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Congressional Record.

PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE SIXTY-SEVENTH CONGRESS
SECOND SESSION.

SENATE.
Taurspay, March 23, 1922.
(Legisiative day of Thursday, March 16, 1922.)

The Senate met in open executive session at 11 o'clock a. m.,
on the expiration of the recess,
As in legislative session,

SERVICES FOR SOLDIER DEAD AT BROOKLYN, N. Y.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In compliance with Senate con-
current resolution 20, the Chair designates Mr. CArper, Mr.
FErRNALD, My, SPENCER, Mr. Broussarp, and Mr. Harris as the
members of the committee on the part of the Senate to repre-
sent Congress it the ceremonies attending the arrival of the last
of the bodies of American soldiers from the battle fields of
France.

EMPLOYMENT OF ATTORNEYS BY ALIEN PROPERTY CUSTODIAN.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
communication from the Alien Property Custodian, relative to
information requested by the Senate pursuant to Senate resolu-
tion 191, which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed
in the Recorp:

ALIENX PROPERTY CUFITDDI.\N,
Washington, D. C., March 20, 1922,
The Vice PRESIDENT,

The Capitol, Washinglon,

Deap Mr. Vice PRESIDENT : On January 13, 1922, T addressed a com-
munication to the Bepate through you, informing them of the receipt
by this office of Senate resolution 191, directing that certain information
be sent by this office to your honorable body. At that time I indicated
that the information would be prepared as expeditiously as possible.

I am taking the liberty of writing you again concerning this matter,
baving noted from remarks on the floor of the Senate several days ago
an inference that the information requested in the Senate's resolution
was not forthcoming, and that this office had been negligent in not
supplyinfg the same. 1 desire to notify the Senate through you that
the employees of this office have devoted as much time as has been
posgible an this work. With an increase of daily and routine work
and a reduced personnel it has been impossible to complete the data
requested up to now. To date the work on the regnrt comprises zeveral
thousand tygewritten pages, and before completion this amount will
be congiderably increased.

I wish to assure you that everyone in this office is thoroughly ap-
prised of the import of complying with the Senate’s resolution, and ri.t
is mfl intention to forward this report to yon at least in part, if not
in whole, within 10 days.

Respectfully,
TroMAS W. MILLER,
Alien Property Custodian,

CALL OF THE ROLL,
Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.
The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ball Iale Myers Sheppard
Brandegee Harreld Nelson Shields
Bursum Harris New Shortridge
Cameron Harrison Newberry Simmons
Capper Heflin Nicholson Smith
Caraway Hitcheock Norbeck Spencer
Colt Johnson Norris Stanfield
Culberson Jones, Wash, Oddie Sterling
Cumming Kellogg Overman Sutherland
Curtis Kendrick Page Swangon
Dial Keyes Pepper Townsend
du Pont Ladd Phipps Underwood
Edge La Follette Pittman Wadsworth
Ernst Lenroot Poindexter Walsh, Mont.
Fernald Lodge Pomerene Warren
Franoce McKellar Ransdell Watson, Ga.
Glass McKinley Rawson Weller
Gooding McNary Robinson Wiliis

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I desire to announce that the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. McCumper], the -Senator from Utah
[Mr. Smoor], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA ForLrerTe],
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. DituiNeeHAM], the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. McLeax], the Senator from Indiana

[Mr. Warsox], and the Senator from New York [Mr. Carper]
are detained at a meeting of the Committee on Finance,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-two Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

OPINION CONSTRUING TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1920 (8. DOC. NO. 172).

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr., President, I ask unanimous consent to
have prinfed as a public document a very important opinion,
very recently rendered by the Federal court of Ohio, upon a
phase of the transportation act of 1920. 1 think it desirable
that it should have general circulation.

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the aspect of the transportation
act involved ?

My, CUMMINS, It is with regard to the jurisdiction of the
Inte!rstate Commerce Commission over electric and interurban
roads,

Mr. ROBINSON., That is a very important matter.

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

ADVANCES FOR BENEFIT OF AGRICULTURAL INTERESTS.

Mr. POMERENE., Mr. President, I have before me a state
ment which was sent to me by the War Finance Corporation
as to advances which have been made for the henefit of agri-
cultural interests, and also showing the distribution of the
money among the several States, I think it iz a matter that
will be of considerable interest to Senators. Therefore I ask
that it may be incorporated in the Recorp and also that it be
referred to the Committee on Finance,

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

War FINANCE CORPORATION,

OPERATIONS OF THE WAR FINANCE CORPORATION FROM JANUARY 4, 1921,
TO AND INCLUDING MARCH 11, 1s22.

I. Advances to assist in financing eaports under sections 21, 22, and
2}} (par. 2), approved from Janwary 4, 1921, to March 11, 1922, dnclu-
sive.

(Bec. 21 was added fo the original War Finance Corporation act by
the act of Mar. 3. 1919, and seecs. 22 and 24 by the agricultural credits

act of Aug. 24, 1921.)

COMMODITY.
{015 e A el T e S et e e S £5, 209, 810. 69
Tobacco - —— e == 3,508, 369. 77
Qotton—co o oot ——— 83,572, 378.21

400, 000. 00
1, 000, 000. 00
1, 400, 000, 00
250, 000. 00

Meat products . _
Cobdenabd YR e e e e T A WS,
Textile products coc e -

Sheet steel — oo 180, 000. 00
0175 ool SRS e O 145, GOM. 00
Sugar-mill machivery_____ 470, D66, 36
Agricultural machinery 500, 000, 00
Raivoad equipment 2, 925, 000. 00
Lumber - e Tl T el 1, 000, 000, 00

R e T e e o o 50, 250, 120. 03

Total does not include advances aggrezating $27,387,816.10 originally
applied for and approved under section 21 for export purposes, and
subﬂl’!&uently withdrawn by the ap?lh.'ants and resubmitted and ap-

proved as advances for agricultural purposes under section 24. f

the total amount $37,573,650.26 represents advances approved subse-

guent Lo August 24, 1921,

II. Advances to banking and financing institutions and eooperative
associations for * ayrienltural ond Hee-stock purposes ™ wunder see-
rism 2} (par. 1), approved from August 2§, 1921, to Mareh 11, 1922, inclu-
sive.

Sec, 24 was added to the original War Finance Corporation act
by the agricultural credits act of Aug. 24, 1921.)

(A) BY COMMODITIES.

e e LR RS L —=-=~ $23, 404, 200. 52
Grain. - 21, 290, 189, 31
Live stock- e e e e A e e DA R B4, 127, 443. 90
Sugar Dbeets _ et 9, 896, 000. 00
Rifter Lo s, S ST eyl iy e B el DT 2, 500, 000. 00
(878 0T B e T - B R e R i it 300, 000, 00
10y g o R0 o 00 R LR S L S e 1, 250, 000. 00
Peanuts = 1, 097, 700. 00
b T e s e e - 10, 000, 000. 00
General agricultural parposes____________________ 124, 224, 068. 53

Toml - e - -- 258, 189, 602, 26

AUTHENTICATED II——2‘?2 -
U.S. GOVERNMENT

INFORMATION
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This sum includes advances aggregating $27,387,816.10 originally
applied for and approved for export purposes (under sec. 21) and sub-
sequently withdrawn by the applicants and resubmitted and approved
as advances for agricultural purposes under the agricultural credits
act of August 24, 1921 (seec. 24).

{B) BY BTATES.
(1) To banking and financing institutions.

Alsb $321, 200. 60

Arizona __ =i o 2, 767, 500, 00
Arkansas e 242, 000. 00
California i m—— 2,108, 859. 06
Colorade _ . - -___"_ 6,177.163. 59
Florida = 710, 000, 00
T P LG SIS AT e 306, 000. 00
Idaho_ At A s SR e R 3, 117, 017. 28
Illinois e = 4, 814, 000. 00
Indlana ol 1, 105, 500. 00
lowa —-= 22,831, 616. 08
(T o R T I L S e S L S LS, 4, 390, 206. 40
Kentueky..- 346, 388. 66
Louisiana 1, 399, 399. TT
Michigan_ . ___ 20, 000, 00
Minnesota - 10, 581, 049, 26
Mississippi 1, 407, 838. 19
YT T RS AU ey o G S R i S T, 384, 270. 39
Montana 9, 533, 402. 50
Nebraska 11, 331, 415. 15
Nevada Vi 248, 000. 00
New Mexico LTl - 6,224 530.25
New York =i fi= 600, . 00
NorthCaxallpg el oty a e s e n i 345, 000, 00
O TR e e 17, Ti3, 272. 16
e : LT s 0
Oklahoma ___ = e , 188, g
Oregon.__—___ 3, 515, 112. 39
ot e A
t ota S LE ¥ ' .
uy A L B 2, T67, 560.00
Texas - 16, 719, 496, 44
Rl o e i 10, 651, 101, 00
Virginia ———e 1, 807,700.00
Washington A 79, 648. 00
Wisconsin 1y L SR R A St Yoy Lo A Ot 4, 269, 000. 00
Wyoming. T, 265, T44. 38
Total 2t 190, 801, 786. 16
(2) To perative iations
b e v e Ll D LB S U] S T L e N £ $1, 200, 000. 00
APERGRN S e Sk 1, 250, 000, 60
California 2, 800, 000, 00
Kentn 10, 000, 000. 00
Kentue ' y
Oklaboma | " A
Tennessee = &, 060, 0680, 29
Toxas_—— 9, 787, 666, 50
o be 3t 1 e e N DO e el B LI R 1, 006, 000. B0
Washington B, 827, 833. 65
Total__— 58, 887, 816. 10

This total includes advances aggregating $27,387,816.10 originally
applied for and approved for export purposes (under sec. 21) and sub-
sequently withdrawn by the applicants and resubmifted and approved as
advances for agrienltural purposes under the agricultural credits act
of August 24, 1921 (sec., 24).

1I1. Summary of advances for export and agricultural purposes tinder

sections 21, 22, and 2}, approved frowm Januwary ), 1921, te Mareh 11,

1922 inclusive.

noperative associafions $63, 650, 000. 00

%g 'gsnll’(ing and financing institotions . ___ 235, 824, 013. 40
Tao exporters 8, 965, T08. 89
Total 308, 439, 722. 29

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a telegram in
the nature of a petition from a mass meeting of citizens at San
Franciscq, Calif,, praying for the ratification of the treaties
prepared by the Conference on Limitation of Armament, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed in the Recorp,

as follows:
BAN Fraxcisco, Cavrr., March 22, 1922,
Hon. Canvis CoOLIDGE

IDGE,
Tice President of the United Btates, Washington, D. (.:

Ten thousand peace-loving men and women of San Irancisco assem-
bled in mass meeting to-night ordered transmitted to you the following
resolutions, which were umnimouslg adopted. We ask that you lay
these resolutions before the United States Senate:

« To the Senate of the United States of America: ;

“ Whereas pursuant to a resolution umanimously adopted by your
honorable body, as well as by the House of Representatives, the Presi-
dent of the Tnited States invited foreign pewers to jein with this Re-
public in a conference to consider the reduction of natienal armament,
and the invitation to join with this Republic in such a conference was
sceepted in good faith by the major powers of the world, and such con-
ference recognized that the un cause of war ts in a state
of mind wherein it is assumed that the disputes which inevitably arise
between nations will be determined by armed forces finding its initial
expression in hostile aggression. And it was determined by the distin-

ished representatives of all nations participating in the conference
&t a new state of mind conld be best ereated by evidencing to all peo-
ples of the world that international disputes would be approached and
solved through friendly conference rather than by te resort to

arms; and

“ Whereas this thought is the foundation upon which are based the
treaties ap ed at the conference on world disarmament and on which
hang the fanture peace and grosperﬂy of the civilized world and now
presented to your honorable body for ratification ; and

*“ Whereas Senator Hras W. JoHNS0x, one of the Senators now repre-
senting California in your body, has joined in epposition to the fgur-
po:er treaty :

Now, therefore, we, citizens of California in mass meeting ussembled
in 8an Franeisco, comprising every religieus and political faith, having
a profound desire for peace and mutual nnr(emtanging amengst nations,
mindful still of the dying cries of 10,000,000 men, and trusting in the
wisdom and policy of the President of the United States and his dis-
tinguished Amercan asseciates who so sueeessiully guided the confer-
ence, do here am_i now urge the ratifieation of afl of the treaties as
‘tll?:met?i t::f! :l.\er tg:nshting:%n conf%enfe. and we do further declare that

a e o ator Hirax W. JoHNSON 0
b’ E:"“fs*d (?;imom. does not reflect our sober

“ Resolved, at copies of this resolution be forwarded by telegraph
g) the President of t]?e United States, to the President of the United
States Senate, to Senator Lobas, chairman of the Committee on Fereign
Relations, to Senator Himam W. Jonxsox, and to Semator SamuEn

SHORTRIDGE,”
W. W. Morrow, Chairman.

Mr, TOHNSON subsequently said: Mr. President, just prior
to the recess there were presented by the Vice President certain
resolutions passed at a meeting in California with some refer-
ences to myself. They were ordered printed in the Recorp. I
ask, wi thoql: reading it, that my reply to the particular telegram
gay be printed immediately following the resolutions in ques-

on.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr., McNArY in the chair).
Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. Jornson's telegram is as follows:

[Telegram.]
WasHINGTON, D. C., March 23, 1922,
Hon. W. W. Morrow,

Judge of the Unl,tcd States Cireuit Court, San Francisco, Calif.:

I have just received your telegram transmitting to me resolutions
passed at a mass meeting held March 22 in San Francisco.

I am always very glad to have the views of any considerable number
of my constituents, and, indeed, of an{nlndivldul.l Californian. I recog-
nize the right of every man to his epinion and the public expression of
that opinion. In a democracy like ours it is not only appropriate but
helpful and healthy that individual and mass opinjons be transmitted
to those who briefly hold official power. But I recognize, too, that one
who occupies a position as United States Senator must, in the questions
which come to him, reach his decisions and cast his votes as his judgment
and his conscience dictate. He would, indeed, be a poor and contempti-
ble representative who yielded his conscience and his judgment to every
varying popular gust or te every demand which might be made upen
him by greups or individuals. I de not question the sincerity of your
opinion and that of these who met with you last night, and I welcome
your public expression of it. Eaqually, of course, I take it, you do not
question the sincerity of my opinion, and if 1 were cowardly enough to
Tail to give expression to it becauvse an'y one or any number of my con-
stitntents, however many or powerful, demanded otherwise, I would
forfeit fym.u' respect, and what is worse, and what I value more, I
weuld forfeit my own self .

You and I together but two short years ago faced what seemed to be
a rising and irresistible public elamor for a Leagne of Nations. With-
out thought of the effect, politically or otherwise, we fought then what
we believed to be a danger and a peril to the Republic. The exact
arguments that were then made, the methods to deter and to silence
ns, are those now employed. We were told then that there was a new
state of mind in the world; that dispntes between nations would be
solved through friendly conferemces rather than arms ; and that the
medium of their solution was the Leagne of Nations. e were told
then by some of the very gentlemen who &articipated in your meeting,
and by others who are now speaking in California, that if we did not
join the League of Nations our beloved country was headed straight for
war. You and I fought on though, because we belleved we were right,
and becanse we wanted to preserve our cherished heritage just as we
had received it for those who follow us. You and I desired to keep
our Nation, not aloof from others, but free from their controversies,
their spoliation, their imperialism, and their oppression. We fought
the good fight then and we won it. Time demonstrated every lugubri-
ous prophecy, and every dire prediction made by those opposing us, to
be utterly without foundation. To-day I believe substantially the same
situation confronts us. We are hy degrees heing taken into what two
years ago we so fortunately escaped. This step in the Pacific, in m
opinion, is but the prelude to others, If we are to enter the league {

refer to take my beating standing, and with head up enter the front
gom‘. rather than creep in the back.

1 recognize fully the peculiar psyrhoioﬁy with which we bave to deal
to-day, and I sympathize wholly with the yearning of all good people
forever to put an end to the horrors of war. I not oppose and I
never have opposed consultation among nations. I have always sin-
cerely advoeated it, and do so now. I am unable to understand why
it we seek consultation we do pot plainly say so, and when pretendin
only a desire for consultation we undertake to maintain British an
Japanesé possessions. Instead of conference and consultation alone the
treaty befere us provides for maintaining territory and meeting aggres-
sion. I do mot want to put any obligation, direct or indirect, express
or implied, upon our country, wpon our sons or our grandsons, to meet
aggression against British or Japanese possessions, and I will not do
g0, With the past so indelibly stamped in my memery, with my knowl-
edge of the world situation, a knowledge perhaps greater than that of
many of my constituents, I can neot by % vote take m ccrunu?' into a

rtnership with other nations which 1 inevitably lead us into un-
E:own perils and do just that against which you and I so vigerously
fought. The dangers, aye, the consequences, of just such agreements
as the ome under consideration are written in all the bloody pages of
history.

1 ogpose this present treaty which would earry us into a pact no

than that which was in part sible for the great World
War, use I wounld save this Nation and all the nations of the earth
from future murderous horrors devastating wars, In the name of
the 10,000,000 slain in the great World War invoked by you, in the
name of the hallowed graves of the Americans who un fishly gave
their lves, I would preserve my coun to play its great I:rm in its
appointed destiny free and unfettered, the leader of the nations of the
earth, the hope of civilization. It was to this and by this to prevent
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a recurrence of the awful tragedy from which we have just emerged, 1
gave of my substance and my effort in the diffieult contest we made
together, 1 believe, and I am sure on reflection, you will agree that
our country can aid the world better with our {aeals untouched, our
independence of action undiminished, under the policy by which we
have reached our present high eminenmce and great power, than as a
artner of Britain and Japan. I may have heen mistaken in my posi-
on two years ago; I may be mistaien now ; but then I fought, and
now I am fighting, as an American for my America, and God helping
me, I will continue that fight until I die.
HizaM W, JOENSON,

Mr. LODGE presented a resolution of the board of alder-
men of the eity of Somerville, Mass., favoring the passage of
an adjusted eompensation bill for veterans of the World War,
which was referred to the Committee on Finanece.

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Wellesley
and Dover, both in the State of Massachusetts, remonstrating
against the making of appropriations for the free distribution
of seeds, which was referred to the Commitiee on Appropria-
tions,

He also presented a resolution adopted by members of the
Oak Square Methedist Episcopal Chureh, of Brighton, Mass.,
favoring the passage of legislation for the relief of the suffer-
ing people of Austria, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented communications in the nature of petitions
of the congregations of the Church of Christ of Granby;
the Marlboro Methodist Episcopal Church, of Marlbero: and the
Oak Square Methodist Episcopal Chureh, of Brighton; a meet-
ing of the executive eouncil of the Beverly Churchmen’s Union,
representing men of seven Protestant churches and fhe Young
Men's Christian Association, ete., of Beverly; the Men's Club
of the Nerth Congregational Chureh, of Lynn; the executive
board of the Boston League of Women Voters, of Boston ; mem-
bers of the First Congregational Church of Georgetown; the
Bolton Monthly Meeting of Friends, of Bolton; the Kiwanis
Club of Norfhampton; members of the East Congregational
Church, of Ware, and the Federated Church of Somerset; a
meeting of the Boston Methodist Social Union, of Boston; the
eongregation ef the Seeond Church in Derchester (Congrega-
tional) ; a meeting of over 100, representing the men’s clubs of
the Baptist, Congregationalist, Episcopalian, and Universalist
Churches, of North Cambridge; a meeting of the Unitarian
Ministers’ Monday Club, of Boston; members of the First
Church in Cambridge ; members of the faculty of the College
of Liberal Arts of Boston University: members of the First
Parish in Cambridge and the Epworth Metnodist Episcopal
Church, of Cambridge, all in the State of Massachusetts, pray-
_ing for the ratification of the treaties prepared by the Con-
ference on Limitation of Armament, which were ordered to lie
on the table.

He also presented reselutions of the Emmet Club, of Brock-
ton, Mass,, protesting against the ratification of the four-pewer
and naval limitation treaties, which were ordered to lie on the
table. ; :

He also presented a resolution of the Grattan Literary Asso-
ciation, of Whitman, Mass., protesting against the ratifieation
of the four-power treaty, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented communications in the nature of memorials
of Thomas J. Fitzgerald Post, No. 561, Veterans of Fereign
Wars, of South Boston, and of the Central Couneil, United Irish
Soecieties, of Springfield, both in the State of Massachusetts,
protesting against the ratification of the treaties prepared by the
Conference on Limitation of Armament, which were ordered to
lie on the table.

Mr. MOSES presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Berlin,
N. H., remonstrating against the enaetment of legislation pro-
viding for compulsory Sunday observance in the District of
Columbia, which was referred to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

Mr. WARREN presented a resolution adopted by the Fremont
County Beekeepers' Association, of Lander, Wyo,, favoring in-
clusion in the pending tariff bill of an adequate duty en im-
ported honey of not less than 5 cents per pound, which was
referred to the Comnmittee on Finance,

Mr. CAPPER presented a resolution adopted by members of
the Methodist Episcopal Church, of Delphos, Kans,, favoring the
ratification of the treaties prepared by the Conference on Limita-
tion of Armament, which was ordered to Iie on the table,

Mr., WILLIS presented a petition of members of the United
Presbyterian Church, of New Coneord, Ohio, praying for the
ratification of the treaties prepared hy the Conference on
Limitation of Armament, which was erdered to lie en the table.

He also presented a resolution of the Federated Improvement
Associations, of Dayton, Ohio, favering the passage of mere
stringent immigration legislation, whieh was referred to the
Committee on Immigration.

Mr. LADD presented a petition of members of Purdue Uni-
versity Chapter, Society of the Sigma XI, Lafayette, Ind.,
favering the passage of legislation adopting the metric system
of weights and measures, which was referred to the Committee
on Manufactures.

He also presented resolutions of Whatcom County Progressive
Grange, of Ferndale; Renton Lecal, No. 2; Western Progressive
Grange; Clover Hill Local, No. 7; Western Progressive Grange,
of Arlingten; Mansford Lecal, No. 36; and Western Progres-
sive Grange, of Darrington, all in the State of Washington,
favoring the passage of Senate bill 2604, the Ladd honest-
money bill, which were referred to the Committee on Banking
and Currency. -

He also presented petitions of Emil Richter and 3 others,
of New Salem; J. J. Nettum and 3 others, of Fargo; Edward
Olson and 106 others, of Havelock and vieinity; John and
Billie H. Evashenk and Aneky Sepchenko and 5 others, of Kief,
all in the State of North Dakota, praying for the enactment of
legislation reviving the Government Grain Corporation se as te
stabilize priees of certain farm products, which were referred
to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE,

Mr, NELSON, from the Committee on the Judieiary, to whieh
was referred the bill (H. R. 10429) authorizing the Comptroller
General of the United States to allow credits to and relieve
certain disbursing officers of the War and Navy Departments
in the settlement of certain aeccounts, reported it without
amendment and submitted a report (Neo. 573) thereon.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE,

Mr. NELSON. The bill (8. 3312) to amend section 4730 of
the Revised Statutes relating to pensions and the bill (8. 3313)
to amend section 4747 of the Revised Statutes relating to pen-
sions were erroneously referred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, as they relate to pensions. I move that the Committee
on the Judiciary be discharged from the further consideration
of these bills and that they be referred to the Committee on
Pensions.

The motion was agreed to.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED.

Bills and a joint reselution were intreduced, read the firat
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. FERNALD:

A bill (8. 3327) to refund te John B. Keating customs tax
erroneonsly and illegally collected ; to the Committee on Claims.,

By Mr. McNARY :

A bhill (8. 3328) for the relief of Almeda Lucas; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr. SWANSON:

A bill (8. 3329) for the relief of Tom Henderson; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

A bill (8. 3330) granting an increase of pension to Richard
H. Atkinson; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. McNARY :

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 181) providing for the payment
of war-risk insurance in certain contingencies ; to the Committee
on Military Affairs,

PUBLIC-LAND ENTRIES BY DISABLED EX-SOLDIERS,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the action of
the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H. It. 9633) to extend the provisions of
section 2305, Revised Statutes, and of the act of September 29,
1919, to those discharged from the military or naval serviee of
the United States and subsequently awarded compensation ox
treated for wounds received or disability incurred in line of
duty, and requesting a conference with the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I move that the Senate insist upon
its amendment, agree to the conference requested by the House,
and that the Chair appoeint the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The motion was agreed fo; and the Viee President appointed
Mr. Saroor, Mr. Noreis, and Mr. Warsu of Montana conferees
on the part of the Senate.

THE FOUR-POWER TREATY.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate resumes the considera-
tien of the pending treaty.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whele and in open ex-
eentive session, resumed the censideration of the treaty sub-
mitted by the President of the United States between the
United States, the British Empirve, France, and Japan, relating
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guc;heir insular possessions and insular dominions in the Pacific
an.
- Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I ask that a new print be made
of the pending four-power treaty. In printing it the committee
reservation was printed as a part of the resolution, not showing
that it is an amendment. I desire to have it printed with that
part which I have underscored in italics so as to show the
committee reservation, which I have already moved as an
amendment fo the resolution of ratification and which will be
taken up when we read the resolution.

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

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I ask that the unanimous-
consent agreement which appears on the calendar be printed in
the Recorp,

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

The unanimous-consent agreement is as follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT.

It is agreed by unanimous consent that no vote shall be taken upon
any amendment or reservation that may be pending or that may be
proposed to Executive N, a treaty between the United States, the
British Empire, France, and .‘lapan.'relatinf to their insular posses-
sions and their insular dominions in the Pacific, until the calendar day
of Tuesday, March 21, 1922; that beginning at 3 o'clock p. m. on
Wednesday, March 22, 1922, no Senator shall speak in the aggregate
more than 30 minutes upon any pending amendment or reservation or
any amendment or reservation that may thereafter be offered, or more
than once or longer than one hour upon the treaty itself, which hour
may be utilized at angetime: and that on the calendar day of Friday,
March 24, 1922, the Senate shall convene at 12 o'clock meridian, and
shall immediately proceed to vote, without further debate, upon any
amendment or reservation that may then be pending or that may he
offered, and _immedlatel; thereafter upon the resolution of ratifica-
tion of said Executive N, as amended by a reservation, or reservations,
or otherwise. [March 9 (calendar day, March 15), 1922.]

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I wish to ask the opinion of the Chair,
if it is proper to do so, whether, if debate ghould cease to-day
upon any amendment or reservation that is pending, a vorte
could be had to-day?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is the understanding of the
Chair that a vote is in order at any time after Tuesday on
amendments or reservations. but a vote is not in order on the
main question of the treaty until 12 o’clock on Friday,

Mr. BRANDEGEE. That was my understanding,

Mr. COLT. Mr. President, the main argument which is so
strongly urged against the ratification of the four-power treaty
is the familiar argument that the United States should keep
aloof from the quarrels of other nations, and that this treaty
will involve us in those quarrels in the Far East.

The answer to this argument is that the quarrels of other
nations inevitably involve the peace and security of the United
States. Our Monroe doetrine affords a striking illnstration of
this fact. ‘That doctrine rests on the proposition that threatened
acts of aggression by any non-American State against any of
the Central and South American Republics is injurious to the
peace and safety of the United States.

It is upon the ground of self-protection, which is the basie
principle of the Monroe doctrine, that we intervene in every
quarrel between any of the 20 Republics of the Western Heml-
sphere and any non-American State where such guarrel con-
cerns the acquisition of territory or threatens the independence
of these Republics. And what is true of the New World is also
true in a large degree of the Old World, because to-day, broadly
speaking, the New World and the Old World are one. :

The great lesson taught by the World War is that the United
States, on the ground of self-protection, can not stand aloof
from the quarrels of other nations, Five-sixths of the human
race were drawn into the World War, and that war demon-
strated that a conflict between the great powers is not only a
menace to America, but will invelve us, because nations in time
of war, on the ground of self-preservation, will disregard the
rules of international law and the rights of neutral nations,
And what is true of Enropean wars is especially true of the
Far East, where we have large possessions. A war in the Pacific
Ocean hetween the great powers would in all human probability
involve the United States. It is manifest, therefore, that the
safety of the United States is threatened in the quarrels of
other nations, whether in the Western Hemisphere or in Europe
or in the Far East. The Great War has emphasized the fact
that under modern conditions the nations are one in tinre of war
as in time of peace. There is little force in the suggestion that
this menace does nof exist in the case of wars between small
States, since no one can tell how far the conflagration may
spread. The Balkan wars have threatened the peace of the
world for more than a generation. .

The four-power treaty is further attacked on the ground
that it is an alliance, using that term in its ordinary sense,
and carries with it the obligation to use armed force,

This question turns upon the proper construction of section 2
of the treaty:

If the said rights are threatened by the aggressive action of any
other power, the high contracting parties shall communicate with one
another fully and frankly in order to arrive at an understanding as to
the most efficlent measures to be taken, jointly or separately, to meet
the exigencies of the particular situation.

There is clearly in this section no contractual obligation to
go to war in the case of *the aggressive action of any other
power,” since before taking any action the contracting powers
are to arrive at an * understanding.” Any one of the four par-
ties may refuse to reach an understanding or agreement for the
use of armed force. But while there is no legal or contractual
obligation to use armed force I can not resist the conclusion,
upon reading this section in connection with the preamble of
the treaty and looking at the end sought by the treaty—the
preservation of the existing rights of the parties to their in-
sular possessions and insular dominions in the region of the
Pacific Ocean—that there is an implied moral obligation to use
armed force if it should be found that such force is necessary
to meet the exigencies of the particular situation. But it is
also true that section 2 may be so construed as to impose no
legal or moral obligation on the part of the contracting parties
to use armed force, and I am satisfied in view of what took
place at the conference that the United States could properly
and rightfully insist upon this consiruction. In view, however,
of the importance of this question and of the fact that the
treaty on its face is open to another construction I believe the
Bruaudegee reservation should be adopted, thus making it per-
fectly certain that the treaty involves no commmitment by the
United States to the use of armed force. In other words, with
the Brandegee reservation the United States is entirely free to
exercise its own independent judgnient with respect to the em-
ployment of armed force,

It is further contended that with no obligation to use armed
force the treaty amounts to nothing more than a conference;
but this by no means follows. All the Brandegee reservation
does is to make certain that the United States is not committed
to the use of armed force, but this does not limit the operatiou
of section 2 to a mere interchange of notes or a mere con-
ference; it merely leaves the use of armed force to the inde-
pendent judgment of each of the four powers.

With regard to the objection that a conference under the
treaty is limited to the four powers, I can see no reason why
the United States before reaching any * understanding ' under
section 2 should not insist upon calling in any interested power.

Mr. President, the four-power treaty is an international
association of peace and conference between the United States,
Great Britain, France, and Japan. The history of Furope for
the past hundred years shows that wars are diminished through
international associations of peace and through conferences.
Muir, in his work on nationalism, points out that from 1494
to 1815 it is impossible to name a single decade during which
all the European States were at peace, while in the hundred
years from 1815 to 1914 there have been two long intervals of
peace, and that, “leaving out the Turkish Empire, there was
no war between European States from 1815 to 1848—33 years—
while between 1878 and 1912, 34 years, there has been no war
at all except the brief and trifling Bulgar-Serb War, and the
Greek War of 1897."

And Phillips, in his work on the confederation of Europe,
while pronouncing all attempts at such confederation failures
to secure permanent peace, says:

The experiment in the international organization of peace with which
weé have been concermed failed, it is true, as in the long run it was
bound to fail. But it was by no means wasted effort. Its temporary
use I have already pointed ouf; it preserved peace during the critical
years following the fall of Napoleon, and so gave to western Furopr
the opportunity for that marvelous industrial and economic develop-
ment which was to change the face of the world. It did more than
this. It set the tradition of that feeling of common interest among
nations the growth of which is the strongest factor making for peaer.
It gave a new sanction to international law, the outgrowth of this
feeling, thus making possible the developments that culminated in the
conferences of The Hagune which, whatever the disappointments they
may have prepared for the world, went a long way toward providing
means by which war should be made the exception and not the rule,
Last, but not least, it set the proceedings for that concert of Europe
to which the world owes more than sometimes, in its more impatient
moments, it has been willing to allow.

