committee was unanimous.
The said committee reported as follows:

If a substantial tonnage is to be created, it is idle to suggest that
it be entirely constructed in this country, for the facilities do not exist
for the work. * * * [If a large tonnuge built abroad is placed under
the American flag, th® necessary repair work will be an important aid
in establishing American yards on a basis where they can compete with
forelgn shipbuilders.

We desire, first, to point out that there has been a general misunder-
standing of the added cost of operating American vessels as compared
with the same vessel under a foreign flag. It has been frequently .
stated and generall acceg)tod that the operation under the American
flag will cost from 40 to 50 per cent more. We believe this percentage
should be ap{plied to wages alone, for the cost of fuel, su 1&: es, insur-
ance, and upkeep is substantially equal for the same vessel in the same
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trade, regardless of flag. On the passenger ships, where the wage
item may be a larger percentaFe of.the total operating costs, the differ-
ence in favor of foreign vessels ig somewhat greater; but with strictly
freight earriers your committee is informed that the isadvanta%e under
which American tonnage must labor 18 5 and 10 per cent of the total
operating eost. Fven in passenger vessels of a type sultable for South
American trade the disadvantage probably does mot exceed 10 per cent.
The steamshi? man must obtain his capital for American ships
from American investors. The American investor knows little of the
value of securities of steamsbif companies beyond the repeated state-
ments of the public press that it costs 40 per cent more to operate an
American vessel than one owned abroad, and that oonsequenﬂ{ competi-
tion is impossible without a heavy subsidy. These statements are not
calculated to attract American capital to vessel securities, -
As Senator FrercHEer said in discussing this report:

In other words, according to the New York Chamber of Commerce
report, subsidists have for years been deceiving the American peoPle
as to the cost of operating American ships in their efforts to wring
from Congress a subsidy to make up the fictitious difference of 40 to
50 per cent in cost of operations, but have only succeeded in destroy-
ing the confidence of American investors in shipping investments,

EXORBITANT SALARIES PAID BY AMERICAN STEAMSHIP LINES.

One of the chief difficulties of the American steamship lines is
that they are, closed corporations, maintain unnecessarily large
forces of high-paid executives, and do not run their. businesses
on economical, businesslike principles. During the hearings,
when efforts were being made to ascertain the high salaries paid,
Meyer Lissner, a commissioner of the Shipping Board, who was
ever present attempting to protect the interests of private ship-
owners, spoke up and admitted that the salaries of some of the
officials of American steamship lines ran as high as $100,000 a
vear. In other words, although the capital stock of none of
these companies ig over about $100,000,000, including watered
stock and stock dividends, vet they pay larger salaries than that
received by the President .of the United States or by the presi-
dents of the various large railway systems with their billions
of dollars invested and with systems infinitely larger and more
complex than any of these steamship lines.

VIEWS OF JOHN C. BEAGER, JR.

Along this line I call attention to a statement made by John
(. Seager, jr., the vice president and treasurer of the Seager
Steamship Co:, a leading American line, organized in 1907, and
having operated American-flag ships to various European ports
in the sharpest competition in the world. Mr. Seager Is an
American citizen, the son of John C, Seager, sr,, the president
of the company, who is said to be the oldest and one of the most
highly esteemed shipping men in New York. In an article ap-
pearing in the Nautical Gazette, May 13, 1922, Mr. Seager is
quoted as follows: :

The success of the mercantile fleets of European nations ean be
largely attributed to the fact that the people of the various countries
su rt their ships.

his end is achieved by a different method of financing from that
which prevails in this country. In the United States our shipping in-

duntrf is conducted by what we might term a closed corporation. By
that I mean that the companies operate their ships on private capital

which is usunally subseribed in large blocks. The result is that only a
comparatively few persons in this country are interested in our mer-
chjanltdmarine and that a large majority of our population is not ship-
minded,

Steamships purchased at the present time can be operated at a pront;
foreign owners are not losing money, and there is no reason why an
American owner can not make a profit with his ships. The most
potent factor militating against the successful ogerauon of American
ships is the large overhead which is incurred by the payment of larfe
salaries to unnecessary executives. With few exceptions in Britain
there are no large salaries paid to steamship men in Europe, ana if
this example were followed In this country the balance sheets of the
industry would make a better showing.

VIEWS OF PHILIP MANSON,

While I shall not take time to quote, yet I especially call
attention to the statement of Phillp Manson, president of the
Pacific & Eastern Steamsghip Co., and one of the best-informed
men on shipping in the United States (hearings, 1623-1701).
Mr. Manson presents a very strong array of facts and makes
a very illuminative, intelligent, and logical statement to the
effect that subsidies are merely a premium on waste, extrava-
gance, and inefficlency, and that by the employment of efficient
methods American steamship lines can succeed, as those are sue-
ceeding which employ such methods, even in a moderate degree,
VIEWS OF EDWARD N, HURLEY, FORMER CHAIRMAN UNITED STATES SHIP-

PING BOARD,

When Edward N. Hurley was chairman of the Shipping
Board, said board through various committees made an in-
tensive study of our merchant-marine problem. Mr. Hurley
published a volume entitled *The New Merchant Marine,”
wlhich contains much valuable information on the subject and
which can be read with profit by those desiring to solve this
problem,

The following extracts are taken from his final report to the
President, made July 31, 1919, by Edward N. Hurley, chairman
United States Shipping Board, to wit: ;

The wage and subsistence items combined constitute at the maximum
12 per cent of the total .operating expenses of a ship. [ cite it not
particularly in refutation of the argument that higﬁ wages furnish
any valid reason why a high-wage ship can not compete with a low-
wage ship but rather to show how superficial is the chief argument
that has been advanced to prove the contention that it is imposgible
to operate ships under the American flag. The other arguments on
their very faces are e%nally superficlal, and in the case of inzpectlon
laws, ete.,, they can be easily corrected the moment it is affirma-
tively shown that they are unwise. At the same time, it may be
worth while to note in passing that none of these alleged handicaps
seem to have prevented the Red D Line from doing a suceessful
business under the American ﬂaghbetween New York, the West Indies,
and Venezuela during the last thirty-odd.years; nor have they inter-
fered with the Prosﬁedt}r of the Atlantie, Gulf, and West Indies Co.,
whose vessels also fly the American flag. The successful competition
of the American-flag ships of W. R. Grace & Co. with the powerful
British P. & O. Line in the South American trade has been a matter
of common knowledge for many years; and last, but perhaps most
significant of all, is the fact that the vessels of the Pacific Mall
Steamship Co., flying the American flag, have successfully met the
competition of ships paying the lowest wages on earth in the trans-
Pacific trade for about 70 years.

Of much more importance than the wage-and-subsistence item, which
is not over 12 per eent of the total operating cost, is the coal-fuel item,
which ranges between 30 and 40 per cent of the total. Here the ad-
vantage is heavily in favor of the ship which takes her coal in an
American port. The use of oll fuel turns coal-bunker space into
revenue-earning cargo space, gives a larger steaming radins, and also
reduces the propelling cost per mile. Here, again, the American mer-
chant marine as a whole has a really worth-while competitive advan-
tage, because it contains a greater percentage of oil burners than any
other merchant marine in the world. Also the matter of effecting a
quick turn around offers an opportunity for turning costly idle days
into money-making days at sea which is not yet fully appreciated and
which American ships are free to use their initiative in developing by
planning their voyages and arranging for return cargoes in advance.

I cite these suggestions and recommendations in detail chiefly to
show the prevalent habit of accepting conditions as stated simdgg be-
cause for many years they have been so stated. It is quite cult
to understand why our shipping people, if truly American, continue to
argue against our ability to operate in competition. Two of the most
striking characteristics of the letters I received were the apparent ab-
sorption of the writers in operating details and the obvious disinelina-
tion to dig below the surfgce of the problem. For instance, the ex-
gressed fear of competition from ships carried on owners' books at
20 or $30 a ton is wholly without justification, A vessel which had
been written down to that figure would be old and worn, costly to
operate, often laid up for repairs, and not at all comparable with a new
modern ship, economical to operate, and having a long life of useful-
ness in prospect. Such an argument is the last thing one would expect
to hear from a steamship maun at this time, when every shipowner in
the world is at his wits’ ends for time and shop facilities with which
to recondition his vessels after the continuous, hard, racking service to
which they have been held and driven during the war.

But this is not the whole story. Superimposed upon the classification
and fnsurance restrictions has been the heavy burden of universal over-
capitalization. This process began when the steamship companies were
hard pressed during the trade slump which followed the panie of 18T3.
Very few companies seem to have escaped overcapitalization, and most
of the new ones seem to have been systematleally * watered ™ almost
as soon as they sprang into existence.

I have before me a 200-page analysis of the annual financial state-
ments of representative steamship companies of all nations covering a
period of 20 years, The collator remarks that many of the statements
seem to have been prepared with the idea of showin% the position of
the company “as it is not," However, practically all of them whose
statements are sufficiently complete to admit of intelligent interpre-
tation show degrees of overcapitalization, indicating that they are
obliged to find money to pay dividends on stock Issues which are from
10 to 40 per cent in excess of all the property value they can show.
A recent statement of one American company frankly admitted that
its capitalization of $11,000,000 consisted of $5,000,000 in * tangible
assets ' and $6,000,000 of “ good will,”

When we can get both the insurance amd overcapitalization handi-
caps out of the way I expect to see the merchant marines of other
countries worrying about their ability to compete with American ships,
and the arguments about our inability to compete with foreigners
will disappear.

ORGANIZATION OF STEAMSHIP COMPANIES.

From a close study of world shipping and from the experience of
the Government since the slow return toward commercial conditions
begun last autumn, I am convinced that ships can be operated to
maximum advantage only when the individual fleets are of such size
that the munaﬁemeut can T-lve careful personal attention to every
detail and all the potentialities of each voyage. I believe, and all my
colleagues and associntes in the Shipping Board agree with me, that
when an operating organization exceeds this- size its routine becomes
too complicated and its reactions too slow; the comparatively few big,
competent bralns of the organization do not have the time to bestow
the proper attention upon the details and potentialities of each venture;
too much of the planning and bargaining is left to relatively inferior
subordinates whose names and personalities mean nothing to customers,
either at home or abroad; Broﬁtnhle business oPpormn tles are over-
looked ; personal contact with customers is to a large extent lost; and
many forms of lost motion and other kinds of wastefulness are certain
to germinate, develop, and multiply.

ADVANTAGES IN FAVOR OF AMERICAN SHIPOWNERS.

Advocates of ship subsidies talk much of alleged disadvan-
tages of American shipowners, but totally ignore the advantages
in their favor. Some of the advantages operating in favor of
American shipowners may be summarized as follows:

1. The very great advantage of oil burners over coal burners,
as previously explained.

2. The Shipping Board vessels are already being offered at
very low prices, and will probably be sold as a whole at even
lower prices, so that American owners will have the advantage
of a very low first cost, very much lower than such ships could
have been constructed for anywhere even before the war, and
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much lower than reproduction cost at any time in the future,
either here or abroad. They would be purchased at much lower
prices than the overwhelming bulk of foreign tonnage cost.

Does it not constitute sufficiently: generous aid' to sell the
ships at such low prices and on 15 years’ time, as already,
authorized by law? As American owners even in normal times
profitably operated' ships costing from three to five times as
much, is it not reasonable to, assume tl..t either those same
operators or other purchasers: couldl successfully operate tliese
ships at the low prices indicated?

3. Our Shipping Board vessels are new and modern, whereas
an overwhelming percentage of foreign ships are getting old.

Nearly all of the Shipping Board ships have been completed’
since the armistice. The deliveries were as follows: For the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1918, 218 ships; 1919, 854 ships;
1920, 1,002 ships; 1921, 218 ships; 1922, 23 ships, as reported by
the Shipping Board. Nearly all of the foreign merchant ships
were: constructed: prior to the: World War, so that they are
practically all more than 8 years old. In fact, a large per-
centuage of the world’s tonnage is now over; 15 years of age.
The importance off this eomparison is seen when it is: under-
stood' that the average life of a ship:is 20 years, and Homer L.
Ferguson testified that the average useful life of a ship was
14 years, beenuse of the expensive repair bills aceruing after
that: time..

Edward P. Farley, vice president United States Shipping
Ronrd Emergency Fleet Corporation, in charge of ship sales,
stated’ at the hearings: -

Mr. CHINDELOM. Britain has enough ships now to handle her trade?

Mr. Farrey. Yes; bot always people want—a good operator wants

_ the most modern and the newest type: of ships, The minute a
operator finds business improving- he wants: to get rid of his old ships
amd replace them with more modern ships, knowing there is going to
be another drop in values, and the modern ship can operate profitably

whien: the older ship can not.
* *® L - * L

Mr: Davis. You spoke about onr ships being modern. T will ask
you, in that same connection, if it is not a fact that a vm'{ large per-
centage of foreign fleets are not only not modern but are either old or
gPtli;:g old, practically all of them having been built before the World

ar:

Mp. Faruey. Well, 400 British ships, or more, were built during the
war; but you are correct as to the large percentage. (Hearings, pp.
2045, 2058.) :

My, Farley had just returned from an extensive investigation
of maritime conditions in Europe at the instance of the Ship-
ping: Board.

With: respect to the quality of our Shipping Board vessels,
Myr. James A. Farrell declared in tlie first address previously
mentioned; as follows:

" The steel ships were well constructed, and with: few exeeptions com-
wre favorably with the work of the best builders in any country.

'hile we may only surmise what will ultimately become of the wooden
ships which were built as.a result of the dictates of military necessity
and in response to the appeal of our associates for ships, and more
ships, the fact remains that our steel ships are fine: examples of' the
skill of .-lm_ericnn mechanics.

In this same' conneetion we must not lose sight of the fact
that 80 per cent of our Shipping Board vessels are oil burners,
whereas 90 per cent. of foreign ships are coal burners,

4. Our immense coastwise trade is reserved exclusively for
American-flag ships, whereas. the extensive coastwise trade of
Great Britain and between Great Britain and her colonies. has
been open to the ships of all nations without any restrictions
whatever since 1853, On the importance of our coasting trade,
I' quote from Government Aid to Merchant Shipping, by
Grosvenor M. Jones, a publication of the Department of Com-
merce, issued in 1916, as follows:

The coasting trade of the United States includes not merely the
trade along the Atlantic, Gulf, and. Pacific coasts of continental United'
States and between the Atlantic and the Pacific coasts, but also the
trade between continental United States and Alaska, Hawaii, and: Porto
Rico.. The distances traversed by many of the ships in the coasting

trade of the United States are greater than the distances covered by
many of the ships in the foreign trade of European nations.
L] Ll *® & &

*

; .

It is probably safe to say that the freight tonnage carried in the
coasting trade. of the United States exceeds the total freight trans-
ported in all the ships of any other country, with. the possible ex-
ception of Great. Britain.

XNo other country has such extensive stretches of coast with so many
valnable: ports that are of easy access: and open. at all times: of: the
year and such varied commodities seeking water transportation.

The: United States has a greater number. of important ports than
any other country in the world. The freight available for coasting
trade is enormdus.

Stress bas been laid on: the importance of the United States. coasting
trade, chiefly to emphasize its value to American shipginﬁ. Too. often
the extent of the coastwise commerce is overlpoked’ or minimized and
little or no account' iz taken of the fact that the vessels engaged: in
this trade are for the most part as:efficient as vessels in the overseas
trade- of foreign countries; that many of the coasting vessels: of the
United States are, in fact, sirong oceen-going craft that travel lo
diktances on the open seas; 'and that many of them' can' be used’
efféetively: in the: trans-Atlantic trade, as has been: demoenstrated since
the outbreak of the present war in Europe,

While the, coastwise shipping of the United! States: has been d
veloping: rapidly, the antuag tonnage registered for the foreign I:md:

has- on: the: whole declined. Nevertheless—and this ie a fact too often:

ignored in discussions: as to the strength of the Am ]
marine—the potential tonnage has i.ncrg.seﬂ steadily s?.l?c? Iisgl;:r‘dﬁg
ini this, connection it: should: be- remembered that the strength of a
merchant marine is more accurately stated in terms. of potential
tonnage. than in actnal tonnage, since:the former takes account of the
ter efficiency of steam: (onnage; which is commonly estimated as

ing: three times; that of snid tomnage. (Pp. 30-33.) .

A large number of the ships engaged in foreign trade also
engage in part in coastwise trade. KFurthermare, a large numn-
ber‘ of shipa engaged: exclusively in our coastwise: trade are
entirely suitable for foreign, service and so available in.case of
national. emergency, In: fact, a large number of such. ships
were: so utilized during the World War.

{i.- There is a very material advantage in. favor of American:
shipowners. ag compared’ with British, shipowners by reason of
the fact that under the respeetive: maritime liability, laws of the:
two Nations British shipowners. are held to much. stricter ac-
countability for the loss of life or property. This is a very
important difference and, fully explained on pages 607 and
614616 of tlie hearings.

6. Tonnage taxes in the United States are much: lower than
those of foreign countries, and’ will still be much lower if our
tonnage: taxes are doubled, as provided in the pending bill,
lUpon- this: point' I' quote from page 605 of the hearings as fol:
OWS?:

Mr. Lissxen. Their tonuage taxes are almost universally: much
ligher than our own; are much higher than they would: be if deubled;
as. proposed. in. the act.

Mr. Davis. Do, you mean the taxes on their own tonnage are greater,
thaw our taxes.on our tonnage?

Mr. LissyERr. [/understand; so far as I am informed, that the charges:
for tonnage taxes abroad are the same in most instances for: their own
vessels as they. ave for our vessels, but they are uniformly higher than.
th{-:t taxes that we charge to our own and to foreign vessels in our
ports,

i 7. American shipping interests are not required to- pay vari-
| ous fees for measurement of tonnage, issuing licenses, and for
If the performance of various other services by colleetors.ar other

officers of customs, inspectors, and shipping commissioners, which,
all foreign, countries charge their shipping“intepests. All ofs
those fees were repealed by act of July 1, 1886, but the present
Commissioner of Navigation recommends the enactment of a bill
restoring: these fees, and. estilnates: that it would net the Gov-
ernment. between $1,000,000 and $1,500,000 a year. For a full
explanation see hearings, pages 615, 616.

FROFITS OF AMERICAN SHIPOWNERS.

A large amount of evidence was introduced at: the. hearings,
showing that American shipowners made good. profits before the
war and made fabulous profits during the war. (See espe-
cially hearings, 1658-1719, 2217-2241, 2470-2475.) Some of:
those enormous: profits  are: enymerated in the minority report
on this bill. None of the. evidence mentioned has been ques.
tioned or refonted by anybody, There is.no evidence whatever
that American shipowners did' not operate profitably before the
war or that they did not: profiteer during the war upon. their
Government and the public to such an extent that they made:
outrageous profits; and' there is no: evidence in the record that
private sliipowners. have not made money since the war or
that they are not doing so now; even though we are passing:
threngh the worst® depression in tlie history of shipping. Of
the eight steamship owners who testified’ at the hearings, none
ofi them claimed that they were even.now losing money in the:
operation of their ships or that they had lost money prior to the:
war. They were questioned abeut it on cross-examination, and
some of them admitted that they are making some profit now
and made a profit last year, although some few stated tliat
they were about breaking even at tliis time. In view of the
fact that there was a large amount of evidence to the effect
that American shipowners could' and were operating profitably,
and’ no evidence to the contrary, some of us felt that as the
shipowners were asking such enormous subsidies tliey should
be required to give the committee and the Congress the actual
facts. H. H: Raymond, president of the American Steamship
Owners' Association, who appeared in belialf of this bill;, flatly
refused to disclose what his salaries were as president of several
shipping' companies. Winthrop L. Marvin, vice presia.nt and’
general manager of the American Steamship Owners' Associa-
tion, the real father of this bill; who has taken n most active
interest in its behalf from the beginning, appeared as a- witness
at the hearings: The-: following propositions were- propounded’
to him:

Mr. Davis. Mr. Marvin, tHe private operators of  which you are'm _
representative are asking the Feuple to: pass. a bill: that will’ result in
the payment of very large subsidies, predicated upon the claim that yoms
can. not compete weith: foreign. ships.. and, you, want the mass of the

le to e up. the diference; Now, many high authorities with
i EE as: mach ex anees and: knowlédge of these matters: as: nn% who
ve testified insist that the:question of wage and: subsistence differen=
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tial and the other matters pressed by the proponents of this bill are
overcome by advantages that obtain in favor of American operators,
and that these matters do not constitute the real difficulty; and they
state that the real difficulty is that the American companies have been
overcapitalized, have paid excessive salaries, have been extravagant
and ‘wasteful In their methods, that they have not employed the same
efficiency as England and Gerl:l:lan‘v1 and other nations, ete.

It is furthermore insisted with regard to charges growing ont of
capital investment that such enormous profits were made by the Ameri-
can private owners durmF the war that they not only repaid the
original investment, including watered stock, and pald large mvmmde?i
but also lald up large surpluses, so that they will not now be burden
with interest, amortization, and depreciation charges, etc.

In view of these views that are urged by very respectable authorities,
and in view of the fact that you gentlemen are asking for these
bounties, do you not concede that the representatives of the people are
entitled to know just what the facts are in these respects?

Mr. MARVIN, The represenfatives of the people, Judge, are absolutely
entitled to know what the exact facts are in these and all other re-
spects, but that is a pretty long question, Judge. I don’t know that I
can remember all of it, but I would like to ask you, in the first place,
who these authorities are that have been conveying to the committee
these insinuations against the American merchant marine? Who are
tl;eyh? : Iklwguld like to know, I have never seen any authorities cited
of that kind.

Mr. Davis. Oh, such men as Mr. J. H, Rosseter, Mr. E. N. Hurley,
and various others that I do not now recall, and others who will be
produced before the hearings conclude:

After much quibbling on the part of Mr. Marvin, the proposi-
tion was put up to him as follows:

Mr. Davis. Now, if these charges are untrue, this is the best oppor-
tunity you gentlemen have had to prove it, and here in this public
hearinig in which fnu are asking these enormous benefits, 1 want to
know r'yuu are wi Iinf to show the facts? In other words, I want to
know if a representative of each of the members of your association
is willing to appear before this committee and lay their cards on the
table ang not hide behind any such pretext as that these matfers are
personal? And I want to know if they will come prepared to give full
and definite information as to the organization, capitalization, assets,
liabilities, when the ships were bought, and the prices pald, and their

were capitalized ; the annual profits or losses
: vidends paid, the amount added to surplus, the
bonds paid, salaries paid, facts with regard to subsidiary and affiliated
connections, and dividends, etc., of these concerns?

After much more ‘quibbling and dodging, in which certain

age, and at what tht:iy
of the enmpaniy the di

members of the committee came to his relief, the matter was |

finally concluded, as follows :

Mr. Davis. Now, Mr. Marvin, what is your answer?

Mr. Marviy. I am entirely willing to submit to the association any
request that comes from the committee, (Hearings, 1063-1065.)

It Is needless to state that the said requests were not com-
plied with. We heard no more from it. However, I am curious
to know whether or not a majority of the sworn representatives
of the people will vote these enormous bounties to these ship-
owners in the face of these facts. If this bill passes, what will
result is fairly represented in the announcement taken from
Town Topics Financial Bureau, of New York, in the special
curb market bulletin of October 24, 1922, as follows:

AMERICAN-HAWAIIAN STEAMSHIP,

American-Hawailan steamship sold at 20 yesterday and picked up
around this price; we regard it as a splendid huﬂl for the moderate
or longer pull. The company is in excellent financial shape and has a

history as a dividend earner and payer. The shares at present
are paying 373 cents quarterly, which means a yield of 73 per cent.
The passage of the ship subsidy bill, which now is considered probable,
wuu!5 mean a violent advance fn this stock.
PROPOSED PLAN IN LIEU OF PEXNDING BILL.

The proponents of this bill, including the President, chal-
lenged its opponents to offer a better plan. Of course, it is not
incumbent upon the minority to offer a substitute, and no
plan whicli ecould be devised, even though admittedly perfect,
would have any chance of being accepted by those who are bent
upon this raid on the Public Treasury. However, as I stated I
would, I, for one, present a definite, specific, concrete plan,
features of which I have already discussed, and which plan is
briefly summarized, as follows:

1. Abolish the Shipping Board and Emergency Fleet Corpora-
tion.

2. Appoint a by-partisan congressional committee to investi-
gate and cull out all useless employees of the Shipping Board
organization.

3. Place one responsible man at the head of the remaining
organization and of our shipping affairs.

4. Cancel all MO 4 contracts and lease the ships now in opera-
tion on trade routes under bare-boat charters, or, wherever that
may be impossible, place such trade routes in charge of salaried
managers.

5. Transfer a goodly number of our ships to the Army and
Navy transport services for use in case of emergency.

6. Employ a liberal policy in the payment of compensation
for the ecarriage of our ocean mail, employing American ships
as ' far as possible, all of which is fully authorized by the act
of 1891, now in force.

7. That foreign-built ships owned by American citizens be
permitted to register under the American flag.

8, The repeal of tariff duties on all shipbuilding materials,

_and the repeal of all restrictions against the use of imported
materials in our ship construction.

9, A tariff for revenue only. A tariff which is so high as
to prevent the importation of foreign goods and which in turn
cuts down our exports because of inability of foreigners to pay
for our products with their own, will naturally diminish our
foreign commerce and militate against our merchant marine, as
previously explained. Of course, I do not expect those wedded
to a high protective tariff policy to look with favor upon this
recommendation.

10. The establishment of oil stations wherever they would
be needed by our Navy and our merchant marine.

11. Our shipowners must establish efficient organizations at
home and shipping agencies and connections abroad.

12. Our merchant marine should have the full cooperation and
aid of our Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, com-
mercial attachés, radio service, and other Government functions.

13. Ameriean shipowners should eliminate overcapitalization,
squeeze out watered stock, cut out wastefunl overhead, get rid
of useless officials, reduce the exorbitant salaries of many
executives; in other words, get on a sound, economical, business
basis,

14. American shipowners should forever stop begging for pub-
lic bounties, and should apply themselves to effecting the re-
sults just suggested. They should quit disseminating the false
doctrine that Americans are not competent to succeed in the
maritime industry without subsidies. :

15. The American public should loyally support the Ameri-
can merchant marine, as do the nationals of other countries.
They should ship and travel on American ships whenever
possible.

16. Strict enforcement of the seamen’s act, particularly sec-
tions 4 and 13, which will insure and maintain an equalization
of wages on American ships and on foreign ships operating to
and from our ports, as shown in the minority report, and more
fully shown in the hearings by William 8. Brown (pp. 1218-19),
Capt, John H. Pruett (p. 1230), and by Henry Howard (p.
1256), and by other witnesses introduced by the proponents of
the bill, and asg is conclusively shown by the officers of the
Seamen’s Union, Andrew Furuseth (pp. 1263 to 1830) and Pat-
rick O'Brien (pp. 1853 to 1942).

The adoption of and compliance with the foregoing sugges-
tions, even to a reasonable extent, will insure the full estab-
lishment and the permanent maintenance of a sound, healthy,
snecessful, privately owned American merchant marine, fully
adequate for all of our needs in peace or war; and it will do
it without the adoption of a single vicious policy or a single
additional burden upon the taxpayers of the country.

I have consumed more time than I should. I appreciate
the patient hearing accorded me by Members on both sides of
the Chamber. I wish to thank my colleagues on the commit-
tee for their indulgence and all the Members for their pa-
tience. [Applause.] .

The CHAIRMAN. If the commiitee will indulge the Chair a
moment, the Chair wishes to say that during the remarks of the
zentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Davis] the Chair was called
upon to rule in regard fo a Member oceupying more than one
hour on the floor. At that time the Chair stated that in his
ruling lie had followed the precedents, At this time the Chair
would like to secure the privilege of inserting the references to
those precedents in connection with the ruling just mentioned;
Is there objection? '

There was no objection,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts is
recognized.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts.
minutes to the gentleman from
PATRICK |.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. KIRKPATRICK. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the
committee, in what I have to say I shall try to confine myself
to a discussion of the section of the bill dealing with the pay-
ment of the direct subsidy.

This provision is contained in Title IV, and it is the corner
stone of the policy embodied in this bill. Any nation which
proposes to aid its shipping must do so in one of two ways:
Either by indirect aid, which includes favorable legislation
and preferential duties, or by the payment of a direct subsidy.

Now, we tried the first of those two methods in the Jones Act,
The Jones Act contains just about the maximum which can
be expected of legislation in the nature of indirect aid. But,
unfortunately, we were unable to get the benefit of the principal
provision on which we had relied in the Jones Act, and that
was section 34, which provided for the denunciation of treaties
so that Congress could go ahead and enact preferential duties.

The keystone of the Jones Act having fallen, if we really
mean to aid our merchant marine we must turn to the other

Mr. Chairman, T yield 30
Pennsylvania [Mr. Kirk-

Pennsylvania  is
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alternative and adopt a policy of direct aid, and that is what
we are doing in this bill.

The principal operative sentence of the whole bill is found
in section 403, providing that—

The board is authorized and directed on behalf of the United States
to enter into a contract with any person, a citizen of the United States
who is the owner of a vessel, for the payment of compensation in
respect to such vessel.

Now, the first guestion which is of interest iz the rate of
that compensation, and if we observe the provision as to the
rate of compensation contained in the next section we will note
that it provides for a rate of compensation based upon three
things, namely, a combination of the size of the wvessel. the
distance traveled, and the speed of the vessel. It provides for
a flat rate of one-half of a cent for each 100 nautical miles
traveled per gross ton of the vessel. That is the basic rate,
and then in addition there is a gradually ascending scale and
additional payments to be made fo vessels, based on their speed,
as they increase their speed over and above 12 knots an hour.

Now, the underlying theory of that scale of payment and of
that system is that it is necessary for our n.erchant marine,
in the condition in which we now are, to develop large, fast
passenger liners. We have plenty of tramps. We have plenty of
the ordinary slow cargo vessels. We have plenty of tankers.
But the thing in which we are woefully lacking, the thing that
is absolutely necessary to the development of any well-planned
merchant marine, is a fleet of passenger liners, and that: is
what this additional compensation for speed is intended to
develop.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a question? WIIl it interrupt him?

Mr. KIRKPATRICK. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BANKHEAD. As I gather from the gentleman's state-
ment, the main incentive for the appllcation of this subsidy is
to develop these fast liners?

Mr. KTIRKPATRICK. That is the purpose for the additional
subsidy for high speed.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Can the gentleman tell nus how that is
going to be of assistance to the farmers and the American in-
terests that will be subserved?

Mr. KIRKPATRICK. The basis of our foreign trade must
be liner service. The tramp service is valuable, but the basis
of the development of the foreign trade is liner service, and the
farmers and everyone else in the country will benefit, in my
opinion, by the development of our foreign trade.

Now, what is the situation in regard to our ships as compared
with those of other nations of the world in regard to their speed
and type? The United States merchant marine to-day has 92
per cent of her ships under 12 knots an hour speed and 8 per
cent over 12 knots. Japan has 813 per cent of her ships under
12 knots an hour and 181 per cent of her ships over 12 knots an
hour; and Great Britain, our greatest competitor, has 72 per
cent of her ships under 12 knots an hour speed and 28 per cent
of her vessels over 12 knots an hour in speed.

Now, I want to show you just how this compensation is going
to work out in the case of certain vessels which I had selected
for the purpose of showing the various types of ships and what
they would earn. Take the first, the case of a large passenger
ship, the George Washington, one of the finest ships in our fleet
to-day. She makes 19 knots an hour, and her tonnage is 24,000,
If she makes 12 voyages in the course of a year she will earn
in that year under the rate of compensation provided in the
bill $306,000.

Take another vessel, the Ainerican Legion, the picture of
which is exhibited in the lobby, a fine type of ship, what is
called a 535 ship, plying to South America, 14,000 tons in size,
steaming 18 knots an hour; if she makes six voyages in the
course of a year she will earn $170,000. The President Harri-
son, a smaller ship of the 522 type, cargo liner with passenger
accommodations, making 15 knots an hour, with a tonnage of
10,500; if she makes five voyages in the course of a year she
will earn $68,000.

Here is the Wesi Farralone, of 8,000 tons in size, making 10
knots an hour. If she covers 15,000 miles in the course of a
year, which would be the average mileage for such a ship, she
will earn in direct compensation $18,000.

Of the smaller cargo type is the Lake Gilboa, a 9-knot ship
of the tramp type, 2,100 tons, If she makes 12 trips in the
course of a year she will earn $2,800.

The compensation is also payable to sailing vessels, with this
distinction, that the power-driven vessels of between 5,000 tons
and 1,500 tons all receive a constructive tonnage of 5,000 tons
in figuring out the compensation. That is, all those smaller
ships under 5,000 tons are rated as of 5,000 tons f6r the purpose
of figuring the compensation. This is because there is very
little difference in the pay roll of a power-driven vessel of

between 5,000 tons and 1,500 tons. Under the shipping regula-
tions of the United States there is comparatively little differ-
ence. That does not apply to sailing vessels, however. Sail-
ing vessels receive their compensation directly, based on their
tonnage, and they receive it down to 1,000 tons.

At this point it would be well to clear up some confusion
about the amount of this direct subsidy. I am not talking about
the net result of the various indirect aids which are provided
for by this act; but if this act went into effect to-morrow, and if
the next day every ship now operated by the Shipping Board
passed into private hands and received a direct subsidy, the
direct subsidy alone to those vessels would amount to $8,500,000.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman permit me to ask him
a question?

Mr, KIRKPATRICK, Yes.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I dislike to interrupt the gentleman.

Mr. KIRKPATRICK. It will not interrupt me at all.

Mr. BANKHEAD, Does not your bill provide that 10 per
cent of all customs receipts shall be turned into this Shipping
Board fund?

Mr. KIRKPATRICK. Yes.-

Mr. BANKHEAD. It is estimated that $450,000,000 will
be derived annually as customs receipts under the present tariff
bil].’ That revenue of $45,000,000 is to go into this fund, is it
not?

Mr. KIRKPATRICK. Yes.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Is there any provision by which any of
the excess out of that fund over the $15,000,000 you suggest will
be turned into the Federal Treasury?

Mr, KIRKPATRICK. There is not in the bill

Mr. BANKHEAD., What becomes of it? Does not the Treas-
ury lose the benefit of that amount of customs receipts?

Mr, KIRKPATRICK. Not necessarily.

Mr. EDMONDS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, KIRKPATRICK, Yes,

Mr. EDMONDS. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BANK-
HEAD] knows that at his own suggestion in the committee he
thought a revolving fund was the only way it could be handled,
and in a revolving fund the money will be left in the Treasury,
and it is only a bookkeeping account.

B:Irl: B AD., It does not go back into the Treasury
at

Mr. EDMONDS. Where does it go?

Mr. BANKHEAD. It is not avai]nble for ordinary Govern-
ment purposes.

Mr., EDMONDS. It is available for ordinary Government
purposes. As far as the money is actually concerned, the re-
volving fund becomes & mere bookkeeping charge and only goes
out of the Treasury when it is drawn out. The gentleman
knows that as well as I do. He has had the handling of re-
volving funds before.

Mr. KIRKPATRICK. As long as the money is not actunally
covered by any subsidy contract, it can be reached. It has not
gone beyond the control of the Government,

Now, that $8,500,000 would cover all Shipping Board boats at
present operating. If in addition to that the day after the bill
was passed every privately owned vessel made a subsidy con-
tract with the Government, it would amount to $6,500,000 more,
making the maximuom possible present direct subsidy about
$15,000,000. But that is not going to happen. Considerable
time will elapse before the Shipping Board vessels pass into
private hands.

Various statements have been made as to exactly what Chair-
man Lasker said, so I had occasion to look it up, and he said
that in 30 months he expected that enough of the 400 ships now
being operated by the Shipping Board to keep the present routes
going would pass into private hands. Let us assume that he
meant the whole 400. Still we can not estimate anything like
$15,000,000 of subsidy the first year. If we say half of that
we will be somewhere near the trath.

Mr. GAHN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, KIRKPATRICK, Yes.

Mr. GAHN. Into what private hands? Were any interests
named when he said they would pass into private hands?

Mr. KIRKPATRICK. No.

Mr. GAHN. Has the gentleman any idea who is going to
purchase those boats?

Mr. KIRKPATRICK. No. Now, in that connection, the
matter of the voyage losses and the question of getting these
ships out of the hands of the Shipping Board into private
hands was discussed by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr,
Davis], and I want to pause just a moment in the direct
course of what I have to say, to call attention to one or two
statements he made about the voyage losses. I am sure the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr., Davis] has been grossly mis-
informed- as to the operations of the Shipping Board. The
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statement was made that only a very small percentage of the
€50,000,000 annual loss of the Shipping Board was accounted
for by voyage losses. That is only true in this sense: If you
take voyage loss to mean simply the difference between the
actual eash income and cash outgo of any particular voyage,
then it is correct that not a large percentage of the $50,000.000
loss is due to voyage losses. But every business man knows
perfectly well that in estimating operating losses, which is the
thing we are talking about, you must take into account so
much of the overhead us is ¢hargeable to operations. You must
take into account repairs, You must take into account better-
ments, and those things are totally ignored by the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr, Davis] when he makes the statement
that only a small percentage of the $50,000,000 is accounted for
by voyage losses. As a matter of fact, a very large proportion
of that $50,000,000 is accounted for by operating losses, and
that is the thing we are trying to cut down.
The statement was @lso made that the Shipping Board itself
was extravagant in its operations, that it had failed to cur-
tail the number of its employees, that it was employing 8,280
employees, most of whom were useless, I have here the facts
upon that question.
On June 15, 1921, the Shipping Board had {in its employ
8,824 employees. The total of their salaries was $15,861,400.
On July 1, 1922, the Shipping Board had in its employ 5,083 |
employees at a fotal pay roll of $10,519,242, or a reduction in |
the first year of the present Shipping Board control of 3,241
employees at an expense of $5,342,155.
Mr, BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr, KIRKPATRICK. I will,
Mr. BLANTON. Is the gentleman prepared to state that
none of these vacancies have been refilled since July 1, 19227
Mr. KIRKPATRICK. I might say that there has been some
slight increase sinee then; but on October 21, 1922, there were
4948 employees at a -salary of $10,019,261, and there has been
since that date a further reduction. So that we have now a
reduction of about 4,000 employees between June 15, 1921, and
the present time.
Mr. McDUFFIE. Will the gentleman state whether that was
due to the diseontinuance of the operation of vessels?
Mr., KIRKPATRICK. These are muinly office employees.
. Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman is not prepared to state, how-

ever, that of the 76 lawyers ‘that are employed 'by the Shipping
Board at an average salary of $11,000 a year any of them have
lost their positions.

Mr, KTRKPATRICK. I do not think they have. I listened to
the testimony, and I was of the opinion that there were no more
than were necessary for the work-that was to be done, Now,
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Davis] went on to argue |
from a statement made by Mr. Lasker, the chairman of the |
Shipping Board, that the expenses of operation would not be |
stopped by the sale of ‘these vessels, Assuming that we can |
sell the 400 vessels in 30 months—and it is anybody's guess as |
to whether we can or not—it is the guess of the chairman of |
the Shipping Board that we can. I say that when these ves-
sels are disposed of the great bulk of the operating expenses is |
going to «cease. You must keep your operating force as long |
a8 you are operating ships, but you do not need to keep the |
operating force when you stop operating, even though you may
have 800 or 800 ships undisposed of. The gentleman from Ten-
nessee is ‘confusing the question of ceasing the operation of
the ships and the disposition of them. We have a lot of ships |
on our hands to-day that probably we will never be able to sell,
but that does nof mean that we are going to operate those ships.
It may be that there are ships in the possession of the Bhip-
ping Board that it will be profitable to scrap. Of all the ton-
nage laid up to-day it is impossible for anybody to say how
much is valuable and ugeful. You can not draw a straight line
through your list of ships and say that all above that are good
ships and all below are bad ships. T think that is an error that
most of us are apt to fall into.

The fact is that whether much of the tonnage will be useful
or not depends on world trade conditions. A ghip may be a
valuable asset under certain conditions of commerce and trade |
and the same ship may be simply a liability under other condi-
tions. The fact of the matter is, and I do not think it can be
disputed, that when you stop operating a ship the bulk of the
operating expenses is going to stop. Mr. Lasker did say that
there was not much difference in overhead between operating
400 ships and 1,200 ships, but there isa big difference in overhead
between operating 400 ships and not operating any ships at all.

I have said that the purpose of a graduated scale of pay-
ment was to develop a type of large passenger and cargo
- liners. 1 am sure that that type is valuable in the world
trade. In addition, it is above all things the only type of ship
that is really valuable to the United States for use as a naval

l auxiliary. The speed of a fleét is mecessarily determined by

the speed of its slowest ship. A sglow cargo ship, a tramp
steamer, is practically useless in naval operations to-day. If
we are going to keep our Navy up to the 5-5-8 ratio, if we are
‘going to compete with Great Britain at all in the matter of
armament, we must develop liners for use as naval auxiliaries,
and that is the theory of that portion of the bill.

Mr. GERNERD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KIRKPATRICK. Yes.

Mr. GERNERD. These passenger liners are at the same time
large cargo carriers?

Mr, KIRKPATRICK. Yes; they are all eargo carriers to a
more or less extent,

Now, in order to be entitled to -compensation, the vessel must
have a certain status, It goes without saying that we want
only to compensate ships flying the American flag. We also
want to encourage the building of ships in the United States.
In order to accomplish these purposes the 'bill limits the com-
pensation to vessels built in ‘the United States and flying the
United States flag, with the gingle exception that ships already
existing, built in foreign countries, may, with the consent of
the ‘board, within the next three years, be transferred ito the
United States flag and receive compensation. The ipurpose of
this exception is to allow American owners to acquire certain
particular types of ghips which are greatly needed to-day. The
net result is that no ship can be built abroad after the act and
then transferred to American register and receive compensation,

There are certain other reguirements that must exist in order
to entitle a vessel to.compensation. These are the restrictions
appearing in sections 406, 407, 408, and 409, In order to make
clear the reason for these restrictions, let me call attention to
the broad aims intended to 'be attained by the act. We want
_to ‘create a privately owned merchant marine engaged in for-
eign trade, owned by American ‘capital, and manned by Ameri-
ean labor. To this end are directed the various provisions re-
ferred to which determine the conditions under which compen-
sation—the status of the vessel being satisfactory—is payable:

The vessel must be a privately owned merchant vessel,

It must be engaged in foreign trade,

The complicated definition of foreign trade contained in sec-
tion 407 of the bill is due to the rather mnusual situation of
the United States and her island possessions with regard to ithe
distanee of fhe islands and their present lack of any great
volume of trade. The next result of the section is that trade
between the United States, Alaska, Porto Rico, and Hawaii is
not considered foreign trade. Trade between the United States
and the Panama Canal Zone is considered as foreign trade.
In the case of Hawail an exception is made where the vessel
to be compensated trades betwéen the United States and a for-
eign port touching at Hawail. In such case, if the cargo or
passengers destined to or from Hawaii is less than one-fourth
of the total the vessel will not lose its compensation.

In addition to the above, section 408 provides for the com-
pensation of tramp ships, provided a call is anade at a port of
the United States once a year, and also what are known as
feeders, small boats which ply between foreign ports collecting
cargo for American ships engaged in foreign trade. There is
no reason why these types should be excluded, as they are
both builders of our commerce,

Compensation shall be paid only while the person or cor-
poration which owns the vessel is American. This is provided
for ‘in section 409, and the provisions contained in that section
for determining the nationality of the control of any corpora-
tion have been taken from the United States Treasury Regu-
lations.

In addition, it was deemed unwise fo pay compensation to
an American owner unless his major interest was in American
shipping and American trade. As a result, this section pro-
vides that even though the ship and the owner be American,
compensation shall not be paid unless at least 75 per cent of
the owner’s shipping fiies the United States flag,

Lastly, the crew must 'be substantially American. There is
no use in building or maintaining a merchant marine if we
are compelled to man it with foreigners, and no lasting benefit
can be derived from a marine so operated. Section 406 pro-
vides that the erew of any ship which applies for compensation
must be at least two-thirds American citizens and ‘the re-
mainder can not be Chinese or Japanese. During the first two
years after the enactment of fhis act some slight leeway is
given in order 'to permit necessary adjustment of present labor
eonditions. In addition, the provisions of the act are sus-
pended as to the steward’s department of passenger ships, it
being impossible to obtain a sufficient number of American
citizens in these departments.

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KIRKPATRICK. Yes.




158

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

NOVEMBER 24,

Mr, LONDON. On the subject of American ownership, will
a corporation organized under the laws of any of the States of
the Union or of the Distriet of Columbia be considered Ameri-
can for the purposes of this bill?

Mr, KIRKPATRICK. I so understand.

Mr. LONDON. Irrespective of who may be the stockholders?

Mr, KIRKPATRICK, There is a provision—section 401 (a)—
that the term * citizen of the United States” shall have the
meaning given it by the shipping act of 1916. That act re-
quires the controlling interest in such eorporation to be owned
by Americans in order that such corporation may be considered
a citizen of the United States. [Applause.]

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts, Mr, Chairman, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHINDBLOM]. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr, CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, the majority members of the Committee on the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries some time ago agreed upon a division of
the subject matter of this legislation, and it fell to my lot to
give particular attention to the question of the so-called differ-
entials in the cost of construction and of operation. Two of my
colleagues, who are opposed to the bill, have given some atten-
tion to this subject. I think many of the Members of the House
were surprised to learn that anyone seriously contended that
there are no differentials in the cost of construetion and of
operation of American ships and the ships under foreign flags.
I dare say it has never been doubted or denied by any real,
responsible authority up to this time that these differentials
have existed and do exist. My very good friend from Alabama
[Mr. Baxgueapn] dismissed the guestion of the wage differen-
tial by a discussion of the seamen’s act and of the observations
of Chairman Lasker upon that act. The purpose of the seamen’s
act was to create greater safety for crews and passengers on
hoard ship, and also to increase the number of seamen and
unlicensed crews as well as to improve their living and sub-
sistence conditions on American ships. All of these, while salu-
tary in purpose and effect, did create increased charges against
Ameriean ship owners and operators. It is not argued, nor is it
the purpose of this bill, that any of the eonditions created by
the seamen’s act shall be abrogated or in any sense reduced
in scope or effect. That fact is proven conclusively by the cir-
cmmstance that the committee made no suggestion whatever for
any amendment of the seamen's act. On the contrary, this bill
will strengthen and enlarge the purposes of the seamen's act,
particularly through those provisions which require the further
Americanization of the crews.

Two-thirds of the erew upon every vessel which receives any
benefits under this act must be American citizens. There is
no doubt that the employment of American citizens in ship
personnel will tend to further increase the cost of operation,
hecause American citizens will always require and should
receive higher standards of living than any other nationals.
However, the existence of differentials in construction and in
operation costs against American ships follows not merely as
the necessary logical result of American law and American
living conditions, but is abundantly proven by experience and
actual facts.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman per-
mit a question right at that point?

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. STEVENSON. Right on the point the gentleman is
speaking of, on page 29 of the bill, subdivision (5), I find the
following language: -

During the first year after the enactment of this act the reguired
mumber of citizens of the United States shall be one-half instead of two-
thirds; and, during the second year, six-tenths instead of two-thirds,

Is that a modification of the doctrine of which the gentle-
man is speaking?

Mr. CHINDBLOM.
of course, .

Mr, STEVENSON. After it has been on the books long
enough to be repealed, then it may have the two-thirds.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Dcees the gentleman expect this pro-
vision to be repesied?
Mr. STEVENSON.
as that is concerned,

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It will be passed, and I do not think it
will be repealed. Of course, the gentleman is correct in one
sense, If I should stop to discuss every single detail of the
legislation, I would have to take a great deal more time than
is available. It is a fact that while the ultimate purpose is
that two-thirds shall become American citizens, for the first
couple of years provision is made for a practical accomplish-
ment of that result, and if the gentleman thinks I made a mis-
statement because I did not speak of those details, then I yield
to his superior judgment in that regard.

It provides for an ultimate two-thirds,

I do not expect it to be passed, as far

Mr. STEVENSON. I was not accusing the gentleman. T
thought he had overlooked the fact when he said there was
absolutely no modification of the La Follette Act, because you
suspend it for two years.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. We do not suspend it at all. The La
Follette Act does not require Americanization of American
crews. I say that we are enlarging that act and providing for
more Americans in the crews of these ships than were ever
provided for in any previdus law. [Applause on the Republican
side.] My good friend from Tennessee [Mr. Davis] a moment
ago laid a great deal of stress upon the opinions of Mr, ‘J. H.
Rosseter. Although Mr. Rosseter did not appear at the hear-
ings and was not heard by the committee, I happen to have a
copy of a communication, I think of later date than anything
quoted by the gentleman from Tennessee, from Mr. Rosseter,
and I am going to take the time fo read this communication.
It is the communication to which my colleague, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. EpmMoxps], adverted a moment ago,

It is as follows:
JANUARY 27, 1922,

Mr., PAUL BCHARRENBERG,
Vice President International Seamen’s Union of America,
525 Market Bireet, San Francisco, Calif.

My DeEar Mgr. BcHARRENBERG : Thie is to acknowledge and to thank
you for the article entitled * Ship subsidy debate’ appearing in the

men’s Journal of 18th instant.

These questions remain of general interest to me, although I am
;:!etel]'l?lnicd to exclude from my future activities any active interest
n shipping.

The whole guestion of American shipping is complex and diffienlt
from the fact that, as a Nation, the question is not understood. Our
form of government, or proceedings therein, make a practical solu-
tion very difiicult, if not impossible.

I am free to concede that there are many questions on which
people of experience may honestly differ in opinion. You know my
views and I think you will concede that in all my dealings with the
question I endeavored to take into account all interests concerned, to
ihe end that we might actually establish and hold a fair share of
foreign commerce under our flag. After a long and earnest effort,
I have been forced to the conclusion that there is no hope of aec-
complishing a solidarity of opinion, and that we will gradually drift
back to an inconspicuous and unworthy position in comparison with
other nations.

The term * subsidy " is an unfortunate one and leads, as instanced in
the debate to which you refer, to a state of almost hopeless misunder-
standing in the puoblic mind. Possibly you will recall an article I
wrote to the Examiner in January, 1920, and that I therein endeav-
ored to make clear what was required, viz, to substitute a policy
of reasonable encouragement on the part of the Government in place
of the chilling and discouraging attitude in wvogue for several dec-
ades, resulting in the practical’ elimination of the American flag in
foreign trade.

Our laws have effectively protected coastwise shipping in conferring
exclusive right of operation. While this was well and good enough
in a way, the actual result of such protection has been, in my opinion,
prgudicia] to the extent that it resulted in a frail and arhﬂcial condition.

n one point we must be agreed, and that is unless we can ac-
tua!!dy operate on equal terms with other nationals we can not hoga
to develop or maintain a merchant marine. Withont ships the
opportunity of following the sea as a livelihood is restricted and, in
large measure, denied to ourcl}eudlle. It is not to be disputed from
our standards of living and clvilization that Americans can not en-
dure a scale of wages and livin¥ conditions acceptable to other
nationals. Translated into practical terms this means, as you know,
that expenses of operating under the American flag amount to $10,000
and upwards of $50,000 for wages and victualing alone in excess
of our international competitors on each and every forei voyage.
disregarding all other prejudicial conditions. How, then, is that to
be overcome? To me it seems simple emough, but unbappily your
organizations of seamen apparently encourage the idea that this
or other forms of encouragement are to be classed as subsidy.

Disregarding entirely, if you will, the direct subsidy allowed by
some nations, why can not the guestion be fairly considered from the
standpoint of indirect encouragement provided by other nations in
contrast with burdens imposed by our Government? Such a course
is to be briefly described as encouragement in the form of—

(a; Reasonahle and proper mail compensation.

(b) Relief from the burden of Federal taxation or a distribution
thereof over a period of years, gso that a fair average will permit
carrying the benefits that may be derived durinﬁ nn{ prosperous
period that may ocenr, to offset the losges and grief of lean years.

(¢) Rules and regulations to take care of extra cost of manning
and victualing, in the form of an appropriation to provide and assure
naval reserves,

(d) Schedule of allowances according to size, class, and speed for
the frlvilege and assurance of having ships in reserve for Navy
and Army ecmergencies,

There are other reasonable and proper things that can Dbe done in
the way of encouragement to the benefit of national interests. Cer-
tainly such reasonable forms of encouragement can not be classified
and denounced in the unpopular and onerous term of * subsidy.”

1 am thus addressing you on the impulse of the moment, but
with some hesitancy and misgivings, as on no account do I desire
to again be brought into publie issue on this question.

With kind regards,

Yours very truly,

J. H. ROSSETER,

[Applause.]

Now, I submit that Mr. Rosseter can not be cited as an au-
thority against every form of Government aid or encourage-
ment, and with his experience, his wide experience, which has
been vouched for by the gentleman from Tennessee himself,
he goes to the extent of saying that on every foreign voyage
our ships suffer a disadvantage in differential running to from
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£10.000 to $50,000 for wages and subsistence. That is his view;
that is his opinion after his many years of connection with the
shipping business.

1 asked the gentleman from Tennessee a question with ref-
erence to the amount of tonnage operating in the foreign trade
by the various countries in 1914, and his reply was that our
tonnage was exceeded only by Great Britain and Germany, and
by Germany only to a small extent. I have the figures here, taken
frum the report of the Commissioner of Navigation of the Depart-
ment of Commerce, showing that in the United States for 1914 the
tonnage for the foreign trade was 1,066,288 tons. The total ton-
nage, including the coastwise trade. was 2,026,008, our foreign
tonnage, exclusive of the coastwise tonnage, being, as I said,
1,006,288, For the same year, 1914, the United Kingdom had
18.802,089 tons; Franee, 1,922 286 tons; Germany, 5,184,720 tons;
Japan, 1,708,386 tons; Norway, 1,957,853 tons; Italy, 1,430.475
tons. Of course, in the case of Great Britain, some of its tonnage
was in what they eall the coastwise trade, but the other coun-
tries have practically no such trade as what we call coast-
wise, so I think it is demonstrated by the figures that we
were away, below any of the other countries in 1914; that
our tonnage was far below any of the other countries that have
been enumerate®, I do not think that is perhaps very material.
It simply disturbs to some extent the roseate, happy, and pros-
perouns picture which was painted by my friend from Tennessee
with reference to the condition of American shipping. That
was far the most exhilarating exhibition of conditions in
American shipping I have ever heard. One would have thought
that we were on the high road to prosperity in foreign shipping
after listening to the descriptions of my friend from Tennessee.

Much has been said about the Republican position upon this
question. I do not care whether it has been in a Republican
platform or not. After long study of this subject by men
who seriously wanted to solve it they reached the conclusion
that now and here something must be done, and it is a very im-
portant question. My friend was somewhat disturbed about
the sinister influence which Chairman Lasker might have ex-
erted upon the President of the United States; that he had
induced the President to take the position which he has taken
in regard to this subject. Anyone who heard the really mar-
velous exposition of this matter by the President must have
been convinced of his personal sineerity and of the absolute
convietion in his mind as to the position which he has taken.
[Applause.] It is a serious thing, Members of the Congress,
for the Chief Executive of this Nation to be faced with a prob-
lem such as is facing him now: and while I have no right to
make any suggestion to the gentlemen on the other side of the
aisle, it does seem to me that it is most unfortunate and almost
nnworthy to make a suggestion of partisanship in the disposi-
tion of this matter. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Davis] said with considerable force that mo subsidy and no
Government aid can create commerce or increase cargoes. Of
course, that is true. But Government aid can secure for us
our share of the commerce which exists. Government aid will
not create commerce, except to this extent and in this way
that the better shipping facilities we have and the better able we
. are to supply the markets of the world, the more we will create
markets for our own products, for which we will need tonnage.

Mr., GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CHINDBLOM. For a moment.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, May I ask the gentleman if it
was not practically the last act at the last session of Con-
gress, immediately before adjournment, to destroy foreign
commerce in so far as the enactment of Congress was con-
cerned and in so far as it was possible? v

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Well, the gentleman from Tennessee, of
course, makes the suggestion that the gentleman, his colleague
from Tennessee [Mr, Davis], made. We on our side will never
agree with you on the subject of a protective tariff. I pre-
sume the gentleman refers to a protective tariff. I will say
this to the gentlemsan, this kind of legislation is of the same
general nature and purpose as the protective tariff, and perhaps
that is why it is a liftle hard for you to be reconciled to if.
[Applause.] The purpose of this legislation is to protect and
promote American commerce and American trade and Ameri-
can shipping by giving it necessary aid. You have always con-
tended that a protective tariff is a robbery. Yon have always
contended that a protective tariff is for special interests. You
are making that same argument against this bill

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Well, it is true in both in-

stances.

Mr., CHINDBLOM. The gentleman thinks it is. The gentle-
man, the distinguished leader of the minority, must think if is,
or I know he would not say so. But let us not confuse the two
propositions. T do not think the two belong together exceépt
that they run in parallel lines,

We have insisted that those who are opposed to this legisla-
tion should suggest some alternative, and my colleague on the
committee, the gentleman from Tennessee, attempted to make
some suggestions,

I wonder whether anybody thinks, whether anybody will be
of the opinion, that the suggestiong which he made really can
accomplish anything like the purpose sought by this bill. I did
not have an opportunity of writing down his suggestions as
fast as he made them, but I did notice that he wanted a repeal
of the law preventing the American registry of foreign ships.
Of course, that would immediately throw us into open, direct
competition, right in our own trade, with foreign ships; and
how that could benefit the situation I believe even the gentle-
men on that side will find it difficult to explain. :

We have before us the alternative of continuing the present
system or of making some change. When pressed for an alter-
native, our friends across the aisle say, “ Let us continue this
present system for a while, until world conditions improve, or
until something else happens, and then let us try to devise
some system different from this.”

I think the people of the country pretty gemerally are getting
quite tired of this continual postponement of action on impor-
tant matters., Speaking for myself and with reference to our
side of the Honse, I think we to-day would be better off if we
had passed this bill six months ago, and if we had passed the
tariff bill one year ago. [Applause on the Republican side.]

The people want action. Neither of these pieces of legislation
is erroneous, hut I believe the people are more disposed to for-
give us if we occasionally make a mistake than they are to for-
give us for continual procrastination and delay. Yom have
nothing else on that side to suggest but delay. If you have
any constructive proposition, let us have it; let us know what
you propose to do with this fleet, Let us know how you pro-
pose to handle these ships. Let us know what substitute you
have to offer for building up the American merchant marine
rather than doing it in the way proposed by this bill.

Mr. EDMONDS, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CHINDBLOM. With pleasure.

Mr. EDMONDS. The gentleman from Tennessee proposed to
investigate, [Laughter.]

Mr. BEEDY. And the gentleman from Tennessee undertpok
to say that he would get the Government out of the shipping
business, but then concluded with facts to the contrary, and
finally decided he would like to continue the Government Ship-
ping lBourd. only he wanted the right to constitute its per-
sonnei.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. There was a suggestion about the
appointment of the Shipping Board, and all that.

But I do not want to inject any partisan spirit into this dis-
cussion at all. I was quite impressed the other day when I
received a document which showed the attitude of one distin-
guished member of the Democratic Party. Much has been said
about our early experience in shipping. That has been very
aptly deseribed by the distinguished Senator from Louisiana,
Mr. RaxspeELL, in a document which I believe has been deliv-
ered to all the Members of the House. However, I think it
ghould go into the REcorp in this discussion. In a statement
addressed to the National Merchant Marine Association re-
cently, Senator RANSDELL said:

I hear it stated from time to time that the Democratic Party can
not support a plan of subsidy, because the policies of the party are
fundamentally opposed to such a policy. History, however, shows us
that the very reverse is true. Under the early shipping policies of the

acy the American merchant marine was developed to a point
of efficiency and power beyond the trade fleets of all other nations.
Under the laws framed by the founders of the Republlc we had dis-
eriminating duties in favor of carried in American vessels, and
as a result of these we transported nine-tenths of our exports and im-
Eotis under our own flag for many years. Jost before the late war,
owever, conditions had become exactly reversed, and it was the for-
elgner who earried the nine-tenths of our ocean commerce.
'hat had happened? In the period from 1828 to 1850 we gradually
gave up diseriminations against the vessels of those nations which

agreed not to diseriminate against us. And then, when our hands were
tied, foreign nations began to take up effectively the subsidization of
their own vessels, and our sea power began to wane,

It was the Democracy which stepped into the breach at this erisis
affairs and initiated the American policy of ship

in American shippin
ern statesmen began it—Senator Thomas Butler

subsidies. Two sou

King, of Georgia, and Senator Thomas J. Rusk, of Texas. Both ad-
vocated annua a{)prﬂ)rladons for the carrying of mails and the en-
couragement of Ameriean steamship bullding and navigation. Presi-

dent Polk stood strongly for this policy, and in 1845 and 1847 Con-
gress passed legislation to this end. As fo the effectiveness of this
step inaugurated by the Democratic Party, let me offer some Repub-
lican testimony from the majority report of the Merchant Marine Com-
mission of 1 . That body wns appointed by Congress and headed
by the late Senator Gallinger, The report says:

“Ag a result of this enlightened statesmanship the United States
from 1850 onward for several years built more ocean steamships than
Great Britain 4!d, and better steamships, superior in size, speed, power,
and commercial value. * * * The national policy thus approved
would doubtless have continued unbroken to the present day but for
the fierce and deplorable gectional quarrel that immediately preceded
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the Civil War. * * * In the white heat of this quarrel the mail
subventions were withdrawn, and the north Atlantic steamships, strug-
gling hard with subsidized British rivals, were abandoned.”

Tﬁe report continues :

“1t is sometimes said that this national effort to create a steam fleet
hﬂ mail subventions falled of its purpose. But it failed ol because
the effort was given up in the very crisis of the contest. A e; yean;
masters o

more would probably have made our steamships as securel
been before

{]ﬁe north Atlantic as our packet ships and clipper ships ha
em,"”

This tribute to subsidization, penned nearly 20 years ago, has an even
greater bearing to-day than then, for now we have a mighty nucleus in
hand for a mighty fleet. The ships are here, but they must be vested
with competitive power before it is too late. Support of subsidy will
not be an abandonment of Democratic policies, but a renewal of the
very ones on which the Amercian merchant marine was set forth on a
voyage to sea supremacy that ended with the goal in sight, and only
then because the sailing orders were canceled. Let us not make this
mistake again.

I commend Senator RaNspELL's views and the action of the
distinguished Democrats of a former generation, to whom he
refers, to the very serious consideration of gentlemen who, for
party reasons, now feel constrained to oppose this legislation.

The best proof that we can not establish an American mer-
chant marine under private operation without Government aid
is the fact that it has not been done. [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.] American genius, American enterprise, American
patriotism, have done all else. This alone is a problem in the
solution of which we must meet not only the competition but
the opposition of other nations. It is therefore a national prob-
lem, one which the Nation must solve as a sovereignty engaged
in a contest with other national sovereignties, for all other
nations treat their shipping problems as national, not to say
international, problems,

We are told that there is no need for Government aid; in
other words, in effect that this situation will take care of itself.
Is not that, after all, the attitude of those who merely oppose
the proposed solution and have no alternative to offer? The
President has spoken. The Committee of the House has spoken.
What will the House do? Avoid the issue by sophistry and
skulking or assume some measure of their responsibility as
Representatives of a great people?

DIFFERENTIALS IN COST OF CONSTRUCTION.

It has been deemed important in this debate to ascertain
something certain with reference to the differentials against
American shipping. Our principal competitor in building and
equipping ships is England. Before the war—and I speak ad-
visedly, because the records and the hearings bear this out—
it cost approximately 25 per cent more to build American ships
than it cost to build vessels of the same type and size in
British shipyards. The cause of this difference lies almost
entirely in the higher price paid for labor to American work-
men. Formerly there was also an advantage in favor of Great
Britain in the cost of materials, but most of those can now be
purchased almost as cheaply on this side, on account of our
ability to handle quantity production.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. May I have another 30 minutes, or 15?

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I yield the gentleman 20
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Illinois is recognized
for 20 minutes more,

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Equipment and furnishings, in which the
largest element of cost is labor, are still more expensive in
the United States, Since labor constitutes one-half of the cost
of a ship, and this cost is twice as great in the United States
as in Great Britain, it will readily be seen that the differential
of 25 per cent in the initial cost of consfruction is a conserva-
tive estimate.

Among the materials which are slightly cheaper in this coun-
try than in England are plates, forgings, and shapes, which in
the main constitute the largest and simplest parts, while ar-
ticles of equipment such as windlasses, winches, boilers, boats,
and the like cost more in this eountry on account of the large
element of labor involved in their production. Freight charges
for hauling these materials are also greater in the United
States on account of the longer distances over which they must
be carried. With reference to wages, on January 1 last the
average hourly wage In British yards at the rate of exchange
then prevailing was 31 cents, while the corresponding wage in
American yards was 58 cents. At the present time most of the
American shipyards are closed down, and this condition of de-
pression and lack of operation will make for inefficiency and
loss of initiative when shipbuilding may again be resumed on
anything like a normal scale,

I shall not take the time to quote some of the authorities
which appear in the hearings. Even the opposition has quoted

Mr. Homer L. Ferguson, president of the Newport News Ship-
building & Dry Dock Co., than whom there is no better au- -
thority on the subject, who makes the following analysis of
the relative cost of ghipbuilding in England and the United
States: /

If we assume the compl =
strueted in American yargseggdbq?rliga,ﬁeamigrm:g‘g;dﬂflr; ig;: tcosn?ggtﬁ:d
as follows: Labor, 40; overhead, 20; and material, 40. Since about
balf of overhead is labor we can, If we prefer, express this as labor
30 and material 50. Of the 50 which represents the American cost
of labor 55 per cent, or 27.5. will represent the British cost of labor.
Of the 50 which is the American figure for material, no increase
would give the same figure, 50, for the British material figure. The
sum of the two would give 77.0 as the index for the British ship
against 100 for the American. This would amount to a difference of
slightly over 20 &er cent of the American costs, and represents the
figure which it believed will eclosely approximate the permanent
differential after the present exceptional conditions disappear.

Quotations secured last January from representative British
and American shipyards, for instance, gave the prices on an
8,800 dead-weight ton cargo vessel, which is the average tramp
type, as ranging from $55 te $65 in London and Glasgow, while
for American yards the average was $95 per dead-weight ton.
This made a differential for new construction of the stand-
ardized cargo ship type of about $35 per dead-weight ton, or
over 36 per cent,

The initial cost follows the ship throughout its life and is
an important element in the subsequent cost of operation.
Landlords whose buildings were erected before the war at low
prices of wages and materials have reaped enormous harvesis
in the increased rentals which they have been able to collect
from tenants during and since the war. Buildings now being
erected on the present schedules of wages and prices of mate-
rials will never yield an equal return on their investment to
those which were built before the war. So also with ships.
The initial cost is the capital investment or account upon which
future earnings must be figured.

There are at least three continuous charges which depend
upon the initial cost of construction. They are, first, the in-
terest on the amount invested; second, the amortization or
depreciation to be allowed on the investment; and, third, the
cost of insurance. You will find in the hearings a large num-
ber of tables and statements with reference to this initial cost
of production as well as the cost of operation. It would be
impossible, I must confess, for the other side or for our side
to make a presentation here of all those facts, of all those
tables and statements upon which our conclusions are reached;
but these statements show and these hearings show that these
three items which I have just mentioned together involve an-
nual costs or charges of from 15 to 20 per cent above the cost
or book value of the vessel. On a typical 8800-ton ship at
$30 per tom, each 1 per cent increase in the cost of capital
amounts to a charge of $2,600 per annum, continuing through-
out the life or operation of the ship. It is estimated that the
life of a ship is approximately 20 years. An average of from
4 to 5 per cent per annum must be set aside for amortization
or depreciation. With a higher initial cost the amount of this
depreciation charge must necessarily be correspondingly in-
creased.

Another important element is insurance, and the differen-
tial between British cost of insurance and the American cost
of insurance exists to-day notwithstanding the law to which
my friend from Alabama [Mr, BANKHEAD] referred yesterday,
which we passed six months ago. A higher rate of only 1 per
cent on an 8,800 dead-weight ton ship with a wvaluation
of $30 per ton amounts to an annual inerease cf $2,600.

These various items, the interest on the amount invested,
the amortization or depreciation account, and the cost of in-
surance show, in the experience of American shipping men,
a differential against the American and in favor of the British
operator of from 8 to 4 per cent. The total annual excess of
capital charges to an American owner over similar charges to
a British owner can therefore be fairly stated at not less than
15 per cent on the excess of the initial cost, which in turn
is at least 20 per cent of the total inifial cost or, as stated,
at least 3 per cent of the entire initial cost.

It is to be noted, also, that the higher wages paid to Ameri-
can labor follow the ship through every item of repair and
maintenance cost where labor is employed in American ports or
shipyards. For many reasons shipowners prefer to have at
least substantial repairs made in their home ports or, at least,
in the ports of the ship’s flag. These repairs must be added to
the capital account upon which interest or profit should be
allowed and add another element of differential against the
American shipowner. It has heen estimated that repairs
amount to from $5,000 to $15,000 per annum for a medium-
sized tramp ship, and a minimum excess cost of 20 per cent
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“would amount fo from $1,000 to $3,000 per year on an average
cargo ship.,

It is a well-known fact, also, that such administrative ex-
penses as salaries of port staff, freight agents, and clerical
force show higher figures in the United States than in foreign
countries., These items are not included in what is ordinarily
called and discussed as the wage scale of a ship, nor are they
included in the compensation paid so-called executives in a
shipping concern.