Mr. President, I now desire to call special attention to the
character of the European wars during the century from 1815
to 1914, with a view of emphasizing the importance of inter-
national cooperation and conference as a means for preventing
war. )

Lord Bryce, in his recent work on international relations,
calls attention to the fact that very few of the wars which
have broken out since the congress of Vienna in 1815 were
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susceptible of arbitration by a court on legal principles—in
other words, that they were wars arising from political dis-
putes. Of the 16 European wars between 1815 and 1915, two
‘or possibly three could have been averted by any judicial pro-
ceedings. Neither the Crimean War of 1853 between Russia
and France and England, nor the war of 1859 between France
and Austria, nor the war of 1870 between France and Ger-
many, nor the war of 1877 between Russia and Turkey, nor the
war of 1897 between Greece and Turkey, nor the war between
the United States and Spain in 1898, nor the war of 1904 be-
tween IRlussia and Japan, nor the Balkan wars of 1912—]3,_ nor
the World War in 1914 involved in any material way justiciable
disputes which could have been adjusted by arbitration.

While arbitration and a world court are necessary in the
settlement of legal disputes, it is manifest when we investigate
the causes of modern wars that these instrumentalities do not
meet the situation, and that the really dangerous causes of wars
are of a political nature and must be dealt with by other means,
such as international associations of peace, conferences, and
reduetion of armaments.

Mr, President, the purpose of the four-power treaty is to
secure peace in the Pacific by the joint action of the United
States, Great Britain, France, and Japan. And in this con-
nection can it not be truthfully said that the future peace of
the world, for the next generation at least, rests largely upon
the joint action of these great powers? This treaty is an inter-
pational association of peace confined to the Pacific and de-
signed to dissipate all menace of war from that region of the
world. It provides for obligatory conferences, which experience
has shown to be the best means yet devised for settling political
quarrels between nations. With the ratifieation of another
treaty we shall also have a reduction of naval armament by the
great naval powers, We have thus in the Washington confer-
ence in the form of treaties the best known human agencies
ever devised for the adjustment of these political disputes
which are the great cause of modern wars.

Mr. President, the Washington conference was coneeived in
the loftiest patriotism by the Nation's head and our delegation
represented the highest and best in American life. Their work
involved no surrender of American independence or American
ideals and no conunitment to war in our international relations.
And it may be said that if the spirit which prevailed in that
conference spreads to all nations it will do much to assure the
future peace of the world.

The Washington conference has adjourned, but its work will
live unless desiroyed by the :Senate. That conference is
America’s contribution toward the solution of the gravest prob-
lem which econfronts the human race—the avoidance of war.
It may not solve this problem, but it is certainly a forward step
toward its solution. Oh, it is easy to tear down with ruthless
criticism any creative work. The Federal Constitution was
subjected to this ordeal, but it still lives. As the eritics of the
Federal Constitution had no other constructive plan to arrest
the drift of the thirteen Colonies into anarchy, so the eritics of
the Washington conference have nothing constructive to propose.

Realizing the awful destruction of life and property and the
economie roin wrought by the Great War and the longing of the

" pations for an enduring peace, may we not confidently believe
that the Senate of the United States, acting in the same spirit
in which the conference was conceived and which marked its
deliberations, will approve and ratify all its work as an impor-
tant step in advancing the peace of the world?

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, in addressing the Senate on the
subject of the four-power treaty a few days ago, 1 took the posi-
tion that under the terms of the treaty any action that might
be proposed would not be binding upon the United States un-
less the action was unanimous. I have noticed since that time
that this viewpoint has been questioned by other Senators who
have addressed the Senate on the subject. \

It seems to me to be perfectly clear that the view that unani-
mous action is absolutely essential to bind any country that is
a party to the compact is the correct interpretation of the pend-
ing treaty. 1 want to draw attention to the words used in the
treaty; and certainly we must arrive at our conclusion by a
consideration and study of the meaning and definition of those
words,

Article 1 of the treaty refers to controversies arising out of
any Pacific question invelving the rights of the parties. Then
the treaty goes on to article 2, which reads as follows:

If the said rights are threatened by the a shve action of any
other power, the high contracting parties shall communicate with one
another fully and frankly in order to arrive at an understanding—

Note the word “ understanding "—
- as to the most efficient measures to be taken, jointly or separately—
And so forth.

It appeals to me as conelusive that the word “ understanding ™
describes the obligation on the part of the four powers. You
can only arrive at an understanding—to use, as nearly as I
can recall it, the language of the distingnished Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Braxpegee]—by all arriving at it.

The anthorities, if seems to me, make the definition of the
word “understanding ” perfectly clear.

Webster's New International Dictionary defines an under-
standing as—

An agreement—

An agreement !—
of opinion or feeling ;—

An agreement must be an agreement, not a majority decision—
:gitrllstment of differences; anything mutuvally understood or agreed

Certainly there can be no question in regard to the meaning
of the word * mutually.”

The Standard Dictionary defines an “understanding ” as—

A practical agr t or c of opinion between two or more
persons, especially an informal or confidential compact.

The very word “ compact ” is used in the definition.

Also, the subject of such compaet ; the thing a on ; sometimes an
arrangement or settlement of differenees, or of disputed points,

A settlement ! .

The Century Dictionary and Cyclopedia gives the following
definition for the word “ understanding ”:

Intelligence between two or more persons; agreement of minds; har-
mony ; union of sentiment; also, something mutually understood or
agreed upon, as, there was an understanding between them.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that on the question of unani-
mous action there ean be no disugreement. The compact, after
referring to possible differences and providing the way in whieh
the four powers shall be notified and asked to meet in joint
conference if the ordinary diplomatic methods have failed,
plainly provides that then they shall endeavor to reach an un-
derstanding; and every authority makes it perfectly clear that
an understanding must be a mutual agreement.

Therefore I contend that there ean be no reasonable doubt
that if, after the ratification of this treaty, the United States
on any disputed point should not agree with the representatives
of the other members of the conference as to the methods sug-
gested, the parties do not reach an understanding, and each of
them is in no way morally or legally bound to earry out the
views of the others.

Mr. HARRISON. T suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Lapp in the chair). The
Seeretary will eall the roll.

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

Ashurst Glags MeNary Rangdell
Ball Hale Mo=es Robinson
Brandegee Harreld Nelson Sheppard
Bursum Harris New Sbhortridge
Cameron Harrison Newberry Simmons
Capper Heflin Nicholson Smith
Caraway Johnsoen Norbeck Spencer
Caolt Jones, Wash. Norris Stanfield
Culberson Kellogs Oddie Sterling
Cummins Kendrick Overman Hwanson
IMal Ladd Page Townsend
du Pont La Follette Pepper Underwoed
Fdge Lenroot Phipps Wadsworth
Frast Lodge Pittman Watsoen, Ga.
Fernald MeKellar Poivdexter Weller
France McKinley Pomerene Willis

Mr. JONES of Washington. I have been requested to an-
nounce that the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumser],
the Senator from Utaly [Mr. Smoot], the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr. McLeax], the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Warsox],
the Senator from New York [Mr. Cavber], the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. SurHercaxp], #nd the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. DiLiNGHEAM] are in attendance upon a meeting of
the Committee on Finance.

Mr. SHEPPARD, 1 wish to state that the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. Warsn|] is temporarily detained on official business,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-four Senators having an-
gwered to their names, a quornm is present. The question is on
the amendment offered by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
RoBINSON |,

Mr. CARAWAY, Mr, President, before finally we shall vote
upon this treaty, T want to submit, only briefly, a few thoughis
which seem to me should at least have some consideration
before we shall have entered into this alliance.

Either this is an obligation which binds us or it dees not bind
us. Those who have most reecently apelogized for having
offered it say that it has no hinding oblizaton. TI7 it bas net,
there is no excuse for having eunteved into it, 1€ .t does bind
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us and there is no harm in the obligation assumed, there ought
to be no apology for having entered into the obligation. I take
it for granted that we mean to keep faith with the nations which
have entered into this pact with us and we are going to assume
that they will abide by their agreement. If we do, we should
not be afraid to tell the world what the obligations are which
we nssume and the people ought to know. However, we have
had a speech to-day, made hy the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Corr), saying that this treaty has force back of it, and
that he expects to support the treaty., We had a similar inter-
pretation that it was an alliance made by the junior Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Spenckr], who is going to support the
treaty. We had a positive declaration by the junior Senator
from Ohio [Mr. WirLis] that if that be the correct interpreta-
tion, he would not support it. We ought to be able to agree.

Most of us have practiced law, and I venture the assertion
that if a client had come to any of us with a contract and
asked us, as attorneys, whether he should sign, we would deter-
mine what his obligation was under the contract, and we would
ask him what he was expecting to do, and if he should say,
“T do not know what the obligation is I am entering into; I
want yeu to tell me,” if we were not able to say positively
what his obligations were, we would say, as attorneys, “ Do
not sign that contract until you know what you are required
under it to do.”

The future of a nation of 110,000,000 people is at stake, a
contract is offered, and we are asked to ratify it. Some Sena-
tors say it is a binding obligation; that it is an alliance.
Others say it is not. I know that one of the American dele-
gates who negotiated the treaty at one time thought it was an
alliance and that it earried with it an obligation to use force,
if necessary. He may have changed his opinion, and doubtless
has, since he negotiated the treaty, but that was his opinion
at one time, That is the opinion now of the Senafor from
Rhode Island [Mr, Corr]. It seems to be the opinion of the
junior Senator from DMissouri [Mr. SpeNcer]. I know it is
the opinion of a majority of the Senators on this side. Some
on the other side say it does carry with it no such obliga-
tion, and therefore I say, if we would not advise a client to
sign a contract involving, we will say, an estate of $100 until
we could determine what his rights and liabilities were under
that obligation, shall we rush headlong into an agreement bind-
ing 110,000,000 people when none of us knows exactly what
the obligations we are assuming are or what the liabilities we
incur are?

1 do know this: That if treaties mean what treaties are pre-
sumed to mean, three of the powers with whom we contract
have contracted in an agreement heretofore entered into that if
any dispute shall arise between one of them and any other
power, whether a party to that treaty or not, that controversy
shall be brought before the League of Nations.

I do know, unless they are willing to prove recreant to the
obligations they entered into with fifty-odd other powers, if
any dispute arises between any of the parties to this alliance
we are about to ratify and ns, we are going to be invited into
the league in order to settle if, or else they. must break their
obligations to those other people, because the covenant of the
league provides that, whether the nation with whom the dispute
arises is a member of the league or not, that nation shall be
offered membership in the league for the purpose of adjusting
that particular dispute, and unless the nations with whom we are
dealing are willing to break the obligations they entered into
in ratifying the Versailles treaty they must, instead of adjust-
ing any differences which arise between fhemselves and us
as provided in this treaty. take us before the league. If you
say they will not do it—and I rather think they will not—if
you say they will not live up to that treaty, why should we bind
ourselves with this?

Either they must break one treaty or the other if a dispute
arises, They can not undertake to settle if among themselves.
If they do, they break the word they gave when they signed and
ratified the treaty of Versailles. If they do undertake to call
us before the league, they must break their faith pledged in
this alliance we are about to ratify. One or the other is in-
evitable.

1 was astonished, if T may be permitted without offense to say
it, at two statements the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr., Ux-
pErRwooDn] made. First, be laid down the proposition that there
is no international law or obligation which rested upon one nation
to respect the rights of another nation. On the 11th of this month
he made the statement over and over again that there was no
international law which required us fo respect the rights of
other nations or which required other nations to respect our
rights. If that statement is true, we went to war with Ger-
many under false pretense, and the Senator from Alabama, in

voting for that war, stultified himself, becanse we said that
Germany was ignoring our international rights, was trampling
on international law, and therefore we dedicated all of our
resources, wealth, and man power to repelling the aggression
of Germany on what we said was our international right,
which she was, under international law, compelled to respect.

In order to justify this agreement the Senator says there is
not. any international law which requires us to respect other
people’s rights or requires other people to respect ours, and
therefore we must enter into this treaty. I am proud to say
that in the desire of the Senator from Alabama to justify him-
self for voting for this treaty he alone has been driven to the
necessity of declaring that this is a world without law and
that there is no international obligation resting upon one nation
to respect the rights of another. I was never more astounded
than I was when the Senator from Alabama, in order to justify
his position, was driven to that extreme,

Let me say, in the beginning, that I wanted to vote for this
treaty if I could. It has been charged that the opposition to
this treaty upon the part of the Democrats is due to partisan-
ship, that they are trying to make a political question out of
i, Let me dispel that idea. The senior Senator from Alabama
is the titular leader of the Democratic minority in the Senate,
He has not conferred with a single one of his Democratic col-
leagues about this. He confers every day with the leader of
the majority, the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lobee], and last night, as before, reported progress to the
President of these United States. Therefore it is unfair to say
it is a political question. The Senator from Alabama pledges
S0 many votes to the President in favor of ratifying the treaty.

The junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LENrooT] said the
other day that if this treaty were defeated it meant war. He
said more than that, that if it were defeated the President
would be justified in withdrawing the other treaties negotiated
by the conference from the consideration of the Senate. The
senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopbce] said practically
the same thing. The junior Senator from New Jersey [Mr,
Epce] has practically said that the defeat of this treaty would
mean war, I want to”call the attention of the Senate to the
fact that every one of these Senators who now so loudly pro-
claim the advantages of this treaty, every one of them who
threaten such dire disaster to this country if we shall refuse
to ratify, was opposed to the Borah resolution, which resulted
in the calling of the conferencé out of which this treaty grew,
If the senior Senator from Massachusetts had been able to
control the Senate, if the junior Senator from Washington
[Mr, PorxpExTER] could have had his wishes respected, there
would have been no conference, there would have been no four-
power treaty, and the world, according to their present declara-
tion, would have been plunged into war and into hopeless night,

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator
from Arkansas how many votes he thinks the Borah resolution
would have received if it had provided for a four-power alli-
ance?

Mr, CARAWAY. It would not have received one, because the
Senator from Idaho himself would not have voted for it. But
the thing I want to call attention to is that these newly arisen
prophets, who can see the future now with clearness, and who
now threaten the world that if we shall refuse to ratify this
treaty it means hopelessness, that it means eternal night, that
it means war, three months ago did not know anything about
it. I am not willing to concede that they wanted war, that
they wanted hopelessness, that they wanted night, and yet if
they could have had their way they would have defeated the
very conference which drafted this treaty.

It was not in their minds; they did not want it. They had
to take the Borah resolution because they found that they
did not have votes enough to defeat it, and the President of
these United States, who now calls Senators into conference,
although he said he would not lobby for the ratification of this
treaty, finds himself driven to the necessity of sending for
Senators. What arguments he makes I do not know, but I
know that whatever inducement he can he brings to bear upon
them to get votes to ratify the treaty, and yet he did not want
the conference out of which this treaty grew.

Mr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Arkan-
sas yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. CARAWAY, I yield to the Senator.

Mr. POINDEXTER. The Senator said that four months ago
we did not know anything about the four-power treaty, and cen-
sequently were not aware of the great injury that would re-
sult from not having it, because it was not conceived at that
time, Four months ago we also did not know about the out-
come of the naval limitation treaty.
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Mr, CARAWAY. No: and we would not have had it if the
Senuntor from Washington could have prevented it.

Mr, POINDEXTER. The fact of the case is

Mr, CARAWAY. Oh, I remember the Senator standing on
the other side and fighting the Borah resolution day after day—
and the Senator was reporting to the President, and I venture
the assertion that he appealed to the President for a letter to
help him defeat the Borah resolution on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. POINDEXTER, The fact of the case is that whatever
may have been my attitnde—

Mr, CARAWAY. 1T know; we will forget the past.

Mr. POINDEXTER. Of course, if the Senator does not al-
low me to make a statement I will not undertake to do it, but
I just wanted to take a few seconds of time——

Mr. CARAWAY. Very well.

Mr. POINDEXTER. T am not forgetting the past at all, but
1 wanted fo call his attention to the fact that I supported the
Borah resolution and announced my support of it on the floor
of the Senate.

Mr, CARAWAY. May I suggest to the Senator that he had
been fighting it until he got the President’s letter, which so strad-
dled that he did not know whether he could stand on it or not?

Mr, POINDEXTER. The fact remains—

Mr. CARAWAY. I know it remains.

Mr, POINDEXTER. That I announced my support of the
Borah resolution, as shown by the Recorn. But the Senator
can take whatever view he chooses in regard to that.

Mr., CARAWAY. I am going to believe the Senator each
time he talks, but he was against it once. He said he was, and
I believe he was.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I just wanted to make a very brief
statement to the Senator on another phase of this matter, and
then I will leave it.

Mr. CARAWAY. I would leave that phase if T were the
Senator, but go ahead and make another statement.

Mr, POINDEXTER. I am perfectly willing to return to it;
but I was speaking about the Senator's argument, that we could
get along without this four-power treaty just as well now as
we could several months ago, before the resolution for a con-
ference was adopted. I want to call his attention to the differ-
ence between the present situation and the situation then, and
the Senator can take the recprd which he has as to my position
in regard to the conference which was being called for the
purpose of the limitation of naval power among these nations
and confirm my present position in regard to the matter.

Mr. CARAWAY. I do not know what it is.

Mr., POINDEXTER. That is, if we are to abandon our naval
strength that we would have had under the 1916 program, and
reach an agreement among the nations to so limit their naval
power, the four-power treaty to keep peace in the Pacific, and to
hold conferences for the purpose of avoiding war, has a new
value attached to it different from any value that could have
attached to it before an agreement for the cutting down of
naval power was arrived at, or even definitely conceived of,

The Senator from Arkansas seems to occupy just the reverse
of that position, although I may be mistaken about his attitude
in regard to the naval limitations treaty. I understand he is
opposed—and I put this in the form of a question, because
I want to be correct about it—I understand the Senator is
opposed to the four-power agreement to keep the peace, and is
in favor of reducing our naval strength at the same time. In
other words, he wants to retain the causes of war and at the
same time abandon the means by which we could meet the
dangers of war.

Mr. CARAWAY, I understand now that this treaty to keep
the peace is acceptable to the Senator from Washington, be-
cause he could not get power to build the biggest navy in the
world, that he would rather the Nation should have played
the bully and threatened the world, but if he could not get
the armament with which to do it, then he will agree that we
will keep the peace.

Mr. GLASS. Does the Senator from Arkansas admit that
this treaty is intended to keep the peace?

Mr. CARAWAY. I do not intend to admit that, because no
one really admits that, and I do not want to do like the Sena-
tor from California [Mr. SHorTRIDGE] did yesterday, stand up
and argue the obvious. He said yesterday with a great deal of
learning that if a thing is unconstitutional it is void.

Now, the President, who is so interésted in having ratified
this obligation upon our part, although, as I said, he had
announced that he would not lobby for it and he would not
trade for votes to ratify it, has serapped that declaration and
is sending for Senators nightly. Whether he is trading or not
I do not know. I do not know what the President had in his
mind when he said he would not trade. Not being well advised

as to his mental processes, I venture no conclusion as to what
he meant when he said he would not trade with any of you
gentlemen in order to get your votes, and that he would not
lobby with you; but lobbying he is, if T may be permitted to
use that term, because Senators are being sent for and are
being urged to support the ratification of the treaty.

To show that the President did not want the opportunity to
call this conference out of which the treaty grew and that he
has been compelled to find himself, as he now says, offering a
solution for all the ills of the world. I want to read what the
Senator from Maine [Mr. Hare] said when he was on the Naval
Affairs Committee and this treaty was not then within the pur-
view of anybody's mind, but the Borah resolution was pending
before the Senate out of which this treaty grew, and what the
Senator from Washington now says was obviously necessary to
grow out of that conference. The Senator from Maine [Mr.
HaALE] was asked about his and the Senator from Washington's
visit to the President. They had gone to see the President and
had been informed to kill it. They were again informed to
kill it—the Borah resolution—in the Senate, and undertook to
do so. They found out after awhile that it took fhore help than
they had, and surrendered. Talking on this very question on
the 13th day of May last, he said:

I gtaled that my impression after talking with the President was
that he considered that this is not the time to go ahead with a reso-
lution of this kind., Of course. the Senator realizes our foreign rela-
tions at the present time are extremely delicate and that the country
at large is looking to the President to straighten out those foreign
relations.

He may now have straightened them out, but he had to have
a miraculous demonstration of divine power to change from
persecutor to a follower in this new way. He was not exactly
struck blind, but I presume admits now he was blind and had
his sight restored. All these, the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lobce], the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Ence], the
Senator from Washington [Mr. Poindexter], and all those who
now say that the destiny of the American people and of the
world rests in the ratification of this treaty, were unalterably
opposed to having called the conference out of which comes this
great treaty.

Mr. POINDEXTER. On the contrary, Mr. President. of
course, if it makes any difference to the Senator from Arkansas
between stating what is correct and stating what is not correct,
the President had made arrangements, so I am informed, to
call the conference long before any of the occurrences to which
the Senator is referring. He had already begun negotiations
with certain of the powers before the Borah resolution came up
for the purpose of having this conference.

Mr. CARAWAY. Why was he so bitterly opposed to the
Borah resolution?

AMr. POINDEXTER. T was not bitterly opposed to it.

Mr. CARAWAY. I said why was the President?

Mr. POINDEXTER. The Senator had better ask the Presi-
dent. I do not know that he was bitterly opposed to it.

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator knows. Will he tell me?

Mr. POINDEXTER. The Senator said the President was
opposed to the conference. The facts are that he had made
arrangements to call the conference. Outside of the fact that
he is misstating facts, the Senator from Arkansas is right in
other respects.

Mr. CARAWAY. What arrangements had fthe President
made? Will the Senator from Washington tell us?

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, I think

Mr. CARAWAY. I will yield to the Senator from New Jersey
when the Senator from Washington has told us what arrange-
ment the President made.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I will not undertake to go into detail
about it. He had negotiated——

Mr, CARAWAY. With whom?

Mr. POINDEXTER. With one of the powers a party to the
treaty.

Mr. CARAWAY. Which one?

Mr. POINDEXTER. Great DBritain,

Mr. CARAWAY. When?

Mr. POINDEXTER. I will not undertake to give the exact
date, but long before the time to which the Senator refers.

Mr. CARAWAY, The Senator from Washington, if he will
pardon me, reminds me of an election contest one time in a
county down in my State. A man went down info that county
to investigate and came back and made his veport. He said
there were only two kinds of people down there—ane did not
know and the other would not tell.

Mr. POINDEXTER. That reminds me very much of another
election contest I heard of in the Senator’s State, They have a
great many of them down there. A man was charged with
stealing nine ballot boxes.
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Mr. CARAWAY. Stealing what?

Mr. POINDEXTER. He was charged with stealing nine bal-
lot boxes in Arkansas in one of those election contests in Arkan-
sas to which the Senator referred, and his defense was that he
did not steal nine, he only stole five.

Mr. CARAWAY. I am satisfied that information is as ac-
curate as anything the Senator has. It is the same kind of
information he has been dealing out to the Senate on this treaty.
I have just as much faith in one statement as I have in the
other. Of course, I know that incident about the ballot boxes
did not happen.

I yield now to the Senator fromn New Jersey.

Mr. EDGE. 1 think I understood the Senator from Arkansas
to include the Senator from New Jersey as one of those who was
not in favor of the adoption of the so-called Borah resolution
providing for the calling of a conference to consider the limita-
tion of armament. I do not wish in any way to detract from the
very able arguments and work of the Senator from Idaho, but
if the Senator will look over the Recorp he will find that at the
end of the session referred to, at the end of the last special ses-
sion, I think ¥ was, when the Senator from Idaho was not ap-
parently pushing his resolution for calling the conference, I took
it upon myself to reintroduce the same resolufion with some
slight changes, and it was really as a matter of fact the resolu-
tion introduced by the Senator from New Jersey that passed the
Senate of the United States unanimously. I think thgt the
record is sufficiently clear to demonstrate the position of the
Senator from New Jersey on the question of the limitation of
armament.

Mr. CARAWAY. I was certainly mistaken, then. I read a
speech which the Senator made and got the wrong impression
from it

Mr. EDGE. The Senator did not see anything in any speech
the Senator from New Jersey made to that effect.

Mr. CARAWAY,. Evidently I misunderstood it if the Senator
is correct now. I do not care which time he is right.

Mr. EDGE. The Senator did not see any speech the Senater
from New Jersey made in which he took a different viewpoint
on the limitation of armaments.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President—

Mr. CARAWAY, I yield to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. SWANSON. In connection with the naval limitation
resolution, it was intreduced and referred to the Committee on
Naval Affairs. The Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsu],
if my recollection is correct, moved to include it in the naval
appropriation bill. It received every Democratic vote in the
committee, and, if T mistake not, every Republican member of
the Committee on Naval Affairs voted against including it in
the bill which was reported to the Senate. Consequently, it
was understood that the Democrats would press the matter
when it came to the Senate.

Mr. CARAWAY. And all the Republicans would oppose it.

Mr., SWANSON. If my recollection is correct, every Re-
publican member of the Committee on Naval Affairs voted
against including it as an amendment to the naval bill, and the
bill was reported without having it included, and Senators
stated they would bring it out on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. CARAWAY. Just for the record, I want to read the
names of the Republicans who constituted the membership of
the Committee on Naval Affairs. The Senator from Vermont
[Mr. Pace]; the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobee],
who now finds this treaty is the hope of the world, although
he borrowed President Wilson's language in order to commend
it; the Senator from Washington [Mr. PorxpEXTER] ; the Sen-
ator from Maine [Mr, HALE] ; the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Barr]; the Senator from: Michigan [Mr. Neweerry]; the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Keves]; the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. France]; the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
NicHorsox]; and the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crow],
though I am sure that Mr. Crow was not present.

Mr. SWANSON. 1 will say that some of the Republican
members were not present, but those who were present voted
against it and the Democrats who were present voted for it.
The Senator from Montana [Mr. WaLsu] offered it, but it was
defeated in the committee, My recollection is that every
Democrat who was present voted for it as an amendment to
the naval bill, and the Republicans who were present veted
against it.

Mr. CARAWAY, Passing that for the moment, I can see how
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LENgoor] conld have con-
sistently said that the President, if this treaty were not
ratified, would seize upon that opportunity very likely to
withdraw the other treaties, because I have shown by the
record that the President did not want the conference out of
which the limitation of armaments grew. He did not want the
conference out of which the four-power pact grew,

The Senator from California [Mr, SHorTRIDGE], Who iS never
quite so humorous as when he is serious, assured us yesterday
that we ought to be everlastingly distressed because some peo-
Dle questioned whether or not there was a secret sgreement
entered into at the same time. Here is what I want to call
attention to for whatever it is worth, though I am making no
assertion.

When the President brought to the Senate the treaties he
brought a bale of manuscript along and referred to it rather dra-
matically as all the information, the conversations, the agree-
ments, the offers that took place in the conference. Everyone
naturally presumed there would be the full information leading
up to the negotiation of the four-power pact.

But to everybody’s astonishment except those who were on
the inside—I rather imagine the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
UxpERWoOD] and the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobge]
knew—there was not a word of information about this treaty.
When asked under a resolution introduced by the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. HrrcHoock] to furnish this information, the
President declined to do so, but assured us there were “no
secret understandings or agreements.” Nobody had then inti-
mated, nobody had suspected, nobody had said there was any
secret understanding or agreement between the nations who
entered into this treaty, and yet in advance of anybody ever
suspecting it, anybody ever saying it, the President went out
of his way to assure us no secret agreements had been arranged,
The senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. UxpeErwoon]—and I
regretted to see him do it—stood here like a schoolboy cov-
ered with delight and read the letter from the Secretary of
State, Mr. Hughes, commending his effort in this matter and
backing up what he had said. As if he needed to call a witness
here from the other side in order to make his colleagues believe
what he said was true, he read with much pleasure the letter
of Secretary Hughes. Secretary Hughes, though it had never
been charged, went out of his way to say to the Senator from
Alabama and have him say to the Senate that there were no
secret agreements entered into.

Mr., UNDERWOOD. I am sure the Senator from Arkansas
wants to tell the truth. L

Mr. CARAWAY. I certainly do, sir, as nearly as T know how,
and I am perfectly willing to match my veracity with that of
the Senator from Alabama at any tfme.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the Senator from Arkansas remem-
bers the incident, he will recall that I was asked what I knew
about the negotiation of this treaty.

Mr. CARAWAY., And the Senator stated he did not know
anything about it, or practically that.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. The Senator, I hope, will allow me to
make a statement. :

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator prefaced
rather an offensive way.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I withdraw it if it was offensive.

Mr. CARAWAY. Then I withdraw what I said.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1 certainly did not intend to say any-
thing offensive to the Senator.

Mr. CARAWAY. 1 accept the Senator’s statement.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. During the course of the debate I was
asked to state what had occurred in the mnegotiation of the
four-power pact, and I said very frankly that I was called
away from the city by reason of a death in my family, and
that I was not present when the treaty was negotiated; .that
the Secretary of State had conducted the negotiation and had
told me of it when I returned. The question was really put
to the Seecretary of State as to what had been, done, for it
seemed that the information was desired on this side of the
Chamber., So when the Secretary of State sent me a letter tell-
ing what he had done, it seemed to me that it was entirely in ae-
cord with what was proeper to read his letter to the Senate.

I know that some of my colleagnes continually charge me
with the fault of not being present when these negotiations
took piace, but I could not be present. However, 1 gave them
the information through the only man who possessed the in-
formation, the one who actually conducted the negotiations.
I think it was entirely proper that I should have read the
letter of Secretary Hughes.

Mr, CARAWAY. 1 am not criticizing the Senator from Ala-
bama for not being present at the eonference.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. *If 1 made a statement that the Senator
from Arkansas thought was a reflection on him, I wish him to
understand that I withdraw it——

Mr. CARAWAY. I know that.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Because I have no desire to offend him.

Mr. CARAWAY. 1 am curious to ask the Senator what
statement I made which caused him to preface his remarks by
saying that he knew I wanted to tell the truth,

yis statement in
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator said I would not give the
information,

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator from Alabama must not say
that. I did not say that. T said the Senator got a letter from
Secretary Hughes and read it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Baut first the Senator said that I would
not give the information,

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, no.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is the way I understood the Sena-
tor. I have no objection whatever to the Senator's eriticism
of me; I only want the facts shown,

Of course I was not a participant in the real negotiation of
the four-power pact, for the reasons I have stated, and I could
not be, I tried to give the Senate candidly all the information
I could, and as a part of it I read a letter from the Secretary
of State in reference to the negotiation of the pact. The Sena-
tor from Arkansas has overlooked the fact that the letter from

- the Secretary of State as to whether or not there were secret
negotiations was a letter written to the Senator from Massachu-
seits [Mr. Longe] ; that it was a subsequent letter.

Mr. CARAWAY. No; the letter to which I had reference is
in the Senator's speech in the ConNgressioNar Recorp which
I have before me. To show how inaccurate the memory of
the Senator from Alabama is, I may say that during the course
of that speech he read the letter of the Secretary of Stafe in
which is made the statement upon which I have com®iented.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not questioning that, and I am
sure I said there was no secret negotiation.

Mr, CARAWAY. I did not charge the Senator with having
said it. T said that the Secretary of State, Mr. Hughes, in ad-
vance of anybody having charged that there were any secret
arraugements or understandings entered into, saw fit, in his
letter which the Senafor from Alabama read to the Senate, to
say there were none.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator from Arkansas is mistaken
about that, for there had been such charges made. They were
charges of a general nature, but the gravamen of the Secretary's
letter to me was not as to the question of secret negotiations;
it was as to who negotiated this treaty. The letter was written
for the purpose of showing who negotiated the pact; and the
Secretary wrote the letter to me to show that he had carried
the draft to the conference of the powers where the treaty
wag framed. I believe the Senator is right that incidentally
in that letter there was something stated about there being no
secret obligations, but the matter to which I was referring in
that connection was the statement which was made by Mr,
Cravath as to there being some secret understanding. That
letter was not directed to me, but to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Lobgg].

Mr. CARAWAY. I knew that: and if the Senator had done
me the courtesy to hear anything at all I said he would have
been saved the necessity of making a long explanation. T knew
that the Senator from Alabama read the letter of Secretary
Hughes on the 11th day of March. I have said, and I repeat,
as one of the very greatest admirers the Senator from Alabama
ever had, that if T were he I would not have called upon some-
body on the outside to back up the assertions which had been
made by me on the floor of the Senate: but, of course, that is
a question of taste for the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am sure the Senator will allow me to
make a statement., I am the last man in the world to object
to my colleagues criticizing me; they have done so, and I take
it in good part and in good nature. I try to do so and intend
to do so; but, if the Senator will allow me to say so for the
Recorp, I think he is mistaken about it being a question of good
taste; It was not a matter of backing up my statement. The
Secretary of State, Mr. Hughes, and I were both delegates to
the conference. 1 had said that the information which was
asked of me on the floor I did not possess, because I was ab-
sent for a reason which I stated ; but there was a man who had
the information: he wrofe me a letter giving me the informa-
tion; and it seems to me it was not only proper that when I
had the information from him in my hands that I should read
it to the Senate, but it was highly important if the Senate
wanted the information., Perhaps they did not want it.