While British conditions have been used by way of compari-
son. it must not be forgotten that the British probably ap-
proach more nearly American wage conditions and costs of
material than do other maritime nations, such as Japan and
Germany. !

When was it ever argued before that American workmen in
American shipyards do not receive higher or better wages than
are received in any other country in the world? And still
that must be the basis of the argument here when it is said
that there is no differential in the cost of constructing ships.
We hiave boasted that our American scale of wages is higher in
all branches of industry than anywhere else in the world, and
it is, It is higher in the shipyards; it is higher in the repair
yards: it is higher in the shops which manufacture the fur-
nishings and equipments for ships. It is higher in every place,
in every factory, and every shop where a single thing is pro-
duced which goes into the puilding or the equipment of a ship.
1t seems to me that without going into detailed figures, he who
runs may read the story of the increased cost of construction of
American ships.

% WAGE DIFFERENTIALS,

I shall turn for a moment, because my time is running
rapidly, to the matter of wages on ships. For obvious reasons
it is somewhat difficult to calculate the differential in wages
to a mathematical certainty, but men engaged in operating
ghips have had a uniform experience to the effect that the pay
roll on an American ship is uniformly about 30 per cent higher
than on a corresponding British ship.

This was true before the World War and is true now, al-
thongh it is true also that before the World War we had a
somewhat limited opportunity for comparison. A British wage
seale is now in operation which it is expected will be reduced
within a very short time, but I have here with me some com-
parisons of the present wage scales in America and in Great
Britain. You will observe the difficulty of this demonstration
when I show you these sheets of paper upon which these tabula-
tions occur.
ings.

Here are two ships, one the United States Shipping Board
vessel Galesburg and the other the Ballygally Head, a British
ghip. The American ship is 5,138 gross tons, 83 knots, and
bhurns coal. The British ship is 5,179 gross tons, 13 knots, and
burns coal. The difference in cost of the American pay roll for
wages over the British pay roll—and this is taken from actnal
figures, from the records of these two ships—the difference in
cost of the American over the British ship per month for
wages is $746.79, or during a year $8,961.48,

Comparisen of American and British wage scales.
[Pound sterling==%$4.45.]
DECK DEPARTMENT,

Youn will find these ships discussed in the hear-

Comparison of American and British wage scales—Continued.
ENGINE DEPARTMENT.

United States, “Galesburg,’” 5,138 || Great Britain, “Ballygally Head,” 5,173
gross tons, 9 knots, - gross tons, 13 knots, coal.
! Pay | Pay ’ Pay | Pay
Rate. Num| “or | per Rate. Num- Jor | per
ber. man. {month. ber. n?:n. month
£ 8| £ &
1 1|2 100 25 10
1 1/2 10| 20 10
1 B TR E
1 1 0| 13- 0
3 1{1t 10| 11 10
9 111 10| 11 10
3 1|11 10| 1L 10
12|10 10126 0
Tkl ..o 19 19 .| 236 10
Chief steward..... 1 1114 10 14 10
Chief cook........ 1 90 o 1|9 5 9 5
Second ecook and Mess room steward 11-9 0 9 0
baker........... 1 70 70 || Assistant steward. 1| 8 10| 8 10
Mess boys......... 3 35 105 [Shi 's cook....... 1113 10 13 10
L S ) 1|9 10 9 10
Potal v = 6iny 307 I Al T SRS 64 5
Radio operator...| 1| 90| 90 |
Grand total| 39 ......l:s,uw; Grand total.| 42......../538 35
[
RECAPITULATION
Deck department.| 13 |...... 1,185 | Deck department .| 17 ' ..rSl 12.38
Engine  depdrt- - Engine  depart- A
ment.. . i L 1, 542} T e R [ E R 1,052, 42
Steward's depart- . Steward’s depart-
T AR 6] 807, |- mentss sl i 285,91
............ 1 5 A 90 -
| = S
Grand total | 39 |...... 3,007} Tofal..,.....| 42 i ........ [2,350.71

I have another comparison—between the Shipping Board ship

Hog Island and the English ship Cornish Point. The Ameri-
can ship is 7,800 dead-weight tons, oil burner, 10 knots, and
the Cornish Point is 8,200 dead-weight tons, coal burner, 123
to 13 knots. There is one point of difference between coal-
burning and oil-burning ships. An oil-burning ship requires
about one-third of the firemen that are required in a coal-
burning ship. Notwithstanding this reduection in crew, the
difference between these two ships in wages per month is $735,
or per year $8.820, against the American ship. But it will be
noted that the English ship has a higher dead-weight tonnage
and that it has an excess of 2 knots per hour, and is therefore
a more valuable ship.

Comparison of American and Brilish ship wages.

DECK DEPARTMENT.

United States, “Galesburg,” 5,138 || Great Britain, “Ballygally Head,” 5178
gross tons, 9% knots, coal. g'rossfons, laﬁl y,ml‘
Pay | Pay Pay | Pa
Num- Num-| Y
Ratae, I Rate.
ber. | an, |month. ber. | B0 |eomata
PR x 8.
1| $270 $270 1148 0148 0
1| 165 165 1123 10| @ 10
1| 145 145 AT 0] 1T 0
1| 130 130 1118 Q0] 13 0
1112 0| 12 0
1 65 65 || Bailor and car-
penter.......... 1112 10 13 10
e e L] &5 330 || Boatswain........ 111 o 11 o
Ordinary seamen . 2] 40 80 || Able-bodied sea-
man and lamps-
e 1/10 10| 10 10
Able-bodied sea-
4110 0| 40 0
Sailors. . .. 3/10 0 3 0
Ordinary seaman. 1| 56 10 & 10
Deck boy ... 1| 4 10 4 10
Total....... ‘13 ...... 1,185 Total....... AT |eannasaa| 227 10

1 Master’s pay on “Ballygally Head" estimated.

LXIII—11

[Pound sterling equals $4.50.]
1
United States, * o%] Island,” 7,800 || En(?land, ““Cornish Point," cargo, 8,200
dead-weight tons, oil burner, 10 knots. |dead-weight tons, coal burner, 12}-13 knots.
3 Pay | Pay T Pay Pay
Num-| Num-|
Rate. er Rate. per
ber. | Ten. | month. ber. | TN | month,
£ 8 | E »
Master....... wesea]® 1| 270 $270 || Master............; 1|48 10| 48 10
First officer....... 1| 165 165 || Chief officer. ...... 1123 10| B 10
Becond officer..... 1] 145 1|17 0] 17 0
Third officer...... 1| 130 1113 0] 13
Carpenter and 112 10| 12 10
boatswain...... 1| 65 1411 10 11 10
Able-bodied sea-
s e 6| 55 8|10 80 0
Ordinary seamen . 2| 0 80 (| Apprentices....... 2/0 0] 0o O
Total......o 1B 1,185 Total.......] 16 l........] 157 10
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eriean and British ship wages—Continued.

ENGINE DEPARTMENT.

Comparison, American end British wages—Continued.
STEWARD'S DEPARTMENT,

United States, “Hog Island,” 7,800 || England, “Cornish Point,” cargo, 8,200 | United Btates, *“Orleans,” 9,638 dead- | Great Brital “Mongol 9.6
- dead- weight tons, oil burner, 1b knots. {| deat t tons, coal burner, 12113 knots. ‘weight tons, 11 knots, oil. mm@ht tons, 1:%01;2” ooal. i
Pay | Pay Pay | Pay i P Pa; P P.
Num- Num-| INum-| ~ 8 y : ay ay
Rate. Rate. per per Rate. Rate um-
ber. | o fmbnth. ber- | jnan. {month. ber. | Bon. | month. Der. | Ren. |monty
$240 | $240 || Chief engineer. 1 §0 fo :'fﬁ 1'0 Chie 2 5l 2.3
1 ef engineer. ... fstoward.. .. 1|505] s05 steward. ... 0
1(165 | 165 | Second engineer...| 1 2310 | 23 10 | Chief cook i o e 1134 101 1 10
Third engineer....| 1{ 17 0| 17 0 i 1158 101 5.8
1|45 | 145 |) Fourthengineer..., 1| 13 0f 13 © 1| 70 113 10| 13 10
Donkeymsn....... 1{ mwf 1 10 3| 3 1|9 10| 9 10
1{130 | 130 f Greasers..........| 2| 11 0| 22 0
g gg 195 || Firemen..........| 12| 1010{12%6 0 L B Ciiad B i
- |
H 1@ ’ 1] 117 6 8 15 0
wlr . 1,147} i b (ST I 243 10 o — ==
ETEWARD'S DEPARTMENT. =
-
e 1] 8105 | $105 || Chiefsteward..... 1] 1410( 14 10 ;i il P e 8582
w:;mwm 1| 0| 90 | Assisiantsteward.] 1| 9 5| 9 B
Mess room stew- 19 fovins o b K 8
= 1| 70 70 Py, RN RO S O 0 IS0 B FAR.
3| 35| 105 | Chiefcook. .« 1] 1B10] 13 10 5 4
Becond cook ...... 1] 10 0| 10 0 1l o7
ol Siless 370 Potalo ol ey 56 5 2 2,200
Wirelessoperator.| 1| 90| 00 4
Grandtotal| 32|..... 2,7923 Grand total.| 40 |........ 457 5 A
7,118
EECAPITULATION. Here is the United States ship Dakotan compared with the
I English ship Rexmore, 10,200 tons -dead weight. The Eng-
Deck department.| 13 [...... $,185 || Deck department.| 16157 10| 37081 |Jigh ship makes 13 knots and the American ship makes 12
E:‘ﬂﬂg ........... 2...... 1,147% S 19 {243 10| 1,005¢ | knots. Both oil burpers, a very fair comparison. The dif-
Steward’s depart- Steward’s depart- ference in cost of the American wage scale or the wage pay
et ? i 3?.3 ment...... 818 5| 28 | roll over the British is $581.50 per month, or $6,378 per year.
ireless operator.|  1]...... Comparizon of American and British wages.
Total....... 21.....] 2,2 Total........| 40 ]........] 2,057} [Pound sterling equals $4.50.]
DECK DEPARTMENT,

11 knots.

Here is the United States ship
ghip Mongolian Prince, both about 9,600 tons dead weight, both
The American ship burns oil and the British ship
burns coal, and the difference in wages is $593 a month, or
$7,116 a year, in favor of the British,

Comparison, American and British wages,

DECK DEPARTMENT.

Orleans and the Great

Britain

[Pound sterling equals $4.50.)
United States, ““Orleans,” 8,638 dead- || Great Britain, *“Mongolian Prince,’’ 9,670
weight tons, 11 knots, oil. dead-weight tons, 11 knots, coal.
= Pay | Pay Pay | Pay
Num-| Num-
Rate. Rate.
- | sham. | montn.| ber. | fan. | montn
LA B K
1 1143 10| 48 10
1 1128 10| &3 10
1 1117 0| IT 0O
i 1118 0| 13 0
1 1]12 10| 12 10
a8
2 1(11 10| 11 10
7{10 o] 70 o0
[ T e, rraeiy
Total.... - 9 I 1,255 ||. Tetal oot AT Ll 19 0
ENGINE DEPARTMENT.
1|$240 | $240 || First engineer..... 1130 10| 30 10
Second engineer. . 1|28 10| 23 10
1 165 165 Third O . .o 11317.. 01 130
i Fourth engineer. .. 1118 0] 18 o
1| 145 145 ]BJaco MAN...... 1111 10 11 10
I donkey
1| 130 130 manand greaser. {1 el 1 o0
3 65 185 Greaser..... 2. 11 4|1 m 0
3| 574 1723 || Firemenand trim-
2| 50| 100 R 12|10 10| 10 10
o ) e 1,1473 vy < e B B

United Btates, “Dakotan,” 6,426 gross , “Rexmore,” 6,512 gross ton
tons, 10,200 dead-we tons, 12 || 10,200 dmd-welgue' mﬁu knois o?:[
Kknots, oil. burner.

Pay | Pay Pay | Pay
Num- Num-
- Rate, per Rate.

ber. | e | montn. ber. | an, ‘month,
£ 2 £ 5
1|20 8270 1148 10| 48 10
1| 185 165 1133 10| B8 10
1| 145 145 1117 0] 17 o
1] 130 130 1113 0] 18 ©
1 70 1] 1112 10| 12 10

1| 65 65
| o] 10 0
B| B 330 L3 Y AL I

2| 4 180
Tobal. cies 14 3 ! 2 0
1 1/8 10{ 30 10
1/23 10| 23 10
1 1(17 0| 17 0
1113 0| 13 0O
1 1/12 0] 12 0
1|11 10] 11 10
1 a|u 0] 33 0
3 6|10 10| 63 0O

3
2

Total....... 12 |......] 1,473 Total, ..o 15].......1 208 10

STEWARD'S

Chief steward... 1| §105| §105 1114 10| 14 10

etemkm 1| %0 20 i g g g g

d-.....-.._ 1.1 v 70 113 10| 13 10
Mess boys........ 81 85| 105 2

1{10 0f 10 0

1(5 0 5 0

1[5 0| 5 0

| SRS B etz a0 4 g L Znedld, 686 5

Wireless operator.] 1| 90 90
Grand total ...k 2, 7623 Grand total.| 42 |........| 495 15
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Comparison of American and British wages—Continued. Comparison of wages on American and British ships—Continuved,
RECAPITULATION, STEWARD'S DEPARTMENT—continued.
United States, ‘‘Dakotan,’” 6,426 gross || England, "Rexmure," 6.512 £ross United States, ‘“ uehanna,’” 11,700 || England, “Berrima,” 11,202 gross tons, 13
tons, mm dead-weight. tons, 12 51 weight tons mﬁ gmsswns 13 knots, coal. knots, coal.
knots, o burusr
Pay | Pay Pay | Pa
Num- Num- y ¥
Pay | Pay | Pay Pay Rate. per per Rate. r r
Rate. Nb'a_n' per | per Rate. Nb'érm per per ber. | an. | month.| ber. mp.:n mg;th.
* |man.| month.{ * | man. | month.
=== et T I S
£ 5 Assistant purser - 1| $100 $100 || Mess room steward 1| 8 5| 9 5
Deckdepartment.| 14 ...... 481,255 Deck department..| 20| 226 0| $1,0017 | Clerk.. 1| 8 85 || Stewardesses...... 219 5( 18 10
Eugnw depart- an[ne depart- Chief steward. . 1| 165 165 || Assistant stawnrds 4619 545 10
" e nts )1 e 1,047 15| 208 10 9153 | Second steward...| 1/ 110 110 || Steward’s boys .. 7/ 5 0| 3 o0
Stoward sdepart- Steward’b dapart Chiel third-class”
“Jlm?t : [ 7 et % ment. 7| 88 5 207 A w?rdt = 1 90 20
om'. i R §s1s5ta n
reless opemt A o4
Total. .ol 3 AR 2,7624 Total.......| 4249515 2,21 waiters. ........ lg g %
Chef, chief cook..| 1| 140| 140
Difference in eost of American over British ef cook, second
L | R R U S S L R S AR S i e e 2 $331. 50 SRR B e 115
L O L A I 6,371.00 | Chief cook, third Tt ;
; S = N eV L S G S o e 80
Another case: The United States ship Susquelianna and the | Chief crew cook...] 1| 90 90
English ship Berrima. The American ship is 11,700 gross tons; ot t crew 3 [ o
the English ship 11,200 gross tons. Both are rated at 13 Knots, | goshercook......| 1| 80 60
amd hoth burn coal. The difference in the wage cost per month | Steerage cook..... 1= 70
18 $3.647.26, or per year $43,767.12, which is the differential cmes [ﬁr'digﬁi' 1| u5| 115
agninst the American ship. o g [ O M %0
Comparison of wages on American and British ships. A{’hﬂ'ﬁnb‘ﬂ‘l’:.‘:““ Sy =
X [Pound sterling equals $4.45.] Chief butcher. .... 1] % 90
DECK DEPARTMENT, Third butcher or
assistant refrig-
United States, “Susquehanna,” 13,700 || England, “Berrims,” 11,202 gross tons, 13 | ofry o butcher..| 1| %0} %0
gross tons, 13 knots, coal. knots, coal. 1| % 5
Pay | Pa Pay | Pa i &8 &
Num- *&F y Num- T8y y
Rate. Rate.
ber. | on. | month ber. | Can. | month 1| % 50
1| 50 50
vl Esy )
Master.. o 1|85 3 T e 51 &) 20
Chief officer.......| 1| 173 1| 30 0| 3 0 2|1 6 12
Second officer. . 1| 15 1|2t 0|21 o 5] 551 W5
Third officer...... 1| 135 1/ 18 0f 18 0 2| 30 60
Fourth officer. . .. 1| 120 1] 1310 B3 10 &
Carpenter..........| 1| 70 70 2| 1410/ 2 0 2" 5% 110
nter'smate. 1| 60 60 1| 110 11 10 | Mosician. .. 1 75 75
Boatswains....... 3| @ 180 1| 1010| 10 10 | Timekeeper. 1| 60
Masters-at-arms 3| @ 180 4| 1010 42 ¢ | Barber and i
It 6| 60 360 dresser......... 1 1 1
Able-bodied sea- 28| 10 0/280 0
On&?n ____________ Ig 55 % 2 510/ 11 o0 SRR B St 4,780 . B (IS 4 e o™ 0
rdinary seamen 0 4 g Eor B Grond total.| 174 |...... 1,715 Grand total.| 174 |........ 1813 0
Total....... 43 2,080 Tobal.: . 5 LBl 489 10 T T e
ENGINE DEPARTMENT. £ tip
Deck department.| 43 |...... $2,665 || Deck department.| 46 [450 10 (§2,178.18
Chief engineer....| 18250 [ 8280 || First engineer...... 1(35 10 a5 10| Zpele dopart-| oo | rong. Park- i s i 10 e m
First  assistant Second engineer. .. 1123 10| 83.10 Stehnni’-s'ﬁ;ajﬁl:&'-l """ . Steward's depart-
engineer........ 1| 176 175 i 1118 0] 18 0 radw in- ment 75 [704 0 [3,132. 80
Becond assistant ciu T 0 L e E
T{::ﬁinm ...... - 1| 155 155 g {.; g -g ol B ol At ia St [T Bt '
assistan 11 0 = =
poiou Mgl ERREY 15 Grand total...| 174 |...... 11,715 Total... 174 {1,813 0 [8,067.75
Fourth assistant 311 10 3 10 -
engineer. ....... 1| 120 120 6|11 0| 86 0 | Difference in cost of American over British:
Junior engineers. . 3| 100 300 18(10 10| 189 o | T e e e A D e L $3,647. 25
ief el 1| 8 85 16,10 0160 0 Per year. .. S aieeen s . . 4376712
; o I Y ™ Here is another United States ship America and a Great
Britain ship Baltic. Both of them are familiar to many Mem-
i % % bers of the House., The American ship has a gross tonnage of
1l e 65 21,114 and the British ship of 23,884, Both make 17 knots
3| 65| 195 and both are coal burners, The differential in the American
" '3?1 £ pay roll over the British pay roll for each month is 1945150,
18| 50| 800 or for the entire year, $233,468,
Comparison of American and English ship wages.
6tl...... 4,210 Total........| &f..... 819 10 DECK DEPARTMENT.
Pound ster! nals $4.50.
STEWARD'S DEPARTMENT, L ling eq :
1 United States, “ America,” 21,114 gross | Great Britain, “Baltic,” 23,834 gross tons,
| F uf | ey tons, 17 knots, coal. 17 knots, coal.
gmto{[“e.nd‘. 1| 8175 tl?&i %ef z&tereardﬁm ; 16 10| 18 10
ospital a ond stews 2% 0
P P 2| 60| 120 Third st%warg;m 3[10 10| 31 10 i Num-| *];2}.' ‘;:{;' Sisda Num- 1;:{ fl‘g
0 Opera- Assistan . A
u:r 1| 105 105 ||  stewards........ 4/ 9 15| 39 o ber. | man. | month. ber man. | month.
First assistant Chief cook......... 1/15 10| 15 10 i
radio operator.. 1 95 85 || Becond cook....... 1113 10| 13 10 | £ 85| £ 8
d t Assistant cooks.. . 4| 9 15| 39 o |Master............ 1| $500 8500 || Master. . e 1|75 0|'75 0
radio operator. 1 75 75 | Baker. ..o 1/13 10| 13 10 | Chielofficer....... 1 250] 250 || Chief mate. .. 1/48 0| 48 0
g:ﬁmmuw. 1| 8 85 (| Second baker......| 112 10| 12 30 | Firstofficer.......] 11 200 200 Il First mate........| 1/42 0] 42 0
purser...... 1| 17 175 || Assistant baker. .. 1] 9 15] 9.15 1 Estimated.
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Comparison of American and English ship weges—Continued. Comparison of American and English ship wages—Continued.
DECK DEPARTMENT—continued. STAFF AND COMMISSARY—continuned.
\ " ” t Britain, “Baltie,” 23,984 gross t
3 “ * 21114 gross || Great Britain, “Baltic,” 23,884 gross tons, | United States, “ America,” 21,114 gross || Great Bri o, 23,884 gross tons,
i smﬁ 'ﬂ'ﬁmm'coal o | 17 knots, coal. tons, 17 knots, coal. 17 knots, coal.
| 'f : P Lo | 2oy | P Pay | P
Pay | Pay || N Pay '8y um-| £3Y ¥ Num-| F8Y By
{Num- unH Rate. per | per Rate, por
i ber. | 285 [ month. | . ber. | Ben m‘::t.h. ber. | man. | month. ber. | pan. |month,
2 5| & a 2 0| 2 3
First juniorofficer.| 1]$200| 8200 1/38 of 38 o 1|80 s50 I FEC TN RS
3 <satertirad (B0 Ay SR 2/ 0| % o 2| us| =0 1{ 95| 95
Jumsmmdom- 1|27 .0l 27 O 3 65 : B

............. 1] 185 185 115 10] 15 10 Nl A
Smiur third” offi- 112 10] 12 10 .

.............. 1| 165 165 % g lg E lg 25 95
Jmmm&dm 1wl B uig e 1| 5| © 1] 95| 935
Carpeu 1 T seamen..

Hecondtgrpmm 1] 6 60 || Btores and able- i 2 g} 1.;) 4| 9 5] 37 0
Third carpenter..| 1| 55 55|  bodied seamen..| 1[10 10| 10 1 4l anlaes
Boatswain........ 1| ‘65 65 || Able-bodied sea- SRk g 1 % 22 R
mde' 1| % o:‘mdimry""m"'""ii ms 9 3 % 0 8| s 400 1f 20| 120
Quarler‘maaiers..f 6| 60| 360 1| 50 50 1{ 10 0f 10 0
Lookow quarte.r- - :

masters..... 6| 55| 330 2| 60| 1 3| o5 2715
Masters-at-arms..| 9| 60 540 2| 5 100 i g g g nu
Able-bodied sea- ol o -

Ordinary seamen.| 11| -40| 440 T G 4/ 210 10 0
Deck boys........ 7| 0| 210 S

yenda el ] R T 1| o e 1/10 o}l 0 o

First  assistant
radio operator 1| 100 100 f g 4&? { glg : %
Junior or second 3 1
assistant opera- : ® ® 1 ®© o 55
E=eprsrsers 1| | tiie 8leas
Total L e 6,720 Total....... My S 726 10 { % g :Ii g g g g
1] e 80
ENGINE DEPARTMENT. 1 60 (1] stewards 219 5| 18 10
1| 60 80 || Night watchmon: 3 9 ﬁ ﬂ 1%
en..
g Sl ok ool i@ o| @ o Ll o Stowanyasees 0|9 5| @
1| 250 250 | Third engineer 112 10| 21 il B = W alins
1] 20| 20 [ Stoiensmesrs-l 21 0|7 0 go!;l&mwm---- e - i Bl @e
1 | 1 | Reneror® | g sy | Libergsiveci| 2| 0| 10 1110 8110 o
Greasars. o mfn ofm ofBmokingram| | HERIRE
1| 170| 170 | Leadingfitemen..| 6|1 0] 68 0] 5t S S g 3le 8l it =
Firemen..........| 37(10 10|38 10 3| | 1 1({23 ol 2 o
1| 10| 150 vemeed] 35|10 030 0 il ol 4 e e
8 1/15 0| 15 o
1| 10| 140 &l o
115 0] 15 0
o e @l 0| 2,150 1/12 0] 12 10
atie ul ws 8l
1,200 13
S ol B 3| »| w HE 318 s
i b : AR
100 100 ;
1| s5| 85 117 0] 17 10
1} 125) 125 2| B 1l o|l 10 o
1| 00| 100 112 10f 12 10
11 8f. & 4| 50| 200 1f1 ol n o
1| 200 200 1115 0| 15 19
3| 8| 25 1| 130 1% 1/13 0| 13 10
1] ) 1| 40| 140 1112 10| 12 10
iy el- o 1| 00| 100 1{12 of 12 0
il %l %« 1| 40| 140 3l10 of a0 o
2p 80 160 1/13 0| B 10
i Pt 1 125 1% 1fu ofu o
1] 0| 140 1]10 10 10 10
1] 6 60 1 100] 100 1/10 0| 10 0
A R 2| 15| 20 2l 9 10|19 0
3| 65) 195 1| 40| 180
| 57 2,70
L ] D 1| 00| 100
57| 502850 il ] X
3| sy sy
1f 20| 120
i, 11, 6283 Total........ o] s 1366 10 { w1
120 120
ETAFF AND COMMISSARY, 1] 100 100 g g !g 1: g
1| ) 1 1 1
1| %% 1l B of %6 2l | wo T | (R
1| 8 1l 1B of 1380 s | 15 1 1 1
i gt ne el s el
i 2 1| 0 70
4| 95| o
1 5 3| lo10| 310 il S o
i 0| ‘%0 1| 70 70
2| 10 0f 200 1| s &
1| 85| s 32| 9 5| 28 0 il 7 70
1| o0| e 3 el sl ar o 110 | 10
1| 60| e printer 1] 10| 1o if10 | 110
1' 200| 200 " Assistant printer.. 1110 0! 10 0 11 7 %
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Comparisen of American and British ship wages—Continued.
STAFF AND COMMISSARY DEPARTMENT—continued.

United Btates, “Susquehanna,’ 11,700 || England, “Berrima," 11,202 gross tons, 13
gross tous, 13 coal. lmou;. coal
* Pay | Pay Pay | Pay
Num- Num-|
Rate. r Rate. r per
ber. ::E:rn m?nl.h, ber. n?:n month.
¥ I ek
1| s0| $0
1 290 90 |l
1] %0 20
1| 100 100
Aaﬁi. 1 i3 75
stant pantry-
mm‘;.ﬁy 3] 210
Canteenmen. . . ... 3| 63 195
Bcel(.ligfd oJ'ﬁtl'er.
ch niry-
man.pay T o
Third officer; chiel
Apmlargtmant 1] T 70
ss I
e y- 2 60| 12
50 | 2,150
50 35“0
ep one  oper-
alors.. pe 3 504
Ansismatstowards lzg 50 | 300
GHstewuds 5| 507 380
Total....... uzl...... 19, 5673 Total....-... r.1 1 P R0z 6
Grand total.| 612 |......0........ Grand total..| 364 |........|eec0enee
1 No pay.
RECAPITULATION.
gﬁi‘f £t 9]...... 1!3,?‘?0 Deck daputmwmrﬁ. o e N §3, 269}
ne depart-
ment. ... 18 ) 11, 628% R ma[ ........ @, 139}
Staff and commis- Staff and commis-
slon .. = 32 |......|19,6670 || siom........... 20 (.| < G Bt 9,035}
Grand total.| 612 |...... , 916% Grand total.| 364 |........ 18, 4641
Difference in cost of American over British:
PO S e R e R s e e P s e e $19,451. 30
PO PMRE. oo . e o vimesnansasmsrrsransssarndhosabnudetonnbrevssesonnes 233, 468. 00

Here is the United States ship President Harrison compared
with the Japanese ship Raekuyo Maru. The American ship is
13,000 dead-weight tons and the Japanese is 12,500 tons. The
American ship makes 143 knots and the Japanese ship 13 knots.
The American ship burns oil and the Japanese ship coal, and
the difference of cost of the American wage over the Japanese
wage is $2,965.50 a month, or, per year, $33,586.

Comparison of wages on American and Japanese ships.
DPECE DEPARTMENT

United States, “President = - -
1330 dead-weight tons, 1) kuots, | J3BADCRAkIAMArL 5T bl
Pay | Pay Pay | Pay
Num-| Num-|
Rate. Rate. per
ber. | Tan. | month. ber. | Pan. | month
1| 8375 Yen, Yen.
1| 200 1 310 310
1| 175 1 b1 ] 02
1| 156 1 165 165
1| 140 1 124 124
1 70 1 110 110
1 i 1 SRS M
4 60 i 30 30
14 55
[} 40 o | =S L Y
1 5 1 a 97
x 0 i)
1l us 1 74 T4
[ (s 442
1| 100 13| o4 68
... B A 2,401

Comparison of wages on American and Japanese shipa—Continued,
ENGINE DEPARTMENT.

United States, “President Harrison,"” :
& Japan, “Rakuyo Maru,” 58, E. boilers,
13,000 dead-weight tons, 143 knots, | 5500’ qead-weight tons, 13 knots, coal.
Pay | Pay || Pay Pay
Rate. lNum- per | per Rate. Num-| r
ber man. mﬂm.h..|l ber n;’:n. mggth.
Yen. | ¥Yen
Chief . e 1|%310 | $310 || Chief engineer..... 1 284 284
Flrgt ten- First engineer..... 1 184 184
gineer. ........ 1| 200 200 || Second engineer | 150 150
Seeond assistant Third engineer 1 130 130
&u{sﬂe&r ........ 1] 17 175 || Fourth 1 120 120
Third assistant Fifth engineer 1 110 110
engineer........ 1] 155 155 || Extra engineer 1 90 20
Junior Bers. . 3| 10| 360 || No.loiler......... 1 75 K
No. 1 tor Storekeeper....... 1 ] 80
en, ineer........ 1| 115 115 || Oflers.......cuoco 8 75 600
No. 2 refrigerator : % 11 64 04
Thas L 1| 80 90 || Coal passers.......| 18 57 1,020
No. 3 refrigerator >
b TR on
Electrician. . .... 1 095 95
Storekeeper........ 1 65 65
e Ayl 8 65 225
2] 65 130
767,50 | 402}
4 0|,
- Wl R 2, 7824 s SO [ ] i srllie 3,547
PURSER'S DEPARTMENT.
1{817%6 | §75 1| %250 $250
1| 130 130 1 115 115
1| 165 165 | 185 185
1| 100 100 & 110 110
1 0 €0 1 0 80
1| 140 140 1 i 70
1 90 90 1 60 60
8| 0 400 1 65 65
1| %0 0 1 n5 25
1 70 o 1 150 150
2 50 100 1 125 125
1] 20 1 0 30
1| 110 110 || 1 100 100
1| B (6] 1 20 ]
1| 60 60 1 ki ki
1| & 50 1 a3 3
1 a0 30 1 60 60
L 5 45 1 85 8
5 0 450
) x| m] o < ] ity
Steeragesteward.. =
SUrgeonl. ..c...... 1| 150 150 3 3% 35
" 1 €0 60
2 52 468
Second-class
X l'mbers..“t ...... f g ﬁ
teerage waiters...
‘Waiter (Chinese
cTew).. 7 50 350
Chinese lutarpret.ar 1 43 45
European food
L i 80 150
Cabin waiters. .... 5 ] 0
Total.....-- Wl ..... 2,20 oy Y SRR (Y -2 SN 4,183
RECAPITULATION.
Deck department., 34 ......&,710 Deck department .| 30| $2,401 | §1,163
Engine depart- Engine depart-
menit .o i 2, 8723 ment o 46| 3,547 1,718
Purser's depart- Purser’s depart-
ment . .......... 20).0....]220 || ment. . ... 57| 4,183 | 208
Grand total.] 94 (...... 7,872 | Grand total.| 133 | 10,131 | " 4,907
I
Exooss of American wageu cost over .Iapanese wagas
i I e N U P - R -
1, N IR e S s T e e e e R 35, 586, 00

Here is another Japanese ship, the Tenyo Maru, compared
with the United States ship President Tafi. The President
Taft is 14,128 gross tons, 16 knots, oil type, and the:Japanese
is 13,398, making 17 knots, and burns coal. The difference in
cost of the American wage over the Japanese wage is $1,000

per month, or $13,188 per year.
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Comparison of American and Japanese wages— Trans-Pacific.
DECK DEPARTMENT,

,. " TJa “Tenyo Marn,” triple screw; 13
United Stal President Taft,” 14,123 %
sl i o, | 8 oncs 1478 g
Pay | Pay Pay | Pay
Num-| Num-
Rate. per Rate. per per
ber. | Pon. | month. ber- | man. | month
Master............ 1| $416 #16 || Master....... 1
First officer....... 1| 25 225 || Chief officer....... 1
Second officer..... 1| 185 185 || First officer. .. 1
Third officer. ..... 1| 165 165 || Second officer. .... 1
Fourth officer..... 1| 150 150 || Third officer...... 1
Carpenter......... 1 70 70 || Junior officer...... 1
Boatswain........ 1| 6 65 || Apprentice officers 2
Boatswain’s mate. 1 60 60 tswain........ 1
Quartermasters. . . 4| 60 240 || Second boatswain 1
Able-bodied sea- Carpenters. ...... 2
1 16| 5 880 || Storekeeper...... 1
O seamen 6| 40 240 || Quartermasters 6
Chief radio oper- First-class sailors 5
ator......... 1| 115 115 || Becond-classsailors 5
Second radio op- Third-class sailors 3
erator....... 1| 100 100 || Fourth-class sail-
Third radio oper- o ki 7
BMOL. . .eneiiae 1 90 90 || Apprentice sailors. 2
TOHT.o.of. i e 3,001 Tutul..‘....-l 4
ENGINEER’S DEPARTMENT.
Chief Ber... 1 $330 $330 || Chief engineer.. ... ] 1 410
First ten- First assistant en- =
gineer.....;.... 1|22 2% eer 1 5
Becond assistant
engineer, senior. 1185 185 ] 275 275
Becond assistant
en, r, junior. 1155 155 1 185 185
assistant
1| 165 165 1 145 145
3| 130 300 | 1 130 130
1]125 125 1 95 9%
1] 100 100 1 40 40
2 93 196
1| & 85 1 145 145
1| 100 100 X 80 80
1| 20 0 1 75 75
1] 65 65 | 75 75
6| 65 390 1 05 95
6| 65 390
1| 65 65 man......... 1 82 82
6| 50 300 per....... 1 50 80
121 &7% 690 || Water tenders..... 5 S0 400
1| 90 90 || Oilers............. ] 75 675
1{ 80 90 || Donkeyman ...... 1 65 65
1| 90 90 || First: firemen.| 12 64 768
Second-class fire-
............. 17 60| 1,020
First-class  coal
.......... 10 57 570
Becond-class coal
......... 19 55| 1,045
Apprentice fire-
i RPN S 3 24 T2
Total......- 48 |...... 4,120 Total...... B leeeaes] T,048
PURSER’S DEPARTMENT.
Staff and com-
Tissary.
1 1 280 280
1 1 205 25
1 1 170 170
' o 125 L 125
1 4 80 320
1 1 5 340 340
1 1 100 100
1 b ; 100 100
1 1 2| n
{ 1 60 60
2k 1 60 60
i 1 60 60
b 45 46
} 2 & 170
1 1 53 53
2 104
1 65 65
1 52 52
er, | Mez. 1
= 1[86.25 | 86.25
2 1575 &§L.76 (] master.......... !
No. 3 saloon cook. 1 |48.30 | 48.30 || Saloon walters.....| 19

Gomparison of American and Japanese wages—Trans-Paciflc—Continued.
PURSER'S DEPARTMENT—continued.