Mr. CARAWAY. That is a question of taste. I am perfectly
willing for the Senator to take that view of it; doubtless he is
right and I am wrong; but I do want to say, if I may not be-
come embroiled with the Senator from Alabama further, that if
the Secretary of State had valuable information which no other
meinber of the delegation negotiating the treaty possessed—
and under no other theory ought he, I presume, to have been
dragged in here throngh the medium of a letter—if the Senator
from Alabama did not have the information, if the Senator from
Massachusetts knew nothing about it, and if Mr. Root had no

information, then I think that the Secretary of State ought not
to have left the country when the treaty was before the Foreign
Relations Committee, at a time when he could have appeared
and given the information. According to the statement of the
Senator from Alabama, the Secrefary of State was the only
man who did know anything about the negotiation of the treaty,
and he left the country ; he would not give to the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee the desired information. I have never had a
great deal of admiration, Mr. President, for those who do not
want to come before a tribunal where they may be questioned,
but, instead, at long distance prefer to write letters to convey
the information. It may be scurrilous, perhaps, if the Senator
from California will pardon me, but I should like to say that
that kind of conduct reminds me very much of a situation that
existed at one time in the section of the country where I live,
I resided on a river which was the boundary line between two
States, When the grand jury sat in one State many young
fellows living in that State would cross the river to the other
State and return when the court had adjourned. The Secre-
tary of State left the country when the committee could have
called him and obtained information; and he now confines him-
self to writing letters to the Senator from Alabama and to the
Senator from Massachusetts. The letter which he wrote to the
Senator from Massachusetts showed considerable heat, He said
he hoped—I am not quoting his exact language—that we wonld
now have a sufficient sense of propriety to quit making faces;
that he had settled this controversy once and he did not want
anybody to have such a lack of consideration as to raise it
again,

All T want to say is thaf, in the absence of anybody charging
there was a secret understanding of any kind, both the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State, the two men who knew most
and knew least about the facts, said there was no such under-
standing. I say these two men knew most and least about it,
because the President gave ont an interview that the mainland
of Japan was not included in the treaty.

I do not know whether the Senator from Alabama and others
had to inform the President that he evidently did not under-
stand the matter; that he was wrong abount it: and that the
treaty did include the mainland of Japan; but, at any rate,
it became necessary to negotiate a separate treaty in order to
embody the President’s interpretation. Now, we are told that
the Secretary of State, Mr. Hughes, was the only man who
knew something about it. The President showed he was the
one man who knew absolutely nothing about it.

I do not know whether the pending treaty is to be a blessing
or a curse, I do not think I should have had so much suspi-
cion of it if those who negotiated it had not shrouded it in mys-
tery. From past experience, I think all of us are loath to enter
into agreements where those who seek to have us become
parties to them refused to furnish any information as to why
the agreements were reached, what were the necessities for
such action, or when those upon whom we ought to be able to
rely for a correct interpretation did not agree as to what obli-
gations were incurred.

I have never been charged with saying anything scurrilous
about other nations; but there are three land-grabbing nations in
the world to-day, and we propose to enter into an agreement with
those three nations. There are only three nations in the world
to-day whose colonies include more people than inhabit the par-
ent nations; those three nations have partitioned the world until
their colonies are greater in population than the mother coun-
tries; and we propose to enter into an agreement with those
three nations, There are only three nations in the world to-day
whose foreign policies threaten war, and we see fit to single
out those three nations and to enter into an alliance wih them.
There are only two nations in the world to-day who are irrevo-
cably committed to militarism: those two nations are France
and Japan; and we are asked to enfer into an alliance with
both: of them, There are only three nations to-day which are
seeking to destroy the rights of the most ancient peoples on the
earth, which have seized their territory. have abridged their
political and commercial rights, and we propose to enter into an
agreement with those three nations to protect them in their
aggressions. There is only one first-class power on the earth
to-day with which this country never had a guarrel; never had
a dispute; a nation that stood by the Union when the Civil
War was raging and prevented the Union from being em-
broiled with another great empire; a nation which upon every
occasion has shown its friendship to the United States, which
ceded to us, practically gave to us, one of the richest terri-
tories the United States possesses; a nation nine millions of
whose men were either killed or hopelessly maimed in waging,
as our associate, the World War. Yet we have entered into an
agreément which is hostile to that nation with three other
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nations with which we have had trouble always, with one of
which we have waged two wars, with another of which we raise
an Army and a Navy to war with it and commissioned our
ships to prey upon its commerce. I refer to France. There is
but one colored race that ever attacked a white race—Japan—
and we ally ourself with it.

Asg for Japan, we were told by some Senator here the other
day that Japan was placing orders in every civilized country
in the world in order to accumulate munitions of war to attack
us. Yet we enter into an alliance with that nation fo repel any
kind of a force on the part of Russia, which has been our friend
always, in any effort to expel Japan from her territory.

If that is good statesmanship, if that is good meorals, if that
is good common sense, you will have to pardon me, for I do not
seem to possess either.

Oh, and there is the matter of the 10 years, as suggested
by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Harris]. I am glad he di-
rected my attention to that, for I wanted te call attention to
another very remarkable statement made by the genior Senator
from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon] in his speech on the 11th of
this month. In that speech he said that no one believes that
either China or Russia—two nations with which we have always
been friendly—would be able in 10 years to assert her rights
and repel the aggressions of Japan, and therefore we could
safely go into this alliance for 10 years, and trust to the intelli-
gence of a President or a Secretary of State af the end of that
time, when these countries might be so recovered that they
could resist the aggression, to slip out of it. The high morality
that makes us want to go into a compact against the interests of
our friends in order to get some kind of an advantage for 10
years, and then to sneak out of it when the obligation might
finally be imposed upon us to pay for the benefits we are pre-
sumed to have received, is a viewpoint that I am not able to
aceept.

If this is a good treaty, if it is one that we ought to make,
we ought to stay with it, because we will need it 10 years from
now as much as we need it now. If it is a bad treaty, if it is a
time-serving freaty, if it is a treaty made against the interests
of our friends—our national friends for a national lifetime—
we ought not to enter inte it for 10 years; and either horn of
that dilemma I am willing for those who suppert the treaty to
accept.

I presume the treaty will be ratified, and I will venture no
assertion about what the people may think of it one way or the
other. I do, however, venture the assertion that the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. Lexroor], who said that if he looked only
to polities he would be glad to have the treaty defeated, because
it would be of immense political value to the Republican Party,
if he was not joking when he made that statement, would vote
against its ratification.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, will the Senator
from Arkansas allow me to make a suggestion?

Mr. CARAWAY, I yield.

AMr. WATSON of Georgia. Those powers of propaganda which
can put this four-power alliance over on the Senate so soon after
the verdict of the people at the polls in 1920 will have gathered
additional power in 10 years, and they can extend this alliance
indefinitely. -

Mr., CARAWAY, I think that is obvious,

I do not charge any man with bad faith for being for or
against the treaty, and bad faith is not implied when I say the
position is inconsistent. It was said by one or two Senators on
the other side that it was incompreliensible, and said by the very
distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr. PoMEresE], who read an
essay in favor of the treaty last night, that it was inconceivable
why anyone could have supported the Versailles treaty and
oppose the four-power pact. If there is any reason in that argu-
ment it must be that the four-power pact is the same as the Ver-
sailles treaty. Therefore, when you try to impale us on the
horn of inconsistency by saying we were for the Versailles
treaty and against the four-power pact, by that very declaration
you admit your own inconsistency, who defeated the Versailles
treaty and now support the four-power pact., If that sort of
logic appeals to you, I think I can understand why you should
vote for ratification. Otherwise, I should be at some loss to
understand.

I say this: The Senator from California [Mr. SHORTRIDGE]
with a great deal of heat yesterday said that he was opposed to
the treaty of Versailles, but that every mother and every God-
fearing father in this land and everybody else was praying as he
talked, as I understood, and the angels were singing, for the
ratification of this treaty. Incidentally, I might say that I won-
der if they made the angels delete their songs as they did
the chaplain who opened the conference, by requiring him
to strike out the name of Jesus Christ from his prayer. If

the Semator from California is correct that all the powers
of righteousness are on his side now, I do not know how
he is going to aceount for their being with him last year
also, because last year he was against a treaty which ex-,
tended to the world what this treaty undertakes to do for
the Pacific Ocean. If the Senator from California is content
to say, “ My prayers and my hopes and my love of humanity are
confined to the Pacific Ocean, and to the Pacific Ocean only, and
I do not care what happens to all the rest of the earth if the
?aciﬂc is made what its name implies, a peaceful sea "—Iif that
is his viewpoint, his position is perfectly consistent; but I want
to say that there is this difference:

Here are four nations, three of them with selfish ends to serve
in the Pacific Ocean, three of them holding subject natlons in
the Pacific Ocean, three of them in possession of territory that
does not belong to them and never did righifully belong fo them,
going into an agreement with us in order to stabilize conditions
as they now are in the Pacific Ocean. The Versailles treaty
went further than that. It provided that all the peoples of the
earth should enter into an agreement, and they should guarantee
peace throughout the world by each agreeing to respect the
rights of the others. If they had lived up te that treaty there
could have been no war, if it had been ratified by this country,
because if each nation respectefl the rights of the others there
would be no cause for quarrel. If you say they would not live
up to that treaty, I ask by what authority you say now that they
will live up fe this one? If you believe that nations can be
bound by treaties—and I at one time hoped they could—how
can you justify your aet in defeating the Versailles treaty; and
if you do not believe nations can be bound by treaty, how can
you justify yourselves in voting for this treaty?

I want to call attention to the fact that the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Ence] said yesterday, when he made the
speech of which he gave us a revised version this morning, that
it is impossible to hate if you are brought together:; that if
you could bring nations together and let them sit around a
table it would be impossible to hate, and therefore impossible
to have a war. Well, God bless your soul, if it is impossible for
people to hate as they sit around a table, why was the Senator
from New Jersey then opposed to letting all the people sit around
the table? Why was he opposed to the Versailles treaty? Why
not ratify it, if sitting around a table banishes hate and ban-
ishes war? How, then, can he justify himself for having de-
feated the treaty that undertook to bring all the people into
conference?

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

Mr, CARAWAY. T yield to the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. EDGE. I am sure the Senator does not desire to get
into a controversy at this time as to the great difference be-
tween many other principles of the Versailles treaty and this
getting around a table, as the Senator describes it. So far as
the League of Nations was concerned, the principle of getting
around a table, even with all the nations of the world, I heartily
agree with. The League of Nations, with proper reservations,
received my consistent and regular support.

Mr. CARAWAY. In other words, whether or not you have
peace depends upon what table you sit around. Here is what
the Senator said yesterday, if I remember correctly: * Many an
international misunderstanding has developed and been fanned
into flame because of the distance intervening between those
arguing by cable or diplomatic notes. Such calamities possibly
could have been averfed if representatives of the contending
nations could have gathered around a table. People often hate
each other at a distance., It is difficuit to hate each other side
by side.”

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, does the Senator from Arkansas
differ from the viewpoint that such a misunderstanding pos-
sibly could have been averted by discussion around a table?

Mr. CARAWAY. No; I was not falling out with the Senator
about that sentiment. I was just wondering how the Senator
reconciled his statement with his epposition to the Versailles
treaty, which undertook to bring all the people to a common
conference.

Mr. EDGE. The Senator from New Jersey has just stated
quite clearly, I think, that the principle of the League of Na
tions, with our country properly protected, always received s
support of the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. CARAWAY. * Properly protected ” by killing it, by cut-
ting the heart out of it; then the Senator was -illing to rat-
ify it.

‘Mr. EDGE. Of course the Senator from New Jersey reserves
the right to decide what is proper protection.

Mr. CARAWAY. Why, of course the Senator from New Jer-
sey has a perfeet right to be just as inconsistent as he sees fit,
and I am not criticizing him, I was merely calling attention
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to thie noble sentiment uttered by the Senator from New Jersey
in appealing to his colleagues to ratify this treaty by saying
that hate is impossible if you can bring people to a common
eouneil table, and entertaining a different view when the treaty
of Yersailles was before the Senate.

Again, if T may be permitted to suggest if, as it was sug-
gested by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKerraz], the
Senator from New Jersey voted against the amendment offered
by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Ropinsox] which under-
took to make it possible to get all the nations involved in the
controversy around the table. That amendment said that not
only we four nations who bind ourselves together will confer,
but we will invite to the conference any nation with which any
one of these powers may become embroiled. Now the Senator
says that if you can get them around the table they can not
hate, or they can not war; and yet the Senator from New Jer-
sey voted against an amendment which would have made it
obligatory to get around a table not only those who ally them-
selves together, but those with whom one of them might have
a controversy.

Mr. EDGE. Does the Senator from Arkansas contend that
there is anything in the pending treaty which prohibits the
members of the compact from inviting to the conference any
other nation which might be involved or iuterested in possible
disputes in the Pacific region? Does not the Senator from
Arkansas recognize the difference between interests in the Pa-
cifie, in which the United States is particularly involved be-
cause of territorial possessions, and the interests of the entire
world?

Mr. CARAWAY. Why, of course. I do not know whether
the Senator from New Jersey is a lawyer or mof, but in our
profession

Mr. EDGE. No, Mr. President; I have many things to an-
swer for, but T am not one of the lawyer Members of the Senate.

Mr, CARAWAY. I am very glad the Senator is nof, becaunse
he can be inconsistent then without being conscious of it, In
the practice of law, however, it is always bad faith and one
wonld be disbarred if he were guilty of it if he conferred with
his own client and the other man’s elient also. You have to
stay with one side or the other if you obligate yourself to do it.
Here we contract with Japan—and if we mean anything by
what we say, we will do it—that *“ If you get into trouble with
Russia or China by reason of your aggression upon those people,
we will confer with you to enable you with our advice o devise
the best means of resisting that nation,” which means to plan
campaigns with them, and determine what armies and what
navies would be advisable, and what economic pressure might
be exerted. It means that you are going fo confer with Japan
to enable her perpetually to enslave Siberia; and it would be
bad taste, and this country would not indulge in it, to say:
“YWhile I am your ally, and I am backing you up, I am going
to go over and have some conversations with the other side,
also-"

It is unthinkable, and the very fact that the Senator from
New Jersey voted against an amendment which would require
this Nation to do it, shows that he does not believe this
Nation would, for otherwise he would be perfectly willing to
accept such an amendment, If we intend to do it, if it is
our purpose to do it, if it is our right to do it, if it is our
moral obligation to do it, I think we should write it in our
bond, I have never had any confidence in anybody who would
gay, “ You know, T always do what I say I will do, but I will
not sign a contract to do it.”

Mr, EDGE. Mr. President, I have not the honor and the
pleasure of being a lawyer, with the additional knowledge that
implies and makes possible, but I have a conviction that the
fewer the words used in a contract or an agreement the better
for those involved, or those who are making the contraet. In
other words, one of the features of the pending treaty which
has appealed to me is its brevity. When the average lawyer
finishes writing a contract or an agreement there is so munech
in it that it always brings on the litigation which he perhaps
expects., But the brevity of this document, the absence from
it of a statement that the parties will do the obvious thing—
that is, will invite other nations into conference if other
nations are involved, the fact that there is not put in it pro-
visions for meeting every possible contingency which may
arise—appeals to me very strongly. It is left to the repre-
sentatives of four nations to use common sense and judgment
when a contingency arises.

Mr, CARAWAY. May I ask if the Senator is going to vote

. for the Brandegee reservation?

Mr. EDGE. Yes; if it is necessary to save the treaty, be-
cause I think it is more important that the treaty should be
ratified than that through some unfortunate circumstances it

should not be ratified. When y'nu can not have everything
¥ou want in this world, it is well to compromise, if you do not
compromise against principle. .

Mr. CARAWAY, What an apology for voting for this treaty.
That you take not what you want, but what is in this secretly
negotiated treaty thrust upon you.

I love justice. national and internatiomal, too well to bind
my country to make eommon cause with the aggressor against
an unoffending people; to bind ourselves to support the pagan
against the Christian faith; to strike the white race to aid a
colored one. I can not, I will not, do it. I will not vote to
ally my Nation with a colored nation to oppose a white one.
I never will do it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of the Senator from
Arkansas has expired. The question is upon agreeing to the
amendment offered, by the Senator from Arkangas [Mr. Ropin-
soN] to article 1 of the treaty.

Mr. LENRROOT, Mr. President, T desire to occupy only a very
few mipgtes of the time of the Senate in putting in two or three
authorities upon two questions which have heen raised during
this debate. When it has been shown what the declarations of
the negotiators were at the time these treaties were signed,
and when the acceptance of that construction by the other mem-
bers of the conference is shown, some Senafors have attempted
to brush that aside as being either of no value, or the weakest
kind of evidence.

Mr. President, I hold in my hand a work entitled “ Interna-
tional Law Chiefly as Interpreted and Applied by the United
States,” by Prof. Charles Cheney Hyde, and I want to read his
text with reference to the subjeet of the value to be given to
declarations of negotiators. In section 534 he says:

Declarations on the part of fhe negotiators of a treaty at the time
of its conclusion, or by plenipotentiaries exchanging ratifications, indi-
eating the understanding of the parties as to the sense in which par-
tienlar terms were employ are useful as sources of interpretation
and should not be disregarded. Neor are the declarations of negotiators
even long subsequent to the perfecting of an agreement without value.
The reason why, according to the common law, declarations of inten-
tion could not given in aid of the interpretation of documents, save
under certain exceptional circumstances, was that they were considered
as dangerous for a jury, who, not being expert in such matters, might
attach to them too great weight. This objection is not applicable to
adjudications concerning the interpretation of agreements between
States. Declarations ef their plenipotentiaries, in so far as they indi-
cate the sense in which terms were employed, are valuable, not merely
because they are enlightening, but also becanse they may be safely en-
trusted to the consideration of judges or arbitrators, er to the ministers

of Btate. The Department of State has appreciated the significance of
guch statements, Courts of arbitration have accepted them.

There are very voluminous fooinotes as to the value which has
been placed by our own Government and by other Governments
with whom we have had treaties, upon the understanding of
negotiators as to the construction of treaties to which they are
parties.

Mr, BORAH. That is, in an instance where there is an am-
biguity in the language.

Mr. LENROOT. Of course, I did not suppose that the Sen-
ator from Idaho claimed that there was from his standpoint no
ambiguity in the language, because no one has ever claimed that
there was an express obligation in the instrument for the use of
force. It must be admitted that it is silent, and therefore it is
clearly a construction of the treaty upon which we must arrive
at the intent of the parties, if there could by any possibility be
any kind of an implication to use force.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator from Idaho does not contend that
the treaty is without ambiguity, but what I was thinking of was
that the Senator from Wisconsin was rather severe upon some
of us because we had called attention to the construction which
had been placed upon the treaty by the representatives of for-
eign powers. Of course, if the construction of the negotiators
or the representatives of the different nations is to be taken,
then you want the views of all the nations through their repre-
sentatives taken as a whole. We now have the situation that
while the representatives of the United States place one con-
struction upon it, we do know that a different construction has
been placed upon it by the representatives of other powers,

Mr, LENROOT. Mr. President, the Senator from Idaho does
not quite accurately state my view or the criticism I have made.
1 made no criticism because attention was called to statements
made by negotiators subsequent fo the conference to which the
Yenator from Idaho has referred. My criticism was that in the
debate upon this treaty by its opponents, almost without excep-
tion, they have ignored the construction placed upon this treaty
by the American delegates and accepted at the time the treaties
were signed. They have cast that aside as of no value, and
placed upon the treaty the construction of subjects of other
countries, most of whom were not negotiators at all, as being of
more value, That was what I complained of.
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Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I quite agree with the Senator
from Wisconsin that when this treaty is once ratified and be-
comes binding it would naturally follow that we would take
the construction placed upon it by our delegates. I take the
very opposite view up until the time the treaty is ratified. For
instance, Mr. President, suppose the able Senator and some
other able lawyer should be negotiating a contract to close a
very important transaction for their respective clients; and
suppose that before the contract was signed, sealed, and de-
livered, the Senator from Wisconsin should learn that the at-
torney upon the other side placed an entirely different con-
struction upon the contract from that which he had placed upon
it. I am quite sure the Senator would hasten to do one of two
things. He would either hasten to change the contract to make
it read so plainly and specifically that there could be no ques-
tion about it, or else he would undertake to ascertain the basis
upon which the opponent placed his construction.

Up until this time the treaty is not a treaty; it is simply a
proposition. Up until that time I think it is not only legiti-
mate, but the highest duty, to understand the construction which
other nations are putting upon it.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, in reply to the Senator from
Idaho I would say, taking his own illustration, that if he rep-
resented a client, and another able lawyer represented a client,
and there arose a question of construction of a contract which
had been preliminarily entered into, as to which the only step
remaining was to make it absolutely binding, I would not ex-
pect fhe Senator from Idaho to place a construction on it
against his own client, and accept the construction of the oppos-
ing attorney. That is what has been laid down here in the
Senate.

Mr. BORAH. The contract is not closed yet.

Mr. LENROOT. No: it is not closed,

Mr. BORAH. The time to debate the other man's view is be-
fore it is closed. Let me call the Senator's attention to another
illustration. I suppose everybody agrees that Secretary Hay
was one of the ablest men and one of the most careful Secre-
taries of State we have ever had. I feel quite certain that by
reason of a lack of thorough discussion and a thorough under-
standing as to language we are practically the losers in the
building of the Panama Canal. A construction was placed upon
the treaty under which we built the canal, subsequent to its
ratification, which they did not believe it bore before the ratifi-
cation, but which construction has now obtained to such a de-
gree that we are losing out in the confention entirely and the
foreign power is succeeding in its own construction. It would
have been infinitely better had the debate taken place before
the treaty was ratified, rather than afterwards.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, again taking the Senator’'s
illustration, the Senator must admit that if this treaty is rati-
fled—and it is going to be ratified—the construction he and
other Senators opposed to this treaty have given to the treaty
may possibly raise a question hereafter which would never have
been raised but for the view taken by the Senators, and that,

Mr, President, is why I expect to vote for this reservation. |
| the action

When this treaty was first presented to the Senate there was
not, in my judgment, the slightest reason for placing upon this
treaty any reservation; and if there be any reason now it is
becanse Senators opposing the treaty have throughout this en-
tire debate endeavored to construe it against the inferests of
America.

Mr. BORAH. If the Senator is correct and follows his logic
to its conclusion he must accept the reservation of the.Senator
from Arkansas then, because, nnder the Senator's argument, that
is more essential now as a reservation than is the reservation
of the Senator from Connecticut.

The fact of the business is, with all due respect to those who |

urge the reservation which is now attached to the treaty, I do
not get any consolation out of saying that a thing is not an
allinnce. I judge whether it is an alliance or not by the lan-
guage which is contained in the treafy.

Mr. LENROOT. For once the Senator and I agree.

Mr. BORAH. We agree quite often, when the Senator from
Wiseconsin is right.

Mr. LENROOT. I wish I could agree more often with the
Senator from Idaho. 7

Mr. BORAH. Perhaps that happy day will come. But this
treaty is an alliance or it is not an alliance, according to the
terms which are in the treaty. You can not by attaching a label
to a bottle put anything in the bottle which is not already in it.
1f you form a partnership, and if the terms of the contract make
it a partnership, no court pays any attention to the fact that
youn may declare it is not a partnership.

Mr. LENROOT. So far as the word “ alliance ” is concerned, 4
I did not have that in mind at all when I spoke of the reserva-

tion. What I did have in mind with reference to the reservation
was as to whether there was any obligation to use force,

Mr. BORAH. The Senator knows that the Senator from
Idaho has never taken the position that according to the techni-
cal terms of the treaty itself there is any commitment to force.

Mr. LENROOT. Either express or implied?

Mr. BORAH. So far as the technical language of the treaty
is concerned, that is correct.

Mr. LENROOT. When the Senator so very ably argued his
position with reference to the obligations of this treaty, assum-
ing that the construction of the proponents was correct, I had
supposed that he made that assumption only for the purpose of
argument. I am very glad to know now that that is his own
construction of the treaty.

Mr. BORAH. I took that position in the committee. I take
that position now. I have taken it all the time. But here is the
question: You have nevertheless created a situation where,
without any commitment upon the part of the terms of the
treaty, force may be determined upon by those who are repre-
senting us in this matter, and then the Congress of the United
States, as I contend, will be under moral obligation to carry out
whatever they determine upon. I agree, and I have said over
and over again, that when this expression “ fully and frankly " is
given between the representatives of those nations under article 2
that they may agree not to use force, and they are under no
obligations by the terms of the treaty to use force. I agree to
that perfectly. But I contend just as earnestly that they may
agree to use force; and if they do, the Congress of the United
States is under the moral obligation to carry out their agreement.
It is not in the express terms of the treaty, but in the unlimited
discretion of the conferees, which may result in a course from
which the Congress can not in honor eseape.

Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. President, will the Senator pardon
me ? :

Mr. LENROOT. 1 yield.

Mr. JOHNSON. Does not that mean, then, that there is an
application of force, according to the contention of the Sena-
tor from Idaho?

Mr. LENROOT.,
argue that out with the Senator from Idaho.
from Tdaho says not.

Mr. BORAH. I say that according to the terms of the
treaty itself there is no more agreement to use force than there
was in the entente—not a particle. There was no agreement to
use force under the entente; nevertheless a condition arose by
which force became inevitable—the Commons bound itseif—
morally bound—by the acts of the Secretary of Foreign Affairs,

Mr, LENROOT. Very well: the Senator and I absolutely
agree upon the construction of the treaty.

Mr. BORAH. But I say that you have authorized your rep-
resentatives to take either one course or the other. They may
agree not fo use force. They may refuse to use force, If
they do refuse it there is nothing in the treaty which compels
them to take any other course. On the other hand, if they
agree to use force we are under moral obligation to earry out
of our representatives. It is in the wuncirenm-
scribed discretion of the conferees, which may leave the Con-
gress no moral diseretion.

Mr. JOHNSON. Then, if the Senator from Wisconsin will
pardon me, the implication for the use of force is there, and
there is no eseaping that conclusion. 2

Mr. BORAH. I have no objection to' the Senator from
California entertaining that view. He may be right; but my
objection lies elsewhere.

Mr. LENROOT. I am very glad to have the Senator from
California and the Senator from Idaho disagree.

Mr. JOHNSON. I wanted to make perfectly clear what was
said in respect to the implication of force. As I understand
the Senator from Idaho, he holds that while there may noet be,
under article 2 of this agreement, any resort, any understand-
ing, and the like, as to force, yet there may be as well a
determinattion that force ultimately ought to be used, and that
then comes the obligation resting upon those who are parties
to the contract to carry out the agreement which may be mude
or the understanding which may be had. Is that accurate?

Mr. BORAH. I think that is accurate. The only difference
between the Senator from California and myself is this: The
Senator from California finds it in the treaty. I find it in the
authority which we give our agents to represent us. That is the
only difference between the two propositions,

Mr. JOHNSON. The genesis of it is the treaty which gives
the authority.

Mr. BORAH. Exactly; but the representatives may take the
very opposite view,

Mr, JOHNSON., Assuredly.

I leave the Senator from California to
The Senator
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Mr. BORAH. Then there is an implication to arrive at a
conclusion through peaceful means. It is just as much an im-
plication to arrive at a conclusion by peaceful means as it is the
other.

Mr. JOHNSON. Of course; but the implication is there by
which they may arrive at the other means. ;

Mr. BORAH. Very well. I am perfectly willing, as I said,
for the Senator to call it an implication. I do not regard it as
an implication at all. What I think is that we have designated
these agents to represent us in a certain gituation. They are
our representatives. They may decide to meet the situation by
peaceful means. If so, there is nothing in the treaty upon which
we could assess any criticism of them for doing it. On fthe
other hand, they may determine to meet it by force. Now, we
are under obligation, in my judgment, to carry out the decision
of our representatives; and therefore I say that the moral
obligation is binding upon the Congress, not by reason of the
terms of the freaty, but because we have created an agent whose
execution we must follow to a successful end. In other words,
this agency forestalls free action on the part of Congress.

Mr, EDGE., Mr, President, suppose three of the nations agree
that force is the only solution of the problem and the representa-
tive of the United States disagrees, then what would be the Sen-
ator’s interpretation of our responsibility and duty?

Mr., BORAH, Of course, the representative of the United
States has a right to disagree, but what I want Senators to
consider is this: Suppose the .representative of the United
States agrees? I do not want to turn over what is practically
the war-making power to one man, to represent 110,000,000,
If you say that he may disagree you must admit that also he
may agree or can agree, and if he does agree, the Congress of
the United States is morally bound to earry out that agree-
ment and you thus have one man practically committing us
to war—one man speaking for 110,000,000 people. 1 want to
bring the war-making power closer to the people. I do not
want the people to have a mere technical right after their
agents have morally committed them. I wholly distrust dip-
lomats in matters of war. The World War was the work of
diplomats; the people did not want it. I do not propose to
trust a few men with the power to morally bind us to go to
war.

Mr. EDGE. Then, I take it from the Senafor’s statement
that he does not believe an understanding has been arrived at,
which term is used in article 2 of the treaty, unless the rep-
resentative of the United States does agree with the other
three—in other words, that the four must agree?

Mr. BORAH. I understand that they must all agree.

Mr, EDGE. That is the question I asked.

AMr. BORAH. Yes. They must all agree. When they do all
agree, however, we as a people are morally bound to carry out
their agreement. Think of the infamy, after what we now
know of the facts about how the World War was brought
on, of signing a treaty under which four men may start a
world war—may by their action drag the people into war as
a dozen men dragged the people into a world war in 1914,

Mr. LENROOT. 1 think the Senator, if I understand him
correctly, is confusing the obligations under article 1 and
article 2. Under article 1 there is, of course, a conference.
We are obligated to enter into a conference under article 1
where there is a dispute which can not be settled by negotia-
tion between any of the four powers. Buf under article 2,
which I think is the situation the Senator from Idaho refers
to, there is no obligation to go into conference at all.

Mr. BORAH. I am perfectly willing to concede that, al-
though I think that if war were imminent men would not stop
to write letters. That has not happened very often. If war
were imminent they would come face to face just as rapidly as
they could. I am perfectly willing to agree that they do not
have to come face to face to have a conference. But the result
I am afraid of would be just the same if they should write
letters and agree by letters to come to the use "of military force.

Mr. LENROOT. Right at that point, the understanding that
the parties are to arrive at must, of course, be made and agreed
to by competent authority. The Senator must admit that propo-
gition. Any proposition invelving an understanding to go to
war can not be made by the President of the United States or
any plenipotentiary of the United States, there being no prior
obligation as there was in article 10. If the matter involves
the use of force there is but one thing under the treaty that the
President can do, and that is to submit it to the Congress and
to arrive at the understanding in that way if force is to be
used.

But I am very glad, T want to confess, that the position of
the Senator from Idaho has been very much cleared up to me
this morning. I am very glad to have his construction, beeguse

we clearly now have the Senater from Idaho, as I would have
expected from the beginning, to so construe the treaty that there
is no obligation, express or implied, for the use of force. But
the Senator from Idaho must admit that among the opponents
of the treaty he is very lonesome in that position.

Mr. BORAH. No; I do not think so. The Senator from
Idaho is taking precisely the position that he took in the For-
eign Rplations Committee and that he has taken from the very

inning.

Mr. LENROOT. I do not charge the Senator
his position.

Mr. BORAH. If the Senator will search the Recorp and read
my remarks he will find nothing to the contrary at all. My sole
objection to the treaty, so far as this particular proposition is
concerned, is that in my judgment it commits to the discretion
of one representative an act which may carry this Nation into
war or compel us to repudiate our own agent, or seek dishonor.

Mr. GLASS. If that is not an implication of foree, what is it?

Mr, BORAH. If I designate the Senator from Virginia as
my agent, to use his discretion either for peace or against it,
S0 far as the designation is concerned, in my judgment, there
is no implication. I give him, however, unlimited diseretion te
decide either upon peace or upon force. I do not want to leave
that to the discretion of one man. F think this is a matter
which ought to be dealt with by the Congress of the United
States, without any previous moral obligation of any kind,

Mr. GLASS. But when you do set up an ageney and pre-
scribe a process that may involve us in war, is not that an
implication of force?

Mr. BORAH. T do not think =o.

Mr, GLASS, Then I can not understand what an implica-
tion of force is.

Mr. BORAH. Tt is an implication of force in one sense, but
not by reason of the terms of the treaty itself, We simply here
create an agency and we say to that agency that he may do a
certain thing. He exercises discretion. What I am objecting
to is turning over our discretion to the discretion of an agent.

Mr. GLASS. But we do not say to the agency that he may
do a certain thing. We say to the agency, “ You may do one
of two certain things,”™ and one of those things is to take this
Nation into war. In other words, the very process itself in-
volves not only the possibility but the probability of taking
this Nation into war, !

Mr. BORAH. T agree with the probability that it will. T
think that he would have the right to decide for war, and that
is my fundamental objection to the treaty, that we are leaving
it to a representative to place us in a position where, while we
are not legally bound to do it, we are morally bound to carry
out his decision.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, T am not going to prolong
the discussion upon this point further than to say that if it
be admitted, as the Senator from Idaho admits, that there
is no obligation in the treaty for the use of force, then it neces-
sarily follows that no representative of the United States can
bind the United States beyond the constitutional authority
of that representative, and the constitutional authority of the
United States, which so far as we are concerned is the Con-
gress of the United States, is the only power in the United
States that can determine upen war. f

Mr. GLASS, That is a very fine argument that the Senator
from Wisconsin took special pains repeatedly to controvert
when the ecovenant of the League of Nations was before the
Senate,

*Mr. LENROOT,. Oh, no. Tam surprised at the Senator from
Virginia. The reservation that was adopted to article 10 of
the league covenant left article 10 substantially as this four-
power treaty leaves the four powers. With the reservation to
article 10 it left, and left only, the obligation to respect the
territorial integrity of all the other members of the league.
But I pointed out, and, every other Senator who took the same
position as I did pointed out, that without that reservation
there was a guaranty of territory, and therefore there was a
moral obligation entered into by the constitutional authority,
the treaty making power, a moral obligation to go to war in
order to fulfill the guaranty, which is entirely lacking in this
treaty.

Now, I wish to speak of one other point.

Mr. BORAH and Mr. PITTMAN addressed the Chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SHorTRIDGE in the chair),
Does the Senator from Wiseonsin yield, and if so, to whom?

Mr. LENROOT. T yield first to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. I want to say that in my opinion article 2 of
this treaty and article 10 of the League of Nations covenant
contained the same moral obligation exactly.

with changing
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Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator make no distinction, then,
between the guaranty of political independence and territorial
integrity and the guaranty to respect and, in case of dispute,
to confer? :

Mr. BORAH. Here is the proposition, The Senator does not
state it. We agree here that in case of aggressive action—in
other words, that in case any outside power may attack our
territory or the territory of Japan—then the question of terri-
torial integrity may be involved. That aggressive action may
consist of something else, but it may also consist of an attack
on territory, and then the whole question of territorial integrity
is involved. When that question of territorial integrity is
involved, we agree under article 2 to confer as to the most
efficient means to meet the situation. That is practically what
we agreed to under article 10.

Mr. LENROOT. Noj; but the Senator has admitted this morn-
ing and has admitted many times previously in the debate that
there is no obligation under article 2, moral or otherwise.

Mr. BORAH, Oh, no. I did not say not morally.

Mr. LENROOT. That is all an obligation in a treaty is. =

Mr., BORAH. I said repeatedly we were under moral obliga-
tion to ‘carry out the decision of our agent. i

Mr, LENROOT. The Senator is getting away now from the
proposition. I am talking about the obligation in the treaty,
and that is what the Senator is talking about—that there is no
obligation, moral or otherwise, to guarantee the integrity or
repel that aggression, because the Senator has this very morn-
ing admitted that the United States, when such a case arises,
may refuse to have anything to do with it, and there is no
moral fault upon our part,

Mr, BORAH. The United States might have refused under
article 10, too.

Mr. LENROOT. No.

Mr, BORAH. Let me read that article.

Mr. LENROOT. No; I do not want the Senator to get away
from this proposition. We could not under article 10, without
the reservation, have refused without being guilty of violating
the treaty; but the Senator admits that under article 2 of the
pending treaty we can refuse without any violation of the
treaty; and that is the distinction. &

Mr. BORAH. The same question as to whether there was
anything except a moral obligation arose in the conference at
the White House between the President of the United States and
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, The President of the
United States took the position which is taken here that there
was nothing in article 10 except a moral obligation. That mat-
ter was debated at the White House, The President always con-
tended that there was nothing in article 10 except a moral obli-
gation. Now I want to read what the then Senator Harding and
President Wilson said to cne another at that time:

Senator HarpING. The President expressed a while ago surprise that I
raised a question as to the value of this compact because of the moral
obligation feature. Let me premise by the statement that I-look upon
a moral obligation as that which the consecience of the contracting party
impels, The conscience of any nation in Europe, for example, may be
warped by its prejudices—racial, ﬁeogruphieal and otherwise. If that
be true and any nation mn{y put aside or exercise its udgment as to the
moral obligation in mrcﬂ.gt ng any recommendation of the league, really
what do we get out of this international compact in the enforcement of
any decree?

The PrEsSIDENT. We get the centering u
opinion of the world, expressed thron
responsible Governments.

The President of the United States placed precisely the same
construction upon article 10 of the League of Nations covenant
that the supporters of this treaty are placing upon article 2:
but the, Republican side of the Chamber refused to accept that
construction. Why?
not disregard its moral obligations without traveling the path
of dishonor. I read further:

Senator HarpiNG. Would it not be quite as moral for this Republie
itself to determine its moral obligations? ‘

The PresipeENT. Undoubtedly, Senator ; but in the meantime the world
would not have the knowledge before it that there will be concerted
action by all the responsible Governments of the world in the protection
of the peace of the world. The minute you do away with that assuranece
to the world you have reached the situation which produced the Ger-
man war.

Here is the point:

Benator Hamping. What becomes of our standing among nations if
the council fixes a moral obligation upon us and we reject the judg-
ment of the council as to the moral obligation?

What I ask is, What becomes of this Nation if our representa-
tives agree to use force and we reject the obligation? ' It is the
same question exactly that was presented in the League of Na-
tions debate, nothing less and nothing more,

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I had supposed that the
question of moral and legal obligations, so far as treaties are
concerned, was well settled and accepted by every Senator in the

n it generally of the definite
e authoritative organs of the

Because they said that the Nation could:

long debate upon the Versailles treaty. I had supposed that it
was an accepted doctrine, accepted by the Senator from Idaho,
that all treaty-obligations are moral obligations. They are
nothing but moral obligations, and can not be anything other
than moral obligations. But, Mr. President, I do not want the
Senator from Idaho to get away from the proposition now be-
fore us. We are arguing now as to whether or not there is any
obligation in the pending treaty to use force. The Senator from
Idaho has admitted there is not. Therefore the United States
will be free at any time in the future to take any such action as
it may see fit, and if the action involves war there is no moral
obligation, as there was in article 10, but the Congress of the
United States will decide that question when it arises, abso-
lutely free from any treaty promise whatever.

Mr. BORAH. Was there any obligation in article 10, except
a moral obligation?

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly not. I have said that all treaty
obligations are moral obligations.

Mr. BORAH. Precisely. Then we are in the same position
that we would be under article 10, If there was no obligation
under article 10 except a moral obligation, and there is no
obligation nnder this treaty except a moral obligation, so far
as the obligation is concerned we are in precisely the same posi-
tion under both instruments. :

Mr. LENROOT, No; Mr. President.

Mr. BORAH. And we are in just the same position in an-
other respect. If our representatives upon the council of the
League of Nations had decided upon the use of force, every-
body conceded in the debate upon the treaty that the Congress
of the United States would have a right to reject that decision
if they wanted to, but we all considered upon this side of the
Chamber that it would be an act of moral dishonor if we (i so.

Mr, LENROOT. The trouble with the argument of the Sen-
ator from Idaho is that in the League of Nations under article
10 the whole jurisdiction of the council was to determine how
there should be carried out an obligation which existed by the
very terms of the treaty; they were to advise how that obliga-
tion was to be earried out; but the Senator from Idaho rnow
admits that there is no obligation in the pending treaty. There-
fore, our representative in the conference is under no obliga-
tion whatever to give any kind of advice. So, Mr. President,
it leaves the United States, when the time arrives, absolutely
free to settle this question, if it be one of war, free from any
prior moral obligation by the war-making power of the United
States, which is the Congress of the United States.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, so far as——

Mr. LENROOT. My time is running short, and I should like
to conclude.

Mr. BORAH. Just one word, and then I shall not bother

the Senator any more.
provides that—

In case of any such aggression, or in case of any threat or danger of
such afgress!m:. the council shall advise upon the means by which this
obligation shall be fulfilled.

Advise; simply advise,

Mr. LENROOT. Exactly, * this obligation ™; but here there
is no obligation. That is the difference.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, we have an obligation to carry
out the terms of our representative’s act, have we not?

Mr. LENROOT. I am surprised at the Senator from Idaho.
Article 10 of the Leagne of Nations, the Senator wust admit,
expressly laid upon the United States an obligation and a
guaranty.

Mr. McCORMICK, Mr, President, I suggest that the Senuator
read the first sentence of artiele 10. I am not enamored of
this treaty, as the Senator from Idaho knows, but I can see a
distinetion between the pending treaty and article 10 of the
League of Nations covenant. :

Mr. BORAH. I know the Senator from Illinois is not
enamored of the pending treaty, and I am sorry he has as mucl
“ enamorosity ” for the treaty as he has, .

Mr. McCORMICK. There are sometimes * marriages of con-
venience."”

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from Idaho must admit that in
article 10 there is an obligation to guarantee territory,

Mr. BORAH. Al that article 10 provides for is advice.

Mr. LENROOT. No; the Senator is again mistaken.

Mr. BORAH. Article 10 says “shall advise upon the
means " ; that is the language used.

Mr. LENROOT. Article 10 provides for a guaranty on the
part of the United States of the territorial integrity of every
other member of the league. I think the Senator from Idaho
is one who took the position which I took—that, irrespective of
that advice, if there was external aggression affecting terri-
torial integrity, the moral obligation was imposed upon the

Article 10 of the League of Nations
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United States to send such men and ships as might be neces-
sary to preserve that territorial integrity.

My, BORAH. Mr. President, I know that one position which
the Senator took waus that we were permitting one representa-
tive sitting in the council of the League of Nations fo place us
in a1 position where we were morally bound to do whatever he
said. That is precisely what we are doing under article 2 of
the pending treaty. We are placing in the power of one man to
decide whether we shall have peace or whether we shall have
wiar. We may, if he decides for war, reject that decision; so
nmight we have done under the League of Nations, but we could
not have done so honorably.

Mr., LENROOT. Mr, President, again I must merely repeat
that under the League of Nations covenant what the representa-
tive wus authorized to do was to advise how an existing obli-
gation should be carried out. Now. the Senator from Idaho ad-
mits, as I contend, that there is no obligation in the pending
treaty to use force, and therefore, it seems fo me, with all due
deference to the Senator from Idaho, that the case attempted fo
be made by the opponents of the ftreaty has fallen to the
ground. T am very glad that the opponents of this treaty have
not now the gssistance of the Senator from Idaho in their
construction of it.

Mr. PITTMAN: Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. LENROOT. I yield.

Myr. PITTMAN, There is the same obligation in the four-
power treaty as there was under the league covenant.

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, Mr. President, if the Senator wants to
ask me a question, very well; I will yield; but L am not going
further to argue a question that is so plain. If the Senator
says that there is the same obligation under the four-power
treaty as there is under article 10 of the League of Nations, I
want to suggest to the Senator that I can not argue such a
proposition as that.

Mr. PITTMAN. Will the Senator be so condescending as to
permit the reading of the preamble of the treaty he is dis-
cussing?

Mr. LENROOT, No; I do not care to permit that to be done;
it is perfectly plain to everybody, and 1 have discussed that : t
great length.

Mr. PITTMAN. It states emphatically that the treaty is en-
tered into for * the maintenance of their rights in-relation to
their insular possessions and insular dominions in the region
of the Pacific Ocean.”

The whole object of the treaty is to maintain their rights and
their possessions.

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly.

Mr. PITTMAN. Is there not an obligation in that respect?

Mr. LENROOT. I have diseunssed that at great length in
times past. I do not desire to take any credit to myself for
that, but I have called attention to the clear harmony between
the articles of the treaty and the nreamble, and stated that, in
so far as we did respect the rights of other nations we did main-
tain the peace, and in so far as we came to friendly under-
standings, we did to that extent maintain their rights; but for
any Senator fo undertake to read a guaranty into the preamble
of the treaty, while he may do so if he desires, I do not care to
argue further any such proposition as that. )

Mr, President, it has been asserted—it was asserted quite
vigorously yesterday—with reference to article 1 that the pro-
vision that in case of dispute fhere shall be a conference of the
four powers or that there shall be an invitation extended to the
other parties to confer about the matter, fo whom it shall be
referred for consideration and adjustment, involves an arbitra-
tion, and that such proceeding is subject to all the rules of an
arbitration, and there being no rules provided in the treaty it-
self. that the representatives of the different powers at the con-
ference may make their own rules and may determine that the
question shall be settled by a majority vote.

Mr. President, it so happens that our own Supreme Court
has had occasion to consider that very question involving the
construction of the word “adjustment™ and as to whether a
reference for “ adjustment™ ecan be said to be an arbiftration.
In the case of Gordon against United States, reported in Seventh
Wallace, page 188, the court delivered an opinion bearing on that
point. In that case there was under consideration an act of
Congress which was passed in 1848 for the relief of certain
claimants against the Government and “ authorizing and requir-
ing the second auditor of the Treasury Department to examine
and adjust "-—note the words—*" their claims on principles of
equity and justice, having due regard for the proofs for the
value of the property taken or destroyed, providing that the
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said representatives should be paid for the same out of part
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated.”

That act was afterwards amended to place the same power
and duty with the Secretary of War. After un adjustment had
been made and the claims allowed by the Secretary of War,
something like a year afterwards, the entire legislation was
repealed and Congress annulled the action theretofore taken
in so far as it could do so.

The claim was made in the Supreme Court of the United
States that this was in the nature of an arbitration; that the
adjustment had been made by the regularly constituted au-
thority of the Government, and therefore the claimants had a
vested right. With reference to that, and in denying that con-
tention, the court said: .

In order to clothe a person with the authority of an arbitrator the
parties must mutually agree to be hound by the decision of {he person
cheosgen to determine the matter in controversy. The resolution under
which the Secretary assumed to act did not authorize him fo make
a final adjustment of the matter embraced in it.

Amd so forth,

But, Mr. President, with reference to the language used in
article 1, the draftsman of this treaty simply followed the plain,
elementury rules of international law, and of course he must
be presumed to have known that in providing for a conference
the things that could be done in that conference would be gov-
erned by the rules of international law touching conferences. [
am glad again to have the Senator from Idaho agree this morn-
ing, in distinction from those wio have insisted that a majority
of the conferees could bind the United States, that the United
States can not be bound in such a conference unless we our-
selves agree to it. In aking that statement the Senator from
Idaho has simply stated the well-settled rule of international
law, and yet it has been deliberately stated upon this floor that
if we entered into that conference we can be bound by the action
of the conferees by a majority vote.

I read—and I shall read very briefly—from Oppenheim's In-
ternational Law, the chapter upon * Congresses and ,(Confer-
ences.” He says:

International congresses and conferences are formal meetings of the
representatives of several States for the purpose of discussing matters
of international interest and coming to an agreement concerning these
matters. As far as language is concerned, the term “ congress’ as
well as * conference " may bhe used for the meétings of the representa-
tives of only two States, gut regularly congresses or conferences denote
guch bodies only as are composed of the representatives of a greater
number of States.

Now, note the language that he uses as to the object of
international conferences:

For the purpose of discussing matters of international interest and
coming to an agreement concerning these matters.

That is the object, and of course that is substantially 'the
language that is used in article 1 of the present treaty. It
provides for a conference at which they are to consider these
matters and to come to an agreement if it is possible to do so.

As to whether, where a matter is submitted to an interna-
tional conference, a majority vote can bind any one who dis-
sents, I read from page 512:

It is usual—

The author says—

but not obligatory, for the Secretary for Foreign Affaffs of the State
within which the congress meets to be elected president. If the diffi-
culty of the guestions on the program makes it advisable, special
eommitiees are appointed for the purpose of preparing the matter for
discussion by the body of the congress. In such discussion all repre-
sentatives can take part. After the discussion follows the voting.

Now—

The motion must be carried unanimously to consummate the task of
the congress, for the vote of the majority has no power whatever in
regard to the dissenting parties,

Mr. President, I hope we have now heard the last in this
debate of any claiin that if the United States enters into a con-
ference under article 1 a majority in that conference can bind
the United States. I repeat that I am glad to have the view of
the Senator from Idaho—whom it is casting no reflection upon
to say that he is the leading opponént of this treaty——

Mr. BORAH. Oh, no.

Mr. LENROOT. I am glad to have the view of the Senator
from Idaho that an acceptance by the United States is required
in order that the United States shall be bound by any adjust-
ment at such a conference. -

Mr. BORAH. Under the League of Nations we would have
had to have a unanimous vote, would we not?

Mr. LENROOT, Yes.

Mr. BORAH. That is it, exactly. There was no fight on that
proposition in the league contest.

Mr. LENROOT. No; but the Senator knows that this con-
tention has been made on this floor.
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Mr. BORAH. Of course the Senator from Idaho can not
possibly represent anybody’s views but his own——

Mr, LENROOT. Certainly not.

Mr. BORAH. And not even those very well.

Mr. LENROOT. Very well.

Mr. BORAH. But I never contended for a moment that we
could make a treaty which would take away from the Congress
the power to declare war.

* Mr. LENROOT. I know that.

Mr. BORAH. No; and I never contended that if we entered
the league a majority could bind us and that we would have
to consent. What I contended was that if our representative
did econsent, the Congress of the United States was morally
bound to carry out his decision; and that is precisely the posi-
tion which I take with reference to article 2. If our repre-

* sentative consents, we are morally bound to carry out his deci-

gion.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I shall only repeat what I
have herefofore said. Apparently the Senator from Idaho did
not read in article 10 any obligation to guarantee the territorial
integrity of the other members of the league. He cast that
aside, when it seems to me that it must be entirely clear that
in article 10—and that is the distinction between this freaty
and the Versailles treaty in that respect—there was an express
obligation to do everything that was necessary to preserve the
territorial integrity of the other members of the league from
external aggression, and that all that our representative would
have to do was, in conference with others, to advise upon the
means of carrying out the obligation. But, Mr. President, if
they never advised at all, if they did not come to any unani-
mous decision, the obligation of the United States would remain
just the same and we would be under the moral obligation,
thongh no advice was ever given, to use all the soldiers and all
the ships that were necessary in order to carry out the obliga-
tion that we had solemnly entered into, when, as I say, the
Senator from Idaho now admits that there is no snch obligation
in the pending treaty.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I am not going to debate this
matter at present, I simply want to call attention to one mat-
ter, because I did not want to trespass too long upon the time of
the Senator from Wisconsin,

As I see if, the moral obligation under article 2 of this treaty
is precisely the same moral obligation that there was under
article 10, and particularly article 11 of the League of Nations
covenant. President Wilson always took the position that there
wias never anything but a moral obligation to earry out either
article 10 or article 11. That was his contention before the
Foreign Relations Committee—or, rather, when the Foreign
Relations Committee was before him—and also his contention
in all his addresses throughout the Western States, that there
was simply a moral obligation.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, to make the point more em-
phatie, he stated explicitly that he so said to the peace con-
ference when they were considering the Versailles treaty.

Mr. BORAH. Precisely; and, therefore, so far as the obliga-
tion upon the part of the United States was concerned, there
is no difference between the obligation here and the obliga-
tion under amticle 10, because they are both nothing more than
moral obligations.

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

Mr. BORAH. Yes.

Mr. LENROOT. I should like to ask the Senator a question.
Does he think there is any legal obligation at all in international
relations? Are not international obligations moral obligations?

Mr. BORAH. In the sense that there is no sanction behind
them except that of the discretion of the nation of course that
is true; but if that is true, then we conre back to the original
proposition that there is no difference between this obligation
and that of the League of Nations, because if there can not be
anything but a moral obligation, then there was not anything
in the League of Nations but a moral obligation, and so it is
Jhere. !

But let me read you article 11 of the League of Nations cove-
nant. Artiele 11 was accepted by all the Republicans who finally
were willing to take the treaty of Versailles with reservations,
Article 11 says that: 7

Any war or threat of war, whether immed.latgldy

affecting any of the
members of the league or not, is hereby declar

a matter of concern
to the whole league, and the league shall take any action that may be
deemed wise and effectual to safeguard the peace of nations,

There is a remarkable similarity between the principle in-
volved in article 2 and the principle involved in article 11, be-
cause certainly if there was aggressive action upon the part of
an outside power against Japan or against England there
would be a war or a threat of war, and in case of aggressive

action or a threat of war the league would take such action as
it deemed wise, and in case of a war or threat of war or
aggressive action here the conferees, whether by writing to
one another or by talking to one another, will take such action
as they deem wise.

Under article 11 we would be under a moral obligation to
carry out whatever they had unanimously decided upon, and
under article 2 we are under a moral obligation to carry out
whatever they unanimously decide upon.

Although I know there were others who differed with me, in
my contention I assumed all the time that under the league our
representative would have to agree to the program: but what
I contended against specifically at that time, and what I contend
against now, is that we were delegating to one representative
upon the council of the league the power to determine upon the
most eflicient measures to guard the peace of the world, and
that if he determined upon a particular measure we were under
a moral obligation to earry out whatever he determined upon.
As I see it, precisely the same obligation and the same power
to decide rests with our agent under article 2.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Presideut, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BORAH. Yes.

Mr., LENROOT. Has not the Senator admitted many times
that we are under no obligation to send any agent under article
2—that the understanding, if any is reached, will be reached
by the constitutional anthorities?

Mr. BORAH. I have said many times that it does not make
any difference whether you write a letter or whether you talk
to a mun, Whether you write a letter or whether you talk to
him face to face, you finally come to an agreement, you finally
come to an understanding by which all the powers will agree to
take a certain course under article 2. I do not care whether
they write letters or whether they talk to one another; if they
do agree, precisely the same moral obligation exists that existed
under article 11 of the League of Nations covenant.

Mr. President, it so happens that article 11 is the one article
under which the League of Nations has practically carried on
all its actions since it has been in existence. It has never, to
my knowledge, invoked article 10. It did in two instances in-
voke article 11; and when it invoked article 11 and actéd
under it, in my judgment it was acting under the identical
principle that is contained in article 2 of the pending treaty.
I remember, too, that Mr. Hughes—then in private life, now
Secretary of State—was always in favor of article 11. He was
willing to take article 11 without any change or modification
whatever, and in my humble judgment there is not a particle
of - difference between article 2 and article 11 so far as the
principle is concerned; and if article 11 is good, then article
10 is unnecessary.

I read further from article 11:

In case any such emergency should arise the secretary general shall,
on the request of any member of the league, forthwith summon a mect-
ing of the council.

It is also declared to be the friendly right of each member of the
league to bring to the attention of tﬂe assembly or of the council
any circumstanee whatever affecting international relations which

threatens to disturb international peace or the good understanding be-
tween nations upon which pence depends.

If it be contended that there was an implication of the use
of force under article 11, it is clear to my mind that there is
an implication of the use of force under article 2; but I
always regarded the objection to article 11 as consisting of the
fact that we were delegating to one man the question of deter-
mining npon a program which might involve us in war.

We are now delegating to one man, the Secretary of State,
or whoever may represent him, either in person or by letiter,
the power to determine as to the most efficient measures to
meet the exigency, What exigency? An attack upon the terri-
torial integrity of Japan, an aggression upon Japan, the same
as under article 11 of the covenant of the League of Nations.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, just on that point, to meet what
sort of aggression, an aggression provoked by what considera-
tions? The Senator from Wisconsin says that there is no obli-
gation in this treaty to maintain the territorial integrity of the
parties to the treaty.

Mr. BORAH. I do not agree with that view of the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. GLASS. What is the purpose of the treaty?

Mr. BORAH. I said a moment ago that in my opinion there
is just as much obligation to maintain territorial integrity as
under article 10 of the league covenant, because if the aggres-
sion takes place, then we are called into conference, and ealled
there for the purpose of meefing the aggression. We may meet
it one way or we may meet it in another, but we are there for
the purpose of meeting the aggression.
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Mr. ROBINSON. The usual way of meeting it is by force,
by counteraggression, is it not?

Mr. BORAH. Yes; it is.

Mr, ROBINSON. If one nation attacks another with military
force, the nation attacked usually considers no othlier method
than the best means of marshaling military force to resist it.

Mr. PHIPPS obtained the floor.

Mr, GLASS. Mr. President, the Senator from Wisconsin
emphasized the fact that article 10 of the covenant bound us
to maintain the territorial integrity of the members of the league.
So I say this treaty binds us to maintain the territorial in-
tegrity of the four contracting parties, What is the purpose of
the treaty if that is not its object? It is stated in the very
first paragraph, where it says:

With a view to the preservation of the general peace and the mainte-
nance of their rights in relation to their insular possessions and in-
sular dominions,

That meaus the maintenance of their territorial integrity, and
not only of their territorial integrity but the maintenance of
their rights, indefinable rights. It goes even further than
article 10 of the League of Nations covenant.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Colo-
rado yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. PHIPPS. I yield.

Mr. LENROOT. May I ask the Senator from Virginia
whether he takes the position that a man can not make a
contract whereby, in order to carry ont certain purposes, he
agrees to do certain things, without being obligated to do other
things which are not found in the contract?

Mr. GLASS, When a man enters into a contract he is
morally bound to observe the very purposes he avows in that
contract at the outset, and the major purpose of the contract
is to maintain the territorial integrity and rights of the con-
tracting parties, We proceed to set up an agency for the pur-
pose of carrying out the avowed object of this treaty. Then
can we say that if our agent commits us to the use of force
there is no moral obligation upon this Nation to use forece, but
that under the covenant of the league there was a moral
obligation? Mr. President, that is a legal refinement and
quibble that is beyond the discernment or comprehension of a
man of ordinary intelligence who does not belong to the legal
fraternity.

Mr. LENROOT, Will the Senator from Colorado yield for
just one statement?

Mr. PHIPPS, I yield.

Mr. LENROOT, 1 believe there is such an institution known
as the Wilson Foundation. According to the argument of the
Senator from Virginia, if he subseribes $1,000 the purpose of
which- was to establish the Wilson Foundation, to carry out
his view of it, he would be obligated to contribute every dollar
he had in order to earry out the purpose, if it was necessary.

Mr. GLASS. Oh, Mr. President, that is childish, if the Sena-
tor will excuse me,

Mr. LENROOT. I have offered a childish argument because
I thought, perhaps, it would be necessary.

Mr, GLASS. The Senator said he could not argue this propo-
sition, and I quite agree with him that he has not argued it,
whether he can or not; but there is the avowed purpose of this
four-ply pact. It is to maintain the possessions of the signa-
tory nations, and it defines the processes whereby we are to
reach conclusions as to the most efficient means of maintain-
ing the possessions and rights of the signatory powers.

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, may I inquire whether the
Senator is speaking in his own time or in my time. I thought
1 was recognized some minutes since.

Mr. -GLASS. I thought I was speaking in the time of the
distinguished Senator from Idaho. It was that Senator whom
I interrupted. I did not observe that the Senator from Colo-
rado was even on his feet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair has repeatedly
stated that the Senator from Colorado has the floor,

Mr. GLASS. I did not hear the Chair, -

Mr. PHIPPS. I did not desire to take the Senator from the
floor if he had not concluded his statement. I amy perfectly
willing to yield, and I might be willing to yield in my own
time, if he had not concluded.

Mr. GLASS. I will say what I have to say in my own time.

Mr, BORAH. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state his in-
quiry.

Mr. BORAH. T just want to find out for future exigencies
how much time I have absorbed in this interchange of views.
Is any time charged to me at all?

Mr, GLASS. I beg the Senator's pardon if T encroached
upon his time, because I am sure he occupies it to very much
better advantage than I could.

Mr. BORAH. I am perfectly willing for the Senator to have
it charged to my time, but I want to know how much time I
have left.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Replying to the Senator's in-
quiry, the Chair will state that the Senator has consumed 10
minutes of the time allotted to him under the unanimous-con-
sent agreement,

Mr. PHIPPS, DMry. President, as I desire to take only a few
minutes of the time of the Senate,®I prefer to proceed with my
statement until its conclusion without being interrupted, after
which I shall be very glad to endeavor to answer any questions
which may be propounded.

Mr. President, I hesitate to address myself even briefly to the
pending treaty in view of the lucid and convincing statements
made upon this floor by the distinguished Senators who are
deeply versed in international affairs. However, because of the
far-reaching importance of this subjeet, a few words may not
be out of place.

The terms of the four-power pact are plain. Article 1 pro-
vides that the “ parties agree as between themselves to respect
their rights in relation to their insular possessions and insular
dominions in the region of the Pacific Ocean.” Who will urge
that the United States should not respect the territorial rights
of other nations? What objection can we have to the agree-
ment on the part of other nations to respect our rights in the
Pacifie, if they care to enter into such an understanding?

Note that there is no sanction, no obligation, to resort to
arms; no agreement to use force should controversies arise be-
tween any of the parties regarding their possessions. In such
cases, where the matter is not satisfactorily settled by diple-
macy, “they shall invite the other high contracting parties to
a joint conference to which the whole subject will be referred
for consideration and adjustment.” That is all.

Mr. President, I have given this matter conscientious con-
sideration, and yet I ean not possibly read into this language,
so simple and explicit, anything which would justify dark and
gloomy forebodings or raise the fear of future complications
leading to war.

Article 2 is also self-explanatory. In case of aggressive
action in the Pacific on the part of any nation other than the
signatories, the parties “shall communicate with one another
fully and frankly in order to arrive at an understanding as to
the most efficient measures to be taken, jointly or separately, to
meet the exigencies of the particular sitnation.” This article
can not properly be construed ag ereating an alliance, offensive
or defensive in its nature—as doing anything, in other words,
which would bind America to any line of warlike action at
any future time. The obligation is merely to * communicate
fully and frankly,”

What is the real significance of the four-power treaty? Its
terms are simple and easily understood, but what of its effect?
Has the pact any power for permanent peace among nations?
I think so. In fact, I am convinced that the work of the Wash-
ington conference, which centers around this treaty, has done
more toward establishing a better understanding and friendly
relationship among nations than any other single event in
history.

It has been reiterated upon this - or and elsewhere that this

document contains no commitment to armed force, and it has
been urged that it is, therefore, a meaningless thing, without
force or effect. But the fact alone that four powers such as
these have placed implicit confidence and trust in each other
is suflicient to create a great mroral power for peace in the
world. The whole spirit of this agreement gives the lie to
jealousies and suspicions and tends to promote friendly coopera-
tion among those who have signed it. As stated by the senior
Senator from Massachusetts:
" This is an attemgt to remove causes of war over a t area of
the globe's surface by reliance upon the good faith and honest inten-
tions of the nations which sign this treaty, solving all differences
through the processes of diplomacy and joint consideration and con-
ciliation.

The trite saying that 90 per cent of all business transactions
are conducted on faith is generally admitted to be true. It
would be even more accurate to say that no treaty ever entered
into between two or more nations was disregarded if it had
been written and signed in all good faith and that same intent
continued in the disposition of the signatory powers. Have
we so soon forgotten the sad story of the wrong done Belginm
in the year 1914, when a solemn treaty involving her was
broken without fair notice or warning? Continued good faith
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on the part of Germany would have saved her from the disgrace
which becanre her portion.

The four-power treaty is valuable because of its subject
matter. It was generally recognized after the Great War that
trouble in Eurepe on a large scale was not to be expected for
many years, but that in the Far East conditions were different.
The Pacific was likely to prove a fruitful source of suspicion,
of danger, and of warfare. Hence, a pact such as this whereby
the nations chiefly interested express their willingness to confer
freely and frankly should disputes arise will help to estab-
lish confidence and good will and to maintain permanent peace-
ful relations in that part of the world,

In this connection the four-power treaty expressly terminates
the agreement made in London on July 13, 1911, between Great
Britain and Japan, known as the Anglo-Japanese alliance, which
might prove dangerous to the United States. Ne argument is
necessary to show the value of the provision contained in
article 4, which does away with this old agreement. Here was a
real alliance. The great difference between the present treaty,
an agreement to confer, and the Anglo-Japanese pact, an alli-
ance offensive and defensive, is clearly brought out by a com-
parison of articles 1 and 2 of the four-power treaty, already
guoted in large part, with article 2 of the old agreenrent be-
tween Great Britain and Japan, which reads:

If by reason of unprovoked attack or aggressive action, wherever
arising, on the part of any power or powers, either high contracting
party should be involved in war in defense of its territorial rights or
specinl interests mentioned in the preamble of this agreement, the other
0 to the assistance of its ally, and

hjﬁh contracting party will at onee
w make peace in mutual agreement

1 conduct the war in common an
with it.