United States, t Taft,” 14,123 Ilm “Tenyo Maru,” triple screw; 13
& . - boilers; 52 furnaces;
gross fons; 16 knots; o1 o bolers; 13,308 gross
Num.| P8y | Pay Ni Pay | Pay
Rate. per | per Rate. eyl
ber. | nan. | month. - ber: 1 ies. Laiith:
.| Mez.
} ﬂé% Yen. | Yen.
5 51 255
1 80. 25 5 38 190
1 57.50 6 51 306
3. 20 60
1 46,00 5 86 430
1 34.50 4 8 332
1 75 28.75 o ST e
1 87| 25.87 1 in
2 75 57.50
1 00| 46,00
2 00{ 46.00
1 75( 28.75 || No.l1saloon waiter 1 67 67 |
Saloon waiter. .... 1 46 46
1 301 25.30 || Saloon waiters 20 32 640
1 75 T4.75 aloon
1 50| 34.50 waiters.......... 2 2 64
Second-class waiter, 1 a a2
1| 28.75| 28.75 [ Chinese i.ntu&lu! 1| 4 13
Steerage waiters...| 4 n 108
2 50.60 || Apprentice waiters 4 15 60
1 48.25 || Ei food
2 46. 00 8 100 800
1 " 46,00 3 65 185
2 46,00 6 35 210
X 23,00 3 46 138
1 37.37 )| 32 32
Saloon boys. .. 30 759, 00 1 50 50
oo T b
n SOt ;
No.1 steerage cook 1 46, 00
No.2 steerage cook| 1 31,05
No. 3steerage cook 1 8.7
No. 1 steerage
i 58 0
eerage waiters. . A
No. 1 checker..... 1 57,50
Assistant checkers 4 107.00
Sailors’ mess boys F | 41. 40
Firemen's mess -
boye. i 2 41,40
[ et NP R 12,567.34 Total........| 14]....... 7,488
Philippine Band
" R e W 50. 50. 00
Filipino bands-
............ 5| 45.00 225.00
127500 ||
Total, s
department..| 105 ...... 12,827. 50
Grand total . 190 |...... Iﬁ,m.m Grand total...... o) R et | 118,307
RECAPITULATION.
D _kdspartmmd;. {7 PR lsx,tm EDecknW e 1,827.00
ngineer’s s
ment . o L ARt 4,120, Pmsur..... Syt 3,415,00
Purser’s depart- urser’s depart-
ment...... o e 1,325. menb.C il 3,628.00
Chinese crew. .... 8. 1,523.60| Chinese crew...
Grand total.| 190 [_.__. o,sus.eol Grand total 8,670.00
1 Mexican, at $0.54 equals $1.386.60 United States currency.
3 Mexican, at $0.50=§137.50.
3 Yen=$0.4845 United States currency.
Excess of American wage cost over Japanese wages;
e e L T S R M e b e T L) $1,009
S e e R S R L A R e S R S R - 13,188

The last two Japanese ships are in actual competition with

Shipping Board vessels in the trans-Pacific service,

“The proof of the pudding is the eating thereof,” according
to a very old saying that we all heard in our childhood.

‘When the hearings were in progress the American wages had
just been reduced, while the British wages were undergoing
curtailment. It was therefore easy for the opponents to the
bill to make a comparison of American wages after the reduc-
tion with British wages before reduction. However, the cor-
rect proceeding has been followed in some of the tables which
you will find in the hearings. These tables show what the pay
would be on a British ship compared with an American ship
if the British ships were as fully manned as the American ships,
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It happens that not only in the amount of wages but also-in the
number of personnel the differential is against the American
ghip. - There are more employees on an American ship, and that
is caused partly by the seaman’s law. We are not complaining
about it, we think it is for the benefit of the men, for the bene-
fit of the industry, but when you provide the condtions you must
provide a way to meet the differential.

Mr. BANKHEAD, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Does the gentleman assert that on the
ovdinary ships there are more men in an American crew than
in a foreign crew?

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The entire personnel on the American
ship is more than on the foreign ship.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I mean the unlicensed crew.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The licensed and the unlicensed are
both paid by the shipowners.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I think the gentleman is entirely inac-
curate in his statement in reference to that matter.

AMr. LONDON. Will the gentleman yield for a short ques-
tion?

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes,

Mr. LONDON. Has the gentleman the time to explain this?

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, Davis] made a statement
that the American crew was smaller than the crew on the
foreign vessel,

Mr, CHINDBLOM,
statement.

Mr. LONDON. He made that statement and it is an im-
portant statement of facts. Can the gentleman state what is
the situation?

Mr. CHINDBLOM. 1 say that the American crew is larger
and that the hearings bring that out. I say that upon a British
ship they do not have as many men employed as they are com-
pelled to have on the American ship.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has again expired.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
gent to extend my remarks in the REcorD. 7

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

I did not hear the gentleman make that

8,800 ‘dead-weight tonnage type (Auburn)—Continued.

A.8.8.0.A,, U.8.8.B,
class B. ssC Britinh acalo;
=
Rating. E i :
e | wS [ o :
4 £|%s 2| %a
log| 2 |Elze| 3 (8|5l @
Al - B | = Z (-9 =
Lo |2 s
$70| 70|11 65| 365 112 10| 12 10
474 285 | 6 55| 30| B|10 80 ..
35 0| 2 40 {1 B A A vt e
20| 20| 1 240 240 1|24 101 24 10
165 | 165 1| 165( 165| 1 %21 10| 21 10
140 (| 40| 1 145 | 145 1|97 .. 5 ge s
125 125 1 1301 130 1113 .. 13- ..
55| 165§ 3 65| 195| 3 |1F .. 8 ..
50| 450 | 9| 573 5174 910 10| w4 i0
40 10| 3|. 50 150 ‘8|18 .. 0 ..
05| 1056| 1 05 106 1|14 10| 14 10
90 o) 1 m, 90| 113 10| 13 1D
| | 1| 0| ©f1[9 10| 910
30 60| 3 351 106 21 8 10 17 ..
1] 0 1 90 90| 1|13 10| 13 10
65 o VRS Aol I SR 1|11 10§ 11 10
40 1 W RSt Far ko A I Bes | MRS
0 Mlsdianess ennsad] ZR:1 AL 10§ AL 10
cemiss (a0 ] 187 41 | 522 10
i

American private owners..... $3,125.00 | United States Shipping Board. $3,187.50

British, at $4.50............... 2,351.00 | British, at $4.50,.............. 2,351.00
Difference....useseeseaa  S5L00 Difference.............. 536.50

i Difference:
American seale (per cent).. 20 American scale (percent).. 5
British scale (per cent).... 37 British scale (per cent).... 3

1 Cﬂreuter and hoatswain,
*Including allowanee for superior certificate.
8,800 dead-weight tonnage type (west shore).

[Dead-weight tonnage 8,800; gross , 5,714 3 boilers; oil burner, power tonnage
Egii_i

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Under the leave o extend my remarks LR OA 0.8.5.B Beltish
I want to add that my statement about the nunber of the Cas B Class O, " 5,001/7,000.
crews on American and British ships refers, of course, to the
ordinary white crews. It would not be applicable to ships g Fa
employing orientals, particularly lascars, who work for a _ Rating g4 [ E2 &
pittance and never perform the labor of which a white man | [ B ol g8 ; g
is capable. Some English ships also have so-called cadets or Eidnl 1 G2k b
apprentices who are in training for future service. These are B x5 8 (8|28 g Bl g | 2
not members of regular crews and are not included in the ordi- zZ{&% 8 |z |8 z| & a
e hich I ferred abo ! nrer
The following tables, to whic have refe above, ap- fi- ] | £ 8.
pearing on pages 459 to 469 of the hearings, show comparisons : LI LA e "f‘"hg 118 i -
of the scale rates of pay upon various types of ships for the 1] Mo 40| 1 15| 15| 1107 0| 17 0
American Steamship Owners' Association, American private 1 12';5 1% ’i 1%! lg ’i ig 0| 13 lu
owners (marked “A. 8. S. 0. A.”), the United States Ship- F I i - - e o -
ping Board (marked “U. 8. 8, B.”), and the British Shipping 2] 857 201 2] 0f #L. 1.
Federation (Ltd.), British private owners (marked “ British 2 B B A B SR Rl B i
seale ). These figures have been adjusted to the present rate 1| 0] 140 1| 145 15) 1iu7 0] 17 19
of exchange ($4.50 per pound sterling), while those in the ; 125 | % ; 13 Eg' é E. 3 g g
55 |
hearings are shown as of .a‘\pril 11022, i B! 3 = lmi 4 i
8,800 dead-weight tonnage type ( Auburn). 2| 40 1@ 2| 50 im 2/10 of 20 o
[Dend-weight tonnage, 8,868; gross tonnage, 6,047; 3 boilers; coal burner; pewer i i% o0 { % g { g ig }; llg
tonnge; SNl 1| o/ 1| | | 1|91 910
IR HE R T
A.8.8.0.A,| U.88.8 A 0 0
d British scale. S IS e S B i e v T TR T
‘ e B s W P L R i B R 19 o 9 o
TH 2§ e e meay mte] B B VES T RETES 1)
Rating. Eg ag a & ATl 3 |2,m L e e 450 0
- ..S ™ g ™ ke
g & |8al . |B| &a& | . : _ :
Blog| 2 |B|sel 2828 | 3 |Amercanowners........... @50 (U88B. . ...l W8
. Za™ & |28 & |z & © | British, 8t $4.50...-..-..v.... 2,025.00 | British, at$4.500..0000 00000 - 2025.00
Y e Difference.....ccecasases T70. 00 o Difference........c.acs.» 760,50
. E N arence: ercnce:
VMABLET, . ocsvnaiinnnnaneanes] 1| 8276 [ 8205 | 1| 8200 | 8200 | 1|45 .| 45 . American scale (per cent). pid American seale (per cent). bl
First officer. ...............| 1| 165| 165| 1] 165| 65| 121 10| 21 10 e | iti 3
bl i R e Ly 1l 10! 1! 1| ss] ] shiz | &7 2 British scale (per cent) 38 British scale (per cent) £
Third officer............... 17125 1251 17 1300 101 1 --' 18 ..| 1Includingallowanee for supetior certificate.

1 Including allowance {or superior certificate.

boatswain.

* Carpenter and
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. 6,800 dead-weight tonnage type, '
[Dead-weight tonnage, 5,495; gross s,uf,;zbmmww;pmm

A.8.B.0.A,, U.8.8.B, British scale,
Class C. D 3,001,/5,000.
g . / E .
Rating. S §§ g
gaéégaaggsa 4
=8 = =5
z &% & |z ig‘ e lz|&% | &
£ 5| £ o
Naster. .....coceneenmaneees] 1/ 8265|8265 | 1 (8265|4265 1|43 0] 48 0O
First officer. 1| 155| 155 1| 160 | 160 | 1P20 10| 20 10
Becond officer...... 1] 130 130| 1| 140| 140| 116 10| 16 10
officer. . Y ous s a1 125 1113 01 13 ' 0
RO i i\ rasn 1 70 w1 70 ) 1112 10| 12 10
Able-bodied seamen 4 473 1% ; ﬁ 7110 0 7 0
Ordir seamen 2 35 T o A P At
Chie.fleanwmeer ......... 1| M40 240 1| 230| 230| 1|28 10| 22 10
First t engineer. 1| 155] 155| 1| 160| 160| 1120 10| 20 10
Second assistant en 1| 130| 130 1| 140| 140 1116 10| 16 10
Third assistant en, 1| 15| 15| 1| 125 125| 1|13 0| 183 ©
51 U e 3 55| 185 3 65 195| 3|11 0| 383 0
6 50| 300( 6 57h 345 | 9|10 10| ™M 10
3 40| 120 | 3 80| 30 L aaleiiaalinvades
1) 105 105 %1 | 105( 105 1|14 10| 14 10
1 20 o ) O R R PRl 1(13 10| 13 10
1 0 70 1 70 ) 1| 9 10 9 10
2 30 60| 3 351 16| 1] 8 10 8 10
1| 9| %) 1| 9| 80| 1|13 10| 13 10
1 40 W ek aaleanaant o X 41290 9 0
2 e St Nt ] e 2,675 |33 |...... 2,775 | 34 |...ocuan “45°0
American private owners...... $2,675.00 | U.8.8.B.......ccenineeer.... 2,775.00
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BUBSISTENCE DIFFE

RENTIALS.

The seamen’s act requires all merchant vessels of the United
States, the construction of which had been begun after the

passage of that act on March 5, 1915, to provide a space of not
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less than 120 cubic feet and not less than 16 square feet,
measured on the floor or deck, for each seaman or apprentice
lodged therein, and also requires a separate berth for each
seaman and provides that not more than one berth shall be
placed one above another. Various other requirements are
also made with reference to light, drainage, heating, and ventila-
tion. These requirements, while beneficial to the crew, make
an additional cost to the American operator. Table 15, on page
472 of the hearings, shows the subsistence cost in American
and British ships as of April 1, 1922, according to the minimum
scales preseribed by statute, and discloses a differential per
man per day of 12} cents. This amounts to $3.674 a month, or
$44.10 per year. For a crew of, say, 35 men this would be an
annual excess of $1,543.50. As a matter of fact, the difference
in cost of subsistence between American and foreign crews is
much larger than measured by these minimum statutory re-
quirements. American seamen will not and should not be
required to subsist on the same quality and quantity. of
food as is given to men of lower standards of living and intelli-
gence.,

Table 15 in the hearings agrees with the tables submitted by
the president of the International Seamen’'s Union on pages
1364 and 1365, but the latter tables do not include prices.

It must be clear that these differentials in cost of construc-
tion and of operation of American ships make it necessary that
Government aid be given to establish and maintain our Ameri-
can merchant marine until the business has been so firmly
rooted as to be able to absorb these excess charges.

During my brief service of three years in the House I have
voted Government aid to railroads, to agriculture, to roads
and highways, to reclamation of arid lands, to public health,
to education, to droughts, to floods and other disasters, to say
nothing of the hundreds of millions which have been voted
and expended both prior to and during my service to individ-
nals and corporations for damages and losses sustained in the
war which were not based upon legal contracts and therefore
were not cognizable in the Court of Claims. Now, finally, when
a great constructive proposition is laid before the Congress
for the purpose of establishing and maintaining the greatest
instrumentality for foreign trade and for domestic prosperity,
we are met by the old familiar ery of favoring special interests
and so-called trusts. The truth is that the Government through
the Shipping Board to-day owns 80 per cent of all vessels doe-
umented under the American flag. The Government is the
great trust in this business, and we are trying to distribute its
property and facilities among the people in order to firmly
establish private operation of its great fleet. Continued Gov-
ernment operation means enormous annual appropriations to
pay losses in operation, still amounting to fifty millions per
year (though reduced from two hundred millions per year
within the last 18 months), and means also the continued de-
terioration of the ships without necessary upkeep and replace-
ment or augmentation of types needed to balance the fleet and
make it serviceable for all the different kinds of commerce,
The present bill offers the only practicable, workable, and
hopeful solution of one of the most difficult problems that has
ever confronted our Nation, and at the same time affords an
opportunity for the return of our beloved country to its proud
position, held of old, as one of the great maritime nations of
the earth.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, T yield 35
minutes to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. JeEFFERIS].

Mr. JEFFERIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen
of the committee, as a resident of the Central West I prefer to
discuss this question in what I have prepared not from a parti-
san standpoint nor from the standpoint of retaining a seat in
the great legislative body of the United States. I would prefer
to discuss this question in what I have prepared from the
standpoint of a more active, more extended United States.

The “ do-nothing ™ policy of the Government for the ald and
encouragement of an American merchant marine found this
Nation practically destitute in the matter of water trans-
portation 24 years ago at the outbreak of the Spanish-American
War. The sudden emergency had to be met, regardless of
cost, necessitating the expenditure of millions of dollars for
the hire and purchase of vessels at exorbitant prices. In some
cases the Government paid more for the hire of a small ship
to carry a regiment of American volunteer goldiers from San
Francisco to Manila Bay tlran the vessel originally cost.

When Admiral Dewey, at Hongkong, received orders to pro-
ceed to Manila and destroy the Spanish fleet he had to secure
a steamer from a Hongkong steamship company to pilot the
American fleet across the China Sea and into Manila %a}'.

During the emergency and feverish excitement of the late
World War the United States spent more than $3,000,000,000
for ship construection.

The loss to the Government through the operation of a
portion of these ships during the fiscal year of 1920 was about
$16,000,000 per month, or some $200,000,000 for the year, an
€normous sum.

The Congress of 1920, in an effort to lessen the excessive
drain on the Treasury and to assist In the utilization of the
Government ships in the establishment of an efficient merchant
marine in foreign trade, declared its policy by law to be the
establishment of foreign trade routes in order to induce the
sale of the Government ships to private owners and operators.

Under the management of a reorganized Shipping Board, as
competent as can be obtained, the congressional policy of 1920
has been pursued, with the result that the Government is
now operating some 400 of its 1,400 steel ships at a loss to
the Federal Treasury of about $4,000,000 per month, some
$50,000,000 annually. The remaining 1,000 ships are tied up,
not in use, and deteriorating with the passing of time. Gov-
ernment operation of the 400 ships has discouraged private
American ship operators, who receive no part of the $50,000,000
loss to the Government, and has destroyed all hope for the
sale of the Government ships to private American operators
as was intended by the shipping act of 1920. A continuance
of this policy will make certain the ultimate destruction of the
Government ships through deterioration and lapse of time.

These experiences and conditions prompt the administrative
department and a joint committee of the Senate and House to
offer a less expensive plan to induce the sale of Government
ships to American operators in an effort to extend through
their more flexible management a more extended and efficient
merchant marine for the transportation of American foreign
commerce,

My study of this business problem of the Government leads
me to favor the pending bill to subsidize an American merchant
marine—to extend Federal financial aid, if you please, to
American ships based on their tonnage, speed, and miles trav-
eled. I believe that the experience of the past teaches us that
the United States will not have a merchant marine adequate
for its needs until it grants financial assistance to private
American ship operators, as have and do other nations to en-
able their ship operators to engage in the carrying of foreign
comimerce,

I believe that the granting of Government aid, direct and
indirect as intended by this measure, to private enterprise to
the extent of thirty millions of dollars yearly will create an
efficient merchant marine and at the same time establish a
new field of industry for the employment of an appreciable
portion of American labor and capital; that the extension of
such an indostry upon salt waters instead of exerting its
powers to further add to our ever-increasing surplus of land
p}ll'oducts will of itself create a better domestic market for
them,

I further believe that the greatest needs of the United States
for the future are new markets—foreign markets—for the con-
sumption of its products. r

To confine the labor and capital of our entire people to land
production and transportation of supplies for our one hundred
and ten millions of people in the 48 States will not spell prog-
ress and prosperity for the future, but that the employment of
a considerable part of American labor and capital upon the
seas as carriers of our surplus products to the billion six hun-
dred millions of people of other nations will spell progress and
prosperity for the future of the people of this Republic.

For 50 years prior to the World War the efforts of the Gov-
ernment and of its people have been largely directed to the
production and transportation of products on land. During
this period the greater possibilities of industrial expansion
have been overland. Americans became a land-thinking people
and the sea was well-nigh forgotten. We grew fo think of
trains and automobiles gliding along railroad tracks and hard-
surfaced highways within the confines of our wonderful coun-
try. We lost sight of the ocean highways which surround us
on three sides and which connect us with the rest of the world.

Much of the discontent among our people is caused by over-
production. To a considerable extent it exceeds the home con-
sumption, This, according to the law of supply and demand,
brings stagnation in our home markets which could be the more
quickly and effectively relieved if a portion of our people were
directly engaged in carrying our surpluses to the ever-increas-
ing foreign markets. The relief and stimulation of the home
markets thus obtained would allay the strife often manifested
among various groups of producers which in times of depres-
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sion contend for advantage, each thinking the others get the
fat while they get the lean, and hence they drive each other
about, so to speak, like squirrels in a cage—a fast and excit-
ing race at times but one that ends just where it began—no
new outlet is found, no permanent relief obtained.

If the different produeing bands within the Nation would but
consider the general welfare of all, they would willingly unite
to support a reasonable compensation made possible by Fed-
eral aid, if youn please, to induce a portion of America’s capital

and labor to buy and operate ships for the extension of Ameri-
can trade in the foreign markets of the world.

An American merchant marine of the required size and
speed, sufficient to transport the Nation's foreign commerce,
is of great economic importance, It would insure the re-
tention to American labor and capital of the compensation we
have been paying to the subsidized steamship lines of other
nations to an extent of many billions of dollars during the
last 50 years.

It is folly to believe that any nation is going to look to our
interests before it does to its own.

Ship operators of other nations would like nothing better
than to carry every ton of our foreign cargo in their ships at
their own rates. They would not only monopolize the carrying
of our foreign commerce but would take over the trade itself

if possible,

" American producers when shipping their products in vessels
flying the American flag will have no fear of foreigners steal-
ing trade secrets or losing customers, as is frequently the
case where goods are shipped in foreign bottoms,

The American flag must not be torn from the ships’' masts
upon the high seas through the arts of nonaction, obstruction,
or destruction. Our flag's place upon the ocean has not been
bought by American dollars only; its value in American blood
can never be estimated—God forbid that any attempt should
ever be made to place an estimate upon that.

The time has come when America’'s future industrial de-
velopment demands the operation of regular American steam-
ship lines to extend the railroad routes of our commerce across
the seas. We have the facilities to transport our surplus
products to our coast ports. All we now need to complete our
gystem are the St. Lawrence deep waterway and the extended
arm of transportation to span the oceans as our railroads and
highways do the land.

The proposed measure is not an effort, as some claim or
seem to think, to provide exorbitant compensation to private
American ship operators for the purpose of making millionaires
at the expense of the Federal Treasury. Such arguments may
appeal to the prejudices of some of our people but it can not
appeal to their reason nor does it make for their progress or
their domestic tranquillity.

A FORWARD-LOOKING MEASURE.

The construction loan fund as provided in this bill will re-
sult in additional savings to the taxpayers of the Nation. This
provision will not place in the loan fund any appropriations
made by law or any profits made by the operation of vessels.

It will cover into the fund all moneys received from the
sale of vessels and all interest received therefrom at a rate
of not less than 2 per cent, though I would prefer 4 per cent,
annually, as in the discretion of the board the same is loaned
from time to time for the construction of other and different
types of merchant vessels. This will relieve the Government
from the necessity of borrowing to create the fund and will
call for no part of the taxes collected from the people. In
fact, it will transform ships now tied up and deteriorating or
which are operated at a loss to the Government into a loan
fund for the building of new vessels or the remodeling of ves-
sels now in existence. The interest which the Government
i8 required to pay on bonds already issued and from the pro-
ceeds of which the ships were constructed goes on from year
to year though the ships remain idle or are operated at a loss,
whereas a transformation of the vessels into a fund of money,
then loaned at some rate of interest, be it great or small, will
produce a Government revenue which will nltimately recoup
intb the National Treasury a portion of the interest which the
Government pays on the bonds from which the ships were
originally constructed and also the proceeds from the sale of
the vessels.

The American farmer and manufacturer between the Alle-
ghenies and the Rockies are intelligent, thinking men. They
Ikmow that they produce a greater volume of the products which
constitute the outgoing cargoes of our foreign commerce than
do the coastwise section of the Nation.

I believe that these producers would prefer to have an effi-
cient, privately owned, and operated American merchant marine,
aided, if you please, by the Federal Government to the maxi-

mum amount of $30,000,000 per year rather than to continue a
Government operated one at a minimum expenditure and loss of
$50,000,000 annually.

The National Government for years has appropriated millions
of dollars to the Department of Agriculture. The scientifie
teachings of the department has stirred American farmers to
greater activity and enabled them to become more efficient and
productive producers. Why continue to spur the farmers of
America to produce more and more, and only provide highways
over which to haul his products to our 110,000,000 people when
across the seas there liva 1,600,000,000 people?

This bill is a real forward-looking, economic measure. It
seeks to rednce Federal expenditures by $20,000,000 per year
which is wasted through h competent but centralized govern-
ment operation of some 400 vessels, while 1,000 vessels de-
teriorate and rot.

SUBSIDIES COMMORN,

This measure invites the American producer to lift his vision
to the extended markets across the waters. The ships that
carry trade control it. Liverpool will control or seriously in-
fluence the grain markets of the world so long as British steam-
ship companies determine the grain-trade routes of the seas
and the rates and charges therefor.

The American farmer paid an enormous subsidy to foreign
ship operators during the World War, Before the war was over
it cost him 48 cents per bushel to transport wheat from New
York to Liverpool. At the beginning of the war it cost the
American cotton grower less than a cent a pound to transport
cotton to Europe., Before the war was over it cost him 8 cents
a pound,

Great Britain enjoys the distinction of belng mistress of the
seas. Americans know that in gaining this position she aided
steamship lines,

Britain's contract with the Cunard Steamship Co. for mail
service every Saturday from Southampton to New York pro-
vides for a payment amounting to $317,793.

The construction of the Lusitania and Mauretania was the
result of a special contract between the British Government and
the Cunard Steamship Co., which provided a mail subsidy of
£68,000 per year for a period of 20 years, and a Government
loan of £2,600,000, or nearly $13,000,000, at an interest rate of
2% per cent,

Similar contracts of the British Government have been the
inducing cause in establishing steamship lines and trade routes
to all parts of the globe. France has subsidized steamship lines,
and no doubt Germany will resume its previous practice in this
regard.

The private operation of American ships in foreign commerce
intended to be aided by this measure will provide the Nation
with the flexible and more versatile management of different
steamship companies. These managements will acquaint them-
selves with the conditions of trade and the wants of different
markets more thoroughly than can a centralized government
management. A company having its funds invested in ships
will rustle business for different markets in an effort to profit
by its enterprise, because no company can operate vessels for
the mere Government aids provided in this bill

Man from the beginning of time has advanced only when he
was inspired by hope that he might gain some of the fruits of
the world by honest labor and faithful endeavor. I am one of
those who believe that every wise and just subsidy granted by
Nation, State, county, or city has been a stimulus which has
urged to more efficient action those who hoped to prosper in the
battle and strife of life.

SHYING AT SHADOWS,

Why should Congress shy at the mere shadow of the word
“gubsidy,” as it pertains to this bill, when it means a saving
of more than $20,000,000 per year to the taxpayers of the
Nation? _

Why pay foreign shipowners to transport our ocean commerce
and thus furnish profit to foreign labor and capital in the
building, repairing, and operating their ships?

Why not grant aid for American enterprise upon the high
seas, as the Nation, States, cities, and counties have done to
aid land developments during the past 70 years of our Nation's
history ?

PRECEDENTS NUMEROUS,

Congress since 1850 has been gyanting subsidies to induce
men to initiate, to invest, to risk' their all in land pursuits
for their immediate gain and compensation, though in a larger
sense for the Nation's development and the general welfare of
its people,

The Government by the homestead laws aided home build-
ing by prompting pioneer men and women to launch their
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prairie schooners upon the rolling plains, there to exercise
their individual initiative, their strength and courage in the
reclamation of the empire of the West—the real bread basket
of the world.

States, counties, and cities have voted bonds aggregating
millions of dollars and Congress has made land grants of
more than 150,000,000 acres of Iand in the various States as
stimulating aids to attiact and induce investors and builders
to construct railroads. wagon roads, and canals for the better
transportation of domestic commerce and for the common wel-
fare of the Nation. The railroads when constructed gave re-
bates as aids to induce business enterprises to locate along
their right of way. Cities have granted franchises to per-
suade investors to construct gas and electric light plants, water
systems, and street railway lines. Western States, to improve
live-stock production and to conserve impounded irrigation
waters in reservoirs and collaterals, have paid bounties to men
and boys for the killing of wolves, coyotes, and other destrue-
tive animals. County fairs give prizes to stock raisers and
grain growers to stimulate their efforts in the production of
better and higher grade products for the mutual benefit of
the individual producer and consuming public.

Congress in recent session has appropriated millions of dol-
lars for the avowed purpose of aiding and inducing the people
of the respective States to build better highways for the
quicker transportation of their products to the near-by dis-
tributing and consuming centers.

To further facilitate the transportation and exchange of
domestic products, Congress a few years ago, while catching
the intrepid spirit of the immortal Roosevelt, built the Panama
- Canal as a water highway, at a cost of some $400,000,000,
to induce men to venture upon the waters which dash upon
our shores ag carriers of commerce in the coastwise trade of
the Nation. :

May this the Sixty-seventh Congress catch the inspiration
of President Harding, visualize Ameriea’s opportunity, sell
the Government ships to private owners and operators for
extengion of its trade in times of peace—its protection and de-
fense in times of war—place an efficient American merchant
marine upon the high seas, manned by American seamen, carry-
ing American commerce beneath the American flag by the
enactment of the pending measure. [Applause.]

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JEFFERIS of Nebraska. Yes.

Mr. BLANTON: Is it not a fact that at the time Great
Britain loaned the £2,000,000 to the Cunard Line to bulld the
Lusitania and the Mauretania England could borrow all of the
money she wanted at 2% per cent?

Mr. JEFFERIS of Nebraska. I do not know what the fact is
in that respect. I said that I would prefer 4 per cent to 2
per cent.

Mr, BLANTON. I just wanted to make that clear, because
we are proposing to loan the money at half of what the money
costs us.

Mr, JEFFERIS of Nebraska. I did not happen to live over in
England at the time, and I do not know the facts. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 25
minutes to the gentleman from Washington [Mr. JoHNSoN].

IMMIGRATION FEATURES OF MERCHANT MARINE BILL,

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. My, Chairman, I support this
merchant marine bill. We of the Pacific coast know what it is
to be without American ships. We have seen British ships,
Japanese ships, and tramp ships come in ballast for the wheat
from the interior, or not come until the price was right. If
other ships can come to us in ballast, our own ships may go one
way without cargoes. Shipping Board ships earrying loads to
Japan were taken off last year because of no return cargo. Of
course not. The cargoes come in Japanese bottoms, and now
they are taking out our cargoes—everything from the machinery
of Pennsylvania and Ohio to the lumber of the nmorth Pacific.
There is a differential, mark that. We can meet it with this
bill and probably in no other way. [Applause.]

I had intended to pay some attention to Title ITI of the bill
before us, which relates to the transportation of immigrants by
water and which contemplates that as nearly as possible 50
per cent of the immigrants which may be permitted to come to
the United States shall come in vessels registered, enrolled, and
licensed under the laws of the United States. As the hour is
late, I shall postpone that part of my statement until the seec-
tion in question is reached. I will say, however, that the prin-
ciple involved is correct, and that once we have adopted it we
can proceed with immigration legislation along much more
scientific lines than has heretofore been possible and through
control can set a standard—ecan set the standard desired by our
people.

Some have thought that authority to carry approximately 50
per cent of incoming aliens on American ships might *he an
entering wedge, to be used later for the striking down of the
heavy restriction of immigration. But I think not. I believe
the immigration laws will be made still more strict, particularly
when the people of the United States learn, as they will shortly
from official records, that the average amount of cost for insane,
feeble-minded, criminal, diseased, deformed, and dependent
aliens in the penitentaries and eleemosynary institutions of the
various States is on an average 7 per cent of all the taxes col-
lected by the States. That is the burden we are paying for
carelessness in the past with regard to the admission of great
numbers of immigrants. What we will pay in the future as the
1153112;}l Ior the undigested immigration now here time alone
can {

Mr. Chairman, let me state that once more. The care of the
foreign born In the prisons and eleemosynary institutions of the
various States which comprise this Union costs 7 per cent of all
of the gross income of the several State governments. That is
about twice what the States pay for interest charges. Of course,
States with great alien population, like New York, Pennsyl-
vania, Massachusetts, and Illinois, pay more for the care of
alien defectives than do States which have fewer aliens, but the
average cost is T per cent of all State taxation. This does not
include costs of aliens in county institutions, such as jails, hos-
pitals, and poorhouses.

+ And yet because the restriction of immigration to 3 per cent
of the various nationalities here in 1910 has played a consider-
able part in the increase of wages to common labor, the cry goes
up from those who would benefit most that we must have more
immigrants in order to supply us with more and cheaper labor.
Joining in the chorus are those who would bring from Greece as
many of the 1,000,000 refugees as can be brought and those who
would bring all of the other stricken peoples from all parts of
the world to our shores if they could. About one person in
every five in Greece is a refugee from some place in Asia Minor.

Mr. Chairman, what are those who are demanding an influx
of cheap alien labor thinking about? Do they think of profits,
or of population, or posterity?

Do not they know that the quotas of immigrants permitted
to come from the north countries of Europe are unfilled? Must
they always have a hole at Ellis Island opened big enough to
admit a million or a million and a half immigrants per year, so
that they may give wretched employment to possibly one-fourth
of that number? They talk of alien labor as they would talk of
that many tenpenny nails. They seem mever to think of the
wives and children of these aliens. who must either come now
or remain behind, to be part of the wretched wreckage of
Europe.