Note the alliance; Mr. President; note the agreement to be
bound to resort to military and naval action at some future
time. To my mind there is no similarity between the terms of
the two treaties. A peace pact is being substituted for a war
alliance, .

Again, this treaty should be ratified because around it re-
volves the whole program of the Washingten Conference on
‘Limitation of Armaments. It would be the height of folly to
disarm, even in part, without removing as far as possible the
causes of future wars. It would be most umwise to agree to
limit our armaments or to abandon our proposed naval program
while a compact such as the Anglo-Japanese alliance remained
in existence. I believe in the effective work of the Washington
conference; I intend to support each one of the treaties proposed
as a result of that international gathering; and yet I think the
whole program would fail if this four-power pact should not be
ratified. :

Senators, make no mistake. Our citizens are in earnest re-
garding this pact. Americans are a plain, practical people and
can not see any force in the fancied objections which have been
raised by some. They do know that there is a vast difference
between this simple treaty and the dangerous werld commit-
ments and entanglements of the complicated treaty of Versailles,
They do know the men who represented the United States at
the conference table and have the utmost confidence in them.
Our people have been assured in most solemn language that this
document makes for peace and that Ameriea’s rights have been
most jealously safegnarded. For that matter, the public has
been given the prinecipal details of the negotiations. The treaty
itself has been carefully studied from all angles. Our citizens
are satisfied with the work of the Washington conference and
have ealled it good.

To summarize : This treaty should be ratified because:

1. In place of warlike preparations it provides for conferences
and calm consideration of the difficulties arising between na-
tions, and its moral effect is therefore profound.

2. It furnishes a means for the settlement of questions involy-
ing the Pacific, a potential source of danger,

3. It terminates the menacing Anglo-Japanese alliance.

4, It is the pivot around which the work of the Washington
conference revolves; and,

5. It meets with the approval of the people of the United
States, of whom we are, in part, the representatives.

Mr. President, it is significant that shortly after President
Harding submitted these treaties to the Senate he appeared be-
fore the Congress with a practical program for the expansion
of our merchant marine. That was no idle coincidence. The
program of the present administration, and let us hope of ad-
ministrations to come, is to encourage the arts of peace, to build
up American industry, American agriculture, American com-
merce, and to disconrage military and naval ambitions. We
shall substitute * trade, the calm health of nations,” for the
devastating disease of war. We shall proceed, not with our
heads in the clouds, but along the beaten highway, working out
our ideals, as did our representatives at the conference, along

practical lines and with proper regard for American interests
and fraditions.

These agreements, which furnish the proper impetus, propose
practical methods of keeping the peace among nations, based,
as they should be, upon the honor and good faith of the signa-,
tories, and will also prevent the huge expenditure of the
Nation's assets for war purposes. Not only does the United
States save $68,000,000 in her Navy bill for the coming fscal
year despite the reimbursement which must be made to con-
tractors; not only will there be greater savings in the years to
come; but also—and this is much more important—there will
not be the dreadful toll of suffering, hatred, and death which
comes with the dogs of war. ;

Mr, President, I hold in my hand a photostat reproduction of
the front page of the Illustrated London News, issue of Satur-
day, June 5, 1900, and desire to call attention to the following
inscription which appears beneath the portrait of Mr. Andrew
Carnegie and his good wife:

Mr. Andrew Carnegie, ever desirous that the nations shall live in
love and charity with their neighbors, proposes that an international
conference for the limitation of armaments shall be called, and sug-
gests that the call shall be made by the United States,

I quote as follows his statement made to a newspaper corre-
spondent at that time:

I find Burope in a ferment and nations gone * dreadnonght mad.”
Italy has just decided to spend on battleships many millions of pounds
which she can ill spare. Austria has embarked on the same insane
program ; while France has resolved on no fewer than 38 sea monsters
as necessary to her security. All this i{s cavsed by German and British
rivalry. Now this ig not merely a spectacle for the United States of
America to marvel at, but it has a direet and vital interest for us,
Qur country is necessarily about to be drawn into the vortex, and it
has become a pertinent question whether it iz permissible that any
two nations should involve the other chief nations in this mad rivalcy
or doom them to a practically defenseless state,

Mr. President, I feel that I may properly take this oceasion
to pay my slight tribute to the memory of an outstanding man
and dear personal friend, who devoted his every effort to ad-
vance the cause of peace among the nations of the earth., Mr,
Carnegie’'s untimely death was undoubtedly hastened by brood-
ing over the terrible effects of the Great War, which devastated
large areas of Europe, and which was only brought to a con-
clusion through the assistance of our armed forces,

Mr. President, the United States has assumed her rightful
position among the leading nations of the world, and by precept
and example can accomplish mueh in the great work of bringing
about * peace on earth, good will toward men.”

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr, President, it must be surprising to
those who attend the tebates of the Senate relative to the
ratification of the pending treaty to observe how varied and
confusing are the constructions placed upon the meaning and
the effect of the language employed. Some Senators, unquali-
fiedly advocating the treaty, declare it to be an alliance and
express their emphatic opposition to the reservation expressing
the nnderstanding of the United States that the treaty contem-
plates no alliance., Other Senators say that they support the
treaty because it is perfectly clear to them that no alliance is
contemplated by its terms, and that no obligation, moral or
otherwise, is implied in the treaty to exercise force to carry oug
the conclusions and purposes of the parties who are signateries
to it.

Other Senators have indicated their intention to vote against
the resolution to advise and consent to the ratification of the
treaty because they assert that nnder the terms there are implied
involvements which might make it the duty of this country to
engage in war against the opinion of the Congress of the United
States,

That there exist grounds for differences of opinion concerning
the true interpretation and effect of the treaty, it appears to
me is conclusively established by admitted cireumstances. First,
the conference which negotiated the treaty found it necessary,
or, if not necessary, found it advisable to interpret the meaning
and effect of the language employed in two particulars.

Second, the conference which negotiated the treaty found it
necessary to negotiate a supplementary treaty explaining the
terms of the main instrument to mean something very different
from what the language employed was admitted to mean with-
ont the interpretation carried in the supplementary treaty.

In the third place, the Committee on Foreign Relations re-
ported the reservation of the Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
BraNDEGEE] expressing the understanding of the United States
to be that this treaty really means no alliance and no commit-
ment to the use of force.

So we find those who are responsible for the negotiation of
the treaty and for the resolution proposing its ratification have
admitted the existence of ambiguities and the necessity or ad-
visability of explanatory reservations. Whatever may be the
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true interpretation of the instrument, all Senators must admit
that it is desirable and wise to secure in advance of the ratifi-
cation of the treaty, if possible, an interpretation that is accept-
able to the governments which are parties to the {reaty.

When two or more persons enter into a contract, the first re-
quirement in the law is that there shall be a meeting of the
minds of the contracting parties; and if one party understands
the instrument difTerently from the other, it may result that no
contract is, in fact, entered into. Since it is perfectly apparent
that the American delegates themselves thought the treaty
needed explanation, and in order to make clear its terms recom-
mended a reservation; since after debate extending over a
period of several days there exist among able lawyers in the
Senate great differences, irreconcilable differences as to what
the treaty really means and what may occur under it, how can
any person who is actuated by good faith, whether that person
be a Senator or merely a citizen, oppose a policy that would
clarify the meaning of the treaty so that Senators may know
and understand and agree as to what that meaning is, and so
that the other parties to the treaty may reach a mutual and
common interpretation of the provisions and effects of the in-
strument?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President——

Mr. ROBINSON. I yield with pleasure to the Senafor from
Georgia.

Mr, WATSON of Georgia. The Senator from Illinois [Mr.,
McCormick] reminded us a few days ago that the enlarged
maps showing distances, which are now in universal use, were
first introduced by Lord Salisbury, who has been dead for some
years, Can the Sepator from Arkansas explain to the Senate
and the country how it came about that our representatives
at the Washington conference did not know of the relation of
the enormous island of Sakhalin to the mainland of Russia,
and also the tremendous importance of Singapore, which is not
on the Pacific Ocean at all but on the China Sea?

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I have said on another oc-
casion that it is incomprehensible to me that any delegate
should have signed this treaty without first ascertaining the
relationship of the territories affected by the treaty to the con-
troversies that already exist. The Japanese islands, including
the island of Sakhalin now in its possession, occupy such a po-
sition in relation to the continent of Asia that it would be a
physical impossibility for any nation to approach an Asiatic
port in the Pacific coast without passing through what Japan
claims to be Japanese waters, The importance of the island
referred to by the Senator from Georgia, considered from a
strategic or military standpoint, can not be doubted. To our
amazement we are informed that no consideration whatever
was given to that subject by the American delegates when
they signed this treaty; to our astonishment we are told that
no consideration whatever was given by the American delegates
when they signed this treaty to the fact that its provisions em-
braced the mainland of the Japanese Empire.

No explanation has been offered by any Senator satisfactory
to a student mind why, if the inclusion of the mainland of
Japan was immaterial in the first instance, it became of such
great importance that the conference concluded it necessary
to repert a supplementary treaty taking the mainland of Japan
out of the provisions of the treaty.

Mr. President, in my opinion this treaty when ratified in its
present form will not promote pedace and harmony and justice
among the nations which are primarily interested in the re-
gions of the Pacific Ocean. It seems to me fo be elemental
that all persons interested in a controversy should be given an
opportunity to engage in a conference which convenes for the
purpose of effecting o harmonious setflement of that contro-
versy. If the principle thus expressed is applicable to the
affairs of individuals, how much more applicable must it he
when the affairs, the interests, the territery, und the rights of
pations become involved?

Underlying the Asiatic problem is a condition with which all
Senators are familiar, but which they seem to be loath to dis-
cuss. We know, notwithstanding the fact that Korea allied
‘herself with Japan for the defeat of Russia, that, in violation
of treaty agreements and every principle of international jus-
tice, Japan took possession of Korea, oppressed her citizens, and
still maintains oppressive control of Korea, While Japan was
doing that the United States, though under an express obliga-
tion to respect and to assist in safeguarding the territory and
independence of Korea, tacitly consented to her ravishment.
We know that Japan, in pursuit of a policy of expansion, has
gone into Manchuria, Mongolia, Shantung, and Siberia.

Mr. President, the Japanese mainland is densely populated,
and Japan believes that a policy of overflow or expansion must
be provided for if her people are to continue existence, much

more if they are to prosper. The United States has not wanted
Japanese immigration and Great Britain has not encouraged the
coming of Japanese into her colonies; but Great Britain has
recognized the necessity for Japanese expansion, and she appar-
ently has been content that Japan should overflow into Asiatic
territory. It is not my purpose fo enter into a diseussion of
racial controversies. Neither treaties nor statutes ecan elimi-
nate from the habits and principles and lives of men these in-
herent differences that grow out of what we politely call race
prejudices. Great Britain and the United States are unwilling
to recognize the doctrine of race equality long boldly asserted
by the leaders of the Japanese Empire, =

They have been content, it seems, to witness Japanese pene-
tration into territory inhabited by peoples of the Caucasian race
so long as Japan, in the process of expansion, has not tres-
passed upon American or upon British territory. Japan has
adopted a policy of expansion, as she defines it—of aggression,
as her enemies term it—out of a desire for economic advantage,
if not out of a desire to overcome economic necessity. Japan is
lacking in her mainland and her other islands in the production
of certain essential products and materials. She has found that
she produces a very limited quantity of certain fundamental ma-
terials without which she can not make rapid progress and with-
out which she could not maintain herself during war.

Take, for instance, petroleum. Japan produeed in 1918
2,500,000 barrels. of petroleum, an essentinl fuel. The world
product that year was 525,000,000 barrels, and of the tetal
amount the United States produced 360,000,000 barrels. Japan,
therefore, is clearly dependent upon the United States and upon
Great Britain for the petroleum necessary in the conduet of her
activities. Japan, it is explained, could supply her war require-
ments of petroleum for a period of only 30 days.

Another illustration is coal. The annual production of coal
in Japan prior to the acquisition of Chosen, or Korea, was
21,000,000 tons, Korea increased that amount 7,000,000 tons,
In Manchuria, particularly in the Fushun district, she aequired
almost unlimited quantities of coal, and in Shantung other sup-
plies of coal became available. Japan, therefore, under present
conditions, if she maintain herself in the territory that she has
taken possession of from China, is independent of the world as
to the production of coal. Moreover, coal operations at Fushun
make possible great and immediate increase in production
through a process of stripping the surface,

With respect to iron and steel, important considerations may
be mentioned.

Prior to the acquisition of Chosen, Japan's annual production
was 150,000 tons per annum. This was increased to 260,000 tons,
while at the same time her consumption was increased to 600,000
tons per annum, Shantung contains proven ore deposits approxi-
mating 100,000,000 tons, The total preduction of iron in 1913
was: Japan, 170,000 tons; Chosen, 145.000 tons; China, 425,000
tons, Thus it becomes apparent that Japan is not only depend-
ent upon her Asiatic possessions for coal but likewise for the
iron ore necessary in the production of steel for use for military
and other purposes.

Japan produced within her own borders in 1918, 180,000,000
pounds of copper. In Siberia, in the regions of the Ural Moun-
tains, she can secure all the additional copper needed in peace
or in war.

With respect to platinum, Japan has access to the world's
greatest supply in the Ural Mountains,

I have stated these facts to show you that the Japanese policy
of expansion, begun out of what she regards to be necessity, con-
tinues to be pursued. There is not the slightest likelihood,
therefore, of a reversal of the policy that Japan adopted years
ago of expanding and acquiring the possession and control of
territories in which are deposited minerals and other materials
necessary for her prosperity and necessary for the maintenance
of her engagements in case of war.

With these facts brought clearly to the attention of the Sen-
ate one can readily see the importance of the amendment which
the Senate rejected a few days ago and to be proposed as in the
formm of a reservation, designed to give to Russia and to China,
in case of conflict with any one of the four powers parties to
this treaty, the right to a hearing in a conference called for the
settlement of the dispute. Do not blind yourselves with the de-
Iusion that following the Washington conference Japan is going
to reverse her policy, based upon what she ferms economic neces-
sity, and recede from the territory she has already taken in
Korea, Manchuria, Mongolia, Siberia, an Shantung. The rea-
son she went there in fhe main was not only to further the
interests of her commerce, but to acquire possession of materials
which she felf she needed, and without which she was dependent
from both a commercial and a military standpoint. If that
premise be correct, then you must know that back of her move-
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: ments in the Orient is the purpose of economic penetration, sup-
ported by military authority which has already made her the

mistress of territory many times greater in exfent than the orig-

inal area of the Japanese Empire,

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

Mr. ROBINSON. I yield to the Senator from IHinois with
pleasure.

Mr, McCORMICK. The motive of the so-called open-door
policy, upheld by this and other Governments, I presume is no
less economic?

Mr, ROBINSON. The open-door policy is not designed to
give one nation paramount or dominating interests in China;
and the Senator from Illinois, who is well informed on interna-
tional questions—one of the best-informed men in the Senate—
must know that the open-door policy originated on the part of
the United States out of a desire to protect China from aggres-
sions threatened or committed by various nations. It could

have had no other justification. It could have originated for no |

other purpose, The open-door policy as it has finally come to
exist involves two principles: First, the absolute equal right of
all nations to opportunities for commerce with China; second,
the agreement and guaranty of all nations engaged in commerce
with China that they will respect and safeguard the territorial
rights and the political independence of China,

After the open-door policy had been reaffirmed and reex-
pressed by the Root-Takahira agreement, and during the last
war, while Great Britain and France were entering into secret
engagements with Japan for a disposition of the islands in the
Pacific Ocean to be conquered from the German Empire, the
United States entered into an engagement in what is known
as the Lansing-Ishii agreement. If you will read it you will
find that, while the Lansing-Ishii agreement expressly re-
affirmed the prineciples of the open-door policy, it contained an
additional stipulation. It recognized, on account of geographi-
cal proximity, that Japan had special interests in China; and
during the course of the negotiations, as disclosed by Secre-
tary Lansing before the Committee on Foreign Relations, it was
made clear that Japan insisted that * special interests ' should
be interpreted “ paramount interests.,” Japan has always, at
least during the last quarter of a century, taken the view that
she occupies toward the Asiatic mainland something of the
relation that the United States bears toward the Western
Hemisphere. Japan has contended for an oriental Monroe doc-
trine in which: the Japanese Empire should be the controlling
and dominating factor. Japan's viewpoint is, and her practice
has been, that she should have, and must have, from economic
necesgity, paramount interests in China and in Russia.

With that in mind, and with the history of her aggressions
summarized, does any Senator believe that Japan, as a result
of the four-power treaty, is going to reverse her traditional
policy in the Orient, withdraw from the various territories
which she holds and which she seized because she found it
necessary to do so, and adopt a policy entirely different from
that which she has pursued since she became a wide-awake
nation among the peoples of the world? Japan will continue
her present policy of economic penetration supported by mili-
tary power. She will hold the territory seized in Siberia. The
vellow race will dominate there, with cruelty unspeakable, the
ruce to which you and I belong. Nobody pretends that Japan
has any intention of early retiring from Siberia. Take into
con=ideration the circumstances under which she seized Sak-
halin, the circumstances under which she went into Siberia,
the United States going with her, American and Japanese sol-
diers engpging in a common expendition, Japan sending many
times her quotan. She will not retire from her advance into
Asip. Take this, Senators: Whatever may be your opinion of
Japan.as a nation or of the Japanese as a man, during the
last 50 years you can not point in history to territory once
occupied that has been vacated without compensating econ-
cessions,

Our troubles with Japan in the past have related in part to
her policy respecting the Asiatic mainland. We have pro-
fested, ineffecinally, against her aggressions upon Russia and
China. That poliey is still in force. Japanese merchants arve
swarming out on the mainland. into the great territory of Rus-
sin “and China; Japanese soldiers, well trained and fully
equipped, are carrying with them, as stated so brilliantly by
the Senator from Texas last night, the politics, the religion,
the purposes of the Emperor of Japan and of his Empire. Their
marcli is always forward, forward, forward. How pitiable it
seems that in this conference, where the United States was rep-
reseiited by men of bra'ns and international renown, no con-
sideration should have been given to many subjects of the
graatest importance.

You can not escape here, or in the eyes of the people, who will
watch your action on this treaty, responsibility for your re-
fusal to say in.the treaty that while the four dominating pow-
ers—the United States, France, Great Britain, and Japan—are
banding themselves together for the protection of their rights
and their possessions, and announce their purpose to make com-
mon cause against any enemy which assails them, they will not
unnecessarily attack an outside power. How, I ask you, can
you jystlry refusal to adopt the declaration, based upon sound
American policy, that if Japan has a controversy with China
or Russia—as she must have in the years to come; there is no
escape from it—all powers concerned may assemble around a
conference table and try to work out their problems?

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epce] made an astonish-
ing declaration this morning while my colleague [Mr, CARa-
WAY] was speaking. He said that there is a clear implication,
an obvious obligation, on the part of the high contracting
parties, to invite all interested into any conference which may
be called for the purpose of considering a dispute between any
one of the high contracting parties and any outside power. Sen-
ators heard the declaration. My colleague used a fitting and
forceful illustration to disclose the absurdity of the suggestion
of the Senator from New Jersey. Under the treaty only the
parties to it will confer, and this will prevent, not promote, set-
tlement.

Take an illustration which may be well founded and justi-
fied: When the great wounded bear regains his strength and
rises to strike in fury at those who have assailed him, what
will he do? Russia, with 180,000,000 people, will not always
be helpless. If you will read the history of the Russian people,
you will realize that in their blood and in their traditions exist
the wellsprings of a civilization which can not be overcome
by famine, which will not be destroyed by invasion.

When Russia awakens, when she emerges from her stupor,
her first act will be fo order Japanese soldiers out of Siberia
and off her half of Sakhalin. Then Japan will feel justified in
calling a conference. Do you imagine she would consent to
her associate in this treaty, the United States, conferring with
her enemy, Russia? 1If you do not fear her refusal, then say
what manhood and fairness and righteousness require you shall
assert, that if a controversy arises between Russia and Japan
we will sit at no table where Japan alone is represented, that
we will only sit with both Japan and Russia. Throughout the
course of this debate the fairness of that proposition and its
importance touching the subject maftter and purposes of this
treaty have been asserted. No Senator, whatever his construc-
tion of the treaty, has contested the principles of the reserva-
tion, its fairness, aye, even the necessity of it.

If you refuse to adopt the provision that each of the four
powers, while safeguarding their own rights and possessions,
will respect the rights and possessions of other powers; if you
refuse to say that all nations interested in a controversy shall
join in the conference in which you participate, then you make
vourself a party to the perpetuation of Japanese power amd
Japanese control not only over China but ‘over Russia, inhab-
ited by white peoples.

Why waste time in gquibbling about the meaning of words?
The traditional policy of the United States has been one of
cordiality and friendlintss toward Russin and China. This
policy has given to our Government a prestige and an influence
in oriental affairs in which all Americans may well take pride.
In this treaty, sirs, you are abandoning that policy. In this
treaty vou are destroying the prestige and popularity of the
United States in both China and Russia. Having yielded eon-
trol of the Pacific in all naval matters, having obligated this
jovernment not further to fortify, and having thus left Ameri-
can possessions in the Pacific Ocean at the merey of theonly
pation on this earth likely to overrun them, you are asked now
to subscribe to an engagement that if Japan is attacked by
any other power you will sit with Japan and France and Great
Britain in a conference which will inevitably determine the
fate of that other power, and you are asked to say that the

outside power shall not even be granted an opportunity of a,

hearing in the conference which may prove so fateful to her
interest and to her destindes.

Is that American? Is it necessary? Is it justifiable to re
verse the policy which this Government has pursued, proudly
pursued. throughout her dealings with China and Russia, and
now enter into an engagement to confer with their probable
enemy and refuse conference with them? That is the big propo-
sition, and you can not escape it.

The net result of this treaty as it is written is that Japan
will dominate the Pacific Ocean and dominate the Asiatic main-
land, and no matter what blood may be shed, no matter what
territory may be wrested from peoples of the Caucasian race,
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your Government will be powerless to protest until Japan sum-
mons you to her counsel, and then your Government’s protest
can avail nothing.

We have had much to say about what will be our obligation
when the bour comes that Russia strikes back. What a pitiable
answer it is to say that she will be too feeble and helpless to

strike back within 10 years, and that at the end of that time,
by giving a year's notice, we may escape the obligations of the
treaty. What will happen when the United States gives notice
that she terminates this treaty which Japan says is an effec-
tive alliance by which she secures three allies instead of one
in substitution for the Anglo-Japanese alliance? If at the end
of 10 years the United States serves notice upon Japan that she
is going .to quit the partnership; that she is going to pursue
her own course hereafter independent of the Japanese Empire,
the same feeling will exist then that arose when Great Britain
sought an opportunity to escape from her alliance with Japan.

In the meantime nothing will have been accomplished of
which the United States should be proud. Talk about the
triumph of Christianity, liberty, enlightenment, and peace un-
der an agreement of this character?. Japan will not reverse
her policy. She will continue her aggressions, and this Govern-
ment will be tied, for two reasons: First, by the terms of the
treaty and the obligation under it, whatever it may be, growing
out of her agreement with Japan; second, by the necessity for
acquiescence that must come from having stripped this Gov-
ernment of its power and having removed from the support of
our flag the force through which it was first uplifted in the
Pacific. Of what use would be a protest of the United States
against the ever-continuing advance of the Japanese Empire,
whether in Russia or in China, if the United States in the
Pacific Ocean and in the possession of her Territories were at
the mercy of Japan?

The result will be that Japan will continue her present policy
with little molestation. Her arrangements with France, her
relationship with Great Britain, justify that conclusion. And
the United States, throughout her history the friend of feeble
nations, the supporter of right, however menaced, will be power-
less to raise a voice or to uplift a hand.

What glory will come to our flag by entering into this com-
bination and denying helpless nations the right to be heard
merely because they are too weak to strike? What pride can
you take, sir, when you recall the circumstances under which
this Republic was born? What boast can you make of your act
by which you knowingly seal the doom of peoples who have
been friendly to your Government throughout their history?
And for what reward? For the contempt of a nation whose
people do not love yours, and whose political integrity you
dare not trust.

Too often we are diverted from the great proposition to the
relatively significant one. Why talk about the meaning of this
word or that word? Why make caviling and technieal distine-
tions when in the clear light of every reasonable construction
and application this treaty means not peace but aggressive,
merciless war waged with the acquiescence of the United States?

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I have very earnestly desired to
be numbered among the supporters in the Senate of the four-
power pact. I have wanted to vote for the treaty, first, be-
cause I had hoped it would accomplish something in the direc-
tion of universal peace. Then again I wanted to support it
because I am averse to exchanging places with those Senators
who are responsible for the defeat of the League of Nations
purely upon partisan political grounds. I have not desired to
find myself in the attitude of one who would be willing to vote
against a league for peace contrived by my political adversaries
for no better reason than that these adversaries had voted
against the league for peace contrived and presented by an
administration of my own faith. Hence, 1 say, Mr. President,
I have very earnestly desired to ratify the work of the so-called
Conference for the Limitation.of Armament if T could find it
at all agreeable to my judgment and conscience to do so.

It has been said that the four-power pact is in no respeect
akin to the League of Nations which was rejected by the Senate.
I grant that it has none of the complete virtues of the League of
Nations, but in one respect, at least, it has some resemblance to
the league. It has been said and sought here to-day, by the most
extraordinary species of casuistry to which a deliberate body
ever listened, to show that this pact involves no exercise of
force, Article 10 of the League of Nations covenant, it was
pointed out, distinctly assnmed an obligation, but it was denied
that even a moral obligation is in this treaty that would con-
strain the United States to use force. Quoting from article 10
of the leagne covenant, the Senator who adopted this amazing
refinement called attention to the fact that the League of

Nations undertook to “ respect and preserve the territorial in-
tegrity ” of the members of the league. I call attention to the
fact that the only avowed purpose of this four-power agreement
now being considered is to “ preserve and maintain” not only
the territorial integrity, not only the possessions of the parties
to the treaty, but to preserve and maintain the “ rights ” of the
respective parties and of all of them.

Ah, but it is answered with the guip of the trained lawyer
that, however much-this might have been the avowed purpose
of the treaty, the makers of the treaty did not accomplish their
purpose. Yet the text of the treaty itself says that the parties
to it have determined to conclude a treaty *“to this effect.”
Will the distinguished Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopee]
or the Senator from Alabama [Mr, Uxperwoon] confess upon
the floor of the Senate that, having specifically set out to “ pre-
serve and maintain the possessions and rights " of those nations
and to *write a treaty to this effect,” they failed in their
attempt; that they so juggled the English language as, at least,
to cast doubt upon the meaning of their work?

I =ay the single, avowed purpose of the treaty is to “ respect
and maintain the territorial possessions and the rights ™ of the
parties to it; and, Mr. President, it was the interpretation of at
least one of the American delegates to the conference that the
treaty itself imposes just as binding a moral obligation upon
this country to use force as was imposed by article 10 of the
covenant of the League of Nations, Of course, that delegate
had the inalienable right to change his mind. I find no fault
with him because he changed his mind. But having, in the first
instance, accepted his initial interpretation of the treaty and
having found that it was in entire accord with my own inter-
pretation of the language employed, I shall not change my
interpretation because he has changed his.

I would have it understood, Mr. President, that I do not object :

to the implied use of force in this treaty. I most earnestly sub-
geribe to the doetrine once enunciated and advocated by the
distinguished Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LonGe], chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Committee of this body, when he
said:

The limit of voluntary arbitration has, T think, been reached. I think
the next step is that which this league [League to Enforce Peace] pro-
poses, and that is to put force behind international peace. We may not
solve it in that way, but it can be solved in no other way.

That was what the Senator from Massachusetts thought be-
fore his exceeding dislike of Woodrow Wilson and his apparent
eagerness to giain a party advantage made him change his mind
and keep us out of the League of Nations. Now he brings to
the Senate another scheme for * voluntary arbitration,” which
he says does not involve any moral obligation to use force,
although its avowed purpose is to “ maintain” as well as to
respect the “ rights” of the contracting parties!

Not only is there inherent in the pending treaty every con-
ceivable obligation that was imposed by article 10 of the cove-
nant of the League of Nations, buf it is broader in its scope.
We are to be obligated to preserve and maintain the * righis”
of the contracting parties. Who may accurately define the
“rights” of Japan in the Pacific Ocean? Yet we are obligated
to confer for the purpose of preserving and maintaining any
assumed “rights " of Japan in the Pacific Ocean,

That, however, is not the point of my objection, Mr, Presi-
dent. I believe in force behind a treaty to insure peace. What
I am objecting to is that there is not force enough behind this
treaty. It is not too much force behind the pact that excites
my hostility ; it is too few member nations. In other words,
instead of bringing us a treaty to preserve the peace of the

.world, the delegates have brought us a group intrigue, such

as has disturbed the peace of Europe for 200 years; a group
alliance such as our forefathers denounced and against which
this Nation has set its face since its existence; a group alliance
pregnant with war itself. It is a‘misnomer, it is a travesty to
speak of this pact as a treaty for peace.

Three of the nations signatory to the pact are members of the
League of Nations; they are subscribers to the covenant of the
league, Surely not one of them has an aggressive purpose.
If it has, it has agreed to submit the dispute, first, to arbitra-
tion; and if not subject to a satisfactory arbitrament, it has
solemnly agreed to submit it for adjustment to the League of
Nations. The only other party to the pact is the United States.
True, we are outside the League of Nations, but this country
has no intent of an aggressive nature against any other nation.
It seems such an obvious waste of time as to be trivial for me
to reiterate here things that have been so much better pointed
out than may be done by me. Yet I must venture to repeat that
the real purpose of this pact is not to promote peace but is to
assert the supremacy of four great powers over the rest of the
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world in the Pacific Ocean and to bind the United States in an
entangling alliance which would make us helpless to preserve
neutrality in the certain event of war in the Orient,

The distinguished Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Roerxson]
impressively pointed out what may be expected in that quarter
of the globe, Who does not belieye, who is not morally con-
vineed that when Russia shall have recovered her equilibrium
and renewed her military power she will seek, either alone or
in conjunction with Germany and Chjna, to drive Japan from
the mainland, to exclude Japan from Siberia and Manchuria?
Who does not believe that Germany would cheerfully, when she
shall have recovered her power, join in that effort to retake
from Japan islands in the Pacific?

Yet in that event the United States would find itself obliged
to assist Japan to protect and maintain her territorial posses-
sions in the Pacific. That would mean war with Russia and
with whatsoever nations Russia may secure as allies. So that
my objection to the treaty is that it is not a league of nations
for peace, but a group alliance for militaristic purposes, which
is certain to constitute itself an international bully and exclude
all other nations from consideration. It will provoke other na-
tions to form counter groups; it will excite their animosity
against us; it will arouse anew their suspicions; it will cause
them to execrate us.

It has been suggested to-day that a plain obligation would
rest upon these four nations to invite to their council chamber
any other nation with which trouble might be brewing. Why
not, then, express the obligation in terms, as is proposed by the
reservation of the Senator from Arkansas? We do not express
it in the text, because we do not want it there; and it is
not there in any guise, whatever Senators may say. Quite the
_ contrary is true. Nobody has told us, and I venture to say
nobody will tell us—because they tell us as little as they may—
whether it was affirmatively suggested to incorporate in the
treaty that precise proposition of admitting other nations con-
cerned in disputes to the council board. When the Senator
from Massachusetts is asked the guestion he conveniently turns
his back and walks out of the Senate Chamber, and when the
-Senator from Alabama is asked the question he frankly states
that he does not know.

Mr. President, T have no desire or inclination to speak harshly
of any colleague. 1 have enterfained the warmest affection for
thie senior Senator from Alabama. Before I had qualified as a
Senator, while yet in the Treasury Department, I sent word that
I should support him for the leadership of the minority in this
body. I think it may accurately be said that my decision to do
this made him leader of the minority side; but I do feel that
it is a matter for exceeding regret that, notwithstanding the
distressing bereavement which took the Senator from his duties
at the conference for a few days, he should not have learned
more about this treaty before coming here with the great pres-
tige of his position as Democratic leader to ask his colleagues to
support the conclusions of the conference.

I am not, however, one of those who want to cavil or to ex-
aggerate the importance of learning, either from the President
or any one of the delegates to the conference, what is meant
by the plain terms of the treaty. Nor do I care who wrote the
treaty. As written I think it means force, and I advocate
force. If you will put enough of the nations of the earth behind
the force we shall have peace, instead of a menacing little imi-
tation league, a four-ply alliance, destined to involve us in
distress and humiliation, if not in actual war.