Does not the pitiful story from Pennsylvania, printed the
other day; of the alien mother of several children who re-
ceived $1 a month from her wretched hushand’s miserable pay
check for work in the coal mines, after it had been through
the abominable “company store” process, make even a dent
upon those who preach Americanization and yet want a mil-
lion idle aliens always standing around waiting for jobs? As
far as I am concerned, I shall stand to the last against the cry,

Let Mr. Gary, Mr. Mellon, and others read the editorial in
the New York World of yesterday, which newspaper, by the
way, opposes heavy restriction of immigration. The editorial
is headed “ No Americans need apply.” It reads as follows:

NO AMERICANS NEED APPLY.

One reason why the coal industry of the country remains an unre-
liable and hand-to-mouth affair is %rought home tyo New Yorkers lll.rey
the demand of employment agencies for foreign miners to work In
the anthracite fleld. Russians, Poles, Lithuanians, Magyars, and
Scandinavians are listed as desirable, Even Engliahmen will do.
B“'lt'h no A;nericnns neeid -af:p!y. 5

ere is a very simple reason why the operators want foreigners
in the mines. A man from Poland or Lithuania has not acquired the
American standard of Hving and therefore can fet along contentedly
on small wages. He can't speak the language of his adopted countr
nor is he accustomed to its ways; he is therefore unsure of himselg
unable to state his ecase, and easily frightened. He will work hard
because he is used to hard work, and will ask for little because he is
useﬁi ::o rﬁceivgn llf:tlei o : 3 X3

ut when he has joined a union or learn 8 way about he be,
to ask for more, and at that point his desirability ays a miner begg:
to wane. The operators look around for other fresh and hopeful im-
migrants to take his place, If they employ Americans or retain for-
eigners who have picked up American ways, it iz only because the
immigrant supply is inadequate.

While this condition exists it will be Impossible to standardize
wages, output, profits, or prices in the coal ggslneas. The industry
is built on the exploitation of cheap and ignorant labor, on the tpro 0-
sition that a laborer is worthy not of the wages he earns but o wt{)nt
he knows enough to get, Recurring strikes are inevitable as a protest
against such a policy, and strikes again play Into the hands of the
operators by creating fuel shortage. The crux of the problem before
nl,): coal commission is patent in this discrimination against native-
born workmen,

Mr. Chairman, for that editorial I forgive the World for all
of its assaults on the policy of restriction and for all of its
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jibes at the emergency legislation. It has stated the situation,
and it makes one of the points that has led myself and others
to strive for restriction, even if industry and activity in the
United States is slowed down, which will not happen.

Was James R. Howard, president of the American Farm Bu-
rean Federation, justified in saying at Syracuse Wednesday
that—

Immigration restrietion is undoubtedly affecting the prosperity of
the country, and partienlarly of the farmer.

Mr. Howard declared the present law was llmltingl the amount of
manual labor in this country, and one of its natural and inevitable
results was a shifting of labor from the country to the clty, presenting
a tremendous handicap to the farmer in production.

Another phase of the question mentioned by Mr, Howard was that
the restrictive law forced l:mspectlve immigrants to seek other shores
and become natural competitors of American farmers, adding still more
to the depression they had been fighting for three years.

“]t is a hig problem for Congresa." Mr. Howard stated, * and revi-
glon of the present law undoubtedly is needed. I do not favor ad-
mittance of immigrants indiscriminately, nor do I favor the educational
test, but I am in favor of letting in Eiood.- honest persons who really
want to be citizens, It is the hard-working, henest person who can be
absorbed best in the citizenship of the country.”

‘What plan has Mr, Howard for letting in hard-working,
honest persons? Are mot all persons potentially honest and
willing to work, unless permeated with the ideas of socialism,
bolshevism, sovietism, or revolution?

Do not the farmers know that the first big immigration fol-
Jowing the World War—fiscal year ended June 30, 1921—
brought to the United States more than 800,000 aliens, of whom
only 2 per cent were farmers and only 3 per cent farm laborers?
What do those who talk of selection and distribution mean?
Who is to select? What have you to promise? How is dis-
tribution to be made, and how is the distributed alien to be
made to stay at a given place?

The tailors, too, are joining in the cry of labor shortage,
assuming that people generally do not know that the making
of clothing is changing from bench to machine so rapidly that
a custom-made suit will soon be as scarce as a hand-made shoe,

There is no real shortage of tailors in this country, though
a shortage is felt by tailors in the smaller communities. Na-
tive Americans have been driven out of the tailoring business
by alien workers, who congregate in the large tailoring cem-
ters—New York, Boston, Philadelphia, Chicago, Baltimore,

- - Cincinnati, Cleveland, Indianapolis, and Rochester,

The high cost of clothing is not due to a shortage of work-
ers, but to the labor union known as the Amalgamated Clothing
Workers of America, which recently received from the soviet
government of Russia a concession to manufacture clothing in
Moscow, an enterprise for which they sold $5,000,000 worth of
stock among their own members in the United States.

This organization’s weekly paper, Advance, is one of the
“reddest ” permitted to circulate in America. Only a small
percentage of its members are skilled mechanies, but in the
manufacture of clothing in the big shops the making of a
garment is divided into so many operations that a new worker
may easily be taught any one of them, Thousands of Russians
without any experience in tailoring have come to this country,
been inducted into the union without the payment of any dues
whatever, and given jobs which enabled them to earn from $40
to $60 for a 44-hour week from the start,

And yet we profess not to be surprised to see in the substan-
tial New York Times of only yesterday these flaming headlines:

Reds seek control of meedle trades—Hope to eombine unions into
one * militant revolutionary organization "—William Foster is leader—
Ladies' garment workers and clothing workers have felt force of
movement,

This is followed by a story to the effect that radicals and
communists under the direction of the Trade Union Educational
League, headed by William Z. Foster, have launched a cam-
paign to convert the needle trade unions of the city into * mili-
tant revolutionary organizations " and amalgamate them into
one big industrial union, The news report continues:

Meeting in the New Star Casino on Hundng& night, the radieals laid
their plans for the movement which will affect more than 200,
workers in the ladies’ and men's clothing trades, as well as the fur
and eloth hat and cap makers. L. Relnsch, of Local 5. Amalgamated
Clothing Workers of America, and leader of the left wing group in
thet union, was selected to head the campalign.

The radicals have launched an attack upon the officials of the Inter-
national Ladies’ Garment Workers' Union and are attempting to stir up
factional strife. The attack is made principally against Benjamin
Bchlesmg‘er, president, who, after a recent visit to Russia, denounced
mﬁgg‘mlméﬂice officials of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers’ Union,
which has alreandy suffered at the hands of the radicals, were striving
yesterday to save the New York organization from heing mmﬂlﬂntely
wrecked. Efforts were being made to set up a temporary organization
to function on hehalf of the 50,000 men’s clothing workers until the
arrival of President Sidney Hillman from Russia next week,

We profess, too, not to be surprised when we learn that the
radicals and internationalists ride around the country in groups
on freight trains free of charge on their red cards—their red

badges of revolution. No, gentlemen, the immigration bars
will not be lowered, whatever the appeal. They should be
tightened,

The House Committee on Immigration will be ready to hold
brief hearings at the beginning of the winter session, with a
view to the final preparation of the bill, which will correct
the present quota act, further restrict immigration of unde-
sirables, avoid the splitting of immediate families, increase
the mental and health tests, and carry a clause denying per-
manent residence to those aliens not eligible to citizenship.
Will the House vofe for such a bill? I think so. Does the
country want such a bill? Yes; and the country wants it now.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusefts. Mr., Chairman, I yield 15
minutes to the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr, PARKER],

Mr. PARKER of New Jersey. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen
of the committee, I am really very much astonished to find
that so many Members of this House and some of the leaders
of the minority upon the Comunittee on the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries do not see the absolute necessity, as well as the
policy, of maintaining an active merchant marine at any cost.
That merchant marine is the eye of the Nation in time of peace.
It is the scout that builds and keeps our commerce and protects
our trade, which we can not always trust to the vessels of
rivals, who would look for our custom while they carried our
goods. It is an absolute necessity as an aid to our Navy in time
of war, It is for that reasom that we spent $3.000,000,000 in
building ships which were intended to carry food and men. It
is for that reason that we have now 14,000,000 tons, or, reduced
to active vessels, 10,000,000 tons of vessels now on hand; and it
is beyond all belief that patriots would be so blind as to allow
that merchant marine to rot at the wharves and be lost and
leave us in the same position that we were before it was built,
when the World War began. What we are seeking is to make
it possible for Americans, not for the Government, to build, own,
operate, and serve in ships. Nothing stands in our way except
that if we man these ships by Americans we must pay American
wages, and if we pay American wages we can not run the ships
in competition with the ships of other countries without aid and
protection. :

There is one other question, and that is the question of taxa-
tion. Some of our towns have been foolish enough to tax ships
that are owned by their citizens as if they were private prop-
erty, in spite of the provision in the Constitution that no State
shall lay any tonnage duty on ships. It has been held that they
have the right to tax ships as property of their citizens, and if
the shipowners pay 3 per cent or 4 per cent municipal tax in
some towns on the total value of the ships, whether they run or
not, they can not be kept, and American shipowners can not live,

Towns that have. their own advantage at heart will sooner
or later see the need of preventing that course. I think it
ought to be prevented by this law, and that there should be a
provision in this bill that any vessel wherever documented
may be owned by a eorporation of the District of Columbia,
80 as to be under the control of the United States, and that
when so owned those ships should not be subject to loeal
taxation. Of course the stock of that company owned any-
where else might be taxable where the stockholder is residing,
but the ships ought to be released from that burden.

However, as I said before, the main question is one of
wages, If you will turn to page 2087 of the voluminous
hearings you will find a statement that shows that at the
present time a chief engineer in England receives from $110
to $122 a month and in America from $305 to $350 a month,
or nearly three times as much, and that difference runs
througheut all of the different ranks of mates, captain, and so
forth. When you come to the total wages of the ship you
will find a statement at the bottom of the page showing them
on a vessel, I think, and showing that America pays its deck
crew $1.948, while the British pay the deck crew $1,123, the
Japanese $1,202, and the Norwegians only $795. The same
difference runs through the engine and steward forces—engine:
American, $2,677; British, $1,307; Japanese, $1,580; Norwegian,
$£900. The American always pays from two to three times as
much for officers and engineers, and he pays at least mearly
twice as much for all of the rest of the crew. On page 2108
there is a very careful recapitulation for ships of 5,000 tons,
8,000 tons, 11,000 tons, and 23,000 tons. On the 11,000-ton
ships the total of all three departments—deck, engine, and
steward—on the American is $11,715 a month and on the
English $8,067 a month, On the 21,000-ton vessel the deck crew
of the Knglish costs $2,774 and of the American $6,162, while
the engine crew of the English costs $6,080 and American
$11,515,

On the 8,000-ton vessel the deck and engine crew cost $8,045
a month for Americans and only $3,931 a month for the English.
But I need not go on with these figures.
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The only thing that will enable Americans to run ships is
somehow or other to make it profitable to do so in spite of
the difference in wages. It is proposed by this bill to do
this, and I shall’ support the bill. I have sometimes thought
it conld be done by a simple provision that the United States
would repay to any American ship operator two-thirds of
the wages of any American who was employed on board
while engaged in the foreign trade, and one-third of the
wages of all others, my idea being to induce vessels to em-
ploy Americans; because in time of war we want an American-
manned ship as well as a ghip American owned and flying the
American flag, and so that in trade, in commerce, and in war we
will have men ready to man our ships.

Let us also point ont that before the World War there
were still further diffieulties attending American navigation,
and that those difficulties are likely to return. It does not
seem to be generally known that the great German liners in
1904 and 1906 were largely, if not almost exclusively, manned
by men who had been ealled for military service and were
allowed to do their' military service by serving aboard the
ships. That same policy was followed in France and in
Italy, and that same policy will be followed again and we
will have to meet it.

Nor is it generally known that in the endeavor to get trade
Great Britain always, regardless of the protection of her work-
ing people; had gone more and more to the employment of
lascars, men from the Indies or east of the Indies, as sailors;
and their ships at that time had some 40 per cent of their
sailors of those nationalities.

T think the same condition exists now, but' I do not know,
It may be that the men who went in during the war are now
manning' her merchant marine. But these conditions will come
again. At that time our own Pacific fleet of merchant liners
was employing Japanese and Hawaiians: and lasears, and' at
that time our subsidy bill' as then introduced dared only say
that one-quarter of the crew shall be Americans. Thank God,
we now liave a provision that two-tlirds of the crew shall
finally be Americans;

My proposition, as above stated, would be to put a premium
upon the employment of Americans by repaying more of their
wages and to hope thereby that owners for self-interest would
make the crews exclusively Americans, as they were in ancient
days. I go back, my friends, to my recollection of the old
sea tales and the time when American men and the crews on
the fishing vessels, whaling vessels, and vessels that made
various long voyages to unknown countries on unknown seas
in the hope of profit, had every man on board share in: the
gain, I look back with pride to the days when those men

in time of war, in the Revolution, in the War of 1812, fought.

our battles, and these same  men in 1798 fought and captured:
French privateers. They stood up for the country as only
seamen can do, for there is no other training for peace or
war which so develops a man as training on the sea, where
he has to meet new dangers from time to time and day to day
and be always mobilized.

I am ready to sacrifice anything to get a billl which will:
make it possible for Amerieans: to sail the seas. T am ready
to vote for this bill, with all its imperfections, which I hope.
will be corrected elsewhere: or corrected here as they are
reached, but I ecan not see this crisis pass without remember-
ing that the fleet we have will go to rot and ruin unless some
such measure as this is passed, while the opposition proposes
no alternative plan for providing an American merchant marine
to sail the seas and to make it possible for Americans to de it.

Let us state our object agaln. It is that we shall have
American ships built in American yards, manned by American
seamen, flying the American flag, to carry the glory of this
country all over the world in time of peace, to do the work of
peace upon the great highways of the world, and to support
and make effective the defense of this country in time of war,
[Applanse.]

Mr. BANKHEAD. I would like to use a little time. I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. Loxpox],

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, this subsidy
bill reminds me of a study of inveterate criminal types made
gome time ago by a famous criminologist. He deseribes a
criminal who was being led to the gallows. A kindly minister
was by his side whispering into his ear words of consolation.
Appearing to listen intently, the poor wretch by sheer force
of habit proceeded to pick the pocket of the minister.

The Republican Party, under a sentence of death, proeeeds
to steal something from the Treasury of the United States.
[Langhter.] They call'it'*“ a subsidy.”™

The war has been employed as a pretext to build up a private
merchant marine at the expense of the Treasury of the United
States.

Out of 2,300 ships constructed or acqunired by the Shipping
Board, 1,900 were constructed after the armistice, after the
war had ended.

Three billion dollars have been expended for ships which we -
are told can not be sold for more than $200,000,000 now., How
much of the $3,000,000,000 has been stolen will probably never
be known. The stealing was largely legal stealing, the kind
that is neither petty larceny nor grand larceny but is glorious
lareceny, The 100 per cent lip patriots have managed to get
contracts providing for fabulous prices for anything they did,
for or sold to the Gevernment:

Plutocraey has no flag and no country. Its thiéving pro-
clivities grow with the distress of the Nation.

Not only does: the present bill propose to practically give
away the ships to private shipping interests; but we are called
upon to pay for years to come a contribution out of the National
Treasury to the: very same interests. for their kind acceptance
of the fleet. It is claimed that the Shipping Board can not
operate the ships except at a minimum: loss of $50,000,000 a
yvear, and that the granting of a subsidy will save to the Treas-
ury about $30,000,000 a year: An analysis of the proposed
measure shows clearly that the subsidy will cest considerably
more than $50,000,000 a year. The bill provides for the estab-
lishment of a special fund to which there shall be set aside
sums in the: neighborhood of $50,000,000; but the bill also pro-
vides for various tax exemptions, the aggregate amount of
whieh can hardly be estimated with any degree of certainty.

There is nothing to the claim that the subsidy will really be
a saving.

No effort has beenr made to build up or develop a Government
merchant marine. How can the Gevernment sueceed when its
announced object is-to dispose of the ships to private interests?
How can. the Government succeed when the Shipping Board
refuses to compete with privately owned ships? The hearings:
disclose that whenever private interests complained of the sue-
cessful competition of Government-owned ships these ships were
withdrawn,

This is:certainly not a propitious time to create a merchant
marine; The world has- more than an adequate supply of ton-
nage., In order to suceeed it would be neeessary to take away
from other countries with long-established merehant marines:
a part of their carrying: trade.

Every discrimination against the ships or goods of' other coun-
tries will be followed by retaliatory measures on their part, and
we will find ourselves in the midst of a bitter commercial war:.
England is frequently mentioned as the country which we are
to emulate in developing a merchant marine. How can England
exist if the communication between the British Isles and the
vast English dominions spread over every continent should be:
cut off? England's: merchant marine is to England what the
railroad system is to the United States. We should no: more
undertake to rival England’s carrying trade than we should un-
dertake to compete with Brazil in the production of coffee or
with France in: the production of champagne.

It seems that the Republicans are abandoning the old Repub-
lican tradition of' a home market. The 110,000,000 people of the
United States can furnish a mighty good market if the pro-
ducers of Ameriea will but receive a just compensation for the
service they render the Nation: This attempt to artificially
develop a private merchant marine at the expense of the tax-
payers, with the avewed. object of supplanting the merchant
fleets of other countries, is but a continuation of the imperial-
istic policy we lannched upon in 1808 when we took. possession
of the Philippine Islands.

Strangely enough, the most successful period of American
industrial and economic development was simultaneous with the
almost complete disappearance of the Ameriean merchant:
marine.

We are not satisfied any more with a place in the sun, and a
mighty big place at that; but we want the flag to sail over the
seven seas, over an American-owned merchant marine. And
who, pray, will be these American owners? It will be the
Standard Oil corporation, the United Frunit Co., and similar
benefactors of America and of humanity. It is rather signifi-
cant that the proposed law excepts agreements between carriers
which are to-affeet water transportation from the provisions of
the antitrust laws.

I refuse to vote any money of the taxpayers to support a
private monopoly.

If we must have a merchant marine, let it be owned and
maintained by the Government of the United States for the:

people.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I yield to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Hicks] 25 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr.
Hicks] is recognized for 25 minutes,
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“Mr. HICKS. Mr. Chairman, in the story of civilization the
aspirationg of nations and the ambitions of men lead to the
galted seas and the lands beyond. In remote times, through the
*Middle Ages, down to the present moment, commercial ad-
vancement and trade development have been well-nigh uni-
versally synonymous with political ascendancy and material
prosperity.

"The desire for religious freedom, trade enlargement, and em-
pire expansion have been the impelling forces to drive men
across the pathless oceans, inspiring their hope and steeling
their courage to brave the dangers of the unknown deep.
America was the reward of those intrepid pioneer discoverers
of the fifteenth century, whose goal was trade expansion and
commercial profit, while the initial developments in the seven-
teenth century were founded on the sacrifice made to liberal
thought and belief,

Conscious of our history and of our geographic position;
conscious of our resources and our wealth; conscious of our
advancement and of our destiny, the spirit of America calls us
to develop the one great industry which for decades has been
neglected, unconsidered, and unprotected by the Federal Gov-
ernment. We have been generous, and properly so, in safe-
guarding our agriculturists, our manufacturers, and onr ar-
tisansg from the lower standards of foreign pay.

By Federal aid we have rendered assistance to farmers and
stockmen in the erection of irrigation dams and the creation
of watersheds; we have expended vast sums for the eradica-
tion of animal and plant diseases and for the propagation of
scientific information; we have aided transportation by land
grants to railroads, by appropriations for the building of high-
ways and for the construction of canals and the dredging of
harbors. All these are benefits made possible by the funds
taken from the Federal purse for the common good. By render-
ing aid to our merchant marine we are carrying forward the
application of the same beneficent principle under a different
designation and in a different way.

In discussing this vexed question of ship subsidies we are
confronted not by any abstract question of the advisability of
constructing a merchant marine but by the practical proposi-
tlon of how best to handle a service now in existence. This bill
injects into our national life no new policy, for we are on the
seas now, and at a terrific cost, and we must decide what we are
to do with vessels already built. We are facing an actuality,
not a theory, for we find ourselves possessed of some 12,500,000
tons of shipping, of which 6,550,000 tons are Government owned.

In the problem there looms the annual cost to the Govern-
ment in the operation and care of its ships, exclusive of depreci-
ation or interest charges, of $50,000,000, which prudence and
judgment command us to reduce. How best ecan we save
the taxpayers’ money and lessen the burden created by the
frenzied program of war-time ship construction which drained
the Public Treasury of $3,000,000,0007 Let us forget that these
ships are to-day worth probably not over $200,000,000; let us
forget the mistakes that were made and the errors that were
committed; let us eliminate partisan discussion and petty
politics. Our problem is to curtail expenditures; to conserve
our ships; to encourage shipbuilding ; and to maintain in a high
degree of efficiency a merchant marine under the American flag
comparable with the dignity, the needs, and the position of
America. ;

This bill, in my judgment, will best bring about the desired
results, It has the support and approval of the President,
whose inspired leadership, calm judgment, and patriotic impulse
points the way to a return of our ships upon the pathways of
the deep. The history of the past will be repeated in the future
if we follow his lead, and the noble vision of the flag, wide flung
upon the seven seas, will become-a reality when this bill be-
comes a law. While there may be a difference of opinion among
us as to the proper method of proceeding, I can not believe that
there are many who feel that the United States should abandon
the seas and consign our ocean shipments to foreign flags. I
feel that the vast majority of our people have a real pride and
recognize a real necessity in having the Nation become a great
merchdnt-marine power. They recognize the economic advan-
tage of utilizing our own ships to carry our surplus goods in the
oversea trade rather than to employ our competitors.

I am convinced that the bill now before us will save money
and will place the merchant marine on a firm basis to compete
successfully in the carrying trade of the world. We are con-
fronted by the question of whether the merchant marine now
upon the seas shall be kept under Government ownership and
operated at large Government expense or under private owner-
ship with small Government aid. For one I am utterly opposed
to Government operation, and I believe that the sad experience
of the past in public operation of our railroads, with inefficiency

in service and waste in operation should determine us decidedly
against a repetition of this folly in Government ownership and
operation of the merchant marine.

Direct aid to private merchant shipping is and long has been
the established practice of all the maritime nations of the world.
This may take the form of postal pay and naval retainers to
certain regular lines, as in the case of Great Britain, by whose
Government the subsidy policy-as now known was initiated
almost a hundred years ago. It may be postal subvention and
naval retainer to regular lines and navigation bounties to all
shipping, with direct bounties for shipbuilding, as in the case of
France, Italy, and other countries, including at one time Japan.

Nations subsidize their maritime industries according to their
needs or resources, precisely as nations, with now not one im-
portant exception, in some degree or another form their cus-
toms tariffs, so that they will not only yield revenue but favor
their native manufacturing or their native agriculture. The
motive of maritime subvention is exactly the motive of the pro-
tective tariffi—to give national preference for national pru-
dential purposes to national interests against their competitors
of other lands.

Every commercial people with seacoasts and ports and sea-
borne trade recognizes as by a strong instinct of self-preservation
that it must not depend for the delivery of its exports and the
bringing of its imports solely upon the ships and seamen of
other governments, its rivals in trade and possible enemies in
war, Every people with a foothold upon the ocean recognizes
that its merchant marine, by which is meant not only the ships
themselves but their officers and men, the yards which launched
the ships, the mechanics who put them together, and the sep-
arate manufacturing plants and men that produced the equip-
ment of the ships, constitutes altogether a peculiarly important
“key industry " for either peace or war.

The United States is enfitled to possess one of the greatest—
perhaps, considering its vast water-borne domestic commerce,
the very greatest—of all the merchant navies of the world.
Rightfully, also, the United States is entitled to carry in its
own ships the same proportion of its sea-borne trade as any
of its competitors. As a matter of fact, American ships are now
conveying only about one-third in value of the exports and im-
ports of our country. A year and more ago American ships
were earrying about one-half of our imports and exports.

According to data furnished by the Department of Commerce
and the statistical department of the United States Shipping
Board, the value of commodities exported by sea from the
United States for 100 years, beginning with 1821, was $86,629,-
000,000, Of this total, vessels under the American flag carried
about 24 per cent, leaving 76 per cent carried by alien flags.
Figuring that freight and insurance approximated about 8 per
cent of the value of the cargoes, it would mean that in the
century, on our exports alone, this country paid to foreigners
the stupendous sum of $5,267,000,000—money which went out
of circulation in the United States. This represents so much
revenue deducted from the resources of this country and re-
tarded to that extent the expansion of our shipping industry
and the commercial and agricultural interests of our country.

The great advantages of a merchant marine are fourfold—
first, as a medium of transportation; second, as a stimulant in
building up international trade; third, as an auxiliary for the
Army and Navy in times of war; and, fourth, as an encourage-
ment to shipbuilding.

TRANSPORTATION,

Ships are as necessary to the conduct of overseas trade as
are railroads and ships to the domestic trade, but the character
of the transportation in the overseas trade is even more im-
portant than in the domestic trade, because overseas transporta-
tion is open to the ships of all countries and is highly competi-
tive, and the advantages therein accrue only to the efficient
carriers, while internal transportation is carried on by indi-
viduals and companies of American nationality.

It is not only desirable but practically necessary that the
United States should depend largely upon American ships for
the carriage of its overseas trade,

The difficulties produced by the war brought home to prac-
tically every citizen our dependence upon overseas transporta-
tion services, and the remembrance of those trying times should
make it unnecessary to enlarge upon the need of an American
merchant marine.

TRADE DEVELOPMENT,

It is generally recognized that the country that has a large
merchant marine thereby has an. advantage in international
trade. Ships are the servitors of commerce, and the very exist-
ence of a large tonnage of shipping under the national flag
creates a condition favorable to the establishment and develop-




1922,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

175

ment of foreign trade enterprises. Moreover, ships are not only
a necessary facility of foreign trade, they are one of several
agencies that cooperate in making foreign trade successful
International trade on a large scale requires a world organiza-
tion including manufacturing, producing, merchandising, inter-
national banking, marine insurance, ship brokerage, freight for-
warding, and the constraction, ownership, management, and
operation of vessels.

Such an organization is most effective whert it is completely
developed and the ownership, management, and operation of
vessels commengarate in tennage and types with the volume and
needs of trade give greater efficiency and potency to the com-
mercial organization as a whole. Shipping under the national
flag is to be regarded as an essential part of the faeillties and
organization of trade by which the people of the United States
are to maintain and extend their commerce with all sections
of the world.

AUXILIARIES,

While I do not care to emphasize the importance of a mer-
chant marine flying the American flag as an important element
of national defense in case of war, yet the fact remains, as
bitter experience has shown, that it is of first importance.

The United States ought never again to be in the position in .

which it found itself during the early years of the war, when
the great merchant fleet of Germany was entirely withdrawn
from the world’s carrying trade and those of Great Britain
and of other countries largely so, and when, as a result of these
conditions, a large part of our grain, cotton, meat products,
lumber, copper, and manufactured goods available for export
could not be moved.

In time of war—a condition we pray may never arise again—
the need of auxiliary vessels is felt by both the Army and the
Navy. The duties to be performed by the two services are
interdependent. Unless the country is so weak in naval strength
that its fleet will be redunced to coast-defense operations only,
it will become necessary to carry on a campaign at a greater or
less distance from its own bases, and it is the mission of the
Navy to gain command of the sea. This once accomplished, the
duty falls upon the Navy to safeguard the transportation of
* the Army overseas, should such an operation be deemed prac-
ticable. In order to make it possible for the fighting ships of the
Navy to operate any distance from their home bases, it is neces-
sary that they be accompanied by a large number of auxiliary
vessels, and these vessels should be American,

In time of war an efficient merchant marine is as necessary as
an efficient battle fleet. Without such a merchant marine the
safety of our country might easily be imperiled. Should war
come, we would need a large number of auxiliary vessels with
our fleet, and a still larger number of supply vessels to serve
the fleet. There would be no time to build these vessels after
diplomatic relations had been broken, mor would there be
opportunity to purchase or charter them from abroad. The
only course open from the standpoint of national safety is to
have these vessels form a part of our permanent merchant
marine, X

SHIPBUILDING.

The future of the shipbuilding industry in the United States
depends upon the maintenance and successful development of
the merchant marine, The war gave the activities of private
shipyards in the United States a great impetus; but on account
of the large tonnage brought into ‘existence during the war—
tonnage constructed by the Government as well as by private
individuals—and on account of the severe world-wide depres-
gion in business American shipyards are now doing little work.
Should there be a decline in the American merchant marine,
or even a serious postponement of its development, the ship-
yards in this country would suffer greatly and probably not a
few of them would be forced to liquidate. The efficient Ameri-
can shipyards should be kept in vigorous existence despite pros-
pective restrictions in the Government's naval program. Well-
equipped, efficiently managed, and profitable shipyards are a
necessary basis of a large and progressively efficient merchant
marine, It should be the policy of the people and Government
of the United States to establish conditions favorable to the
shipping business and to the industries associated with that
business. The merchant-marine poliey should accordingly have
in mind shipyards capable of constructing ecomomically and
_efficiently the ships required by a large merchant marine under
the national flag and for making the repairs to those ghips.

Government aid to our shipping interests is necessary from
two points—first, the equalization of the difference in cost of
operation between American and foreign vessels; second, the
promotion and encouragement of desirable types of vessels or
of necessary services which without aid wounld not—under
present conditions, at least—be forthcoming. The situation is

one which imperatively calls for national protection to the one
great industry long left almost absolutely unprotected.

In its essence the maintenance and development of the
American merchant marine is but another phase of the policy of
protection to American industry. The differential against
American ships lies in the national standard of living. To other
industries threatened by competition on the part of nations hav-
ing lower standards, protection is extended in our tariff laws,
The overseas shipping industry in the early days of our Govern-
ment was similarly protected. It can not nmow be protected
under our tariff laws without the amendment of our general
commercial treaties with other Governments, which amendment
two administrations indicated an unwillingness to attempt. The
indispensable alternative, therefore, is to protect this vital in-
dustry in some other way. The method of direct aid, together
with what indirect aids may be applicable, is not only the
effective way but is the method by which nearly every maritime
nation to some extent or in some manner extends protection to
its national shipping.

It has been demonstrated that economic conditions are such
that good Ameriecan ships, as good in every way as their com-
petitors, can not be operated in overseas frade without the
equivalent of that protection normally bestowed by the Govern-
ment on the operation of American factories and farms,

Let it be remembered that American ships in the overseas
trade compete directly and keenly with foreign ships of all the
nations in the world in our own ports, along every mile of
ocean to foreign ports, and in those foreign ports for every im-
port cargo of American commerce, and that American ships
do this against all wage handicaps plus generally the added
handicap of foreign subsidy or other national assistance rigidly
denied thus far to American shipowners,

My belief in the future success of the American merchant ma-
rine is based on two fundamental factors of our national life—
efficiency and enterprise. Our ship owners, operators, builders,
and seamen must be the equals and, if possible, the superiors
of any men of their calling in the world. Historically, our men
have excelled in energy and skill, but 60 years have sufficiently
demonstrated that these two great human attributes can not
succeed where the vital factor of national aid is-withheld for
any considerable time from the very best ship owners, builders,
and seamen in existence. Let us pass this bill and restore the
American flag to the proud position it once occupied when the
American “clippers” carried the bulk of our commerce to the
ends of the earth. Keep the flag flying!

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr, Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr, BLANTON].

The CHATRMAN, The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLaxToN]
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Chairman, stripping this subsidy of all
camouflage, what are the indisputable facts? Is the immediate
problem a merchant marine? The President says not, but
merely a salvage proposition. His exact words are: ’

In the simplest way I can say it, our immediate problem 1s not to
build and support a merchant ghipping, which I hold to be the highest
and most worthy aspirations of any great peoﬂe; our problem is to

deal with what we now possess. Our problem to relieve the Public
Treasury of the drain it is already meeting.

Thus our President spoke last Tuesday. Is there anything
but a salyage proposition in the above language?

Mr, Chairman, to win the war we built 1,500 vessels that
cost $3.000,000,000. Waste and extravagance? Yes; beyond
comprehension, but it produced results worth while. Such an
unprecedented building feat caused world amazement. Our
enemies looked into the unconguerable faces of American sol-
diers and realized that all of our war equipment was in like
proportion. The Kaiser and his generals were astounded.
Ultimate ruin confronted them. The armistice was signed.
War ceased. World carnage stopped. Lives of probable mil-
lions were saved. The relief of incalculable value it brought
makes American fathers and mothers cease crying over the
spilt milk of war waste and war extravagance. There was
war waste because there were unpatriotic, greedy vultures will-
ing to take advantage of their country in its extremity.

But, Mr. Chairman, the Congress is not under war stress and
anxiety now. We have celebrated the fourth anniversary of the
armistice. The people will tolerate wanton waste and ex-
travagance no longer. The present Shipping Board is a peace-
time parasite. Operating only a small percentage of its ships
Mr. Lasker has surrounded himself with a swarm of 5,000
high-salaried employees, among which are 76 lawyers drawing
an average salary each of $11,000 annually, The President
said Tuesday that he is incurring an annual loss of $50,006,000.
And besides the Government receives not one single eenf of
return for this §3,000,000,000 investment.
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Now, let us analyze the President’s proposed plan of salvage
retrenchment. He admits that under this plan the most we
may expect to recover from our fleet is $200,000,000. Now,
whut are we to do in order fo obtain this sum? First, we are
to pay a subsidy; which Mr. Lasker says will amount to $52,000,-
000 @ year, to greedy shipping interests for 10 years, aggregat-
ing $520,000,000 of the people’s money. Out of the $200,000,000
receipts we are to give Mr. Lasker $125,000,000 as a special
loan fund, which he can loan to shipowners at 2 per cent an-
nually in such a way that in all probability little of it will be
repaid. And we make possible the keeping of Mr. Lasker's
5,000 high-salaried parasites on our pay roll for at least 15
years more to squander far more than the remaining $75,000,000
of receipts. If it is a mere question of salvage, it would be
saving hundreds of millions of dollars to immediately disband
the Shipping Board and distribute the remaining one thousand
four hundred-odd vessels to the 48 States in proportion to their
representation in Congress and rely upon State pride and
friendly rivalry to see to it that all available ships are manned
upon the high seas under our flag. To rid ourgelves of them
without any return whatever would mean a saving of at least
$500,000,000,

Oh, it would have been a godsend to this country if our
former great chairman of the Appropriations Committee, Mr.
(Good, had won the Congress to his policy, when in his righteous
indignation from this floor he exclaimed that he was going to
see to it that not another single dollar should be given out of
the Treasury to this Shipping Board.