I shall vote for that particular treaty which it is said will
bring about, in some measure or degree, disarmament. 1 shall
do it with vastly more relish than those who negotiated and
reported it, because originally they did not want any disarma-
ment, They were against the Borah resolution and would have
ripped the life out of it right here in the Senate if they had had
enough votes to venture.

The indisputable fact is that they only abandoned opposition
to the Borah resolution in the conviction that they could not
muster the votes necessary to defeat it. Having assented, in
these coercive circumstances, to the passage of the resolution
in the Senate, they tried to beat it at fhe other end of the
Capitol. They offered a meaningless substitute for it there, but
could not muster the votes. However, 1 cheerfully impute. to
the other side a degree of astuteness that the minority does not
possess. You maintain a cohesion that seemis always to put our
side to shame. You exhibit a resourcefulness that never fails

to deceive the country. You have done it in this case; sp that
to-day I am getting letters from little misses in Virginia, who
would not recognize this four-power pact if they should see it
in the road with a red flag attached to it, urging me to support
it. Somebody has deceived them into thinking that the four-
power pact is a disarmament agreement,

They do not know

t_he.dlfference, but I do. I intend to support the treaty for the
limitation of armament; and yet it adds nothing to my zeal to
realize that presently we shall have adopted a treaty which a
little later will necessitate increased armaments. It is a matter
of principle with me. When I am called on to say by my vote
and influence whether or not I favor a reduction of armaments,
Isay “yes.” If I could, I would banish from the high seas every
man-of-war and every auxiliary vessel with great guns., I am
for the measure of disarmament, although what we arve doing is
to scrap some obsolete battleships that would have the stufling
shot out of them before any one of them could reach a hostile
vessel of modern type.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an in-
terruption?

Mr. GLASS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. REED. I have been very muech interested in what the
Senator is saying, but will he permit a correction? England is
scrapping obsolete battleships that are Jalready scrapped. We
are scrapping good fighting ships, completed and alinost com-
pleted. Japan and England are doing what they call serap-
ping some ships to be built, but they are on paper. Not a single
good ship is being scrapped by either Japan or England.

Mr. GLASS. Yes; I understood, Mr. President, that included
in our scrapping activities were some of our modern vessels,
That simply helped to deceive the public. My information is to
the effect that there is not a nation signatory to the disarma-
ment treaty which will not have a navy infinitely more powerful
than it had before the World War—not one; not only that, but
with all of the murderous appliances of air machines and of
poisonous gas and of other things held in readiness,

Mr. REED. Mr, President, may I interject again? I put in
the Recorp a few days ago the figures of experts, which nobody
has challenged and nobody can successfully challenge, showing
that when we are through with the disarmament program Kng-
land will have at least 20 per cent the advantage of us on the
Sens.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I have no fear of Great Britain,
I am English by lineage. 1 believe in Great Britain, and I was
willing to enter a world alliance with Great Britain for uni-
versal peace; but I am not willing fo amplify the Anglo-
Japanese allianee, characterized here by the distingnished Sena-
tor from Alabama as a menace, by joining it ourselves. That is
all this group treaty is—as amplification of the Anglo-Japanese
menace—and we become a part of the menace to the balance of
the world,

We may be sure Japan knows what she is about. We are
asked gravely to accept the wretehed nonsense as to Japan
having renounced her defensive alliance with Great DBritain
withont deriving any compensatory advantage! Japan is not
that simple, even if we in the Senate Chamber are. Japan
knows what she got., She knows that in addition to Great
Britain's powerful support she gof a freaty that binds the
United States to “ preserve and maintain™ not only her terri-
torial possessions but to preserve and maintain her “ rights”
as she may assert them. Already Japan is claiming rightful
ownership of the southern half of Sakhalin and is said to be
denuding the northern half of its natural wealth. Already
Russia is denouncing the invasion and threatening reprisal for
the theft. In the controversy the United States, by this group
alliance, is bound to side with Japan against Russia. In short,
we are intriguing with three powers only. one of which, con-
stantly threatening our peace, is already at war with a nation
which constantly has been our friend.

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. Usperwoon] made a touch-
ing appeal to his colleagues to substitute the power of Christ
for the menace of the sword. There is not a semblance of the
spirit of Jesus Christ in this alliance with a pagan nation,
not a semblance of it. It constitutes a quadruple alliance as
the world’s bully; it is an invitation to all the outside nations
of the earth to hate us because we have deliberately excluded
them from participation in this group league of ours. Does
that reflect, in any sense or degree, the spirit of Christ? [
thought the spirit of the Savior of mankind was all-inclusive,
I have been taught that it means the brotherhood of man, aml
not group alliances to menace the world, There is not even in
the agreement to reduce naval armament any thought of Christ,
Primarily that pact was not intended to be a contribution to
peace. It is not a permanent scheme to prevent war. It is a
temporary expedient to avert bankruptey. Instead of invoking
the spirit of Christ, which teaches nations to love one another,
the conference merely applied the cold mathematics of trained
technicians to make it certain that there was no abridgment of
the relative capacity of any contracting nation to precipitate
war,




1922.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President——

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

Mr. GLASS. T yield.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. The Senator might go further, if he
pleased, and assert—what will not be denied—that the opening
prayer of the clergyman at that conference was censored, and he
was not permitted to mention the name of Christ out of regard
for Japan. :

Mr. GLASS. Ob, it is perfectly obvious that there is nothing
about the pact suggestive of the spirit of Christianity. It is
brutally exclusive. It was intended to be threatening, and is
threatening. It is a challenge to the rest of the world.

A pregcher down in my State, visiting my own town, said
the League of Nations failed because it did not contain in its
text the name of God. T wonder what he thinks of this pact,
at the very inception of which the name of Jesus Christ was
deleted! Yet, Bible classes and Sunday school scholars write
to me to vote for something that could not be prayed for in the
name of Christ, something they do mot know anything about,
something which, after 20 days of discussion and inguiry, I
can find out very little about. I will not vote for it. I would
not do it if I should never see the inside of the Senate Chamber
again. The people in my State, I think, understand that when
they sent me here, they sent me here to exercise my best judg-
ment and to heed my own conscience. I will not vote for a
cash bonus and I will not vote for this miserable group alliance
just because, without knowing what they are asking, misin-
formed persons write me to vote for them.

Mr. President, I apologize for taking the floor at all. T had
not intended doing it, but I thought perhaps I might spare
myself some pains and the fatigue of correspondence if I would
say what I have said.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, article 2 of the league which
we are discussing, or the aliance, or the political pact, what-
ever it may be termed, reads as follows:

If the said rights arve threatened by the aggressive action of any
other power, the high contracting parties shall communicate with
one another fully and frankly in order to arrive at an understandin
e to the most efficlent measures to be taken, jointly or separately,
to meet the exigencies of the particular situation.

There is a wide difference of opinion in the Senate Chamber
and elsewhere as to whether or not this constitutes an alliance,
and as to whether there is upon the face of the treaty an im-
plication of the use of force,

So far as I am concerned, I have never been particularly in-
terested in the technical term which you would apply to this
pact. I am satisfied, in my own mind, that according to the
rules and standards and definitions ordinarily adopted, this
is an alliance. I should not, however, be at all changed in
my opinion if T should be convineed that it was not an alliance,
I have not felt that upon the face of the treaty itself, technically
speaking, there was any committal upon the part of the United
States to use force. I should not be changed in my position,
however, if I should be convinced to the contrary, or if I
should be convinced most positively that force was not implied.
Those, to my mind, are not the essential and fundamental things
with which we have to contend.

I have observed that all the reservations, with the exception
of the reserviation offered by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
Roninsox], which rests upon a different basis entirely, have
proceeded upon the theory of clarifying the language of the

_treaty itself. In other words, if the reservation which was
offered by the able Senator from Connecticut [Mr, BRANDEGEE]
is adopted, it is supposed to have eliminated any idea of an
alliance or of the use of force, but even if that reservation
were adopted, and I should understand it as the advoeates of it
understand it, the fundamental objection to the treaty as I see
it would still=obtain, and that I desire, as briefly as I may,
to discuss,

To enlarge upon this idea a little further, no reservation is
offered, or has been offered, to control the action of the confer-
ees.  Suppose you do adopt the reservation offered by the Sena-
tor from Connecticut which says that this isnot an alliance, and
that we are not obligated to use force according to the terms
of the treaty, nevertheless, when the conferees meet and deter-
mine that under the treaty, which is not changed, because
there is no proposition to change the terms of the treaty itself,
they are authorized to come to an understanding as to the most
efficient means or measures to be ftaken, jointly or separately,
to meet the particular exigency which they are ealled there to
consider, there is no limitation upon their jurisdiction. There
is no limitation upon their diseretion. No one has proposed a
reservation that when these conferees meet they shall not be
permitted to consider or include within their jurisdiction the

question of force, but that is left open. They simply propose to
say that the treaty itself, according to its technical terms, does
not commit us to force, but they leave the discretion in our
agents, and do not limit or circumscribe their discretion or
their jurisdiction, and we are morally bound by whatever
Jjudgment they may conclude themselves to be hound by. While
the treaty does commit us to force, we create agents and put
no limit upon their discretion.

I have before me now the address of Trotski made before
the soviet congress a short time ago, and I can use this ad-
dress to illustrate what I mean. In his address before that
legislative body, which was delivered since the pact before us
was written and published, he said:

Japan throws band after land of enemies nFaJnst us.
are paid with her money, and officered by her instructors.
appeal of the Government of the Far Eastern Republic:

* For the fourth successive year Japanese bayonets violate the will
of the Russian people in the r East. Japanese fortifications have
heen built on the banks of Russian rivers, and the chanuels of these
rivers have been mined with Jnlmnese mines. On the Island of
Sakhalin Japan rules as though it were her own territory, selling
timber and other wealth belonging to Russia. The people of the Far
East have more than once raised their voice in protest against these
violations, but no one has listened to this voice.”

Confinuing, Trotski said:

That. volce has not been heard by the capitalist countries, but it
has been heard by the laboring masses of Soviet Russia. Great Britain,
America, Japan, and partlg France, rule the Pacific. On one of its
shores are the domains of these powers; on the other is the territory of
the Russian workmen and peasants, The four powers have concluded
an agreement amongst themselves, and as a result the attacks on the
Russian territory have increased; and these attacks are carried out
1y bands officered by the instructors of one of these powers.

Mr. President, there may be division among the Russians on
the question of the Soviet Government, and there may be divi-
sion-among the Russian people on other questions, but there is
no division among the Russians as to their opposition to Japan
invading Russian territory. On this question all Russia is be-
hind Trotski, The first apparent result of the treaty is to unite
Russia. -

I read a few days ago a statement from the former foreign
minister of the Kerensky government along the same line, agree-
ing in principle with Trotski. It does not make any difference
to whom you address your communication or from whom you hear
all Russians feel as Trotski feels with reference to Japanese ag-
gression. So I say it is immaterial whether you call it an alli-
ance or what you call it, or whether upon the face of it it im-
plies force or does not. The outside world construes it as a
challenge to their rights from the hour when it is announced.
He said:

We have just received telegraphic reports that the city of Khaba-
rovsk has been captured with the aid of the Japanese bayonets, Un-
der these conditions, shall we remove our troops from the territory of
the Far Eastern Repubiic. No; we can only regret that there are not
enough of our troops there to defend our territory properly, Baot we
are certain that the time will soon come when red bayonets will be strong
enough to repel the attacks of these insolent Imperialist vultures.

It is time for them to know that besides the ?our powers who have
Just signed some sort of an agreement among themselves, there is also
a fifth power—RSoviet Russia and her red army.

There is a challenge, Mr. President, before this treaty is ever
ratified. There is the construction placed upon it, not by men
who discuss it technically in the Senate of the United States,
but by men who discuss it from the standpoint of the rights of
peoples and nations, and whether you ecall it an alliance or
whether it has implied force npon the face of the treaty or not,
Russia has construed it as a challenge to the Russian people.
Now what happens? Suppose the treaty is ratified and suppose
that the reservation offered by the able Senator from Connecti-
cut is adopted, and we have a treaty which provides for a con-
ference and specifically provides that we are not committed to
the use of force. Nevertheless, our conferees meet after Mr.
Trotski, with his red army, has started his march down the
island of Sakhalin.

I agree with you perfectly that they could decide that we will
retreat, that we will not use force; but you must admit also
that they have the right to decide that the only method or means
by which to meet the exigency is the use of force. If they do
decide that the only method or means by which to meet the
exigency is the use of force, what position does the United
States occupy if it retreats from the decision of its representa-
tive? What different position would we occupy than we would
have occupied had the same agent decided it on the League of
Nations?

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President

Mr. BORAH. T yield to the Senator from Nevada.

My, PITTMAN. The same argument was made by the leader
on the other side, the distinguished Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. LoneeE], and his followers with regard to the council of
the League of Nations, exactly the same argument. It was

These bands
Here is an
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contended by them then that no matter what reservation we
had with regard to the use of force, if our agent, with unlimited
anthority, as a member of the council of the League of Nations
shonld consent with the other members of the council to the use
of force, we would be bound by the action of our agent, and to
avoid that the Senator from Massachusetts offered the following
reservation to the Versailles ratification and it was adopted
by almost the unanimous vote of the Members upon the other
side of the aisle. It is reservation No. T and reads as follows:

No person Is or shall be autherized to represent the United States mor
shall any citizen of the United States be eligible as a member of an
body or agency established or authorized by said treaty of peace wi
Germany P:r.eeft pursuant to an aet of the Congress of the United States
providing for his appointment and defining his powers and duties.

Mr. BORAH. 1 thank the Senator for the suggestion. T
have a distinet recollection in regard to that reservation. As I
called attention this mornimg, Mr. Wilsen, the ex-President,
always contended that there was nothing in article 10 and
article 11 except a moral obligation and that we, as a Congress,
were not bound to follow our agent if we did not want to do so.
But the same question precisely arose and therefore this reser-
vation was offered as to what would be our position should our
agent decide to use force. We would undoubtedly have the
right to rejeet it as a Congress, but we would be morally dere-
lict before all the nations of the earth should we do so.

One thing further in regard to that before I go to the other
propesition. Suppose that our conferee, whether he write a
letter or whether he confer in person, being informed as to the
attack from Russia, as to the aggression upon the part of
Russia, agrees with his other comembers, whoever they may be,
whether he agree by letter or by personal conference, that the
only methed by which we can meet the situation is by the use
of force and that report is made te us by the President of the
United States that the Secretary of State, through eorre-
spondence, or the Secretary of State, through agents, and the
conference have come to the understanding so far as they are
concerned that there is only one way to meet the situation, and
that is by the use of force.

The President comes to the Congress of the United States and
presents it and immediately the Brandegee reservation is read
as an answer fo it, that we are not committed to the use of
force. The President would say, as Earl Grey said, “ 1 agree
that you are not committed to the use of force.” They then
read the other clause that we are not committed to the defense
of these islands. The President might reply, as Earl Grey re-
plied, * I agree that you are not committed to the defense of the
islands.” But you did provide that these governments should
confer. The executive department has conferred. We have come
to an understanding, so far as we are concerned, that there is ne
other method by which to reach the sitmation.” What would
be the position of the Congress of the United States? It would
be in the same position as I always understood it to be under
the League of Nations—it could reject it. Technically it would
have that power. You can not take away from the Congress
by a treaty the power to declare war or not to declare war.
That is always in Congress. But you can, by delegating other
powers to confer with foreign nations, place us in a position
where we can not retreat from following out the program except
to retreat over the path of dishonor. You say here that there
shall be a communication for the purpose of arriving at the
best means to meet the exigency. If the conferees all agree,
Congress will be robbed of everything except a bare technical
right,

%r_ LENROOT. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BORAH. T will yield in just a moment. That has
always been my objection—that is, the fundamental objection—
both to the League of Nations and to article 2; they set up
machinery, which machinery, impliedly- or morally, passes upon
the question and presents it to us. We have reserved the
technical right to refuse it. We have the binding moral obliga-
tion, however, in my judgment, te follow up and support our
conferees,

I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. LENROOT. I was just about to ask the Senator whether
that iz not the distinction. The League of Nations did set up
the machinery through which the United States should aef. It
provided an agency. But where does the Senmator find any
machinery in articte 27 The understanding to be arrived at is
an understanding upon the part of the United States. Where
is there any authority clothed im any agent to act for the
United States?

Mr. BORAH. Of eourse, I agree perfectly that there must
be an understanding, but I am discussing now the medus op-
erandi by which we arrive at that nnderstanding.

Mr, LENROOT. Yes; but unless some agent of the United
States be given power to arrive at an understanding, because it
is not found in the treaty—the Senator must admit that?

Mr. BORAH. Oh, no; I do not admit that.

Mr, LENROOT. Oh, the Senator must. Tlere is no agency
created under the treaty to arrive at an understanding. The
understanding is to be had by the United States. The United
States is to be communicated with, presumably through the reg-
ular diplomatic channels, but the agency is not created that the
understanding shall be arrived at with the diplomatic officers
of the United States. The understanding must be arrived at by
the competent authority of the United States. Is not that a dis-
:;:inctg;;l between the League of Nations covenant and this
rea

Mr. BORAH. Of course, I know that the Senator from Wis-
consin and I will never agree upon this proposition, but I am
willing to continue my efforts in a good cause.

Necessarily, Mr. President, there must be some one through
whom this communication, which is to be fully and frankly had,
will be made. The Congress of the United States is not ex-
pected to appoint a committee and send it over there after the
aggression begins. I assume that it is the executive department.
I assume that because under the constitutional subdivisions of
our Government it would naturally beleng to the executive de-
partment. If a controversy should arise, the party who wonld
take it up for consideradoen, I assume, would De the executive
department. The executive department, through the Seeretary
of State, undoubtedly would communicate with the executive
departments of Great Britain, Japan, and France. They would
come to an understanding as between themselves. I am per-
fectly willing to concede, for the sake of the argument, that that
would not be a binding nnderstanding until the Congress would
pass upon it. T am perfectly willing to concede that.

I am not going to stand wpon technicalities in this matter if
by eliminating techmicalities I can keep the friendship of my
friend from Wisconsin.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator is going to keep that anyway.

Mr. BORAH. I am perfectly willing to eoncede that; but
what I amn saying is that the man who goes there and communi-
cates, who ascertains the facts, who talks with the representa-
tives of the other nations, comes back and says to the Congress
of the United States, ** There is only one way to meet this situa-
tion, and that is by foree.” Then the Congress of the United
States is in the position of repudiating the Seecretary of State
or else following out the judgment he has exercised.

When I think of the moral pressure which has been brought
upen the Senate to follow, without the crossing of a “t" or the
dotting of an “i)’ the judgment of the Secretary of State in
regard to this treaty, I know what a tremendous influence would
be brought to bear upon the Congress to follow the judgment of
the Secretary of State when he reported that the Red Army,
1,000,000 strong, was marching against Japan.

T have had a good deal of experience in the short time I have
been here about resisting moral pressure, and when it comes
from the executive department of the Governmenf—it does not
make any difference which party is in power—there is a sur-
render in the United States Senate, which leads me to believe
that it will happen again. While technically Congress retains its
power over peace or war, morally its power is forfeited.

Mr. REED. Mr. President—

Mr. BORAH. 1 yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. REED. We have had the point made that we can enter
into this agreement because it binds us to do nothing, and con-
sequently binds no other nation to do anything, and therefore
amouts to nothing. Now we have the further defense that there
is no ageney to meet and consult in {hese consultations which
are to bind nobody to do anything.

I want to lay down a proposition. The agreement into which
we are asked to enter provides:

With a view to the preservation of the general peaee and the main.

tenance of their rights in relation to their insular possessions and in-
sular dominions in the regiom of the Pacifie Ocean,

L

The high contracting parties agree as between themselves to respect
their rights in relation to thelr insnlar possessions and insular domin-
jons in the region of the Pacific Ocean.

If there should develop between any of the high contraeting parties a
contreversy arlsing out of any Pacific question and involving their said
rights which is not satisfactorily settled by diplomacy * * * they
shall invite the other high contracting parties to a Jofnt conference.

Then it is provided: <

If the said rights are threatened by the aggressive actiom of any
other power, the high contracting parties shall communicate with one
another fully_and frankly in erder to arrive at an nndersianding.
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If that does not mean the ordinary diplomatic channels of
communication, does it not follow that the machinery must be
created and that it must be created as soon as the difficulty
arises? Therefore a machinery must exist, either diplomatic or
superdiplomafic. When the conference meets and arrives at a
conclusion, why will not that conclusion be just as binding upon
us as though the agencies were created now by this treaty and
set in motion under the treaty? In either event, an agency
must exist before there is any action. So the argument that is
made simply comes to this, that the defense of the treaty is that
there is no agency to carry it out and therefore we may safely
ratify it. 7

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President, I appreciate the contribution
of the Senator from Missouri and I agree with him, but I
want to say again, as I said a moment ago, that when the
exigency arises there will be no technical construction of this
treaty; there will be no looking back over our shoulder to see
what authority we may have. When Sir Edward Grey per-
mitted the naval experts of Great Britain to confer with the
naval experts of France years prior to the war of 1914 he did
not have any authority for doing it; he did not look for any
authority; le confessed before the House of Commons after-
wards that he had no authority, but he thought the exigency
of the situation justified his using his discretion. So, Mr.
President, when the exigency arises any man who would stand
up here and argue a technicality as to our authority would be
shamed out of the Senate. It would be said, * Here is an
exigency : our ally is in trouble; our agents have decided we
must go or else we travel back over the path of dishonor.”

Mr. President, that brings to the forefront the reservation
offered by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosinsox]. The
first sentence of that reservation reads:

Each of the high contracting parties will respect the rights and
possessions of all other nations and refrain from all acts of aggres-
sion against any other power or powers.

We know now that aggression, according to one great na-
tion, is taking place; we know now that their rights are being
disregarded in the minds of the Itussians; we know that one
of the Allies is upon the territory of a nation not a signatory
to this treaty. How can the Senate of the United States, if
it believes in peace, not require its associate to desist in ifs
aggressions? What answer will we make when, informed as
we are, we are asked why we voted down a reservation which
simply required the nations signing the treaty to respect the
rights of other nations?

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. BORAH. Yes.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator has been very fair. Does the
Senator really think what he has read is a reservation? Is it
not an amendment to the treaty?

Mr. BORAH. As I understand, it is to be offered as a reserva-
tion.

Mr. LENROOT. 1 appreciate that; but the Senator is
familiar with the rule with reference to reservations and
amendments, and does the Senator think that, according to the
usual construction of treaties, that is a reservation?

Mr. BORAH. If it is not, it may be changed by two words
s0 as to make it a reservation. It may be made to read that
“the United States ratifies this treaty with the understanding
that fhe high contracting powers will respect the rights of all
other nations and powers.” That would make it a reservation,

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator think there is any such
understanding conveyed in the treaty as it is?

Mr, BORAH. That we will respect the rights of other na-
tions?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. BORAH. No; there is nothing in the treaty about that.

Mr. LENROOT. Would the Senator be willing to vote for
a construction of the treaty of which he himself says it is not
capable?

Mr. BORAH. I am making this treaty now.

Mr. LENROOT. Ah, that is what I thoyght, and that is
why the Senator is suggesting an amendment which would
clearly be a change of the treaty and not a reservation. That
was the point I was making.

Mr. BORAH. According to that reasoning the reservation of
the able Senator from Connecticut is an amendment of the
treaty, because the Senator from Connecticut, who is no ordi-
nary lawyer, contends that at the present time we are com-
mitted to the use of force and that by his reservation he takes
that commitment out. That is an amendment to the treaty, ac-
cording to the argument of the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. LENROOT. It is not an amendment, according to the
construction of the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. BORAH. It may not be according to the construction of
the Senator from Wisconsin, but it is according to the construec-
tion of the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. LENROOT. That I leave to the Senator from Connecti-
cut, of course, to decide.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to ma
for a moment?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON. I stated at the time the proposal was sub-
mitted as an amendment that in the event the amendment was
rejected I would offer it in the form of a reservation. So my
friend, the Senator from Wisconsin, will have an opportunity of
accepting it as a reservation, having rejected it as an amend-
ment, although I have some doubt whether he will do so.

Mr. REED. Mr, President, I should like to inquire whether
it would be more difficult to amend this treaty now than it would
be to go into a war into which we might be dragged because of
the phraseology of the treaty?

Mr, BORAH. I think now is the time to make the treaty, for
we will have no opportunity to make it after the Senate has
passed upon it; but even if it were an amendment to the treaty,
that would not be an insuperable objection by any means, because
if the treaty is made for the purpose of preserving peace, and it is
manifest as now written that it is calculated to excite the an-
tagonism of another nation, we ought to do anything that we can
in order to remove that antagonism.

Mr. STANLEY and Mr. BRANDEGEE addressed the Chair,

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

Mr. BORAH. 1 yield first to the Senator from Kentucky ;
then I will yield to the Senator from Connecticut:; and then I
am going to ask that I may be permitted to continue my dis-
cussion,

Mr. STANLEY. Does not the Senator from Tdaho think it a
rather ominous admission that any inference that the powers
signatory to this treaty intend to respect the rights of other
nations should be admittedly excluded, when it is also known
to all men that one or more of these nations are now engaged
in aggressions that only the weakness of the other nations, and
not justice, permits?

Mr. BORAH. I agree with the Senator from Kentucky, I
now yield to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr, President, I would not intrude upon
the time of the Senator from Idaho if he had not referred to
the reservation which I offered in the Committee on Foreign
Relations. As I understand the Senator, he thinks that reser-
vation changes the treaty. I have not offered it with any such
purpose; I have no such intention. In my opinion, there is a
doubt in the treaty as to whether we are bound to maintain
rights in reference to the insular possessions of the other high
contracting parties, and the reservation which T have offered is,
according to my purpose, simply a clarifying reservation, an
interpretative reservation, a reservation which will declare in
clear words that the treaty is what the authors of it, two of
whom are members of the Senate, claim it to be,

I think that a very fair argument might be made 10 or 15
vears hence to the effect that if some one of the other high con-
tracting parties should be in distress and should eall upon us
for aid, it may claim that we are obligated by the treaty itself;
and it was my idea to negative that by the reservation. I do
not claim that it changes the treaty; on the contrary, I claim
that it makes the treaty, by the resolution of ratification of the
Senate, mean exactly what the two Members 'of the Senate who
were members of the American delegation to the conference
which negotiated the treaty say it means, my fear being that
some of the other parties, years hence, perhaps, after we are all
dead, might set up a different claim.

Mr. BORAH. T was not so badly in error after all. The
Senator from Connecticut, in other words, wants to change the
treaty from a treaty of ambiguity to a freaty of certainty.

Mr, BRANDEGEE, That is my point exactly.

Mr. BORAH. That is a very important change in the treaty,
indeed. If the Senator frem Connecticut can change the treaty
s0 that there will be no uncertainty about it, he will have earned
the gratitude of all mankind. If the doubt, however, should be
resolved in favor of the fact that there was an implication to use
force, then the Senator would have to concede that the effect of
his reservation would be to change the treaty entirely.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. No: I do not, Mr. President. T confess
that the reservation, if adopted, would limit the obligation of
the United States of America, because the Senate would have
ratified it on that condition.

Mr. BORAH As [ understand the Senator. he wants to
clarify the treaty so as to express the view that there is no force
implied?
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Mr. BRANDEGEE. Yes; and there is no obligation to come
to the defense of the other powers.

Mr. BORAH. And the Senator is now afraid that that might
be implied?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Yes. If I were not, I would not have
offered the reservation. 3

Mr. BORAH, Then, the Senator is changing the treaty to
that effect, so far as the United States is concerned.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. No; it is ratifying-the treaty with that
understanding on our part and leaving the treaty where it is on
the part of the other powers.

Mr. BORAH. The reservation of the Senator from Arkansas
can be changed so as to meet the same condition exactly. The
Senator from Arkansas ean amend his reservation so as to read
that it is the understanding of the United States,” and so forth.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Yes.

Mr. ROBINSON. That is the form of the reservation I have
submitted.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. The Senator from Arkansas counld do

that, and thereby make it conform fo the usual structure of a |

reservation, but instead of being an interpretation of what the
treaty purports to provide it would be an extension of the treaty
to comprehend other nations and a state of facts which appar-
ently is not within the scope or purpose of the pending treaty at
all. and hence would be an amendment of it.

Mr. BORAH. The advocates of the treaty, it seems to me,

must take one of two positions with reference to the so-called |

Robinson reservation or amendment: They must concede that
at the present time there is an obligation upon the part of the
four powers to respect the rights of outside nations, or that
we are forming an alliance here in which there is no obligation
to respect the rights of other nations. Under the present cir-
cumstances in the Far East, I think that would be a very dan-
erous proposition, and if we are not willing to put into the
treaty a reservation which interprets it or construes it so far
as the United States is concerned, as an cbligation to respect

the rights of other nations, we must necessarily permit it to

go out to the world that the true construction is that there is
no obligation to respect the rights of other nations.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, if the Senator is attempt-
ing to get me to assent to that proposition, I shall have to differ
from hhm. ¢

Mr. BORAH. No; I am not attempting to get the Senator
to assent to it; I was simply looking at him while T was talking.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Yes: and I was watching the Senator.
But, Mr. President, because the Senate of the United States
does not add a great many other reservations which it might
add and which this country might want to add to the treaty is
no reason why he would not be in favor of them if they were
presented as independent proposals,

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator be-
fore he conecludes if he will permit me to call his attention to a

-~ few articles in Russian newspapers along the line of what he is
saying now, concerning the attitude of other countries toward
this particular alliance? I do not want fo interrupt him, but
before he concludes, will he permit me to read these articles?

Mr. BORAH. I am perfectly willing to have the Sepator
read them now.

Mr. JOHNSON. We need not subscribe to what is said by |

these newspapers, but it is very interesting as indieating the
view in the far eastern press,

Here is an extract from a leading article entitled “ The
Quadruple Alliance™ in the newspaper Russia, December 15,
1921, published in Harbin (pelitics, independent) :

* * % The treaty of the great powers, as should have heen
expected, is already producing a heated protest from thgse powers who,
by this treaty, have practically been made vassals of the new collective
- world ruler. * =¥

The Chinese public opinion is confronted roblem of the
necessity to defend its national interests. * The same prob-
lem is confronting Russia and Germany, who mmust also be joined by
Italy, who has been thrown out of the ranks of the great powers at the
present time. i

As a counterbalance to the quadruple (but in reality * triple™)
alliance, there must arise new international alliances and alignments of
ashington,

by the
- -

countries at whose expense the bargain is being made at

The next is an extract from a leading article entitled “ The
New Entente” in the newspaper Novosti Zhizni, December 15,
1921, published in Harbin. The newspaper is independent in
politics, and the leading articles are written by a former official
of the Kolehak government :

Conceding that the quadruple alliance is built on a firm foundation,
nevertheless the guestion may be asked whether or not this hegemony
of four (powers) will lead to most disastrous consequences to peace.
There i8 no doubt that this entente, realizing its invincible power,
will earry on an extremely aggressive policy. Prior to the Worid War,
one international alliance stood against the other: the imperialistie

lans of one met with the resistance of the other,
as been formed now is the only alliance of great powers in the world,

The allinnce which |

and, not meeting with any obstacles in the effort to achieve itz objects,
!‘t will inevitably be compelled to enter upon the road of annexation and
lﬁ‘a‘;em > wnwto that L
B necessary say t under such conditions “ harmony ™ will
soon be disturbed, and then, even more clearly than now, iﬂl be-
come evident all the beauties of imperialism—competition and rivalry
of gowers. Any attempt to divide the world in a peaceful manner is
nothing but a beautiful dream, and in the process of realizing this
beautiful dream such a eatastropbe may be expected before which will
pale an*\t}tlng_ that hag already been experienced by humanity * * =,
The ”’"?ﬁﬁ“ agreement, by fisolating Russia, Germany, Italy,
China, and o States, is only a forecast of mew adventures and
cataclysms,

Versailles created a useless but harmless League of Nations—Wash-
ing has forged a wnion of blood and irom.
One becomes horrified at what the future holds forth,
From the same newspaper, December 25, 1922—and this is the
last I shall read, if the Senator will pardon me:
iExtract from leading article entitled * One More Attempt.”]