Yet for this Shipping Board and Emergency Fleet Corpora-
tion since July 11, 1919, this Congress has already appropriated
out of the Public Treasury $471,487,545.48, and in addition to
this enormous sum Congress gave them all the receipts for
1920 and 1921 and during 1922 has given Mr. Lasker use of re-
celpts up.to $55,000,000. Yet the distinguished gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr, Epmoxps] intimates that this enterprise is
run on a businesslike basis. If it is salvage retrenchment the
President wants, he should have disbanded the Shipping Board
and distributed these ships to the States immediately after as-
suming office, and he would have thus saved at least $500,000,000.

I take it that the distinguished gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. LeaLBacH] is a responsible spokesman for the President’s
party. This morning when he was defending the unheard-of
provisions in this bill I asked him the question if when they
claim that we have the best genius and the most skilled ship-
ping experts of the country at the head of the Shipping Board,
with all ships furnished them free, with the prestige of our
Government to buy supplies at the least money, if under these
conditions the Shipping Board is unable to make some return
on the investment, but on the contrary is running the ships at
a loss of $50,000,000 a year, how could he expect a private enter-
prise to run them at a profit. Here was the reply, and I read
it from his exact language, given me by the reporter:

Mr. LEHLBACH. Because there is not any line of human endeavor or
human activity that can not be made to ps¥ by 'i(“v“e people whose
heart is in the business and whose future is staked in the business,
when it does not pay when run by Government officials.

Then the gentleman from Texas [Mr., Haroy] asked him if
that was not an indictment against the Republican appointees
in charge of this business. Here is the reply of the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. LEarsacH]. I read from the reporter’s
transcription:

Mr. LeHLBACH. Oh, no; it is not an indictment of the operators. It
is the experience of human nature in all walks of activity, under all
circumstances, that a man will work with his heart in his work if he
is working for himself, but that he will get- what he can out of it if
he is simply working temporarily for some one else, and has oppor-
tunity to use some other person’s material.

Does this distinguished spokesman for the President's party
intimate on this floor that the heart of these 5,000 highly paid
officials and Shipping Board employees are not in the work?
Does he mean to intimate that because they are working for
the Government and not for a private enterprise that they, to
use his language, “will get what they can out of it” simply
hecause it is somebody else's business? I have not that idea of
all public officials, It may be true with respect to the present
Shipping Board. The thing that gives me most distrust in my
mimd concerning it is the fact that they have never yet per-
mitted an adequate aundit of their accounts. The former dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee on Appropriations, Mr.
Good, said that it was impossible to get an audit, that there
was no-auditor of the Government who could come within a
hundred million dollars of where all the money had gone. That
condition exists up to the present time, and in this bill they
have a provision that there shall be no audit of their accounts.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. MACLAFFERTY].

Mr, MAcLAFFERTY. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen. you will
pardon me after so short a stay in Washington for being bold
enough to address you. There have been one or two things
said here that have made me anxious to make reply. It has
been said time and again that the people of the country in the
recent election had given overwhelming evidence that they were
against this bill. T want to say that I represent a district con-
taining over 400,000 people, and one of the things that I
stressed in this campaign was my advocaey of this bill. My
name was on the ballot twice—once to fill out the unexpired
term of our late lamented John A, Elston and once for the term
beginning next March. I have to say to yvou that for the unex-
pired term I received a majority of 28,000, and for the term be-
ginning next March—I have only the semiofficial returns to give
you, but the newspapers said that I have a majority of 40,000.

Gentlemen, it seems to me that all phases of this question
have been covered, but I want in the few minutes I have to give
you a picture, I am not from the Corn Belt of Kansag, but the
first breath of air that went into my nostrils—and which prob-
ably provoked a squall—was a breath of salt air. I have
breathed the salt air all my life. I have lived on the shores of
the Pacific Ocean all my life. I have seen the American flag,
driven off the Pacific Ocean in my lifetime. I have suffered the
humiliation of seeing one ghip after another—and I knew them
well enough to love them, well enough to say I eould call them
by name—I have seen them sold to the Japanese or sent up the
river to be tied up to rust and rot. I saw about 40 hoats be-
longing to the Shipping Board a week ago lying there pitifully
in the straits at Benicia, with their sides and decks rusted,
going to wrack and ruin for want of use,

My father in about 1868 went to the Orient and he has told
me over and again during my boyhood that everywhere he saw
the American flag and everywhere we were carrying the com-
merce of the world.

I went to the Orient in 1916, and after leaving the port of
Honolulu in four months’ time I saw the American flag afloat
only four times. One of those times was on the old U. S. 8.
Philadelphia, lying in the Whang-Po River at Shanghai, serv-
ing as the flagship of our Asiatic Fleet. Once was on an old
tub, the name of which I have forgotten, in the harbor of
Yokohama. Once was on the old Pacific Mail ship China,
some 45 years old at this time, if I am not mistaken, but now
owned by the Chinese, although under the American flag. The
fourth time I saw it was on my way home, and I want you to
get this picture, It is about all that I have to give to you
to-day. We were crossing back to America in a British ship
having 52 passengers, 50 of whom were American citizens and
2 of whom were Britishers. About 10 days out, one day, hav-
ing seen nothing, we observed a little smudge of smoke in the
distance. Naturally, everyone was alive in a moment, and we
watched that little smudge as it grew through the glasses.
The eaptain of our ship was a typical Britisher, a full-faced,
noisy, good-hearfed British seaman, and finally that little
tub, for such she proved to be, a little American steam schooner
coming from Puget Sound over to Japan, bobbing up and down
on the face of the ocean like a cork, broke out the American
flag, and what did the British captain say? I shall never for-
get it as long as I live, and it is one reason that I am in favor
of this bill. He said, “ Oh, by Jove, she is an American! I
wonder what she is doing so far away from shore.” There
you have it!

Mr. Chairman, I saw the three magnificent ships running
from San Francisco to Australla—the Sonoma, the Ventwra,
and the Sierra—finally taken off the route and tied up at
Benicia, I saw the Alameda and the Mariposa, that had been
21 years in that trade, withdrawn and sent to Puget Sound
to run from Seattle to Alaska. I saw, one by one, our ships
disappear from the Pacific Ocean, and for every ship of ours
that disappeared I saw two Japanese ships put into Pacific
trade. Gentlemen of the eastern seaboard, get it out of your
heads that Great Britain is our competitor of the future.

The competitor of the future for this country is Japan, and
some day I hope to say more on this subjeet from this floor.
The Japanese finally became the carriers of our Pacific coast
commerce. Count their ships by the score. Take a map and
trace out their routes, and then tell me that the difference in
upkeep and cost of maintenance has nothing to do with the
situation, when the Japanese coolie sallor gets his $12 a month
and three messes of rice a day, while our American sailor,
thank God, is the best-fed and the best-berthed man that floats
on the ocean.

Yes, let us bring back to the position it once held the com-
merce of the United States of America as carried in American
bottoms; and when one of the speakers a short time ago said
it never can be done I was reminded of the fact that Presl-
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dent McKinley, when' he welcomed home the Minnesota boys
from the Spanish-American War at St. Paul, said that no less
a distingnished man than Daniel Webster had stood u})on the
floor of the United States Senate and fought the acquisition of
all that wonderful country to the west of the Mississippi River,
and that his great argument was that it was so far from the
beneficent influences of the home Government at Washington
that the country would becomé peopled and form alliances with
other people and drift away. He was wrong, was he not? Yes;
and so was the speaker wrong who said that we did not possess
the ability and the ingenuity to build up a merchant marine to
be what it once was, the greatest on the sea.

Gentlemen of the American Congress, I have but recently
come among you, but let me tell you that in this country of ours
there has grown up a lack of respect and a measure of contempt
for this body, and I am going to tell you as one who has hardly
¥yet gotten in that it seems to many people that the day is past
when men are willing to get up on this floor and stand for a
thing because it is right. We are not a democracy, we are a
Republic. Our fathers gave us the first successful form of gov-
ernment this world had ever seen, and it was not to be ruled
by the mob mind, but the laws were to be made by men elected
for that purpose, who could study and think and argue and
fight, and finally, after mature deliberation, say to the people,
“This is what we have decided to do,” and then go back to
them for their verdict. That, it seems to me, is what we are
-here for, This is not a partisan matter. This is the American
Congress, and I appeal to gentlemen on both sides of this House
to, in the final analysis, vote as they believe is for the best
interests of this country, and if you do, you will not have to
worry about your constituents. I thank you. [Applause.]

Mr. BANKHEAD., Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio, a member of the committee [Mr. GAnN].

Mr., GAHN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend and revise my remarks in the Recorp,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GAHN. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen, as a Republican
member of the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
I am opposing this ship subsidy bill because it is saturated
with special privileges to a few shipping interests, because
instead of granting possible needed aids as compensation for
the performance of service it grants bonuses and exemptions
that the majority of people do not enjoy.

I am merely serving my first term in Congress, and be-
cause of the inefficiency of some of the leaders in this Con-
gress I am not privileged to come back, but I want to say
that I am not going to take the easiest course while yet here, but
I am going to follow my conscience just the same. [Applause.]

I think this is one of the worst bills presented to Congress
since I have been a Member of it.

And I have seen in this Congress, when things are likely to
be defeated, mwany Members, some of the leaders on the bill,
clothe themselves with the Star-Spangled Banner, with the
red, white, and blue stripes, and say, “ You are unpatriotic if
you do not support this measure.” Nevertheless, I am against
this bill, and I am a Republican Member, just as much a
Republican as any member of that committee.

Mr. EDMONDS, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GAHN. Does the gentleman doubt that?

Mr. EDMONDS. No; I do not; but the gentleman voted to
report it favorably in June. .It was a good bill then?

Mr. GAHN. Yes; I relied upon the gentleman’s statement,
that of Mr, Lasker, and a good many others at that time, but
since then I have come to believe that the gentlemen are so
imbued on the subject that they did not give me the exact
information. [Applause.] The gentleman knows at that time
I asked him to have an open discussion after the hearings were
over so that the Democratic Members could be present, but it
was put through the committee without any discussion when
it was reported out to the House. I came back this session
and T might have supported it but I found it was amended in
many respects, making it a worse bill than before. In fact,
the bill has been amended so frequently that one must doubt
the proponents really understand it themselves,

My, JOHNSON of Washington. I make the point of order the
gentleman is discussing matters whieh occurred in the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will proceed in order.

Mr. EDMONDS. The gentleman came to me and said he
dld not like the labor clause and if it was corrected it would be
all right, and we did that and after that we reported the bill.

Mr. GAHN. That iz about as accurate as some other state-
menis, The amendment I proposed the gentleman said the
Shipping Board experts would draw up, and when it came back
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it was not the amendment I proposed at all. It exempted
passenger ships from the operation of this 65 per cent Ameri-
can seamen rule,

Mr. EDMONDS. It exempted the steward’s department,
The gentleman said it exempted labor on passenger ships. The
engineer and deck crew are in the 63 per cent rule; it is only
the steward's department,

Mr. GAHN. The gentleman says steward’s department, and
he knows this will exempt all subsidized ships because this
subsidy is only for passenger ships, and the steward’s depart-
ment is exempted by the amendment.

Mr. EDMONDS. It is only the steward's department. The
gentleman thought that possibly if the steward’s department
was put in it would be all right, and we did go as far as we
could, The gentleman only asked 50 per cent of American
labor and we gave 65.

Mr. GAHN. That is not correct at all. Whoever heard of
you gentlemen giving more than was asked? The gentleman
referred to cargo ships and I found out it was nothing more
or less than a subsidy for the large passenger lines, and ex-
empting the steward’s department from the operation of the
65 per cent rule practically makes it impossible to have 65
per cent American labor on the ships. Did the gentleman from
California desire to ask a question?

Mr. RAKER. I did, but I will defer it.

Mr. GAHN. I would just as leave argue with the members
of the committee as to make a speech,

Mr. RAKER. It was said this bill was reported when only
the majority members were present and the minority were
not brought in until they were ready to report the bill. Is that
a fact?

Mr. GAHN, So far as I know, the bill ought not to be con-
sidered in any partisan way at all, and I want to say right
here I have not regarded it as a party measure. There is
another thing, Every time a bill slips a little hit one side will
try to appeal to party support and to make it a party measure.
There is nothing in the party platform for a ship subsidy, and
because the Shipping Board chairman may have gotten the
President to be for it, does that make it a party measure?
No. Most Republicans have repudiated a great many measures
of this administration. 1 think this is going to indict the Re-
publican Party for 1924, But if you doubt it, see what happens
then. I want to say this: I have noticed that gentlemen of
the committee have devoted much of their ability and their
energy to the solving of the questions involved in this bill. The
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. DAvis] might have ruined his
health because of his untiring efforts on this bill, and there
are other gentlemen who have devoted a great deal of their
time to the study of this subject. including the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] and the gentleman from Texas |Mr.
Briges], the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Haroy]. and others,
and I do not think they have done that for partisan reasons,
because really, gentlemen of the Republican side, if it were a
partisan question the Demoérats would let this bill go through
in the most rotten shape you could get it, because then it
would be much better from their standpoint.

Mr. EDMONDS. Will the gentleman tell us what the caucus
did about it? What did the country do last June?

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GAHN. Yes.

Mr. BLANTON. The distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania asked what the country had done last June. The gen-
tleman has taken cognizance of a solemn referendum before
the people, has he not? I mean in regard to this bill and party
questions. ;

Mr. GAHN. I thought so at that time.

Mr, ARENTZ, Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GAHN. Yes.

Mr. ARENTZ. May a dirt farmer ask a question of my
friend, whom I admire greatly?

Mr. GAHN. Yes

Mr. ARENTZ, It seems to me that it would be a great deal
better for some Members who are so opposed to this bill to
offer some amendments to improve it, but I have not heard of
any of them,

Mr. GAHN. So many amendments are necessary it would he
better to recommit the bill.

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman informed me that he had
some particular information to submif on a certain phase of
this case,

Mr. GAHN. I am going to submit it. It has been said here
that the cost of labor was the underlying feature that caused
the administration and the Shipping Board to urge the passage
of this bill. It has been argued by nearly every Member who
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favors this bill that there is a labor differential. As to that
I have no less an authority here than the Nautical Gazette. It
contains figures obtained from the Shipping Board which show
that that is not true. It compares two ships, a Danish ship and
@ Shipping Board ship, of practically the same tonnage; the
dead weight of the Danish ship being 7,200 tons, and the dead
weight of the Shipping Board ship being 7,723 tons.

It is shown that the fuel cost is what handicaps the Shipping
Board ship. The Danish ship was built in 1921 and the Ship-
ping Board ship in 1920. The value of the Danish ship is stated
to have been $258,508 and that of the Shipping Board ship
$265,748. The number of ‘the erew on the Danish ship was 38;
the number of the cnew on the Shipping Board ship was 30. The
wages per month on the Danish ship were $2,355 and those on
the Shipping Board ship were $2,105—a less amount than the
amount paid on the Danish ship. The days occupied on the
voyage were the same—44 days each. The fuel cost of the
Danish ship was $2907 and that of the Shipping Board ship
$6,300. There is almost $4,000 difference on this one voyage.
The monthly overhead expense, excluding wages but including
subgistence, was $5,428 on the Danish ship and $5,393 on the
Shipping Board ship. The total voyage receipts of the Danish
ship were $§19,468 and of the Shipping Board ship $20,416, being
almost a thousand dollars more. The total voyage expenses of
the Danish ship were $17,558 and those of the Shipping Board
ship $21,030. The net result was a profit for the Danish ship
of $1,910, and a loss for the Shipping Board ship of $614.

These figures show that in this instance the wage cost was
higher on the foreign ship than on the American ship, due to
the fact that the former, being a coal burner, carried eight more
men, whereas the Shipping Board ship was an oil burner. The
ships were valued at approximately the same amount, and the
fixed charges, such as insurance, depreciation, amortization, and
so forth, were almost equal, and the fact that they were of
about the same size made them liable to the same tonnage dues
and port charges, and they each paid the same amount in man-
aging agents’ commissions; and yet the Danish ship showed a
profit of $1,910 and the American ship a loss of $614.

Unless the Shipping Board proceeds to make its vessels eco-
nomical to operate, and run them with highly paid crews, the
payment of a subsidy will never contribute to the establishment
of its fleet upon the high seas.

Now, gentlemen, I want to touch on the taxation question.
It seems to me that this bill, strictly speaking, is not a subsidy
bill. It is a tax exemption hill to special interests. This bill
. is permeated with graft and saturated with exemptions and
special privileges to a few. It is no wonder that our boats do
not go ouf on the high geas, because the owners of these vessels
have heretofore refused to let them go out unless you exempt
them from certain expenses. They refuse to pay the taxes that
the farmer has to pay, that the ordinary business man has to
pay, or the man back home. You have got to pay them in the
way of an exemption before they will invest in these boats and
take them out. If nof, they take foreign registry,

You are allowing 5 per cent exemption on a person’s taxes
if he merely ships in subsidized boats, in American bottoms,
That will allow the Standard Oil a million dollars a year. In
the ease of the Leviathan alone, as the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Davis] shows, you will give $900,000, and under
the Shipping Board regulatiens, if they see fif, they may double
that amount,

Why do you say that only $15,000,000 is going to be expended
each year when your figures show that the passenger boats
alone are going to get this $15,000,000 the first year?

Nowhere in the President’s message is mention made of the
fact that we are going to have a program of shipbuilding,
Three or four times in that message mention is made of the
fact that this bill 1s going to save $50,000,000 a year. I dis-
agree with that, and I contend that that $50,000,000 will still
be there, if mot a higher amount. Unless you eut out the
graft and discharge some of these highly paid and inefficient
men employed by the Shipping Board you are going to have
an annual expense just the same. [Applause.]

I do not wish to appear in opposition to the President's
specific wishes, but it seems to me that he has been misgulded
and misled, quite innocently, by the great pressure which has
been made to bear upon him in the representations that this is
the only way to fully establish an American merchant marine.

In this connection let me quote from an editorial which ap-
peared in the Cleveland Press, November 22, 1922

PLOMS IN THE SUBSIDY.

President Harding told Congress in the ghip-subsidy message that
it was costing the taxpayers of the United States $50,000,000 to
operate its fleet of ships, and that there would not be paid out more
thag 83?,000,000 to private ship operators if his subsidy bill were
made a law.

The President did not say what else the ship operat ould get
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e Presiden not say that a ship would earn just as much

subsidy whether it carried a pound of cargo or whether it was loaded

The President did not say that only owners of ships running on
regular lines would receive subsidy. % . =i

The President did not say that the ships that run on regnlar lines
are those devoted not to commerce but to the haunling of passengers
and mail—ships devoted to the hauling of goods owned by the owner
of the ship, such as the Standard Oil tank-line steamers, the United
Fruit Co. fruit ships, ete,

The President did not tell Congress that besides the $30,000,000
foing out of the Treasury, a golden flood would be stopped from flowing
nto the Treasufby by reason of the fact that those shipowners who
enjoy subsid ut no other American shipowner-—could deduct from
their income taxes their profits on the operation of the ships, and
in case they were the owners—as in the case of the Standard 0il Co.—
of the cargoes of the ships, 5 per cent of the estimated freight that
the% paid themselves for ha their oil.

he President did nof say that Mr. Lasker has expressed the faith
that these income and tax exemptions to a favored few American
shipowners would probably not exceed a mere tlo,uoo,ooo A year,

The President did not say that if & man bought a ship at junk
price from the Shipping Board and seld it at a profit to be salled
under a foreign flag, he would not have to pay income taxes on that
profit if only he would buy or build another ship.

The President did not say that the “ trumg ship,” which Is what
Great Britaln and ever{ other couniry means I‘ the expression * mer-
chant marine,” will no t one penny of subsidy under the proposed
bill, and their owners will not get any rebates, drawbacks, or exemp-
tions, or other hand-outs from, through, er by the Treasur:

s
The President did not say that it was proposed to lend $125,000,000 .

to the preferred class of American shipowners at 2 per cent a liear.
while business men, farmers, manufacturers, and ordinary folk in
genera]l pay from 6 te 10 per cent.

Had the President told Congress all these things, he would have
told them of a part but not all of the ﬁlums that are tucked away
in the proposed Thanksgiving pudding—if the subsidy bill is passed
on November 29,

It seems to me that the entire guestion should be more
thoroughly studied and investigated. There were 34 days of
hearings on the bill before the Merchant Marine Committee,

-but not one day was given for a full and complete discussion in

the committee on the bill or on the hearings.

Public sentiment is against this bill, and it is folly for this
House to endeavor to create public sentiment in favor of it by
jamming it through. On the other hand, this House should
reflect public sentiment, and each Member should truly repre-
sent the wishes of his constituents.

Let me read here an editorial of the Cleveland Plain Dealer
of November 23, 1922, urging Congress to give more time and
study to the perplexing questions involved in a proper solution:

THR SUBSIDY PROPOSAL.

When the members of the Shipping Board pre the subsidy bill
ihat the President so earnestly supported in his subsidy message of
February and again of Tuesday the %ﬂard had in mind the development
of a great merehant e under private ownership and operation.
The board in effect admitted its own inability to operate the Govern-
ment-owned ships successfully and proposed a new deal whereby private
shipping interests might be induced to purchase the Government ves-
sels and operate them under a system of direet and indirect subsidies.

When the war was declared in 1914 the gross tonnage of the United
States registered in the roralﬁn service was a trifle more than 1,000,000
tons. As a result of the shipping emergency created by the war the
Government ?ﬁmt approximately 0,000,000 in ship construction.
The end of the war found us with a merchant fleet of more than
12,000,000 gross tons. Of this tonnage, about half, more than 1,400
steel cargo vessels, are still in the hands of the Ship Inpi' Board. Less
than 400 of them, however, are in operation as a resuit o deFrmaian in
foreign trade and the mnfnl.itry of the board to compete with private
shippers, both American and foreign, in the same trade routes.

he maintenance and operation of the Shipping Board fleet is costing
the Government approximately $50,000,000 a year in addition to the
heavy loss from depreclation of vessels that are tied up in American
ports, The President contends that a subsidy which would transfer
this fleet of vessels from the board to American shipping interests
would relieve the Government of a portion of the present expense and
at the same time assure this Nation of a place on the high seas and
protection against any shtp%)lng emergency, commercial or military.

Whether the plan embodied in the administration bill would have
the desired effect is a question. The testimony taken by the House
committee last summer was conflicting in a high degree. " But during
the last four ryem's private shippers to whom Government vessels were
turned over for operation without any expense whatever have come
back upon the board for deficits running into the millions. Buccessful
private carriers accordingly contend that the pending plan which in-
volves purchase and operation under a moderate system of subsidies
offers no assurance of success.

In detail the plam would set aside a sFean.l subsidy fund to be
created by withhc%dtng from the Treasury 10 per cent of the FPederal
revenues derived from customs, and this fund would be used by the
Shipping Board or other Government ‘%‘“’3 to pay direct subsidies
to ship operators in the foreign trade. he cost of the subsidy then
would be determined by two outside considerations, the volume of im-
ports and the scale of tariff duties. On the basis of recent import fig-
ures the direct cost of the subsidy would be somewhat but not grea
below the annual outlays and losses of the Shipping Board.

The sobsidy advocates themselves are of the opinion that the steel
cargo carriers now in the hands of the Bbelé:‘iting Board would not im
themselves afford the Nation a well-balan merchant fleet to com-
pete with the well-established European lines. The majority of these
vessels are of low speed and the need of this country is apparently for
ships of a better class, particularly of fast combination eargo and
ggsenm vessels and perhaps of a few passenger vessels of the finest
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It is therefore proposed that the Government assist in the con-
struction of the ne%r l?'['l)lsls by creating a reserve fund of $125,000,000
to be loaned at low rates of interest to private ahlgpmx CONCerns,
The rate of interest must not be less than 2 per cent and the Gov-
ernment must not advance more than two-thirds the value of the new
ships to be constructed. This provision was deemed advisable by
those responsible for the bill because of the difficulty experienced by
shipping concerns in attracting capital. Replies of bankers to a ques-
tionnaire sent out by the SIJ:[EEIng Board indicate that the demand
in this country for shipping ares is almost nonexistent and that
construction funds can scarcely be provided from ordinary investment
BOUrces.

In addition to the proposed subsidies for operation and credit as-
sistance in construction the administration bill contains provisions
designed to increase the traffic of American-operated ships. Most
imfwrtﬂnt of these provisions is that which wvirtually compels one-
half of the immigrants coming to America to secure ?assage on Ameri-
can vessels. This provislon, along with that doubling all port and
tonnage duties, is almed directly at competing marines, and in the
minds of many, even among the sup?orters of the bill, 18 unwise be-
cause of the probability of retaliation and international misunder-
standing. In the opinlon of still others this provision would, ke
that of the marine act of 1920 imposing discriminating import duties,
be nullified by existing treaty agreements. .

Before deciding to aceept or reject this measure Congress should
make a thomuih study of all its important provisions. It should
know whether the President's representations regarding costs are cor-
rect ; whether there is good %round for belleving that private shipping
concerns would, with the subsidy bill passed, be any more interested
in the purchase of the Government-owned vessels than without it:
and whether even then they could, with a subsidy as proposed, meet
competition from forelgn sources, ¥ * #* Tha relation between
labor costs and disadvantages sometimes agcribed to this country’s
merchant marine, such as fuel costs and bad ship design, should be
more definitely ascertained. Congress should also consider carefully
the ?robahle significance of the immligrant-carrying claunse and the
possible demands that will be heard from other sources if it under-
takes to provide capital to one industry at a rate well below the
market rate.

When the hearings on this bill were being conducted Con
absorbed in the tarif and In other legislation regarded at that time
of greater importance. Called to give consideration now to the subsidy

roposal it should study the measure carefully and thoughtfully in

o light of the Nation's best interest.

It is argued and made propaganda for the support of this
bill that a merchant marine i8 necessary as a navy auxiliary.
But let me call your attention to the fact that the present fleet
of the Shipping Board is unbalanced and that new ships will
be necessary; that the present number of first-class ships is
much in the minority of a fully equipped merchant marine
necessary for a navy auxiliary., There is no evidence that the
ships to be constructed will round out such an auxiliary,
Might it not be possible that the diseretion of the Shipping
Board would be used in authorizing and approving the build-
ing of such new ships in such a way that it would be as much
unbalanced as the former Shipping Board made it?

There is not as much differential in the subsistence cost as
has been maintained in this debate, It developed during the
hearings on this bill that the operators of the Shipping Board
boats are paying entirely too muech in subsistence expenses.

The Shipping Board has reduced the subsistence allowance
on board of their ships to 65 cents per day per man. In the
argument which they used to justify their position they claim
that after investigation they discovered that some private
shipowners were feeding their men on a subsistence cost rang-
ing from 48 to 51 cents per day per man. In this statement
they have refuted their testimony before the joint committee
of the ship subsidy bill, where they claimed that the cost of
subsistence on American ships was 82.5 cents per man per day.
Mr. Merrill, the director of the bureau of research of the
Shipping Board, in his testimony stated that, according to
advices received from representatives of the Shipping Board
in Japan, the Japanese cost of subsistence was 62.5 cents per
day per man.

No matter how well our ships are managed from the shore,
without an efficient seagoing personnel our shipping will never
be successful. This fact is gradually being realized by those
who have the handling of marine property. Ships to-day-are
- larger, more valuable, move faster, and consume money at a
greater rate than ever before. The need of trained men and
officers is therefore greater than ever, Masters and officers
have little time to devote to beginners. In old days one trlp
or voyage gave youngsters knowledge and experience. There-
fore there should be every incentive to Americans to take up
the profession of seamanship, This bill spells disaster to
them, because it will actually destroy the American merchant
marine. When you place a premium on inefficiency, there can
be no other result,

The Shipping Board’s historians appointed to make a study
of the effects of subsidies on the merchant marine of other
countries state that in no case—with the possible exception of
Japan—have subsidies been of assistance in building up or in
maintaining a merchant marine.

International trade, whether passenger or freight, was and is
still competitive, and a share in its profits and power was only
attained by merchants or ship operators with a thorough knowl-

e85 Was

edge of business geography, assisted by officers and seamen who
could make the quickest passages at the lowest cost and who °
were capable of keeping their vessels out of the repair yards.

The care and efforts of statesmen have been to foster and
develop the highest possible skill in seamanship in officers and
men, together with the highest skill in management. In the first
self-interest was used, in the latter adaptability and training.

A nation’s proper share in the profits and power derived from
the use of the sen was, as far as I am able to discover, never
obtained in any other manner, and I am therefore opposed to
any subsidy as provided in this bill.

To me this subsidy spells disaster to the American merchant
marine, because it substitutes Government aid for skill and
efficiency, In other words, we propose to subsidize inefficiency.

Let us abide by the maxims adopted by our forefathers and
protect the American people, supporting the greatest Govern-
ment under the sun by maintaining equal rights to all and hy
refusing to grant special privileges to the few, Let us ever
remember that this is a Government of the people, by the people,
and for the people. Let us cling to our ideals of truly repre-
senting the people. [Applause.]

Mr., GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, T yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr, Sxyper].

Mr, SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who has just
left the floor [Mr. GAHN] gave as an excuse for not being re-
elected bad leadership on the part of some of the Republican
leaders on this side, but since I‘have listened to his statement
with regard to the nonpartisan Democrats on the other side
who have so far elucidated this measure I have the idea that
some of his constituents must have discovered that he possesses
an unsophisticated mind.

Some of the potent arguments of our nonpartisan Democratic
friends have been at least potent enough to bring about an
action in the shipping stocks of England. - I notice in the
dvening Star of to-night this statement:

Hurope hopes for the defeat of the ship subsidy. Administration
officials pointed sig'niﬂcanh{ to a brief dispatch which came over the
wires to-day of one of the ticker news service as follows :

" LoxpoN.—Expected defeat of ship subsidy bill in the United States
is hnvm% 4 marked effect on shipping shares here, Peninsular &
Oriental Steamship Co. rose five points yvesterday ; Royal Mail three and
one-half points, and Cunard one and one-half points to-day.”

So that thg arguments which have been made against the
measure so far seem to have been potent in some sections of
the world. Now, it had not been my intention to make a speech
to-night, but——

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. WIill the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNYDER. Yes; I shall be delighted to do so.

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Does the gentleman think we
should take money out of the Treasury of the United States,
paid in by the taxpayers of the United States, in order to
keep the price of stocks of English shipping down?

Mr. SNYDER. Oh, no; not by any means:; but as sug-
gested by a friend who sits by me here, we do not know who is
speculating in the London market, based on the speeches which
are being made here, But there can be no question in the
minds of those who are interested in using the sea routes, or
the routes that may be installed in the future, of the neces-
sity of continuing in operation, at least, the number of Ameri-
can ships which are.in operation now, and if this subsidy
measure will permit the Government eventually to get out of
the shipping business and to put the shipping business into the
hands of individual and private ownership, so that ships may
be run in competition with the various carrying lines of other
countries, we will have accomplished something.

I listened with a great deal of interest to the statement
of the gentleman from California [Mr. MACLAFFERTY], be-
cause it was not so long ago that I had the pleasure of making
a trip around the world, and there were not as many Ameri-
can flags on the ocean then as there were when the gentle-
man from California [Mr, MACLA¥rERTY] traveled a few years
ago. It was back in 1909 that I went around the world, and
the only place in China where I saw an American flag was in
the harbor of Hongkong, on a ship of the Standard Oil Co.

There was not another place on that whole trip where I saw
the American flag exeept, I think, at Port Said, where I saw
the old transport Kirkpatrick with a load of troops from the
Philippines coming back to the United States.

So I favor this mesasure, because I believe it will be the
beginning of an opportunity to carry the products not only
of the farm but of the manufacturers of this country to mar-
kets in the -world which we have never before had the oppor-
tunity to develop.

Mr. BANKHEAD, Will the gentleman allow me to ask him
a question?

Mr. SNYDER. Yes; with pleasure.
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Mr. BANKHEAD. At the time the gentleman refers to,
when he saw very few ships flying the American flag, what
was the condition of business generally in the United States?

Mr. SNYDER. In 1909, I think, the farmers were in just
about as good a condition as they are to-day, compared with
the difference in the standard of farming to-day and the stand-
ard of farming then. We must all admit that conditions on
the farm have changed since then, and changed for the better.
and that those improved conditions should be retained. The
opening up of new routes for the sale of the surplus products
of the farm, as well as the surplus products of the factory,
will be a great factor in bringing the prosperity of this country
up to the point where the farmer can maintain the standard
to which he has risen during the period of the war.

We must not forget that, even as late as 1913 or 1914,
there were very few farmers who had automobiles or tractors
or power-driven machinery. Now all those things have come,
and some of the farmers have not made enough money to pay
for all of the improvements they have purchased; and it may
be, as the President suggested in his speech the other day,
that it will be necessary for this country to aid the farmers
in some manner until they are able to meet the payments upon
those things which were bought on more or less of a prospect.
I believe in doing that, and 1 shall vote for any measure which
comes up here later that will help the farmer to maintain the

standard to which he has brought himself during this period.

°  Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman does not favor a direct
subsidy to the farmers out of the Treasury, however, does he?

Mr, SNYDER. The farmer does not need any such thing.
What the farmer needs is the same thing that any other busi-
ness man needs, and that is eredit; but here is an entirely dif-
ferent proposition.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Would the gentleman go so far as to lend
the farmers money at 2 per cent per annum?

Mr, SNYDER. I do not know whether I would or not. I
would want to consider that matter. But if it were thought
advisable to do it, I would not hesitate a minute. I believe
that in order to have any permanent prosperity in this country
the farmer must prosper and must participate in that prosperity
equally with any other set of men or with any other industry.
There ean not be any question about that. There can not be
any lasting prosperity in the country unless the farmer
prospers. : »

We might as well consider that, but this bill is going far to
make the farmer prosperous and give him an opportunity to
ship his surplus products abroad at fair rates of freight and
in American bottoms. That is one of the reasons why I favor
this measure. I believe when we get down, notwithstanding
the eloquence of the nonpartisan friends on the other side,
we will have votes enough to put it through.

Now, since we have given Government aid to the construction
of roads to the amount of seventy-five millions per annum, and
have for many years appropriated millions for inland water-
ways, which are the simple arteries for the convenience of the
producers and manufacturers of this country in the handling
of the products of the soil and factories, anyone familiar with
the great industries of the country must know that when
we are producing at anywhere from 90 to 100 per cent of
the maximum products of the soil or from our factories, a
great surplus must be disposed of outside of our own country.
Is it a great stretch of the imagination to coneeive of Govern-
ment aid for the purpose of opening up other arteries and
avenunes for trade through the use of the oceans of the world
for the purpose of participating in the rivalry of the world's
markets so far as may be possible in disposing of .our surplus
products?