® * * To Russia the new alliance is a direct military threat. and
in the best case a serious warning, * * # % an

In the order of the day of Europe is a struggle with Hussia, but not
a direct struggle, but through the forces of an Asiatic power. A
In regard to the coming Russo-Japanese war, the heads of the European
powers hope, like Pilate, to wash their hands.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the reading which I have made
from Trotski and the newspaper articles which have been read
by the Sensator from California show how utterly useless it is
| for us here to spend time upon a technical eonstruction of the
meaning of this treaty so far as the question of implied force
or the question of an alliance or any of those questions are con-
cerned. The outside world not members of the treaty have con-
strued it, and they have construed it as a combination or politi-
cal grouping upon the part of the four powers which is inimical
to those who are not members of the alliance, or whatever you
may call it.

Now, Mr. President, I must hurry on, because I have already
| occupied too much time,

Colonel Roosevelt said, upon a very important occasion:

There is something both pathetic and ludicrous in the belief that
signing names to a bit of paper will of and by itself forward the cause
of peace, .

It is not what nations promise to do, it is what nations by
their acts disclose they are willing to do, and the policies which
they adopt, which counts for peace. Political pacts such as
this have been made from time immemorial, and 1 do not know
of any exception to the rule that they have never been observed
after the interest of the nations signing them had changed or
had been moditied by exigencies or circumstances. In other
words, it is not what nations enter into a treaty to do, but it is
the attitude in which they place themselves toward the other
nations of the world, and the policies which they adopt, and
the policies which they are following up, which count for peace
and make for peace.

Tloyd-George declared a short time ago:

1t matters not what treaties are signed, what pacts are entered into
bhetween natlons. or what understandings they ma{ establish ; if na-
tions arv armed agalpst each other for war, war will inevitably ensue
in the end.

I said, Mr. President, when this four-power treaty was first
published, that my attitude toward it would be determined very
largely by what the conference did with reference to disarma-
ment. I do not propose to nnderestimate the services rendered
by the conference to the cause of disarmament. I do not propose,
especially, to underestimate the services rendered by the Ameri-
can delegates in the cause of disarmament ; but T do say that, re-
gardless of whose fault it was, so far as future wars are con-
cerned there was no disarmament at the Washington confer-
ence. There was a very great service rendered to the cause of
economy by stopping the building of useless battleships. There
was a very great service rendered to the taxpayers by the cessa-
tion of building these luxuries which float on the sea, but so
far as the weapons with which the next war is to be fought
| are concerned, there was no limitation of armament at all in
I my opinion.

1f these four powers who were unchallenged in their military
supremacy had been desirous of peace and had been willing to
rest their canse npon the principles of justice rather than force,
there would have been some real disarmament with reference
to those weapons with which the next great war, if it comes,
will be fought. There has been no disarmament by land.
Europe to-day is covered with tremendous armies. France has
750,000 men under arms, more or less, and in addition to that
some 400,000 in Poland practically maintained by France.
Italy has a vast army, Japan has a vast army, and the mili-
tary power of the world is now centered in the four nations
which are signers of this treaty.

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator from ldaho has now
spoken for one hour,
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Mr. BORAH. T am going to speak for 30 minutes longer, if
I can do so.

Mr. ROBINSON. That arrangement, I think, is contemplated
by the unanimous-consent agreement,

.Mr. BORAH. I will use a part of my 30 minutes now, so as to
avoid trespassing upon the patience of the Senate a second time,

Mr, KELLOGG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. BORAH. Yes; and then I should like to occupy my own
time thereafter.

AMr. KELLOGG. I shall not bother the Senator again.

Did I net understand the Senator, when he was advocating
the resolution of Congress requesting the President fo call. a
disarmament conference, to say that he thought it was unwise
to include the land forces?

Mr. BORAH. I did.

Mr. KELLOGG. And the Senator simply advocated the limi-
tation of naval armaments. Does not the Senator consider an
agreement not to go beyond the armament provided for here a
limitation?

Mr. BORAH. T did not understand the last question.

Mr. KELLOGG. Does not the Senator consider that this
treaty, limiting the building of war vessels in the future, is a
limitation ? *

Mr. BORAH. T have already stated so. It is a limitation, but
not a limitation as to the weapons with which the next war will
be fought. In other words, I do not regard the battleship now
as anything of great moment with reference to future naval
warfare ; and while I am very happy indeed that the discontinu-
ance of the building has taken place, and while T am willing to
accord all kinds of credit and commendation for having achieved
that, I am speaking now with reference to war, and not with
reference to economy.

I also stated at the time that I did not think there was any
use of including land disarmament, because, in my opinion, noth-
ing could be gained by it. I think the Senater from Minnesota
will agree that the prognostication of the Senator from Idaho
was correct, that there was no need to include it, because yeu
did not get anywhere with it. I wunderstood perfectly that
Europe did not intend to disarm by land, and I understand per-
fectly now that she does not intend to disarm. What I say is
that so long as she does not disarm, there is no hope that a mere
promise to keep the peace will result in the maintenance of the
peace. Until real disarmament takes place I certainly want
no political alliances,

Secondly, Mr. President, we not only have failed to disarm by
land but, as I say, we have failed to disarm by sea with those
weapons with which the next war will be fought. Before I £0
to that, however, let me call your attention to just one item with
reference to another matter.

This telegram appeared in the New York World the other
day. I hesitate these days to read anything here, because I
anticipate that somebody will rise the next day and say that
the person guoted was misunderstood; but we have to go by
what we see in the public prints and by what takes place in
public debate, the manuscript of which we arve able to get
hold of,

The New York World says:

A commission of British experts, headed by Col. M. L, Wilkinson, s
now in the United States investigating American methods for producing

noxions gases, with a view to incorporating into British practice any
improvements,

Jespite the sweeping condemmation of poison gas in the arms con-
ference treaty, &igned by representatives of the five leading powers,
Great Britain holds that the only adequate defense against poison gas
in the hands of a possible enemy is preparedness. Accortﬁggly, the
British Government ?mposes to continue without curtailment experi-
mentation In chemical warfare,

The British experts will study both industrial and military plants,
Permission to inspect Edgewood Arsenal and other Army posts has
already been given, .

American Army officinls said to-day that nothing would be kept secret
- from the British experts,

That, possibly, was one thing that misled Mr, Cravath that
there was an understanding between the United States and
Great Britain in regard to these matters. When military ex-
' perts begin to reveial to one another their secrets, it has the
appearance of an “understanding.” But, Mr. President, not-
withstanding the treaty, there is no cessation of preparation of
the instruments which the different nations signing the treaty
regard as essential to future warfare. No limitation has been
, placed upon submarines. Every effort was made to curtail the
' building of submarines, and, I understand, of course, that the
American delegates were in favor of that curtailment: but the
conference as a conference, composed of the nations which
signed this treaty, were not only unwilling to prohibit its use
but were unwilling even to limit the number of submarines.

struments is there even a limitation upon the part of those

nations. We all know that when the submarine first made its

appearance the whole world stood aghast, and trembled, as

Milton would say, at the hideous name.

It was believed by all to transgress the last remaining prin-
ciple even of that bloody business whose highest achievement
it is to kill. It wiped out the last vestige of international law,
It degraded and brutalized war itself. It seemed as if the spirit
of destruction incarnate had searched and chemicaled hell and
given to man the results of its efforts. Yet this instrument, re-
garded as the most brutal and hideous and destructive of mod-
ern warfare, especially upon those who are not actually en-
gaged in war, nonbelligerents, and noncontestants, the confer-
ence was wholly unable to prohibit or to limit in the production.

Therefore, Mr. President, notwithstanding the efforts of the
conference and the efforts of the American delegates, these
four powers will have, when this treaty is ratified, the naval
power of the world at their command; they will have a navy
such as was never before dreamed of; they will be complete
masters of the sea. You may say that means peace. If it does,
it means peace by force. They will not only have control of the
navy but they will have all the standing armies of any moment,
outside of Russia, and when they meet in conference there in
the Pacific under artiele 2 they will be the most powerful and
controlling military force that ever met for conference in the
whole history of mankind.

That will have its bearing upon the construction of article 2,
If I felt that there was peace in the hearts of these nations, if
they were ready to disarm, if they were ready to practice the
policies of peace, I would look with considerable indifference
upon the obligations of article 2, but so long as I see Japan un-
willing to discharge a single soldier, and France taking control
in a military way practically of all Europe, so long as I see the
military power centered in these nations, I know that one of two
things will happen—either the nation whose rights are being
ageressed will have to surrender and yield up its rights or force
will be used against it. I see spoliation and injustice on the one
band, just as these things happened under the Anglo-Japanese
alliance, or I see war. When you bring in a program which
destroys the weapons of modern war, which prohibits, or at least
limits, submarines and poisonous gases, airplanes and bombs,
and curtails armies to within reason, then I will be more ready
to accept your promises written into treaties. But I want a
manifestation of faith by good works. I want policies, not
promises, I want disarmament, not political alliances the
members of which continue to arm, continue to practice impe-
rialism, continue to “ aggress ™ against all other powers. Peace,
peace! How can you have peace with a world armed as it was
never armed before? There can be no peace, it makes no differ-
ence how many treaties you have, until nations disarm and until
the power to declare war is brought nearer and more completely
under the control of the people—those who must fight and die
in case war comes,

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, I hold in my hand a
very courteous, forceful article on the results of the late con-
ference, written by Mr. Duraind, connected with the San Fran-
cisco Chronicle, T ask consent that it may be printed in the
Recorp in 8-point type.

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

The article referred to is, as follows:

[From the San Francisco (Calif.) Chronicle.]

Nuw A¢rk WiLL ForrLow New WoORLD SPIRIT—OLD DIPLOMACY TO GIVE
WAY BEFORE PRINCIPLES OF MODERN BUSINESS LIFE—HARDING IS A
Svccess WHERE WILsoN . FAILED—BY CREATING NEw METHODS OF
DrALING WITH WORLD'S WAR (GENERATING DISPUTES.

The Washington conference marks the end of the centuries-old
system of secret diplomacy born of the imperalistic principle
and the balance-of-power idea. It celebrates the beginning of
a new era based upon the principle of business. The Versailles
conference was probably the last great congress of the nations
to be dominated by the old diplomatic methods. From now on
every international conclave for the adjustment of disputes and
controversies must be based on the Washington conference and
its new methods of friendly discussion, give and take, fair play,
and its will to harmonize and conciliate where differences are
acute. No future world conference can ignore the lessons Hard-
ing has taught the nations.

Look at the wonderful achievements of Harding's new
methods:

The first great work done was the four-power Pacific treaty,
signed on December 3. The full scope and significance of this
pact has not yet been grasped by the public. It is much more
than a treaty of amity and good will, and an agreement to re-

Mr. President, neither as to the Army nor as to poison gas nor | spect one another’s rights in the Pacific. The distinct achieve-

as to airplanes nor as to airplane bombs nor any of those in-

ment of this treaty is to substitute international law for the
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use of force in all future disagreements. The signers of the
treaty solemnly agreed to meet in friendly discussion and to

exhaust every peaceful method of settlement before an appeal to |

arms. -
NAVAL COMPETITION STOPPED FOR 15 YEARS.

This agreement to submit to the orderly processes of evolu-
tion virtually amounts to a reinstitution of international law
as a living vital force in world affairs, and brings the nations
of the earth back to the point where in 1914 chaos took the
place of the reign of law and every State became a rule unto
itself. That is what is the matter with Europe to-day. But
with the nations at the fop governing their course by interna-
tional law the smaller States must eventually fall into line.

The gecond great achievement of the conference was the five-
power naval treaty, by which the signers agreed, not only to
limit the size of their navies but to take a naval holiday for
15 years. :

The wonderful thing about this important treaty is not that
navies are merely limited, the United States alone serapping
some 500,000 tons of battleships, and others proportionately.
The great gain is that new shipbuilding has been stopped for
15 years. At one fell swoop a knockout blow has been de-
livered to the solar plexus of the god of war. It is disastrous
naval eompetition that was principally the cause of the late
war. This feverish naval expansion, each nation seeking to
beat the other with ever-enlarging fleets, also led to increase of
the land forces, hoth keeping pace with each ofher in a mad
race for supremacy.

Now naval increases are stopped. What a tremendous fact
this is. It seems almost impossible, yet it is true. The Wash-
ington conference has accomplished what the League of Na-
tions could not do. When this solemn contract is up most of
the battleships will be old and obsolete, and the nations will be
ready for further reductions.

POISON GAS ELIMINATED FROM FUTURE WARS,

The third agreement reached by the conference wus the
treaty which eliminates poison gas from future wars, and which
prohibits submarines from sinking merchant ships. It was
these things which made the late war so horrible and barba-
rous, Is not this an achievement to be proud of?

The fourth treaty of the conference was a six-power one,
which allocated the German Pacific cables that had been a
source of so much acrimonious controversy, and which could
easily have led to war.

The sixth treaty refers to a settlement of the Chinese tariff
question, and this treaty comprehends other questions concern-
ing the Chinese, the contracting nations agreeing to respect her
sovereignty, and to cease the old policies of spoliation and
special privilege. It means a real open door.

The seventh treaty settles the serious dispute of the United
States with Japan as to the island of Yap, and mandates. The
_eighth treaty deals with the stopping of new fortifications
in the Pacific. Has not the absence of fortifications between
the United States and Canada contributed to peace for the last
century? To build forts and place guns at another's door is
not the way to produce confidence and cooperation,

The eighth and remaining treaties of the conference settle
the many differences between Japan and China, such as Shan-
tung, the railroad, mines, and the famous 21 points. Shantung
is returned intact to China and differences in Manchuria and
Mongolia are settled,

Not the least important work of the conference, arising out of
the new spirit that it has created making for justice and pesce,
is the fact that Great Britain has pledged herself to return
Wei-hei-wei, one of the most important seaports of China, to
its rightful owner, and France has likewise promised to restore
Kwang Chow, farther south.

These important possessions were wrested from China by the
military powers without show of right. For 40 years strong,
strangling hands were reaching for China’s throat and robbing
her of her choicest possessions, withouf which a nation can not
progress—sovereignty, seaports, mines, railroads, banks, custom
duties—usurping even courts of law.

CHINA RESTORED HER RIGHTS OF SOVEREIGNTY.

Now, the Washington conference has stepped forward and
called these strong hands off, giving China once more her free-
dom and making the spoilers return the graft. How prepos-
terous, then, with all these wonderful gains, is it to say that
China is getting nothing from the conference. Think what it
would mean to us if New York, San Francisco, Boston, and
Galveston had been in the possession of alien hands for a gen-
eration and had been suddenly restored to us, would it not mean
something? Yet that is just what has happened to China. Be-
yond this is a still greater gain for China, and that is the new
spirit of fair play and protection, with hands off, that is going

to permit her to develop according to the will of her own people,
In other words, she will now be free as a nation.

Are not these things better than devastated France, the
Lusitania, aerial bombardment of peaceful cities, lethal gas, the
flower of the world’s youth wallowing in the trenches, billions
of debts for the generations to pay?

Lastly, as a result of all these treaties, and particularly the
four-power pact, that great menace to world peace, known as the
Anglo-Japanese alliance, has been done away with. This
achievement alone would have justified the conference, as there
was no greater danger on the politicat horizon than this union
of Japan and England to control in their own interests the de-
velopment of the Asiatic Continent. . It was only a question of
time when such a policy of selfish exploitation would have
plunged the world into another conflict.

These are the achievements of the Washington conference,
They are positive, real, and peace creating, President Harding
did not start out like Wilson to create elaborate machinery for
producing a perfect world, settling all international disputes
at once, and guaranteeing universal peace for ages to come,
President Harding erected no magnificent, idealistic scaffolding
as the basis of his policy. He formulated no golden dreams of
a perfect world and worshiped at no mystic shrine of perfection,

President Harding did not set himself up as the peace under-
writer of the world. His idea was to move in the direction of
peace, and world peace would come of its own accord. His
plan was: Create a new spirit, not a new machinery. It was
dwelling on a new machinery, the League of Nations, and for-
getting the spirit (vide Shantung, fourteen points, reparations)
that ruined Wilson and made his attempt at world peace abor-
tive, Harding’s method was different., It was the method of
Christ—change the attitude, the way of thinking, the ideal,
and a new man and a new world will be born. Do this and the
proper institutional machinery will take care of itself. Wilson,
on the contrary, sacrificed everything to get his machinery, the
League of Nations, and when he did get it it would not work.

The greatest triumph of the Washington conference, there-
fore, is this marvelous moral success of Harding's, this con-
tribution of a new spirit for future international conclaves,
and this creation of a new method of handling serious con-
troversies without impairing the independence and national =ov-
ereignty of the nations.

What has been done in the United States as regards naval
limitations and future security on the Pacific can certainly be
done 9211 Europe if the lesson of the Washington conference be
learned.

HARDING METHOD EMPLOY® PRINCIPLES OF BUSINEBS,

Only a year ago Czechoslovakia and Austria were at daggers
points with all the bitter hates resulting from the war keeping
them apart. Since the Washington conference they have come
together in a treaty of amity and cooperation which is an ob-
ject lesson to the rest of Iurope. Poland has also joined in a
similar treaty.

Can not France and Germany do what these three nations
have done? If not, why not? That's the problem of Iurope,
and not reparations, huge armies, and guarantees of protection.
Create a new spirit, put by the old diplomaey, and come into
the new age of Harding. That's the lesson of the Washington
conference.

No institutional machinery like the League of Nations can
bring about world peace. No law can produce it. World

peace, if it comes, will be born alone of a new world spirit.,

There are many serious questions in the air pressing for inter-
national solution that earry with them the germs of possible
wars, The Washington conference has shown the way to solve
these pressing problems, how to handle these difliculties so that
they will not lead to war and embroil all the nations.

With Harding's method the gain is the new method of ap-
proach, the new spirit of friendly conference, the new necessity
of fair play and give and take, the new atfitude of mutuality
and reciprocal understanding—in a word, the business method
applied to international policies.

With such a method there is no dispute among the nations
that can not be amicably settled. In time it means a real asso-
ciation of all the nations, and a reil international court for
arbitration purposes. That great day will be Harding's work
and Harding's glory, and will be the reason for inscribing his
name in golden letters in the Pantheon of humanity.

GrorcE J. DURAIND.

Mr. KELLOGG. My, President, the amendment to which the
Senator from Idaho addressed himself provides that each of
the high contracting parties will respect the rights and posses-
sions of all other nations and refrain from all acts of aggres-
sion against any other power or powers.
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Of course, the Senator admitted that that was an amendment
of this treaty bringing in practically every nation in the world,
broader in iis terms than article 10 of the covenant of the
Leazue of Nations, in which the signatory powers agreed to
respect the rights of all members of the league. The Senator
objected fo that, objected to respecting the rights of those
nations which had been created by the conference in Paris,
Now, this would make a new treaty, going outside of the
parties signing it, forcing these other signatory powers to agree
to respect the rights of all nations of the world.

He can not make it less an amendment by saying that the
United Stafes understands that each of the high coniracting
parties will respect the rights and possessions of all other na-
tions, and refrain from all acts of aggression against any other
power or powers, because the treaty says nothing of the kind,
and nobody could make it so that the Senator from Idaho would
understand anything of the kind. This, of course, is an entire
change, an amendment of the treaty, which would defeat it. It
would require a reassembling of all the signatory powers in or-
der to find out whether they were willing to extend this treaty

_ to all nations of the world.

Mr, President, of course the Senator from Idaho has been
perfeetiy open and frank; he has made no claim that he was
for this treaty. He has always opposed it, and would no doubt
support a reservation or a resolution which would defeat it.

I stated the other day on the floor of the Senate that I did
not understand the Senator from Conunecticut [Mr. BRANDEGEE]
to claim that this treaty imposed any obligation on this country
to use force in the defense of the rights or possessions of any
other country. The Senator from Idaho differed with me as to
the understanding of the Senator from Connecticut., I am very
glad the Senator from Connecticut made his meaning clear
to-day. He did not make any claim that the treaty provided
for the use of force in maintaining the rights of any other coun-
iry, but he said, in substance, that there might be some doubt
about it, and some country might claim in the future that such
wuas the intent, or that some obligation could be implied from it.

I stated in the speech I made on the treaty when it first came
before the Senate that, in my opinion, there was absolutely no
obligation resting upon this country or any other of the signa-
tory powers to use force or come to the defense of any one of
those countries in the protection of their rights, but only to
consult, and see if an adjustment could be made of any disputes
which might arise,

I am still of the same opinion, and when the Senator from
Arkansas said to-day that the members of the conference who
were Senators thought it was necessary to have a reservation in

order to protect the United States, I begged to differ with him, ]

because if anything was made clear on the floor of the Senate
by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobce] and the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon], it was that they did not be-
lieve there was any such obligation, and did not believe the
reservation was necessary. The Secretary of State did not be-
leve it; Mr. Root, a great international lawyer and experienced
stutesman, did not believe it. Every man who spoke at the con-
ference before the treaty was ratified gave the same construc-
tion to it which the Senator from Massachusetts has given to it.

I stated the other day that I voted against the reservation in
the comniittee because I did not believe it necessary. I believed
there was no obligation imposed. That seemed to be perfectly
clear, not only from the language of the instrument, but from
the construction given to it by all nations who were parties
thereto. I think it would do no harm, unless it might invite
other nations to make other reservations or amendments which
might do harm.

A few days ago I noticed in the papers a dispatch from Paris,
which I intend to read in part. I have a good example for quot-
ing this in the distinguished Senator from Idaho. The dispatch
may or may not be true, but it states that Mr. Poincare said:

I am not the sponsor of the French delegation, I had nothing to do
with the shaping of its policies or the naming of its members,

The article further proceeds:

It was tacitly agreed between the interpolators and the Government
that there should be no discussion in the open Chamber of Deputies on
the Washington conference before the Senate ratifies or rejects them,
The prohahﬁity of amendments being made in the agreements by the
American Senate was taken into consideration in reaching this con-
clusion,

That indicates what I had in mind. If it were necessary to
adopt a reservation or an amendment to protect the rights of
the United States, or to save an obligation to go to war, I
should be perfectly willing to vote for it. I am willing to vote
for this reservation, not because I believe it necessary ; I would
not vote for it if I did not believe that it was necessary to
adopt it in order to get votes enough to ratify the treaty.

There are a few Senators who are afraid that some moral
obligation may be implied, and I am willing to vote for the
reservation in order to get the treaty ratified.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator then regards the reservation as
necessary, but not necessary for clarification?

Mr. KELLOGG. No. I stated what necessity I thought
there was. I certainly think it is not necessary to make this
treaty perfectly clear, and I have excellent authority in the
speech of the Senator from Idaho. The Senator from Idaho is
too good a lawyer to stand on the floor of the Senate and say
that he believes there is any obligation in this treaty to use
force or to defend the rights of other nations in the islands of
the Pacific,

Mr. BORAH. Let me ask the Senator a question: The Sena-
tor says he Is going to vote for this reservation because it is
necessary to have the reservation in order to get votes enough
fo ratify the treaty. Then the Senator’s understanding is that
there are Senators who think this reservation so vital that if
it were not adopted they would vote against the treaty?

Mr., KELLOGG. The Senator has heard arguments on the
other side of the Chamber from some Senators that they
thought there was an obligation implied. I understand there
are two or three Senators on our side who feel the same. I
am very much pleased that the Senator from Idaho does not
believe it.

The Senator from Idaho stated in his speech the other day
that he did not consider there was any obligation upon the
United States to use any force to come to the defense of the
rights of any other nation, or any obligation upon any delegate
attending any conference called under this treaty to agree to
come to the defense of any other nation a signatory power, and
I understood the Senator to-day to reiterate that statement. I
agree with him. Therefore I thought, and still think, that the
reservation Is entirely unnecessary, because there is no obliga-
tion in the treaty to use force,

As T understood the Senator the other day in his very able
speech, he placed his objection to this treaty mot upon any
obligation which would require us to go to war or to take up
arms in defense of or to come to the defense of any other coun-
try, but because it constituted a political grouping, a diplomatic
grouping, which, whether an alliance or not, would encourage
other countries to create like diplomatic groupings, and that
those two groups would ultimately come into antagonism.

That is the position I understood the Senator to take. Of
course, that position would make it necessary that this country
never have any understanding with any one, two, or three na-
tions, but have such an understanding with every leading nation
in the world at the same time,

I think the Senator went the other day rather far in drawing
his analogy from the triple alliance and the triple entente to
this understanding. In the first place, the triple alliance and
the triple entente did array against each other when they were
made two antagonistic groups. They were not antagonistic
because of the treaty, but they were antagonistic by reason of
their relation to each other in Europe, and some of them had
been for centuries, and the Senator knows it. Why, the Sena-
tor admitted it the other day in response to questions that I
asked him. T asked:

Did T understand the Senator to say that if Mr. Hughes attended a

conference under this treaty he would be no more bound to agres to-a
war than if be attended any conference not provided for by this treaty?

The Senator from Idaho said:
I did not say that exactly, but I think I said about the same thing.

Now, in drawing the conclusion that this agreement to con-
sult together about the islands in the region of the Pacific was
like the triple alliannce and the triple entente, the Senator
proceeded to read what he understood to be the principal fea-
ture of the triple alliance, and I quote his language from his
speech, and I beg the Senator’s pardon because he was mis-
taken. He quoted from a treaty of alliance between Germany
and Austria which was an absolute, binding, defensive alliance
to go to war.

That was a treaty between Germany and Austria, and it was
an ahsolute binding treaty of alliance by which they agreed to
2o to war and defend each other’s rights and possessions. The
Senator read the following statement from it:

Considering, in fine, that an Intimate agreement between Austria-
Hungar; nndg Germany can threaten no one, but is rather calenlated to
consoli atle European peace as created by the stipulations of the treaty

rlin.
“'tj,‘hheBt:rMnjestles the Emperor of Austria and King of Hungary and
the Emperor of Germany and King of Prussin, promising each other
solemnly never to give any aggressive tendency whatsoever to thelr
purely defensive agreement, have resolved to conclude a reciprocal

.alllance of peace and protection.
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The quotation from the preamble of the treaty between Aus-
tria and Germany contains that language. Then the Senator
said :

That was the language which dedicated the triple alliance to the
cause of protection and peace. Considering that they would never
give aggression, or attack anyone, they formed the alliance for the

urpose, as we say here, of protecting their respective possessions and
n the caunse of peace. The language used was quite as laudable as
that found in this pact, 3

But that treaty and the various treaties which followed it
contained absolute agreements to come to the defense of each
other's possessions. That was in the treaty of 1879, and drticles
1 and 2 provided:

ArTici® 1. Should, contrary to their hope, and against the loyal
desire of the two high contracting parties, one of the two empires
be attacked by Russ%a. the high contracting parties are bound to
come to the assistance one of the other with the whole war strength
of their empires, and accordingly only to conclude peace together and
upon mutual agreement.

ART. 2. Should one of the high contracting parties be attacked by
another power, the other high contracting party binds itgelf hereby
not only to support the ag r against its high ally but to ob-
serve at least a benevolent neutral attitude toward its fellow con-
tracting party.

Should, however, the attacking party In such a case be supported
by Russia, either by an active cooperation or by military measures
which constitute a menace to the party attacked, then the obliga-
tion stipulated in article 1 of this treaty, for reciprocal assistance
with the whole fighting force, bhecomes equally operative, and the
conduct of the war by the two high contracting parties shall in this
cage also be in common until the eonclusion of a common peace.

Mr. President, that was far different from this agreement,
which includes all of the nations having islands in the Pacific,
not a part of them against another part but all of them, and
was an absoluntely defensive alliance.

That was followed by the triple alliance of 1882, which was
superseded by the triple alliance of 1887, and the third triple
alliance of 1891, and the fourth tripte alliance of 1902, and the
fifth triple alliance of 1912, which really went into effect only
a few days before the war, owing to the fact that the previous
one had not expired. I shall not stop to read the provisions
of the various alliances, but simply state that they were abso-
lutely offensive and defensive alliances. I ask to have inserted
in the REcorn as a part of my remarks articles 1, 2, 3, and 4,
page 247, the Secret Treaties of Austrin-Hungary, 1879-1014.

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

The matter referred to is as follows:

ARTICLE 1.

The high contracting parties mutually promise peace and friendship,
and will enter into no alliance or engagement directed against any one
of their Statfes. 2

They engage to proceed to an exchange of ideas on political and eco-
nomic questions of a general nature which may arise, and they further

romise one another mutual support within the limits of t{eir own

nterests.
ARTICLE 2.

In ease Ttaly, without direct provocation on her part, should be at-
tacked by France for any reason whatsoever, the two other contracting
parties shall be bound to lend help and assistance with all their forces
to the party attacked.

This same obligation shall devolve upon Italy in case of any aggres-
gion without direct provocation by Frunce against Germany.

ARTICLE 3,

If one or two of the high contracting parties, without direct provoca-
tion on their part, should chance to be attacked and to be engaged in
a war with two or more great Fow@rs nonsignatory to the present
treaty, the casus foedris will arise simultaneously for all the high
contracting parties,

ARTICLE 4.

In case a great power nonsignatory to the present treaty should
threaten the security of the States of one of the high contracting
parties, and the threatened ‘party should find itself forced on that ac-
count to make war against it, the two others bind themselves to observe
toward their ally a benevolent neutrality. Each of them reserves to
itself In this case the right te take part in the war, if it should see fit,
to make common cause with its ally.

Mr., KELLOGG. How far different from the simple, benevo-
lent preamble whicli the Senator from Idaho read fo the Senate
the other day. Of course the triple alliance became known to
every couniry in Europe, although it was supposed to be secret.
After reading this preamble the Senator said:

There, Mr. President, is the basis of the second political grouping
in Europe. It provided for nothing except a conference, a discussion ;
no alliance, no commitment to force, no agreement to use force, mo
agrecment to cooperate with the military forces of the other power.
The only thing which they agreed to do is what it is said here we agree
tfo do, and that is in the case of an attack to consult together to de-
termine what measures, if any, we shall take in order to meet the
exigencies of the situation.

Let us look at the triple entente a moment and see if that
is true as to that agreement. It is true as far as Great Britain's
participation was provided for by the correspondence with the
French Government, but not true as to the agreement between
France and Russia, It is not true that the triple entente was
a mere agreement to consult together. The triple entente had
its origin in a military alliance between France and Ilussia
which provided as follows:

France and Russia, animated by a common desire to preserve the
peace, and having no other aim except to be prepared for the necessi-
ties of a defensive war which may be provoked by an atfack upon the
forces of the triple alliance against one or the other of them, agree to
the following terms— '

The statesman who wrote that preamble foreshadowed what
was to come years later. The agreement proceeded :

If France is attacked by Germany, or by Italy supported by Germany,
Russia will employ all its mobile forces to fight Germany.

It Ru‘ssia is attacked by Germany, or by Austrin supported by Ger-
many, France will employ all its mobile forces to fight Germany.

There we have the triple alliance on the one side and the dual
alliunce between Russia and France on the other side, to which
England afterwards became a party, but in the correspondence
between the British Empire and the Republic of France it is
true that England did not agree to come to the defense of
France.

It was not, Mr, President, the political grouping of Europe by
these documents which brought on the war. Germany was the
ancient enemy of France. She had invaded France, overrun her
Provinces, and wrung from her large tribute. France feaved
and rightly feared a recurrence of this attack. When the triple
alliance wag formed, naturally France sought an ally in Rus-
sia, because the triple alliance was aimed at Russia and aimed
at France. Oh, the Senator said, the British Empire simply
agreed to a discussion of the question and there was no obliga-
tion to come to the defense of France, I shall not stop here at
this late hour to discuss the reason why Great Britain entered
the war. In her declaration of war, as stated by the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopcg] the other day, the sole cause was

placed as the invasion of Belgium by Germany. That was suf-

ficiently stated by the Senator from Massachusetts and the Sen-
ator from Washington. But, Mr. President, there was another
reason, I believe, why Great Dritain could not permit the viola-
tion of Belgium. Germany would take Belgium and the Nether-
lands and would overrun France, and England would be the
next. ;

England knew, whether there was any treaty or not, that if
Germany, who had been preparing for this war for 30 or 40
vears, should succeed in overrunning Holland, Belgium, and
France, she would reckon with England next. England was
fighting for the very existence of her Empire ; every one knows
that; and yet this most extraordinary e:ample of the Triple
Allianee and the Triple Entente, which were not the causes of
the war at all, is brought forward here as the principal argu-
ment in opposition to the four-power treaty. As I have already
said, the four-power treaty is not between political groups in
opposition to political groups, but it includes all the powers
having islands in the Pacific. It was not intended to apply to
the mainland of Asin or to Russia or to China.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. Mr, President

Mr. KELLOGG. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Is it not true that the Netherlands has
islands in the Pacific?