By the present operation under the Shipping Board of the
ships that we wish to dispose of under this bill we are creat-
ing a deficit of $50,000,000 per annum of such ships as can be
operated by the Shipping Board. The money for this deficit is
taken from the pockets of the people, and by this operation we
are driving from the seas all private shipping under the Amer-
ican flag, for the reason that it can not be operated on a basis
of profit in competition with Government-operated ships. Now,
in connection with this deficit, which is ereated wholly by
operation, we do not take into consideration at all the deprecia-
tion on the ships that are not in operation, that are tied up at
various docks and in various places throughout the United
States, which undoubtedly is now, at the present moment,
creating a deficit of more than $100,000,000 per annum.

Of course, I do not suppose it is contemplated under this bill
that all these ships will ever be disposed of, because many of
them, due to their construction and size, never will be able
under any circumstances to compete In the merchant marine
business of the world.

Now, what does this bill propose to do?

First, it proposes to take the Government out of the ship-
ping business.

Second, it proposes to discontinue the deficit from deprecia-
tion, which, as I have said, would amount undoubtedly to $100,-
000,000 per annum.

It proposes to turn over these ships to privately owned com-
panies on such a basis that they can be operated at a profit
and yet be able to compete with the other ship-carrying com-
panies of other countries.

It was clearly shown in the able address of the President that
the greatest amount in any one year of the cost to the Gov-
ernment would be $30,000,000, and that is based upon the miaxi-
mum amount of ships which coyld be taken over and placed
in successful operation.

Now, what does this expenditure of $30,000,000 mean? It
means that for every available ship that the Government turns
over to private operating companies, if we have an opportunity
to use the $30,000,000, will be carrying from this market to
some other market of the world its full cargo of merchandise:
and this means that the business of this country, both as to
the produce of the soil and manufactories, will be in full and
successful operation, and that we shall enjoy the satisfaction
of being able to ship these surpluses to such markets as we
desire to ship them, anywhere in the world, in ships flying the
Stars and Stripes.

It does not seem possible to me that a Representative from
any section of this country conld be opposed to a measure of
this kind. I can not understand why it will not be just as help-
ful to the farmer who has wheat or corn or any other product,
the surplus quantities of which must be shipped abroad, and
why he would not feel that it was essential to ship these sur-
pluses in American bottoms, particularly inasmuch as it would
afford the Government an opportunity eventually to recover
for much of the loss that has been made on the ships which we
are to dispose of. It would eventually take the Government
wholly out of the shipping business, thereby stopping all ex-
penges, and finally at the expiration of 10 years the money that
has already been paid out in subsidies would be coming back to
the Government in profits earned by the ship companies over
and above the 10 per cent limit.

And, therefore, Mr. Chairman, as a business proposition, as
well as a patriotic proposition, I favor this measure and believe
that as soon as the people of the country generally become
familiar with the merits of the measure that there will be a
reversal of the opinion of many people who are now disposed
to oppose the measure, and that eventually it will be looked
back to as one of the great achievements of this administration.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15
minutes to the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr, 0'Cox~ox].

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, I regret exceedingly that I am out of line with the over-
whelming sentiment of my colleagues on the Democratic side,
There are only a very few of us on the Democratic side that will
vote for this bill. T can not help thinking, though, that we are
almost as illogical as some of our speakers have claimed the
Republicans are in discussing this bill. As I understood some
of the speakers on the Democratic side, the Republicans are
illogical in having adopted the protective tariff, which natu-
rally would restrict international commerce, and then clamor
for a merchant marine bill which would have for its purpose
the carrying of our commerce across the seas. Inferentially
that leads me to the thought that our position in the matter
of tariff is to remove as far as consistent with our purpose of
deriving a revenue—to remove the restrictions from commerce
that we can remove, and thereby foster and encourage and en-
large the international commerce of our country, If that be
true, the inference is inescapable that we ought necessarily to
be the prime movers in any purpose looking to the securement
of the merchant marine in order to carry over the seven seas
and across the great oceans that commerce which we apparently
seek to enjoy with all the world.

No man, Mr. Chairman, in my judgment possesses the infalli-
ble touchstone of truth, Men equally honest and sincere will
differ on a given state of facts and upon any issue that may
confront them from day to day. I concede to my colleagnes
and to all men that which I trust they will freely grant unto
me, and that is the sincerity of my professions and the convic-
tions which T have the pleasure of uttering on the floor of the
House of Representatives to-day.

I have always believed in a merchant marine. I have always
thought it was necessary that we should subgidize our merchant
marine in order to put it upon its feet, which would enable it to
compete with the merchant marine of all the other nations on
this earth. That has been my position as an American patriot
4and as a friend of labor.




1922.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

181

I know, Mr. Chairman, that it is totally unnecessary for me
to say to this House that I am friendly to labor, that I am
glad at all times to act as the advocate and the champion of the
wige earner. Why? Because I want my country, our counfry,
to be and remain free; free industrially and ecommercially, as
well as free religiously and politically ; because I want the wage
earner to be an upstanding, fearless American man and woman,
who can feed, clothe, and educate their children so as to make
for strength, courage, and ability to fight and win the Nation's
battles. For then und only nnder such eircumstances and con-
ditions can you hope for men and women who will on some
tremendous day fight and glory in making the supreme sacrifice
for a land they know to be worth while. Poverty stricken,
beaten to earth, ignorant people are indeed hewers of wood and
drawers of water, and are vassals and hirelings in times of
war and danger. The man of the hour, the brave patriot is the
physieally strong and mentally alert who battles for institutions
and a country for a commercial and industrial system that has
bestowed blessings and not misery upon them. And I had
always thought, notwithstanding clashes between capital and
labor, that it was an accepted truism that all American labor
was more highly remunerated and better paid than foreign
labor,

It was therefore somewhat humiliating and astonishing to
me to hear declared on the floor by some of the great speakers
on the Democratic side that there was no difference in the cost
of construection, no difference in the comparative cost of our
vessels and those of England, France, and other countries. The
impressions of a lifetime are too strong, however, and I ¢an not
but resist the declarations that were made to that effect. I had
always thonght that the labor of America from every imaginable
standpoint received a better pay, more adequate pay, and a
higher standard, and enjoyed a betfter living than the wage
earners or laborers of any country on the face of the earth.
From every rostrum, on every occasion where labor was in-
volved and discussed, men enjoying high pesitions, men in the
pulpit, men from the floor, men representing gatherings, in-
formed the American people that the American wage earner
always occupied a higher and better and nobler position, in view
of the splendid living he was enjoying, than the laborers of any
other country on the faee of the earth.

But here to-day to my astonishment I learned that the
Ameriean laborer is as much a vassal as he is in the country
beyvond the seas; that he has had cause for complaint; that he
is no better off than those who cry aloud for relief. During
the great strikes of the past we were always told insistently
day after day that in view of the higher and better position
that he enjoyed over his foreign fellows the American work-
ingman had no just cause of complaint. Now we are told by
some of the opponents of this bill that the American laborer,
the American seaman, the wiage earner from every imaginable
standpoint is apparently in no better position than those we
once were pleased by terms of comparison fo eall serfs in the
industrial and commercial orders abroad.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'CONNOR. Yes.

Mr, BLANTON. Did not the gentleman hear the testimony
read from. the hearings that the chief engineer of one of the
American boats gets $300 a month while the chief engineer of a
British boat gets $1107?

Mr. O'CONNOR. I have no call to discuss that with the
gentleman, I know that the American is better paid. I have
known all my life that the American laborer is better paid.

It may not be inappropriate for me right here to insert an
extract from the report of the merchant marine committee of
the Chamber of Commerce of the United States:

“That is, the aid should extend over a series of years, in
accordance with many established precedents, as, for example,
ald for the construction of rural post roads, vocational education,
operation of canals and other works of navigation belonging to
the United States, removing obstructions in the Mississippi
River, aid for highway econstruction, for purchase of land to
protect watersheds of streams, and refunding tonnage taxes
and light dues to citizens of the Philippine Islands.

“ Before dismissing the question of Government aid it is of
consequence to consider the fact that the questions of sale and
subsidy are practically inseparable. Under present conditions
no experienced person has the slightest confidence in the
Shipping Board's ability to sell any considerable number of its
ships unless the sale prices are so low as to constitute praec-
tically a gift of the vessels. Therefore to insure a market for
the Government-owned ships there must be an assurance that
the purchasers ean operate them in competition with foreigners
without loss, and this assurance can proceed only through aid
from the Government. A few figures recently made publie

will tend to make this elear. An 8000-ton cargo ship built
in England as recently as 1920 can be bought for $240,000, or
at the rate of $30 per dead-weight ton. Estimating interest
upon this sum at 6 per cent, depreciation at 5 per cent, and
insurance at 4 per cent, the yearly fixed charges would be
$£36,000. The difference in compensation for crews between an
American and British ship of this tonnage will amount to
substantially $800 per month, Assuming that both ships would
be in operation for a period of 11 months in a year, the ex-
pense of the American ship for crew’s ‘wakes for that period
would be practically $8,800 more than of the DBritish ship,
which deducted from the fixed charges of the British ship
would leave $27,200, or 15 per cent on $181,000, or $26.66 per
ton, which is about what the American shipowner could afford
to pay. This makes a difference in price of over $7 per ton,
determined by wages alone, in favor of the British as against
the American ship.”

I have heard day after day from my earliest childhood that
this was and is the land of golden opportunity, and the itera-
tions and reiterations, the constant expression of what every-
one regarded as an American eeonomic truth, that it did cost
more to construct a vessel in America, and that it did cost more
to operate vessels as a result of higher labor costs; I am un-
able therefore to understand why it is now thrust upon us as
an issue, as a question of doubtful fact.

Mr. Chairman, some months ago I read a paper issued by a
great association—I believe it is the Chamber of Commerce—in
the city of Chicago, the greatest inland city in the world, and
on its front page was announced the names of the men whose
joint intellectnal effort this paper was and is, for it is still
extant. In all probability it expressed the thought of that great
city and its environs more accurately than any other paper that
could come from any other 20 men in that great ecity. I recall
that in that paper were similar expressions that I had read in
another great paper, I believe issued by the Cleveland Asso-
ciation of Commerce. A few days ago I received a paper from
the United States Chamber of Commerce, which I read with
considerable pleasure, because it expressed my own viewpoint
so powerfully, so clearly, so convincingly, and because I knew
that the ideas had already taken root as a result of the splen-
did papers that I have already referred to and which had pro-
dueed such an indelible impression npon my mind. I think it
is one of the most interesting papers I have ever read.

I know that my Democratip colleagnes will approve this sin-
cere compliment that I wish to bestow upon the Chief Executive
of our counfry at this time, although probably it is not so much
a compliment as a statement of fact. I believe it is generally
regarded that he has expressed the thought of those who favor
governmental aid to a merchant marine as convineingly, as
eloquently, as felicitously, and as powerfully as any man that
ever appeared before the American public.

I believe that this paper, which I am going to read, is, next
to that splendid address, to that great speech in Congress, in
all probability one of the finest things that has ever come to
my notice—clear-cut, cogent, definite, and irresistible in its
logic and expression. Af any rate, it expresses my viewpoint
and, I believe, the viewpoint of many, many Americans
among whom I was born and reared. To the south of us lie
a thousand gold mines, metaphorically speaking, for under
the magic spell and influence of a merchant marine the
golden fleece would be brought home from all the ports of
Central and South America. At some not far distant day the
ghores of the Gulf of Mexico will be to the United States of
America what the shores of the Mediterranean have been for
nigh onto 2500 years to KEurope—jyes, to Africa. On the
littoral of Europe’s great sea the human race has played for
centuries the greatest aeis in the grand drama of life. It is
on the banks and along the shore line of the Mexican sea that
commerce will erect her strongholds and enthrone industry.
Far to the south of us, but within easy striking distance of the
ports of the South Atlantic and those of the Gulf, is a great,
splendid country, umexplored commercially as yet by us, un-
touched by the wand of American genius. Down in Central
America, that will yet be the home of millions of people, and
farther down on both littorals of the Atlantic and the Pacific,
on the seasides of the great South American continent, lie
magnificent opportunities for our country and particularly for
the southern portion of our country that has suffered as a
result of past imability to bring its treasures to all peoples
of the world and bring back to us the rich goods, wares, and
costly fabrics of the globe. For true, indeed, it is that he
that would bring home the wealth of the Indies must carry the
wealth of the Indies with him,

Mr, Chairman, that part of the country ought in the very
compensation of things ultimately to come into something like
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its own, to enjoy a part at least of the great commerce of the
United States, and not have that commerce driven, to use a
bromide, fo use a much-abused expression, through the neck
of the bottle, not constantly driven through the one great port
of New York. The South Atlantic and Gulf ports should be
put in a position, for the national welfare, to avoid the con-
gestion at one great port, of taking care of a part at least of
that commerce which shall go out and down into these southern
geas to hundreds of millions of people in the near future.
From Norfolk and Charleston and Savannah, from Mobile and
New Orleans and Galveston, should established lines be main-
tained until we have won the commerce of the world and our
galleons are the great American riders of the sea, making all
of our country prosperous, not in spots but all of our country,
North, East, South, and West, coast and inland, opulent and
happy.

But let me take a Conradian swing from commerce and from
her temples, citadels, and ocean carriers. Sometimes I think
that the human race never will forget the terrors of a ‘recent
past. Dwellers along the banks of the Nile, the Tigris, and the
Euphrates in ancient and bygone days would return to their
ruined homes as a result of overflow and inundation and take
up life anew. Those that lived on Vesuvius, on its slope,
prior to the destruction of Pompeili and Herculaneum, and
escaped its fiery and death-dealing lava, crept back to their
homes, or what was once their homes, shortly afterwards.
And ever since, whenever there has been an eruption and
men and women have been driven frantically away, flying
for their very lives, they have come back as soon as they
could thereafter in order to redeem their homes and to live
there regardless of its trials, its dangers, and its terrors,
_Such is the force of habit. We Americans, like all others,
never will understand or keep in memory the terrors that have
passed. Once gone they are soon forgotten. We all lay the
flattering unction to our souls that there will never he another
war, How on earth a country like ours that underwent the
horror, the Golgotha, the agony of fraternal strife, where
brother was arrayed against brother, can come to the fallacious
conclusion that we will never engage in another war is incom-
prehensible to me, If we tore at each other's vitals for four
and a half years, if we were at one another's throats, if we
fought and clawed at each other’s heartstrings, if it is a com-
monplace that under provoking conditions brother will fight
brother, why should we believe thgt we will never meet a foe
from across the Atlantic or Pacific and engage in a death
grapple with him on the crest of their waves?

Mr. Chairman, I never like to mention Great Britain in any
discussion in which I am engaged, for the reason that there is
always probably in the minds of listeners what is deemed to
be a justifiable belief that acrimony may be the parent of the
thought that I might utter, though I disclaim it. I am first
of all an American, and, secondly, an English-speaking person,
standing and fighting to make their dreams come true and their
aspirations a realization, but ever willing to denounce tyranny
and aggression whenever practiced by any member of our great
family. Let us suppose our quarrel had been with England
in the World War and not with Germany. Do you believe for
a single moment that the result would have been as glorious
or would have been aecomplished in as short a time as was our
recent wonderful victery, written in fadeless, deathless lines in
the pages of history? Could we have waged war against Great
Britain and carried it across the Atlantic? Could we have
transported a bale of cotton or an ounce of any commodity?
Could we havs shipped abroad a single dollar’s worth of ex-
ports which make up our surplus production but which, in view
of our economic, commercial, and industrial and agricultural
organizativn, is indispensably necessary to our national ex-
istence? Of course, the ferrors of the past are easily forgotten,
so easily forgotten that there are times when I think that the
“Recessional ” should have been written for the Americans
as well as for the Englishmen.

It is easy to be smug and to feel that there will be no more
wars, although we grew great and powerful and strong and
have come into the magnificence that we enjoy to-day, into
a glory that was of Greece, a grandeur that was of Rome, as
the result of wars, Yet the day that we ever cross the path,
the day that we ever make it clear that we are likely to be-
come the competitor of some great nation or of two great
nations of Europe, war is imminent, and the blow will be
struck when the converging lines of competition eross. Flatter
yourselves as much as you wish that the millennium is at hand,
that peace on earth, good will to men, reigns on this earth, but
do not for the future of your country.

Delude your children into the belief that they can get along
without a merchant marine, that they can go without a proper

 ——

establishment that will keep and maintain this as a repub-
lic, at least for some centuries to come. Commerce and safety,
national security, call to us to remember the lessons of the
past. Assyria, Rome, Greece, Carthage, where are they? They
are one with Nineveh and Tyre. They have gon: into the
abyss of time to join the other mighty states, kingdoms, and
empires that grew rich, great, powerful, and strong and then
tottered to their destruction and fall as a result of no longer
being willing to pay the price of glory—of forgetting that
kingdoms, commerce, industrial empires, by toil and blood and
ttg?rgd gained, must be by toil and sweat and vigilance main-
ned. !

But, Mr. Chairman, “Why a merchant marine?” receives
an oracular answer in the great paper which I will now
read—next, I repeat, to the President’s great, thrilling, Ameri-
can address, the answer will take its place in the history of
the shipping bill. It is a wonderfully illuminating and in-
structive document and makes for a liberal commercial edu-
cation in itself,

WHY A MERCHANT MARINE?

“ Some months ago an influential trade journal published in
the Middle West desired to be informed why one man should
be taxed in order to provide ocean transportation for another
man’s goods; why, indeed, if the ships of other countries can
carry our exports and imports more cheaply than can our own
ships, should we be taxed to support an American merchant
marine? More recently a United States Senator, somewhat
distinguished for his zeal in promoting what he believes to be
the best interests of an influential body of citizens, expressed
the view, according to the newspapers, that the Middle West
would not consent to the subsidizing of an American merchant
marine. Ocean transportation, he said, is not particularly
close to the people in the Middle West. The farmer would
more readily vote for aid to the railroads to bring down his
freight costs, and he will support the St. Lawrence Ship Canal,
because it will mean lower carrying charges on export and
domestic commodities, -

“ Unfamiliarity with marine subjects in this country, espe-
cially in positions of great responsibility, has caused and is
causing the taxpayers losses amounting to hundreds of mil-
lions, while the lack of understanding of the true relation of a
merchant marine to the economic welfare of the country, both
in and out of Congress, makes the future of our merchant
marine at times seem almost hopeless, A comparison that is
illuminating and not wholly invidious will serve to illustrate
how greatly we are handicapped in respect of our national
lawgivers when maritime subjects are under consideration.
In the British Parliament there are 21 shipowners, and prob-
ably 100 additional members that are indirectly interested in
shipping. In the Congress of the United States there is not
one in either category. Probably this could not be said of
the national legislature of any other maritime country in the
world.

“The reasons for this state of things are obvious and imply
merely lack of opportunity in the past for the education of a
sufficient proportion of our population to the ways of the sea to
provide informed representation in Congress.

“Generally the answer to the question, ‘ Why a merchant
marine?’ is twofold.

“A merchant marine is needed for the national defense and
for the economic welfare of the country and, it may be added
as an answer of far from negligible importance, because it
corresponds to the ambitions of millions of American citizens
who, realizing that shipping is not to be considered merely as
a convenience or luxury, sincerely desire that the Nation should
possess a merchant marine under the American flag, and in
connection therewith make use for the benefit of the Nation of
the splendid facilities afforded by extensive coasts upon two
oceans.

“In harbors admirably situated and equipped for overseas
shipping the United States has great natural resources, The
desire to develop and utilize these great resources and increase
the means of livelihood and of business and industrial activity
through use of the opportunity afforded for overseas ship-
ping proceeds from exactly the same reasons as those which
give rise to the desire for the development and utilization of
any other great national asset. That the resource is at the
seaboard in no way differentiates it in its possibilities for
creating wealth and adding to national advantage, in which
all may share, from a resource of some other kind perhaps
situated far inland.

IN RESPECT TO THE NATIONAL DEFENSE THE ARGUMENTS ARE ORVIOUS.
“The President in his recent message to Congress well said:
“*The merchant marine is universally recognized as the

second line of naval defense, It is indispensable in the time
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of great national -emergency. It is commendable to upbuild
and maintain it, because it is the highest agency of peace and
amity and bears no threat and incites mo suspicion.’

“And yet the American people have ever been slow to recog-
nize this indispensability.

“Most business men can recall that when Admiral Dewey
set ont from Hongkong to make history for America at the
Philippines he was compelled to purchase foreign vessels ‘to
transport his supplies. Again, when the White Squadron made
its memorable voyage more than half around the globe the coal
antl other supplies were carried in foreign wessels. One need
not conjecture what would have been the result of a war waged
at any time in the past 50 years between the United States
and any considerable power across the seas if dependence had
been placed upon American vessels to do the necessary trans-
portation. Every informed person knows what our extremities
and anxieties respecting shipping were when the United States
entered the World War,

“ If we had been obliged to convey to France our troops, muni-
tions, and supplies in our own ships the war would have been
continued two years longer than it was, unless -earlier ter-
minated by the defeat of the Allies through lack of our coopera-
tion. Because we did not possess a merchant marine of
respectable proportions the Government projected itself into a
hectie policy of shipbuilding, for which our inexperience and
lack of facilities were so great that when the program was con-
cluded we had spent over $3,000,000,000, a sum sufliciently
large to have enabled us, had we been so minded, to buy all the
merchant vessels afloat in 1915, and yet we had constructed
but few vessels when the armistice was declared. Meantime
over T0 per cent of our troops were taken across in foreignm,
chiefly British, ships, and of the remaining 30 per cent the
greater part were carried across in seized German and Aus-
trian ships. It was in the small but efficient coastwise ves-
sels and the vessels engaged in Hawalian and West Indian
trades that the bulk of the carrying under the American flag
was performed.

* With the scrapping of warships and declaring a holiday ‘in
naval eonstruction, the words of Secretary of State Hughes at
the opening of the Disarmament Conference that the importance
of the merchant marine is in inverse ratio to the size of naval
armaments take on added significance. If war comes now
the need of auxiliary craft will be very greatly increased, and
vessels of 14 to 20 knots, manned by an efficient personnel,
immediately will become a necessity of the Navy. Our ability
to meet this necessity is far below that of Great Britain, with
its large fleet of swift vessels, a considerable number of them
of great gize, and all of them almost immediatély available,
as need may arise, for war purposes.

~“Our limitations in respect of auxiliaries of the better class
are considerable. As it will 'be constituted when the disarma-
ment program is fully developed, our Navy will require as
auxiliaries in time of war 65 passenger ships of 16 knots and
above, ranging from 8,000 to 15,000 gross ‘tons each, or a total
of 432,500 gross tons: 35 freight and passenger ships, 5,000 to
7,000 gross tons each, total 195,000 gross tons; 10 refrigerating
ships of 16,000 dead-weight tons each; 50 colliers of 10,000
dead-weight tons each; 125 tankers of 9,000 dead-weight tons
each; 80 freighters of 7,000 dead-weight tons each; 25 yachts
of at least T0O0 gross tons each, or a total of ‘840 vessels of
8,470,000 gross tons, besides several hundred mine layers and
sweepers, aircraft vessels, tenders, tugs, and a great variety
of other eraft. In November, 1921, the American ocean mer-
chant marine numbered 41 vessels of between 15 and 20 knots
and only 6 of 20 knots and above, Of the other classes we have
at present sufficient to meet the demand, and will have in the
future, if circumstances permit the retention of these classes
under the American flag. The significant thing is that of sea-
going vessels having a speed of over 12 knots we have only
slightly more than 20 per cent as many as Great Britain. Of

vessels of a speed less than 12 knots the tonnage is about the'

same,

“Another impelling motive for the encouragement of our

merchant marine as an element of national defense lies in
the deduction that as we decrease our naval strength, prudence
dictates that we Increase our eivil strength on the seas, so

that we may have, responsive to instant call, a large body of |

men capable of being quickly trained in maval warfare. And
for the same reason we should have shipyards and a force of
skilled shipbuilders. The importance of these factors has been
strongly expressed by Admiral Sims in a statement made on a
Tecent occasion to the effect that ‘the Navy of the United
States would be of very little value as a defense of the United
States and our possessions if it were not for the merchant
marine.

“ Bhould the present period of business depression be followed
by a decline in American shipping, or even by a serious post-
ponement of its development, the shipyards in this country
will greatly suffer, and probably many of them will be forced
to go out of business. This would be a serious misfortune,
sinee these yards are necessary to national defense as well as
to the healthy development of a merchant marine.

THE ECONOMIC REASONS FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A MERCHANT

MARINE ARE VARIOUS,

“In all the history of the world nations have been-great and
rich as a rule in proportion to their power on the sea as mer-
chants and fighters. Humboldt said that contact with the
ocean had been one of the chief influences in forming the char-
acter of nations as well as in adding to their wealth and
power. As our own Emerson, who saw most things clearly, has
put it: ‘ Chiefly the seashore has been the point of departure
to knowledge, as to eommerce.

“*The most advanced nations are always those who navigate
the most.'! Another has said that ‘no nation is free that has
not a merchant marine to carry its goods to all markets.
Scores of students of the subject, including Admiral Mahan,
the leader among them, concur in their testimony as to the im-
portance of a merchant marine to the economic welfare of na-
tions. And at no time since men began to employ ships as agen-
cies in the great enterprise of barter has a merchant marine
been so important an element in the activities that enter into
the prosecution of world trade as it is to-day. International
commerce on a large scale under the present conditions of com-
petition requires a ‘world organization of industry, trade, and
shipping. This organization begins with manufacturing and in-
cludes merchandising, international banking, marine insurance,
ship brokerage, freight forwarding, and the construction, owner-
ship, and operation of vessels. When this interrelated organi-
zation has been completely developed, as it has been by the
people of Great Britain, foreign commerce ¢an be carried on
under the best of conditions. If shipping under the national
flug is absent from the orgamization, as developed by the people
of any country, the organization is less effective, Shipping un-
der the national flag and an adequate tonnage of vesséls of dif-
ferent types are in fact essential parts of the trade facilities
and organization with which the people of the United States
will ‘be able to extend their commeree to all sections of the
world. In other words, if we are going to succeed in foreign
trade not only our wares must compare favorably with those of
our competitors but our service as well, of which shipping is an
important factor.

“Tt was not so very long ago that only 12 per cent of our
exports consisted of manufactures. To-day that proportion is
30 per cent or more, and during the war it was considerably
higher. The product of our expanded industries, taken as a
whole, is so much greater than our national requirements as to
create a serious situation that will be reflected on every farm
and in every shop, and in every home as well, unless markets
for the surplus can be found abroad. A prominent writer on
trade subjects assures us that we shall be obliged to export in
the future twice the volume of exports that we sent abroad
before the war.

“ Not many readers of this page realize the variety of our ship-
ments to foreign lands or how widespread is their production.
To state all this information in detail would require a cata-
logue of no mean proportions. Last year our exports totaled
$4,485122.696 and our imports $2,520,025403. There is not a
State in the country that does not make a contribution to our
export tgade, and single cargoes often contain commodities from
many and widely separated parts of the country. It is said that

. an analysis made of a cargo recently shipped to South America

from a southern port disclosed that practically every community
in the United States, manufacturing and agricultural, had a
part in the production of that eargo. ;

“But it is asked by the uninformed, why -emphasize the im-
portance of our foreign trade? It is only a fraction of our total
trade, and the loss of it could easily be offset by a well-directed
expansion of our domestic trade. One of our half dozen greatest
manufacturers has pointed out that the last fractional part of a
given industrial production often represents the profit of the
whole output, and that a market for the last part, outside the
saturated 1limits of our domestic market, is essential to the suc-
cess of the manufacturer's venture, Furthermore, while in some
industries the percentage of product exported is not large, it is
to be kept in mind that of cotton, wheat, and copper from 20
per cent to 30 per eent and even 50 per cent is exported.

“Many fairly informed people imagine that the United States
is practically a self-comtained mation. It will surprise them to
learn that quebracho (whatever that may be), necessary to the
tanning industry, comes from Argentina; rubber from Brazil
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and the-Far East; nickel from-Canada and New Caledonia; tin
from the Malay Straits and Bolivia; raw silk from China and
Japan; wool from Australia and Argentina; flax from Russia
and Belgium; jute from India; sisal from Yucatan; coconut
and other vegetable oils from the Dutch East Indies and the
Pacific iglands; coffee from Brazil; tea from various countries;
cocoa from Venezuela; sugar from Cuba; rice from the Far
East; spices from the East Indies; platinum from Colombia;
and vanadium from Peru. And this by no means fully discloses
our dependence upon foreign lands for many of the essentials
that enter into the production of our food and clothing, and
of others that enter into the prosecution of our farming and
manufacturing -industries.

“In meeting the transportation requirements of this export
and import trade it does not seem logical to employ exclusively
the ships of our competitors. Particularly as to exports, there
seems to be no good reason why we should not perform this
service for ourselves, 4

“No sane merchant would permit competitors to deliver his
daily sales, even if the competitors should offer to do it more
cheaply. - There is a psychological element in the relation of
seller and buyer which every dealer in commodities realizes
and which is greatly diminished, if not wholly lost, by the
employment of a competitor as an intermediary at any point
between purchase and delivery. This business principle applies
to deliveries by ship. Ships entering the ports of the world
flying the American flag advertise to the nations that these
vessels are the delivery wagons, so to say, of our country’s
commerce. Not only that, but a laden vessel sent fo a foreign
country becomes a drummer there, or a trade missionary, not
only for the sale of the goods carried out but for cargoes to
bring back. If there is not at hand a cargo to bring back, the
shipowner seeks one ; may even buy one if it can be obtained in
no other way. The return cargo may be something which can
be sold here in the United States at a profit representing rea-
sonable freight rates. In this way the owner gets his freight
charge and establishes a new trade. Also, American ships
visiting foreign ports lead to the establishment in those ports
of American branch houses, fighting for a portion of the carry-
ing trade for American ships and for the participation of
American merchants in the world’s business. Foreign agents
will not work full-heartedly for American interests, especially
when in so doing they will be working against the interest of
their own nationals. In other words, ‘trade follows the flag’
to a considerable extent, even in these times, as men of world-
wide experience in trade realize. In determining the accuracy
of this statement one has merely to reflect upon one’s own re-
action toward the wares of a counfry whose trading ships are
constantly in evidence, as compared with the wares of another
country that has no ships; or toward a city shop whose de-
livery wagons are always to be seen on the streets, and another
that has no delivery wagons. Only exceptional circumstances
will maintain equality in trade inducement in such cases.

“In refutation of this seemingly obvious proposition it has
been suggested that European debtor mnations of the United
States should be permitted freely to do our ocean carrying,
since ocean transportation is a commodity, and it is mainly
through payment by commodities that foreign indebtedness can
be liquidated. This theory is thought to be illustrated by the
case of the merchant who terminates his contract with an ex-
press company for the delivery of his daily sales and under-
takes to make his own deliveries, despite the fact that the ex-
press company happens to be largely in his debt, and under the
new arrangement will be deprived to a considerable degree of
the means of paying what it owes. i

“1It is easy for the uninformed to make brief and specious
statements respecting economic questions that can be effectively
answered only by extended explanations. In this instance it
must suffice to point out that if affording opportunity for for-
eign nations to pay their debts to us through commodities is to
result in the ruin of important American industries it might be
the better plan wholly to discharge the debts. In the case of
the merchant of the illustration it might or might not be ad-
visable for him to terminate his contract with the express com-
pany. That would depend upon a variety of circumstances.
The Government aid generally recommended by the advocates
of an American merchant marine is based upon a tonnage re-
quirement for the transportation of only 50 per cent of our
imports and exports. Our foreign debtors, who are likewise
among our competitors in the carrying trade, will be the last
to complain of any measures that we may adopt to promote
our national well-being if there is still left to them the trans-
portation of substantially half the merchandise that constitutes
our foreign commerce. The express company also doubtless
would not complain of the merchant if the latter in advancing

his interests by making deliveries on his own account still per-
mitted the company to deliver 50 per cent of the total.

“ Still another advantage arising from national ships is the

portunity afforded merchants in foreign ports to secure

avorable rates for special shipments of merchandise when a re-
duced rate is necessary to success in competing with foreigners
in respect of such shipments. A shipowner, being human, will
always favor his own,

“There are still other reasons upon which the maintenance
of an American merchant marine may be justified.

“The modern ship which enters into a merchant marine offers
no service, and its owner has none to sell, except transporta-
tion, and it offers this service essentially as & common carrier,
The owner differs from the shipowner of an earlier era who in
large measure loaded his vessel with his own goods, or goods
he purchased, and sent them abroad to sell on his own account.
Such a shipowner was primarily a merchant,

“This does not mean that there are not many vessels to-day
which are used by their owners to transport cargoes they
themselves own, and there are many instances of industries
which, for their own convenience, own their own vessels and
use these vessels to fetch raw materials and to carry abroad,
often to their own foreign branches, their own products.
Usually, such vessels are specialized in one way or another
for the peculiar service for which they are intended.

“The typical modern vessel, however, runs on an established
route as a cargo or a passenger liner, or is a tramp, seeking
and carrying cargo wherever it may be found. These are the
vessels which constitute the merchant marine of a country,
in which all industries and all classes of population are most
directly interested.

“This interest is very real and highly practical. It rests
upon the mational importance of having vessels on the seas
which will afford facilities of transportation to bring in
essential raw materials and to carry exports. There is an
equal interest in the country being in a position, through
having vessels under its flag, to have something to say with
respect to the rates for ocean transportation paid upon its
essential imports and charges for the carriage of its exports
to other markets. With respec: to adequate facilities for
ocean transportation of imports and exports and with respect
to reasonable rates for such-transportation, there is exactly
the sume public interest as in adequate railroad transporta-
tion at reasonable rates within the country. Without an
American merchant marine which can engage in the overseas
trade the American public interest can not be assured and
reasonable rates for ocean transportation can not be enforced.

“For the promotion of the public interest in these respects,
however, it is not necessary that all American imports and all
American exports should be carried in American vessels, but
it is essential that the American merchant marine should be of
such character and of such capacity that it can be used to
assure that American interests will not be neglected, either
in the ocean transportation that is available or in the rates
that are charged.

“And these observations deserve consideration from the ad-
vocates of the St. Lawrence Ship Canal equally with those who
advocate a merchant marine and Government aid therefor,
independently of whether the canal is or is not built, either
with or without Government funds. It is almost unthinkable
that the patriotism of the farmers, who, it is assumed, will
be the chief beneficiary of the mew access to the sea, will
permit the practically exclusive use of it by foreign ships.
Nor is it to be assumed that the farmers will oppose subsidizing
shipping as a special industry if the need for it is clearly
shown, recalling, as they will, that they have received con-
sideration for their.products in all the tariff laws, a bounty
on sugar when the duty was removed in 1890, and sympathetic
treatment during the crigses in their economic condition during
recent months, The truth is that no class of our population
is more deeply concerned in this question of a merchant
marine that the men who live on the western farms. And
there are evidences that they are arriving at a realization of
the fact.

“Pursuing the subject of justification further, one of our
consuls recently pointed out that it was noticeable that Ameri-
can goods freighted on foreign vessels were never handled,
warehoused, or delivered as carefully as those originating in
countries from whence the foreign vessels hailed. Shipowners
and ships’ personnel will always advance the trade interests
of their own country to the disadvantage of the trade of other
countries, even when they are being paid for transporting
competing foreign goods. Instances have been brought to the
attention of officials in Washington where American goods
being carried abroad in foreign ships have been with intent




1922,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

185

delayed in transit, while other goods of the ship’s nationality
have been sent forward to meet the market and fill specific
requirements. Admittedly, these are extreme cases and have
not often occurred, but they illustrate what is constantly
oceurring in less objectionable form. It is perfectly futile to
expect that the United States will ever attain the position
in foreign trade which it must attain, if it is to be commer-
cially successful, unless it employs methods that have always
obtained among the trading nations of the world; that is to
say, unless the salesmen, the banks handling the financial
matters involved, the ships, the agents to whom they are con-
signed, and the underwriting are practically all American.
The futility of dependence upon foreign agents in these rela-
tions is well expressed in the words of a former American
minister to a country with which it is of the highest impor-
tance the United States should sustain the closest possible
trade relations: ‘There were but few American commission
houses. In most cases goods manufactured in America were
handled through houses of other countries, which gave but
seant attention to promoting American trade and used Ameri-
can products only when those of their own respective lands
could not be obtained.’

THE UNITED STATES SHOULD NOT PLAY A SECONDARY OR UNIMPORTANT

ROLE ON THE HIGH SEAR OR IN INTERNATIONAL COMMERCE,

“The control of trade routes, time schedules, and rates are
important to the development of commerce. Ocean freight
rates are commonly fixed in conferences of steamship owners.
The nation that is without a merchant marine can have no
voice in these conferences, nor ig it in a position to demand
the consideration in such matters that equality of possession
usually compels, as Germany so frequently proved when she
forced for herself a place in the carrying trades of the world.

“It is also to be observed that foreign trade is dependent
not only upon participation in established markets, but also
upon the creation of new enterprises in foreign lands. En-
gaging in the operation of ships naturally leads to establishing
connections with such enterprises, especially in undeveloped
countries, such as lie to the south of us. Where ships go there
go also merchants of the same nationality to establish them-
selves in business and promote their country’s commerce. In
the early part of the nineteenth century many of the owners
of our fleet of sailing ships amassed great fortunes through
investments abroad that were the direct result of the contact
established through the operation of their ships. Again, mer-
chants and consular officers in foreign ports are quickened in
their efforts to increase trade, through cooperation with ship-
owners and shipmasters.

“In the event of war when tonnage is withdrawn from its
ordinary employment, a neutral national possessing its own
ships, through the exercise of government control, can be as-
sured of lower freight rates than can the nation without ships.
In connection with this statement it should be remembered
that during the Boer War when Great Britain employed a con-
siderable part of its merchant fleet for war purposes the
scarcity of tonnage available for this country caused rates
sharply to advance, while there was a considerable decline in
the volume of our exports. During the World War, and for the
same reason, our merchants were compelled to pay foreigners
for the carriage of goods rates that now seem like an unpleas-
ant dream,

“ For many years foreign ships have carried practically all
mail destined from this country to those parts of the world
reached by sea. Before the war much of the mail dispatched
to South America was first carried across the Atlantic to Euro-
pean ports and there transhipped to its destination. And the
same circuitous route was followed by mail sent to the United
States. Besides the injurious effeet upon business relations
ariging from the delay thus incurred, there was also .involved
the hurt to national pride because our letter carrier’s uniform
was red, or some other color, instead of gray.

“If it is to be the policy of the country to develop new trade
routes overseas, as seems to be the desire, particularly of the
business men of the Middle West, undeniably this end will be
attained most readily by the employment of American ships,
and especially will this be true if close alliance is sought with
the railroads of the country. In view of the newly aroused in-
terest in the disclosed connection between certain of our promi-
nent railroads and foreign steamship interests it is doubtful if
the country would approve such extension of this relation with
foreigners as would be necessary to accomplish its purpose.

“Brief reference may be made to a phase of this subject
that commonly receives but little consideration. England has
always had a balance of trade against her; in other words, she
imports in value more than she exports. But this balance in
the exchange of commodities has been corrected by her ‘in-
vigible exports’; that is, the interest on her loans and invest-

ments abroad and by her. freight money. As the great carrying
nation of the world all other nations have made contribution to
her, and the largest of these contributors has been the United
States. Im 1920 the United Kingdom's net national income from
shipping, ‘as estimated by a leading Engl'sh shipping journal,
was 840,000,000 pounds. The economics of this situation af-
ford opportunity for argnment, but it may suffice for the pres-
ent purpose to say that, when our merchants sell goods for de-
livery abroad, if the freight money is paid to a foreign ship,
that money, or at least the transportation profit involved, is
deducted from the nation’s capital and is added to the *in-
visible exports’ of the carrying nation; if the goods are carried
in an American ship the freight money is retained here and the
profit in the transaction is added to the nation’s wealth. Our
contributions of freight money to other nations in the last half
century will aggregate a sum in millions quite impossible of
estimation.

“ It is interesting at the moment to read the thought expressed
by President Grant upon the subject in a message to Congress
in 1870: ‘Building ships and navigating them utilizes vast
capital at home; it creates a home market for the farm and the
shop; it diminishes the balance of trade against us precisely to
the extent of freight and passage money paid to American ves-
sels, and gives us a supremacy of the seas of inestimable value
in case of foreign war.'

“In view of the reasons here set forth, it is hardly conceivable
that the people of the United States will be willing to with-
hold from their merchant marine the comparatively moderata
amount of money needed to sustain it, permit the flag that has
been recently shown in every part of the world to be wholly
withdrawn from the seas, and the ships their patriotism and
sacrifice bronght into being sold to foreigners and employed as
carriers for the commerce of the United States under- alien
flags. =

“@iven such support by the Government as the exigencles
arising from higher costs of construction and operation and
present lack of experience demand, there is every reason to be-
lieve that in a few years the American shipowner will regain
that prestige which his predecessors in the sailing-ship days
commanded, and that we shall again see the country’s flag
flying in every port of the seven seas. When that day arrives
it may be reasonably assumed that the American shipowner will
have attained the self-reliance and the capacity to compete on
equal terms with the rest of the world his earlier prototype
acquired by long and hard experience, because °‘the ocean
knows no favorites. Her bounty is reserved for those who have
the, wit to learn her secrets, the courage to bear her buffets,
and the will to persist, through good fortune and ill, in her
rugged service." "

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

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the gentle-
men of the committee for their patient hearing, and I ask the
privilege to revise and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Louisiana? [After a pause.] The Chair hears
none, :

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I move that
the committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Tizsox, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on. the state of the Union, reported that
that committee having had under consideration the bill H. R.
12817 had come to no resolution thereon.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent—

Mr, GALuivaAx was granted leave of absence for 10 days on
account of death in family. \

Mr. BurroNn was granted leave of absence for five days on
account of illness. :

EXTENSION OF REMARKS.

Mr. LARSEN. Mpr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting an extract from
the Valdosta Times of Wednesday, November 15, 1922, con-
taining an address of my colleague [Hon. W. C, LANKFoRD], de-
livered in Valdosta, Ga., at an armistice day celebration, No-
vember 11, 1922, and have the same printed in 8-point type.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani-
mons consent to extend his remarks in the manner indicated.
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

[From Valdosta Times, November 15, 1922.]

The following is the full text of the excellent and patriotic
armistice day address, delivered in Valdosta, last Saturday, by
Congressman WiLLiaM C. Laxxrorp, of the eleventh district:
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Ladies and gentlemen, I appreciate very much this oppor-
tunity of addressing the American Legion membership and
their friends of Valdosta, of Lownfles county, and of the sur-
rounding counties of Georgia and Florida.

1t is my purpose to speak at this time of the service which
has been rendered our eountry by our patriots now still in life
as well as by those who have passed off this stage of actien
and of the duty we owe to them, to ourselves, and to those
who shall live after us.

That great and matchless leader, Robert H. Lee, said,
“Duty is the sublimest word in the English langunage,” and he
was right about it. The due and true performance of duty
to ourselves, to our fathers, mothers, relatives, and friends,
to our country, and to our God constitutes the supremest
patriotism. Duty, as Lee saw duty, and as was truly performed
by Lee under all circumstanees in war and in peace, in all
relationships with his fellow man, with his native State and
his native Southland, and with his God, constituted the all of
human greatness. When duty is fully performed by any man
or set of men there arises a reciprocal obligation on the part
of those benefited by that performance of duty.

A father and mother discharge fully the duty they owe their
children, and there arises the blessed obligation on the part
of the children to love, honor, obey, and help with the tenderest
care those to whom they owe their all. A good citizen helps
under all circumstances his fellow man, and his fellow man
owes him a reciprocal obligation. A nation’s bravest and best
marches away to battle and win their country’s cause; and,
with some dead, others erippled and blind, but all erowned with
everlasting glory, they come marching back to take their places
again in clvil life, and the country owes them a debt of grati-
tude which can never be fully paid in money. Oh, the never-
ending debt of love we owe to the memory of those who gained
our independence and who sacrificed at Lexington, Valley
Forge, and Yorktown! How our hearts swell within us as we
recall the heroism and patriotism of our noble men and women
in every emergency, from Bunker Hill to the armistice, which
we are met here to commemorate, and from the first trip of
white men under Capt. John Smith up the Potomae to the
present site of our Nation’s Capital to the day of the airplane.
The half has never been told of the sacrifices at home and
overseas of our people in the great World War. Our boys
faced an enemy such as was never faced before, and our boys
fought as men never fought before—and won.

All honor and glory to our boys who went across, and all

honor and glory to their fathers and mothers who stayed at

home and suffered all the agonies of all battles while they
knew their dear ones were risking their all fighting the most
terrible war ever staged and fought by wild and frenzied men,
Men and women all over our land did nobly their parts, and vic-
tory is ours.

Ladies and gentlemen, I would gladly build, and I am sure
you all would gladly build with me, 2 monument to our heroes
and heroines of all onr wars and of peace times—a monument
the apex of which would reach the highest heavens. We can
not build such a monument of brass or of marble, but we can
build such a monument by preserving the principles for which
our people have fought and sacrificed and upon which our
Nation was founded by honoring and teaching our children to
honor our great men and women and our great citizenship of
common people; by preserving our institutions; and by making
our Nation steadfast, secure, and imperishable. We ean build
such 8 monument to heaven by the prayers of a God-fearing
and God-loving people ascending to the throne of the great
I Am, seeking divine guidance for us and our posterity, that our
great principles and great institutions might be preserved and
our Nation not perish from the earth.

Shall this “ Government of the people, for the people, and by
the people " perish from the earth?

We want to believe that our Nation is steadfast and secure
and that it is as imperishable as the sun, But we must re-
member that the expression, “That this Government of the
people, for the people, and by the people shall not perish from
the earth” was not uttered as a prophesy, but, rather, as a
prayer that our Nation might never fall, The greatest monu-
ment we can possibly build te our heroes and patriots of the
past and present, living and dead, and of the conflicts of war
and of the pursuits of peace is to make our Nation imperishable
and preserve inviolate in this Nation every true principle and
every noble institution for which they saerificed and for which
they died.

It is easy enough for us to say this Nation shall never perish.
Let us see what all-sufficient reasons we have for the faith that
is within us. Shall our great expanse of terrifory, with Alaska
and our island possessions, be sufficient to save us? Has ter-

ritory ever saved any nation? We are not superior to England
in this respect. What about the territory of Russia and 8i-
beria? What about the territory of China? The territory of
Alexander the Great was bounded only by the rising and setting
sun, and yet as a nation it failed. Our great territory alone
can not save our Nation. Shall our great resources make our
Nation permanent? What of the resources of other nations?
What about the resources of Argentina? What about the oil
fields of Mexico, the diamond fields of Africa, and the mineral
and other resources of European countries? Our resources will
helptus, but we need yet other things to perpetuate our Govern-
ment.

Can we rely on our great Army and the wonderful fighting
qualities of our American men? Cmsar's legions grandly and
proudly marched out of Rome with their helmets and bayonets
glistening in the rising sun, and yet where is the mighty Roman
Empire for which they fought? Napoleon's mighty army at
one time it seemed would overrun all of Europe, and yet the
tiny snowflakes of the morth became the winding sheet of
thousands of his bravest and best and forced him to retreat,
only later to meet defeat at Waterloo and die in exile on St.
H%e:;a's barren coast.

aiser William thought he would overrun all of Eur and
the world with his mighty fighting machine, only to moala):t the
most crushing and humiliating defeat. Surely a mighty army
without more can not save our Nation. Is our Navy sufficient
to make our Nation imperishable?

Can we put our faith in the Navy of Perry, of Decatur, of
Farragut, of Sampson, of Schley, and of Dewey? Can we rely
on the Navy which carried the boys over and brought them
back in the last war? Tf any country could expect its navy
to save it from failure, we could, but no nation ecan build a.
navy large enough to preserve it without other saving forces,
The great armada went down in defeat. Then, again, as fast
as a navy is builded it becomes antiquated and is discarded. The
airplane makes the battleship as a fighting machine only prob-
lematical, and yet no nation can rely on the airplane for its
preservation. Neither can we feel assured of our Nation's
security because of the inventive genius and learning of the
American people. We are proud of American progress and
accomplishments; but we must remember other nations and
peoples are progressive and our own inventions help to make
other nations strong.

If we can not rely on our territory, resources, Army, Navy,
or learning, either separately or collectively, then shall our
Nation perish, or is there saving power in other factors? Is
there no Strong Lion of the tribe of Judah to loose the great
seals and open the great book of mystery and let us read of
our Nation's future and learn what we shall do to save our
country? The seals are loosed, the great book is open; there
is no mystery about the plan of our national salvation. Our
forefathers have ghown us the way. That for which our fore-
fathers and their families braved the perils of the Atlantic and
faced the wild beasts and savage Indians of an unknown country
and for which they later fought their mother country is all
sufficient. The same factors which were sufficient to establish
on this continent our form of government and which have pre-
served it to this good hour are sufficient in the future to save
this Government.

The preservation of three factors in our Nation's existence
will make our Nation imperishable, These essential factors are
our great principles, onr great men and women, and our great
institutions. Our country is great because of the great prin-
ciples embraced in the Declaration of Independence, in our Con-
stitution, and in the very beginning and life of our Government.
Among the great principles which must be preserved are “ the
separation of church and State”; “the right to worship God
according to the dictates of one’s own conscience ”; “ religious
freedom " ; “ equal rights to all and special privileges to none”;
the theory that *all men are created equal ”; the right of each
community, so far as practical, to govern itself; the right of
local self-government; *“ State rights”; “freedom of the
press ”; and the right of public assembly and free discussion of
matters of public concern. I shudder with fear when I see these
principles disregarded and laws enacted in vieolation of them.
There is a tendency now to get away from the old moorings,
The theory of no class legislation is now a theory or principle
in name only. Nearly all national legislation is for special
classes and against the great mass of common folks, This is
true of the so-called protective tariff system. Then there is the
great centralization of power in Washington and the depriving
of the people of local self-government and of State rights. The
people of the different sections of our country need different
legislation, so local self-government is best for all. If we cen-
tralize fully all power at the Nation's Capitol, then carry to the
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full limit the theory that to the victor belongs the spoils, and
give the Chief Executive a large Army to enforce the decrees
of himself and his spoilsmen, then we have as bad form of gov-
ernment as the sun ever shone on. ]

Another great principle of our fathers was that our National
Government should be divided into three great branches or di-
visions, to wit, the legislative, the execative, and the judicial,
and that neither of these should overlap or encroach on the
prerogatives of the other. Much of present national legislation
is contrary to this principle.

Only recently the President was given the right to manipu-
late tariff rates in defiance of this principle. Lump-sum appro-
priations, with the right to some appointive officer to distribute
the funds, is also contrary to this principle. There is scarcely
a single great principle of our forefathers which is not now
being overridden. It is time to stop, take our bearings, ascer-
tain where we are drifting, and turn aside before it is too late.

Our great danger of downfall is not from invading armies;
it is from decay on the inside. We want to get back to the
principles for which our forefathers contended. My noble young
men of the American Legion, your victory is in vain unless you
and the rest of our citizenship can preserve our great principles,
our great men and women, and our great institutions, We
honor our great men and women. We honor our first Presi-
dent, and we honor our great men and women who have writ-
ten their names on history’s page. But we must remember
that Washington did not cross the Delaware alone. He did
not force the surrender of Burgoyne single handed, He was
not the only man present at the surrender of Cornwallis at
Yorktown.

Robert E. Lee, great and good and beloved as he was, did not
stage the great defense of the South alone. In this, the greatest
defense of home, of true principles, and of sacred rights ever
made since the stars first sang together, Robert E. Lee and
“ Stonewall ” Jackson had the aid of the other southern gen-
erals, had the aid of the brave, gallant, southern men who
fought under them, and the aid of the great, splendid citizen-
ghip of the entire South who could not take part in the battles,
but who remained at home and sacrificed and suffered there as
patriots have never suffered before or since.

Thus it has always been and always will be. The great men
and women of our country are not only those whose names
appear on history’s pages or who accumulate great wealth or
who hold office, but the great men and women of our country
are those who do their part with never a thought of show but
with only the desire to serve nobly and well their family and
neighbors and to render acceptable service to their country and
to their God. :

Of more value to us than all the great expanse of territory,
all the resources, all of the standing armies, all of the navies,
and all the learning of a scientific nature is the great noble
citizenship of our country, which must be preserved and kept
pure if our Nation is to endure. Young men of the American
Legion, ladies, and gentlemen, you have done well your part in
the past; now your duty and my duty is to preserve that for
which you have fought and saved our Nation by saving our
great folks and giving them a fair deal. We must fight to
preserve our great principles, to secure proper legislation for
the laboring man, the farmer, and the great citizenship which
preserves our Nation in war and in peace, and we must all
fight to keep pure and sacred our institutions, our homes, our
schools, our ballot box, our form of government, our courts, and
our churches. We all love the name of Washington, and the
American people have builded to him yonder in Washington,
on the banks of the Potomac which he loved so well, a most
beautiful monument of granite, rising 555 feet into the sky. I
have studied that monument in all parts of Washington and
for miles and miles up and down the Potomac and from the
surrounding country. I have seen it on a clear day, a beautiful
shaft of white plercing the blue sky, and I have said, “ How
like the character and life of Washington, without a blemish,
sublimely grand and towering to the sky.”

Again, I have seen it with the dark clouds gathered about it
and with the lightning of the storm flashing thick and fast
about its magnificent shaft and yet it stood unharmed, and I
said, “ How like the immortal Washington in war”; and then
the storm clouds rolled away and I saw a rainbow, emblematiecal
of peace on earth and good will to men, hanged from the Vir-
ginia hills over the monument and over the Nation’s Capitol
to the waters of the Chesapeake, and I said, “ How like Wash-
ington and the country-for which he fought after the storm
clouds of the Revolution had passed away.”

Again, I have seen the base of that Monument completely
hidden by the low-lying clouds along the Potomac while the top
of the Monument was aglow with the sunshine above the clouds,

and then I said, “How like the eternal principles for which
Washington and his men fought, which tower above the clouds
of petty strife and dissension into God's everlasting sunshine of
right.,” But, my friends, beautiful and magnificent a3 the Wash-
ington Monument is, it could not stand for a single second
of time unless its base went down through the mud of the
banks of the Potomac and was tied into the granite foundations
of the earth. So it is with the great and glorious Washington,
Unless he had been supported by a great citizenship of patriotic
Americans, his greatness would have never been known and
he could not have towered to the skies as the great patriot,
general, and statesman that he was. We must preserve our
great principles, our great men and our women, and our great
institutions if our Nation is to long endure. We must pre-
serve the sacredness of the ballot box and the selection of our
officials by popular vote. We must let every man, woman, and
child feel that they are part of this Government and that the
Government is giving all a fair deal and equal protection, and
all must not only feel this way, it must be this way. As our
people lose the right to legislate for themselves and to control
their local affairs they become less satisfied and the Nation
becomes weaker.

Not only must the sacredness of the ballot box be preserved
but every voter should feel that he is performing a sacred duty
when he casts his ballot, and he should be influenced by no
motive but that of his country’s good, and that vote when cast
should have its full effect in shaping the destiny of his or her
country. I can not express too often my great fear of the
centralization of power in Washington and the abridgment of
the rights of the States to control their own affairs. Neither
can I warn you, my friends, too much of the danger of ap-
pofg;tment of officers by the President to manage our local -
a 1rs.

What good is the right to vote if that vote is to count for
naught? Let us look well to these things. We must preserve
our form of National Government, our form of State and
county government, and other local government as our fore-
fathers intended, not as some would have us make them now,
Three other institutions which I would specially mention as
most essential to our national existence are the American
school, the American church, and the American home. Our
American schools mean the upbuilding of our Nation or its
undoing. Much education along the wrong line is bad. Edu-
cation along the right line is good. Our boys and girls should
be taught not only book knowledge but should be imspired
to live better and nobler lives. The purest and best patriot-
ism should be instilled in them, and by patriotism I do not
mean the love of military affairs and the love of war. Patriot-
ism oftimes means anything but things of a military nature
and means the abhorrence of war. True patriotism only coun-
tenances war as the only and last honorable alternative in a
crisis of a country. Patriotism is love of country, and there
can be no love of country without the love of boys and girls
and their fathers and mothers.

Our schools must teach loyalty to our Government first, last,
and all the time, and our Government must remain worthy of
that loyalty. There must be countenanced no loyalty fo any
foreign power or potentate. Our Nation must be first in the
love of our people. I would that every school in our land
had the Declaration of Independence on one wall and the
Constitution of our Nation on the other, with the American
flag waving overhead, and with teachers training our boys and
girls to be great men and women of a great citizenship and
to stand for the great principles of our fathers, to love our
great men and women, and to preserve our great institutions,
In our schools the guardians of our Nation’s future are being
made. We must preserve our schools in all the purity of
thought and patriotism of the days of long ago. We must pre-
serve the principles of religious freedom and of separation
of church and state brought to this side of the Atlantic by
our forefathers. The Government must not interfere with the
right of all to worship God according to the dictates of each
one’'s own conscience, and no religious denomination should be
allowed to interfere with the matters of state for the purpose
of furthering the interest of that denomination.

I fear very much the great tendency to do away with the
American Sabbath. Many people believe that freedom of re-
ligious thought means freedom from religious thought, I shud-
der at the prevalent propaganda staged for the purpose of
causing the young manhood and womanhood of the country to
forget the churches of our ancestors. Our ancestors came over
to the New World full of patriotism and full of the desire to
worship God unmolested by the Government, each under his
own vine and fig tree, as suited him or her best. Our Gov-
ernment was founded on these principles, and fail we shall as
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a Nation when we stray from them. When the fathers and
mothers out in the country and in the cities gather their chil-
dren about them on the Sabbath day and go to the church of
their own choosing, we have a splendid exemplification of the
times of our fathers and mothers of long ago and know that
there is a growth ef love of home, love of neighbors, love of
native land, and Jove of God which should be an inspiration to
all of us. We need in some sections -of this country a new
baptism of patriotism. There are too many profiteers and not
enough patriots. There is no higher patriotism and love of
people, native land, and God then that taught in the old book
of our fathers, the Bible of onr mothers. Real patriotism is
that expressed in service of our fellow man, and there are no
higher and grander lessons of service than those taught by
Christ.

Christ teaches us to feed the hungry, clothe the naked, care
for the sick, and visit those in prison, and then says, “ Verily,
verily, 1 say unto you, inasmuch as ye did it unto one of the
least of these, my brethren, ye did it to me.”” So it is with
those who help bring about conditions which enable our great
common people to feed, clothe, and care for properly them-
selves and their children.

When we help the farmers and our great citizenship of
people who feed, clothe, and save our Nation, we save not
only them but our Nation also.

We must preserye our great principles, our great citizenship,
and our great institutions, and of our great institutions none is
greater than the American home. By the home I do not simply
mean a house where people live; I mean a real home with home
influence. Some one has said home is a place where mother
lives, “Be it ever so humble there is no place like home.”

- Home may not be a mansion—it ofttimes is a simple cottage.
Most real homes are humble abodes where father and mother
live and where children romp and play, and where the future
great men and women of our Nation are growing up. Our
Nation can not endure without the American home and with the
American home saved our great principles, our great citizen-
ship, our great institutions will be preserved and all will be
made steadfast.

No move worth while was ever made which was not to make
homes and home life better and happier. No law worth its
place on the statute books was ever enacted which did not
mean protection and assistance to home life, No army ever
fonght for a just cause unless that army fought for the
homes of its men. If our homes are pure, our Nation is pure,
and if our homes fail and are without the power to raise great
children to preserve our principles and institutions, then our
Nation is rotten at the heart and can mot endure. As the
Mississippi flows on its way to the great ocean a pure sweet
stream flows in to purify it, and then a dark muddy stream
flows in to make if muddy and black, and so it is with the
home life of our people—the great Mississippi of our Nation.
If the influences of whatever nature they may be that come into
the home life of our people are pure and sweet, then our
home life and omr natiomal life is pure and sweet and im-
perishable, but if the influences coming into the homes of our
people are dark and corrupt, then our homes fail and our
Nation will perish.

My friends, thank God the war is over, and may we never
have another war, but the battle for the right is still on. The
great monster of sectional intolerance, of political hatred, and
of financial greed still raises his awful head, grinning defiance
to all we hold sacred and seeking to destroy our institutions,
our schools, our churches, our homes, our children, our people,
and our Nation, Let us fight as our fathers fought to save our
loved ones and to save our country.

Let us all take part in the conflict to make onr Nation im-
perishable. May we and those following us keep up the fight
so nobly carried by our fathers, and at last when all are
gathered before the great white throne may it be found that
our Nation proved to be imperishable, and may our flag still
wave, kept and redeemed by the only blood which has the
power to save.

HOUR OF MEETING TO-MORROW.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman
from Alabama, just before leaving a few minutes ago, said to
me that in view of the reguests for time for debate on this
matter it would be very agreeable to him, if agreeable to the
majority, to meet at 11 o’clock to-morrow. Does the gentleman
from Massachusetts object?

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I told people we would
not meet until 12, but I have no objection.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman make that
request?

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, T ask unani-
mous consent that when thé House adjourns it adjourn to meet
at 11 o'clock to-morrow.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks
unanimous consent that when the House adjourns it adjourn
to meet to-morrow at 11 o'clock. Is there objection? [After a
pause.] The Chair hears none.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED,

Mr. RICKETTS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bill
of the following title, when the Speaker sizned the same:

H. R. 12859. An act to provide for certain expenses incident
to the third session of the Sixty-seventh Congress,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS,

Mr. O’'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask the privilega
of including in the revision of my remarks the address referred
to in said remarks and have it printed in 8-point type—that is,
the address from the United States Chamber of Commerce.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none,

ADJOURNMENT,

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts, Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at € o’clock and 31
minutes p. m.), the House adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday,
November 25, 1922, at 11 o'clock a. m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows:

708. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Navy, trans-
mitting a list of disbursing officers of the Navy who have been
relieved of losses to and including November 15, 1922, under
the provisions of the naval act approved July 11, 1919; to the
Committee on Naval Affairs.

709. A letter from the Postmaster General, transmitting a
list of claims on account of loss by fire, burglary, ete., acted
upon by the Postmaster General from July, 1921, to June 30,
1922; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. MOORES of Indiana: Joint Select Committee on Dis-
position of Useless Executive Papers. Report No. 1259. A re-
port on fhe disposition of useless papers in the Navy Depart-
ment. 'Ordered to be printed.

CHANGE OF REFERENOCE.
Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged

from the consideration of the following bill and executive com-

munication, which were referred as follows:

A bill (H. R. 12078) granting a pension to Mary B, Gray-
son; Commiftee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

A letter from the Acting Postmaster General, transmitting
a statement showing the post offices where it was necessary
to employ clerical assistance at a higher rate than $1.200 a
year and the amount aunthorized at each office; Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads discharged, and referred to the
Committee on Appropriations.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS,

Under clause 3 of Rule XXTI, bills, resolnutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BLANTON: A bill (H. R. 12097) granting relief to
the Metropolitan police and to the officers and members of the
fire department of the District of Columbia; to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

By Mr, VOLSTEAD: A bill (H. R. 12098) to create a com-
mission to recommend to Congress amendments necessary in
order to simplify the pleading, practice, and procedure in cer-
tain Federal courts; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. WINGO: A bill (H. R. 12809) to permit public ac-
cess to national cemeteries on Armistice Day, and for ether
purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. BOIES: A bill (H. R. 13000) granting the consent
of Congress to the -eity of Sioux City, Towa, and to Union
County, in the State of Soath Dakota, to construet, maintain,
and operate a bridge across the Big Sioux River 2} miles
north of the mouth of said river; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,
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By Mr. ANDREW of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 13001)
to enlarge and extend the post-office building at Haverhill,
Mass.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. LANGLEY: A bill (H. R. 13002) to increase the
pensions of those who have lost limbs or have been totally
disabled in the same in the military or naval service of the
United States: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, BEEDY: A bill (H. R. 13003) providing for the
erection of a public building at Portland, Me., and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. ANTHONY: A bill (H. R. 13004) authorizing the
Secretary of War to lease to the Kansas Electric Power Co,, its
successors and assigns, a certain tract of land in the military
reservation at Fort Leavenworth; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

By Mr. SUMNERS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 13005) amenda-
tory of and supplemental to an act entitled *An act to incorpo-
rate the Texas Pacific Railroad Co., and to aid in the construe-
tion of its road, and for other purposes,” approved March 3,
1871, and acts supplemental thereto, approved, respectively,
May 2, 1872, March 3, 1873, and June 22, 1874 ; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ARENTZ: A bill (H. R. 13006) to authorize the ac-
quisition of a site and the erection of a Federal building at
Lovelock, Pershing County, Nev.; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. ROUSE: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 392) providing
for the delivery of mail notwithstanding failure to provide re-
ceptacles therefor ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads.

By Mr. RAINEY of Illtnais Joint resolution (H, J. Res. 393)

providing for the appointment of a joint commtttee of Congress
to investigate the holding of initiations and ceremonies in the
United States Capitol and other public buildings by the Ku-Klux
Klan; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. FAIRCHILD : Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 394) limit-
ing the operation of the immigration act of May 19, 1921, as
amended by joint resolution of May 11, 1922; to the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. ROUSE: Resolution (H. Res. 451) directing the Post-
master General to transmit to the House of Representatives cer-
tain information relative to the manufacture of covers of door
slots and mail receptacles for use of the United States City
Delivery Service; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CHINDBLOM: A bill (H. R. 13007) granting a pen-
gion to Alonzo G. Hindman ; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. COLE of 'Ohio: A bill (H. R. 13008) granting a pen-
sion to Allie Powell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsp, a bill (H. R. 13009) granting a pension to Rebecca M.
Pickel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 18010) granting an increase of pension to
Lula Reeder; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 13011) granting an increase of pension to
Catherine Boardman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 13012) granting an increase of pension to
Ralph Waite ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13013) granting an increase of pension to
Mary C. Cole; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CROWTHER: A bill (H. R, 13014) granting an in-
crease of pension to Martin G. Lyons; to the Committee on
Pensions, :

Also, a bill (H. R. 13015) granting a pension to William
Schuyler; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H, R. 13016) granting an increase of pension to
Catherine Brower ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FITZGERALD: A bill (H. R, 13017) granting an in-
crease of pension to Alexander LeClaire; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GREEN of Iowa: A bill (H. R, 13018) granting a pen-
sion to George H. Howe; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LONGWORTH : A bill (H. R, 13019) granting an in-
crease of pension to Caroline Carruth; to the Comumittee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 18020) granting a pension to Susan Bru-
naugh; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. McKENZIE: A bill (H. R. 13021) granting a pension
to Angie Page; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MAPES: A bill (H. R. 13022) granting a pension to
Elijah Burt; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 13023) granting a pension to John Bern-
hardt; to the Committee on Pengions.

By Mr‘ MONDELL: A bill (H. R, 13024) for the rellet ot
August Nelson ; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. MOORE of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 13025) granting
a pension to Anna Danison; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. ROBSION: A bill (H, R. 13026) granting an in-
crease of pension to William 8. Arnold; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 13027) granting en increase
of pension to Alice Howe; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 13028) granting an increase of pension
to Mrs. Cashmere Russell; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R, 13029) granting an increase
of pension to Dennis Conner; to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. VINSON: A bill (H. R. 18030) granting an increase
of pension to Thomas M. Benton; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr, VOLSTEAD: A bill (H. R. 13031) to permit Mahlon
Pitney, an Associate Justice of the Supreme Court of the
Unifed States, to retire; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

6459. By Mr. COLE of Ohio: Petitions of the various churches
of Upper Sandusky, Ohio; the Methodist Protestant, Methodist
Episcopal, and Presbyterian Churches of Forest, Ohio; and the
Methodist Episcopal and Methodist Protestant Churches of Ar-
lington, Ohio, indorsing H. R. 9753, providing for Sunday ob-
servance; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

6460. By Mr. KAHN: Petition of 4,716 citizens favoring an
amendment to the so-called Volstead prohibition law, allowing
the manufacture and sale of light wines and beer; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

6461. By Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Sons
and Daughters of Liberty, members of Turtle Creek Valley
Council, No. 191, and citizens of Pennsylvania, asking for the
passage of the Towner-Sterling bill, for the creation of a de-
partment of education; to the Committee on Education.

6462, Also, petition of the legislative committee of the Ameri-
can Legion, urging passage of the adjusted compensation meas-
ure; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

6463. By Mr, KISSEL: Petition of Francis M, Savage, North—
west Savings Bank, Washington, D. C,, regarding the Riggs Na-
tional Bank opening a branch bank at Eighteenth Street near
Columbia Road, District of Columbia; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Saruroay, November 25, 1922.

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

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

In this moment of silence, our Heavenly Father, speak to us.
Thou alone art able to whisper to the human heart. Do Thou
vitalize all good purposes, all noble vows, and all desires after
the best things of life. May we never forget Thy benefits and
may our memories be quick to retain all Thy gracious mercies.
0O God, be with our country. In all our material greatness
may there be at its roots the fear of God and the love of virtue,
Enable us as a people to grow in moral energy, expand in intel-
lectual happiness, and contribute to the spiritual hope and
salvation of mankind, In the name of Jesus, our Savior.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.
THE MERCHANT MARINE,

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the further eonsidemtion of the
bill H. R. 12817,

The SPEARKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts moves
that the House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole
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