Mr. KELLOGG. I was about to make a statement in regard
to that. As to the Netherlands, the four powers attending the
conference sent a note that it was the intention of the signa-
tory powers to respect the territory of the Netherlands.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Can the Senator state why the Nether-
lands was excluded from participation in the making of this
treaty?

Mr. KELLOGG., The Senator from DMassachusetts [Alr,
Lobge] sufficiently stated that; I was not a member of the con-
ference, and I can not tell; but would the Senator from
Nebraska defeat the pending treaty because the Netherlunds
was not brought in? Would the Senator vote against the treaty
bhecause the Netherlands was not a party to it?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Can the Senator state why the Nether-
lands was not admitted?

Mr, KELLOGG. If the Senator from Nebraska will answer
my question I will answer his as well as I can.

Mr. President, has it come to this, that four of the great
nations having possessions in the Pacific can not agree with
each other that they will respect each other's rights, and cun
not agree that they will consult together if there should arise
any dispute in order that the dispute may be adjusted?

In opposition to this treaty, which some of the Senafors on
the other side of the Chamber say amounts to nothing, if onr
construction is correct, they raise every objection—all the hogie
men—that a distorted imagination can bring forth. It is =aid
that the treaty will protect Japan in ravishing the Proviuce
of China. They forget that China has entered into a treaty
with Japan settling substantially all the questions which have
existed between those two Governments since the var, embo.’y-
ing greater concessions by Japan and resulling in a greaier

'——’—’_
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success than any Senator believed the conference would bring
about.

Mr. President, I say the pending four-power treaty meets the
approval of the people of this country and the enlightened sen-
timen® of the world. It is a step toward peace, and, coming
after ¢he great conflict which laid waste the fair lands of
Europe and sacrificed millions of its sons, it does not become
the Senate, representing the United States—the leader of this
conference—to reject the treaty.

Mr, HARRIS obtained the floor.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President; T have no desire to interfere
with the Senator from Georgia or with the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. La Forrerre] who desires to present reservations.
I was only going to propose that after a short executive session
the Senate shall take a recess until 8 o'clock to-night, with the
understanding that there shall be no votes taken and no quornm
called at the evening session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SHorTRIDGE in the chair).
Does the Senator present his suggestion in the form of a re-
quest for unanimous consent? 3

Mr. LODGE. 1 submit my proposal as a request for unani-
mous consent.,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Massachusetts? If there be none,
it is so ordered. It is, therefore, the order of the Senate that
when the Senate takes a recess——

Mr. LODGE, It is understood that the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Hagris] will now speak, and then the Senator from. Wis-
consin desires to present certain reservations to the treaty.
Under the unanimous-consent agreement heretofore entered into
the Senate will meet at 12 o'clock to-morrow. It is very ex-
plicit. That is the reason why I said nothing about the time
of meeting to-morrow. -

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Of course, the Senate may remain in
session all night, if it is desirable to do so?

Mr. LODGE. Absolutely. We have merely agreed to meet
at 12 o'clock to-morrow. ?

Mr, JONES of Washington. And to recess until that time?

M#*LODGE. The Senate may either take a recess or adjourn.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I should like to hear what the request is.

Mr. LODGE. My request is that after the Senator from
Georgia shall have concluded his speech, and after a short secret
executive session, the Senate shall take a recess until 8 o'clock;
and that it shall then remain in session as long as it sees fit,
with the understanding that there shall be no votes taken and no
quorum calls,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, the result of that under-
standing will be that there will probably not be more than five
Senators present and a mere farce will be perpetrated.

Mr. LODGE, That may be. If the Senator from Nebraska
thinks he can compel Senators to come here and listen to
speeches, he may make the effort; he may compel them to sit
about the neighborhood of the Chamber, no doubt,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I think it would be better to have a ses-
sion of the Senate and leave the matter as to whether or not a
guorum shall be called to be decided at that tirme, and also as to
whether votes may be taken.

Mr. LODGE. Very well, Mr. President, I am ready to vote at
any moment. I made my request to suit the convenience of
others; and the request came from the side of the Chamber of
the Senator from Nebraska, not from my side of the Chamber.
Of course, if the Senator from Nebraska wants to hold the Sen-
ate in continuous session and to have a series of calls for a
quorum in order to make sure that there is a quorum in the
neighborhood, it is his privilege to do so. "I was trying simply
to make an arrangement that I thought was agreeable to the
great body of the Senate, as the request, I repeat, came from
the side of the Chamber of the Senator from Nebraska, and not
from my side of the Chamber.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I will say to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts that I have not found any Senators on this side of the
Chamber who take that view of the matter.

Mr. KING. I do, and there are several others,

Mr. LODGE. It is useless to deny it, Mr, President. When
I told the Senator that the request which I have preferred came
from his side of the Chamber I meant it, and I told him the
truth.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I have discovered so far only one Senator
who has made such a request,

Mr. LODGE. Must I produce evidence?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. No; I am not asking for any evidence.
I do not think it makes any difference from which side of the
Chamber the suggestion came; it leads to a farce when Senators
are required to talk to empty chairs,
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Mr. LODGE. T would be the last Senator to put any obstacle
in the way of securing a vote, and if the Senator thinks that
it is best that we should remain here and continue the session,
with the constant demands for & quorum, with the result that
Senators who desire to speak and who have put their names
down may find themselves at 12 o'clock to-morrow withont
having had any chance to address the Senate, well and good;
I have no objection personally.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the
request for unanimous consent.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, has there been any objection
to the request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair did not hear any
specific objection.

Mr, NORRIS. Will the Chair not state the request to the
Senate?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I made objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands the
Senator from Nebraska to object.

Mr, NORRIS. Then, when the absence of a quorum is de-
veloped the only motion that may be made is to adjourn.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, in the meantime, while
Senators are negotiating in respect to the session this evening,
I should like to offer, if T may, some reservations intended to
be proposed by me to the four-power pact. I ask to have them
printed in the Recorp and also printed in the usual form and
lie on the table.

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

Reservation intended to be proposed by Mr. La FoLLETTE as
a part of the resolution of ratification of the four-power treaty
relating to Pacific possessions:

Provided; That the Senate advises and consents to the ratification of
the sald treaty with the understanding, to be made part of such ratifi-
cation, that, upon one year's written notice given by one of said high
contracting parties fo this treaty that the party giving sald notice
desires to be released from the said treaty, the said party giving such
notice shall, upon the exp!rﬂt-[on of one year from the date when such
written notice is given to said other high contracting parties, be re-
leased from all obligations of said treaty.

Reservation intended to be proposed by Mr. Lo FOLLETTE as
a part of the resolution of ratification of the four-power treaty
relating to Pacific possessions:

Provided, That the Senate advises and consents to the ratification of
the said treaty with the understanding, to be made part of such ratifi-
cation, that none of the high contracting Parties shall, during the life
of such treaty, without consulting the other parties, enter into any
separate arrangement or understanding with another power, whether
one of the high contracting parties or not, with reference either to their
insular possessions and insular dominions in the region of the Pacifie
Ocean or to the Asiatic mainland, which shall in any way prejudice the
objects and rights of the sald parties under this treaty or which-shall
be inconsistent with the terms thereof.

Reservation intended to be proposed by Mr. Lo FoLLETTE as
a part of the resolution of ratification of the four-power treaty
relating to Pacific possessions:

Provided, That the Senate advises and consents to the ratification of
said treaty with the understanding, to be made gart of such ratification,
that the agreement between Great Britain and Japan concluded at Lon-
don on July 13, 1911, shall not in fact or in substance be renewed
during the life of said treaty.

Reservation intended to be proposed by Mr, Lo FoLLETTE as
a part of the resolution of ratification of the four-power treaty
relating to Pacific possessions:

Provided, That the Senate advises and consents to the ratification of
said treaty with the understanding, to be made a part of such ratifica-
tion, that in case any of the high contracting parties shall have entered
into any separate treaties, agreements, and understandings, whether
public or secret, either between themselves or with any other power
or powers, which are inconsistent with the terms of this treaty or
prejudicial to its objects, it shall be the duty of such high contracting
party or parties upon the ratification of this treaty to terminate such
separate treaties, agreements, or understandings at the earliest time
compatible with their terms.

Reservation intended to be proposed by Mr. La FoLLETTE as a
part of the resolution of ratification of the four-power treaty
relating to the Pacific possessions: :

Provided, That it being the intention of the United States to grant
full and complete independence fo the Philippine Islands within 10

ears, the Senate advises and consents to the ratification of the said
{reaty with the understanding, to be made part of such ratification,
that the high contracting parties to this treaty agree to recognize and
respect the political independence and territorial integrity of the Philip-
pine Islands after such independence is granted.

Reservation intended to be proposed by Mr. La FoLierTE as a
part of the resolution of ratification of the four-power treaty
relating to Pacific possessions:

Provided, That it being the intention of the United States to grant
full and complete independence to the Phillgplne Islands within three
years, the Benate advises and consents to the ratification of the said
treaty with the understanding, to be made part of such ratification
that the high contracting parties to this treaty agree to recognize .an
respect the political independence and territorial integrity of the Philip-
pine Islands after such independence is granted.
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Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, before the Senator from Georgia
proceeds—— .

Mr, HARRIS. 1 yield to the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. LODGE. Of course, if the Senator from Nebraska is
going to insist that the Senate shall remain in session in the
effort to secure an audience for the Senators who desire to
speak, I shall take the sense of the Senate by making a motion
to recess,

Mr, WALSH of Montana. Mr. President——

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the Senator fromr Montana,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I submit an amendment which I
intend to propose to the resolution of ratification, and ask that
it be printed and lie on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be printed and
lie on the table.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I strongly supported the Borah
resolution to bring about a naval disarmament conference,
The majority leaders in the Senate opposed the resolution until
they realized it would pass the Senate, as all of the Democrats
and many western Republicans favored it. I am supporting
actively the naval armament limitation treaty, as well as the
other treaties growing out of the purpose for which the con-
ference was called. Had the Borah resolution provided for a
four-power alliance or any such arrangement it would not
have passed the Senate,

There is a general idea that the four-power treaty is an in-
tegral part of the disarmament feature of the Washington
conference. An effort is made to connect with disarmament
everything touching the conference, as disarmament is favored
by all. The four-power pact has no connection whatever with
the other treaties negotiated at the conference, but its sup-
porters are trying to make it appear so in order:to secure
ratification.

The four-power treaty is an alliance, in my judgment, and
one of the kinds of entangling alliances which this country has
always avoided, beginning with the first warnings of George
Washington. President Wilson fought to prevent such alliances
for all time by the creation of the League of Nations, composed
of all nations. The four-power treaty is contrary to the ideas
and principles advocated by Mr. Wilson, who almost gave up
his life to end just such entangling alliances as this one—
which history shows have always been breeders of wars.,

There is no way to compare a league for all nations with a
league of four nations. They ave different in purpose and in
spirit.

The Republican leaders, with the aid of prominent Democrats,
are trying to appeal to friends of the League of Nations with
the same kind of argument as was urged by the Democrats
when the league was before the Senate. Because the Re-
publicans played politics with our foreign policies in 1919
and 1920 they are trying to create the impression that everyone
in disagreement with them now is guilty of their tactics of
two years ago. The Democrats have sincerely supported the
purpose for which the conference was intended and gave every
encouragement to it. They did not offer any embarrassment
to the conference, which compares strangely with the tactics
of the Republicans in 1919, who did everything they could to
destroy President Wilson’s influence while he was representing
the United States in negotiating a treaty. The Republicans
have played politics with foreign policies to such an extent
that they think everybody else is guilty of the same policy.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr, Rominsox] offered an
amendment, for which I voted. Practically all Democrats sup-
ported it, but it was defeated by Republican opposition. Had
it been adopted I and nearly all of the other Democratic
Senators would have voted@ for the treaty as amended or as a
reservation. Under the four-power treaty, if there should de-
velop any controversy between any one of the four powers relat-
ing to their insular possessions, far eastern questions, and so
forth, only those four powers would consider ‘“the most
efficient measures to be taken, jointly or separately.”

The Robinson amendment provided:

If there should develop between any one of the high contrae
Parﬂea and any other power or powers a centroversy relating to sa
nsular rights and possessions, or to any far eastern question which is
not satisfactorily settled by diplomacy and is likely to affect the har-
monious accord subsisting between an,vi: Party or par to this comlpnct
and any other power or powers, the high contracting powers shall in-
vite all powers claiming an interest in the controversy to a joint com-
ference, to which the whole subject shall be referred for consideration
and adjustment.

If China should have trouble with Japan about the island of
Formosa, which Japan took from China in the Chino-Japanese
War; if Russia should try to recover her losses taken by Japan
and resist Japan's recent aggressions in Siberia; or if the
Ohristians in Korea should try to regain their country, taken
by Japan—and to-day’s paper tells that since the way the

Koreans were treated by the Washington conference they have
lost all hope; that is stated in a telegram from Tokyo to the
Washington Post—then, under the four-power treaty, the
United States is bound to consult only Japan, Great Britain,
and France to settle the matter, although we are friends of
those nations and people which are suffering from Japanese
ageressions. If the views expressed in the Robinsom amend-
ment had prevailed all parties to the dispute would be at the
conference instead of its being a one-sided affair, 5

Some who have urged support of the four-power treaty insist
that in principle it is like the League of Nations. The opposite
is true, in my judgment. It has none of the advantages of the
ieague and all of the dangers feared by those opposing the
eague.

Just after the armistice, in Manchester, England, former
President Wilson said :

You know the United States has alw
of her history that she must keep n&%r’ﬁmm ta%;a:); Mﬁ:gi:&
connection with European politics, and I want to say very frankly to
You that she is not now interested in European polities.  But she is
interested in the partnership of right between Ameriea and Europe.
If the future had nothing for us but a new attempt to keep the world
at a right poise by balance of power, the United States would take no
mgﬁaﬂﬁa&u 1%"3:'5“1 1%1]111 1;0 cor:llimtn}‘grtn :;r power iwh!ch is not a
= n 3. @ 18 not In
Europe but in the peace of the world. N N TR R

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNperwoon] frankly ad-
mitted that he had not heard of the four-power treaty until it
was ready for signature. Last week Mr. Sarraut, a French
delegate to the conference, in the presence of Premier Poincare,
admitted he had not been consulted about it in the preliminary
stages, and he was severely criticized on that account. When
the first information was given out about the treaty, President
Harding said it did not include the mainland of Japan. Such
lack of knowledge of the provisions of the treaty shows that
a few questions about it are not out of place, but those in
position to know decline to give us information. If President
Wilson had made such a statement about the Versailles treaty,
it would have furnished ¢ text for daily debate in the Senate,
while President Harding's statement has only been mentioned
once. For my part, I hope the party to which I belong never

‘will be discourteous to the President of the United States, no

matter how mueh they differ with him; and I do not believe
that the Senators who were discourteous to President Wilson
are now proud of that record.

A simple request for information seems to offend the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobge] and other leaders, although
the Senator from Massachusetts was very bitter in his denun-
ciation of President Wilson about giving information as to
the negotiations at Paris. It is a striking contrast. Secretary
Hughes did not appear hefore the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee. The committee declines to call him before them.
President Wilson and Secretary Lansing appeared before the
eommittee and were questioned at great length by members of
the committee.

Japan and Great Britain have an alliance which is about to
expire. Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and other dominions
of the British Enipire were opposed to a renewal of this alliance,
Japan and Great Britain said their alliance did not apply te
the United States. Supporters of the treaty say it was in-
tended to end the Anglo-Japanese alliance, which supporters of
the treaty disapprove. They argue that we should do away
with a two-power alliance, but substitute this four-power ar-
rangement, although Japan and Great Britain said their alliance
was not aimed at America. Japan, Great Britain, and France
are already members of the League of Nations.

1t is likely that the four-power treaty will be ratified, and,
in my judgment, when the American people find out what it
really means they will agree that it should have been extended
to all nations.

No Member of the Senate would go further in supporting
measures than I would to bring peace to our country and the
world. I would gladly support the four-power treaty if I
thought it would accomplish peace. But when history shows
that such arrangements between a few countries have always
bronght about wars, and when all of our great leaders from
George Washington fo Woodrow Wilson have opposed and
warned us against just such alliances, and when it has been
against the policy of our Government for all time, I can neot
give it my support.

Mr, LODGE. Mr. President, I make the point of no quornm,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will eall the roll.

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

Brandegee Capper Elkins Hale
Broussard Caraway France Harris
Bursam Curtis Gerry Harrison
Cameron Edge Glass Heflin
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Hitcheock McEellar Pepper Stanfield
Johnson MeKinley Pittman Sterling
Jones, Wash. McNary Ransdeil Townsend
Kellog Mozes Rawson Underwood
Kendrick Nelson Reed Wadsworth
Keyes New Robinson Walsh, Mont.
Kin Newberry Sheppard Warren

La Follette Nicholson Shields Willis
Lenroot Oddie Shortridge

Lodge Overman +  Smith

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Joxes of Washington in
the chair). Fifty-four Senators having answered fo their names,
a quorum is present.

Mr. LODGE, Mr. President, I wanted a quorum in order
to have the Senators here. I fear that some have gone already,
expecting that the arrangement would be made which was
made last evening. I desire to make the same request—that
after a brief executive session the Senate will stand in recess
until 8 o'clock, and then return, to sit for such period as it
may choose, and that the understanding shall be that there
shall be no vote, and no quorum call, of course.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Massachusetts
asks unanimous consent that after a brief executive session the
Senate will take a recess until 8 o'clock; then that it will con-
vene and remain in session so long as may be desired, with the
understanding that there shall be no vote on any proposition
and no call for a quorum. Is there objection?

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I presume that we might just as
well consent to the request, because the Senator from Massa-
chusetts has it in his power to adjourn the Senafe until to-
morrow at noon, if he sees fit to take that course. My prefer-
ence would be that the Senate should remain in session as if
would under ordinary circumstances, because then the Senate
would be here. Evervone knows that under the arrangement
suggested there will be practically no attendance. 1 want to
take this oceasion to say that it will be some time before there
‘is another unanimous-consent agreement to vote on any ques-
fion requiring discussion.

I do not object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
quest of the Senator from Massachusetts?
none, and it is so ordered.

SECRET EXECUTIVE SESSION,

Mr., LODGE. T move that the Senate proceeed to the con-
sideration of executive business behind cloged doors,

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of secret executive business. After iive minutes
spent in executive. session the doors were reopened, and (at 5
o’clock and 45 minutes p. m.), under the order previously made,
the Senate took a recess until § o'clock p. m.

Is there objection to the re-
The Chair hears

EYENING SESSION.

The Senate, in open executive session, reassembled at 8
o'clock p. m., on the expirartion of the recess.

THE FOUR-POWER TREATY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McNary in the chair).
The Senate resumes the consideration of the pending treaty.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole and in open execu-
tive session, resumed the consideration of the freaty submitted
by the President of the United States between the United
States, the British Empire, France, and Japan, relating to their
insular possessions and insular dominions in the Pacific Ocean.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, a lady of this city,
Miss Lillian Scott Troy, placed in my possession this morning a
booklet which she has caused to be published. While T have not
had time to verify her statements, I have no reason to doubt
their correctness.

Ordinarily, when a subject of one country publishes a libelous
attack upon all the people of another it is a matter of which
the government of that country will take no notice, it being
considered an individual affair. In this case the publisher is well
known as the author of several standard works. He is known
to be the personal friend of the British ambassador, Sir Auck-
land Geddes. He is known to be a frequent visitor at the
British Embassy. He has been decorated by the Governments
of Great Britain and Japan, as well as that of Belgium. There-
fore what he says against our people in general—drawing what
Burke said could not be drawn, an indictment against a whole
people—has some significance when we remember that we are
now asked fo enter into an alliance with his country, he the
friend of the British ambassador,

It is said that some Senators from the South are going to
vote for this revolutionary departure from our traditional
policy. I want those Senators from the South to hear what
this friend of the British ambassador, this honored guest of the

British Embassy, this wearer of decorations from Japan and
Great Britain, has said about us as a people. Writing of the
colonizers of Virginia and the South, Mr. A. Maurice Low says:

In the early days many of them wenf there because they had no
option, because they were eriminals and l‘?an{;ers: they were transported
lé)’ the Government, as in later days English eriminals were sent to

otany Bay.

Think of that! The South compared to the slave colony of
Botany Bay! Criminals! Paupers! So says this friend of
the British ambassador, thiz visitor to the British Embassy,
He further said:

Some immigrants to Virginia were, to some extent, a shiftless and
g:g:l;asded set of creatures from slums and jails of English seaport

Virginia, in whose Jamestown settlement was set the founda-
tion of American democracy, representative government, man-
hood suffrage, trial by jury, while Massachusetts was making
the experiment of a theocracy which did not work.

He further said:

The men who have made some paris of the South a dark and bloody
ground, where to this day the only law known is the law of the rifie
and the knife, where dense ignorance prevails and superstition holds
sway, are the legacy of this colonial era and its social system.

And from the South have come so many of the intellectual
stars that light the galaxy of America's pride, that one could
stand an hour, mentioning their names and giving a brief sum-
mary of their deeds. From the South has gone much of the
money and the missionaries which converted Korea to Chris-
tianity, which Japan is now trying to stamp out.

The negro fastened his own weaknesses, his shiftlessness, and his
slackness upon the southerner.

In the South, as elsewhere, we have our shiftless class of
negroes, but they are very much in the minority. The greater
number of the negroes of the South have learned the ways of
civilization and Christianity, and the tax books, the official rec-
ords. will show how rapid has been their accumulation of prop-
erty. Their schoolhouses and their churches compare favorably
with ours, when we consider that a few years ago they were
slaves, Mere justice to my black constituents in the State of
Georgia, whose good will and confidence T am proud of, impels
me fo say that they have been foully slandered in this book of
the friend and guest of the ambassador of Great Britain, who
now has an office here in Washington City and a membership in
the Cosmos Club—which ought to expel him,

Blacks corrupted their masters and corrupted their morals. The
effect of slavery was more demoralizing in South Carolina than in any
other colony, "

This friend of the British ambassador says that slavery de-
moralized that State to a greater extent than it demoralized
and debauched and degraded any other State. I wonder if a
Senator from South Carolina would dream of voting for this
damnable treaty.

Mr. SMITH. Not this Senator.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I know that.

Mr. SMITH. The Senator from Georgia said “a " Senafor.

Mr. WATSON of Georgin. I said I wondered if a Senator
would vote for the treaty; yes. I know the Senator's position.

Again, another British writer, Mr. P. A. Vaile, in his book
Yankee America's Peril, said:

Quite a few men in America are effeminate looking. Many of the
young men have quite nice waists, and then are developed not quite so
sturdily as one who has the welfare of the Nation at heart might wish ;
in fact, not to put too fine a point on it, their development beneath the
waistline is distinetly feminine,

He then goes on to say:

It simply means, of course, that from the boy who shines your boots
to the Senator they are a nation of ** boodlers.’

From the boy who shines your boots to the Senators here in
this Chamber, they are hoodlers! That is not a pleasant thing
to read from the bosom friend, the constant guest of the British
ambassador, the man who belongs to the Cosmos Club, and who
has entrée to the British Embassy. Boodlers, bootblacks, and
Senators! I see one of them standing before me now,

Mr. REED. I will sit down after that.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I read further:

Yankee! Yankee! Yankee! Ilave you aaything in your land that is
not hollow ?

To-morrow’s vote will begin to show. To-morrow's vote will
show whether we have anything in the land that is not hollow.
I am not drawing the inference myself. He is doing it.

A little further on he said:

The population of America consists to a large extent of offeasts from
every land on the face of the earth.

Now listen to this:

By the time I had been in the States a monfh I began to ask myself
was any woman in the land to be trusted. 2
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No virtue in these United States! An insult to your mother,
if she is alive; an insult to your wife, if she is alive; an insult
to your daughter, if she is alive; an insult to your grand-
daughter, if you have one; an insult to your sister; an insult to
American womanhood, for which every American man has been
ready to risk and lay down his life if accusation were brought
against it, impugning its honor, its splendid elevation.

No American woman pure, says this prominent English
writer, who writes in the same way as does the friend of the
British ambassador, this man who is the welcome guest at the
British Embassy and who wears the imperial decoration of
Japan, of Great Britain, and of Belgium.

They may say they did not know he had said it or had
written it or had published it. They will know it in the morn-
ing.

Mr, President, the junior Senator from Ohio, my good friend
Mr. WiLuis, placed in the Recorp two editorials, one by Mr.
Clark Howell, Georgia’s member of the National Democratic
Committee, the other by Mr. William J. Bryan, often the nomi-
nee of the Democratic Party for the Presidency, now a resi-
dent of Florida. "

As to Mr. Howell, who edits, perhaps, the most widely circu-
lated daily newspaper in the State of Georgia, I will simply
say this, which the Senator from Ohio [Mr. PoMERENE] could
not have been supposed. to know : In the campaign of 1920 Mr.
Hoyvell placed in the race for a seat in this body the governor
of Georgia, and he ran on this issue. He was not elected; he
was overwhelmingly defeated, in spite of all-the valiant service
which could besrendered to him by my personal friend, Mr.
Clark Howell. Had he been elected he might have been making
a different speech from the one which I am trying to make
to-night.

As to Mr. Bryan, I would not want to say anything that is at
all malicious, although I have no cause to love him, If will
be remembered that he opposed the Spanish-American War,
and then eawe, in his grand-stand manner, to offer his services
as a soldier to President McKinley. He went to the White
House to do it, instend of eulisting as the others did out in
Nebraska. President McKinley made him the colonel of a
regiment, but another man had to drill it for him. He was
sent down to Tampa, Fla., where he fought sand flies and mos-
quitoes in the most hercic manner. There were no audiences
down there to speak to, and President McKinley did not want
him to get to Cuba, lest he spoil the plans of the campaign.
He was kept at Tampa until he got tired of it. He wanted the
war to close, so he came to Washington City, wearing his
uniform, and he implored several Democratic Senators to lénd
their votes to our Republican friends on the other side of the
Chamber to ratify the treaty of Paris by which our taxpayers
invested $20,000,000 in buying property which our soldiers had
won with their blood. He succeeded in lending our Republican
friends a sufficient number of Democratic votes to ratify that
treaty. We thereby obtained the Philippines, and the Philip-
pines are now being used as the excuse for going into this
four-power pact.

One of the Senators who was persuaded by Mr. Bryan to
vote for that treaty was Mr. Clay, of Georgia. I was at Mr.
(lay’s house a short while before his death. He knew that he
was afflicted by an incurable disease. In his house and at his
table he told me that his vote for the Paris treaty was the one
act of his political life that he most regretted ; that he had been
persuaded to cast that vote by Mr. Bryan. The widow of
Senator Clay still lives, and by the magnanimity of this Re-
publican administration the widow of that Democrat remains
the postmaster of her home town at Marietta, and I am sure
if she were asked to do so she would corroborate every word
that I have said. With the solemnity of a dying confession
Senator Clay expressed his profound sorrow that he had
allowed Mr. Bryan to overpersuade him. Any southern
Senator who now allows Mr. Bryan to persunade will carry
similar regret to the last day of his life,

The other Senator from Ohio [Mr. PoMmerENE], who is also
personally my very good friend, spoke of George Washington as
being obsolete, out of date, old fogy, behind the times; that
he had not dreamed of railroads, telegraphs, telephones, radio
stations, airplanes, submarines, or any of the new adjunects of
modern civilization, and therefore what he said about the fatal
consequences of foreign entanglements did not apply. The
natural consequence of the Senator’s logic was that if he had
known of the railroads, telegraphs, telephones, radio stations,
airplanes, and submarines he would have withdrawn his Fare-
well Address. I wonder what the voters of Ohio will say about
that matter in a few days?

Mr. REED, Mr, President—

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

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. With pleasure.

Mr. REED, I think it is very true that when Washington
wrote his Farewell Address he had not heard of the airplane or
of the automobile; he had not even heard of a Ford. If the
argument is good that because he had not heard of these in-
strumentalities of modern locomotion, the principles of govern-
ment which he announced are thereby destroyed. I wonder
what my friend from Ohio would say of the Sermon on the
Mount. At the time it was delivered, or shortly before, Christ
had ridden into Jerusalem on an ass and He hac never heard
of a “Tin Lizzie,” or of any of the modern appliances, and yet
some people think that the prineiples of the Sermom on the
Mount live notwithstanding modern inventions,

Mr, KING. The Senator might also mention the Ten Com-
mandments,

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. The line of argument pursued by
the senior Senator from Ohio would, first of all scrap the Con-
stitution itself, then, of course, it would scrap the Golden Rule,
and, of course, it would scrap, also, the Sermon on the Mount.

Mr, REED. And also the Ten Commandments,

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Oh, yes; and also the Ten Com-
mandments.

We Leard an eulogy delivered here on Mr. Elihu Root, who is
said to be a great man actuated by pure and lofty motives, Mr,
President, I think that a lawyer who has consciously devoted
his whole life to showing law-breakers how to escape the pen-
alty of their erimes does himself become morally warped be-
cause of having done that, Let us see. When Mr. Root was
Secretary of State under President Roosevelt he violated fhe
honor and the contract this Government pledged to Korea in
1882; and, after having done that and drawn his friend, the
President, into it, he went to Chicago and drove a knife into
his back ; he steam-rolled his delegates, and nominated Mr. Taft,
who had placed his brother's law partner in the Cabinet, in
which position that law partner of Henry Taft surrendered to
the Suger Trust the Philippine lands, for which this Government
had paid the friars $7,000,000, and he sold them to the Sugar
Trust for less than our taxpayers had had to pay for them.

Mr, President, it is a small matter to mention, but the four-
power pact and its supplementary treaty show the punectuation
of a lawyer, and not that of a literary man. Having been both
a lawyer and a literary man, I know the difference between the
one system and the other. So I say a lawyer wrote that decu-
ment, as it has+the punctuation of a lawyer. Tt is not neces-
sary to impute corrupt motives to Mr. Root. He is a lawyer
representing his client, and his client is the Anglo-Japanese
alliance, and he wants to change that contract in the interest
of his client, and to give to that client two more allies which
will contribute to Japan's military strength an irresistible
force already in existence.

We are told that this paet will exist only for 10 years. Of
course, on its face it is plain that it will last for 11 years. It
is said that nothing can happen in Russia in 11 years, How
does anybody know that? A good deal is happening in Ger-
many right now. With her abundance of paper money she is
industrially on her feet, and she iz again competing with Amer-
ican and English manufacturers in nearly all the marts of the
world. We, deprived of paper money, deprived of circulation to
the extent of $2,000,000,000 in two years, are on the very brink
of economic ruin, and unless our financial policy is reversed
and the money put back into circulation there will be no re-
habilitation of our industrial and economic system,

Mr. REED. Mr, President

The PRERIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Certainly,

Mr. REED. Since the Senator has been speaking about Mr.
Root, I should like to ask him if he saw this artiele in the Chi-
cago Herald-Examiner of Friday, October 28, 19217 It is very
short. It is by Oswald F. Schuette, a writer of prominence:

Washington, October 27.—A prominent American who returned recently
from London and who had access to the highest British and American
officials brought back the following account of British Interest in the
American delegation to the Washington conference on armaments.

When President Harding made public his plans, the British Prime
Minister sought to learn details of the plans from an American in Lon-
don who is known to sustain exceedingly intimate relations with the
“h‘i goriﬂﬂumw whom your President is likely to name as delegates
to this conference?” asked Lloyd-George.

“If he follows the usual custom,” was the reg‘l)xs,a “he would name
Senator BOrRAH, because it was Senator BORAH w resolution for an
armament conference really started this whele matter.”

“PBut he is a fanatic,” was the complaint of Lloyd-George, * We

never could get along with him. Is there anyone else who is likely te
ha named ¥ "
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“ Senator Knox,” was the second suggestion, * He is a former Sec-
retary of State, a leader in the Senate, and an authority on interna-

tional afairs.”
“* He is too headed,” was the explosive comment of the British

remier, Whgl‘%m not President Harding name some one like Elihu
oot? We couid deal with him."”

In this connection, I eall attention to a fac simile letter which
was printed on March 19 in the New York American, on the let-
terhead of the United States Senate, Committee on the Philip-
pines; in the upper left-hand corner, * Warren G. Harding,
Ohio, chairman.”

Juxe 30, 1919.
Mr. WiLLiAM F. BREWSTER,
Bdison Building, Chicago, I

My Dran Mg, BrewsTer: Permit me to make grateful acknowledg-
ment of your gracious letter of June 28, i

We seem to be in essential accord about the League of Nations, and
I guite agree with you that it has been helpful that we had pioneers
in attacking the plan which has been negotiated by the President.

I have been very much interested to note the contents of your letter
to * * * What especially aftracted mg interest was your refer-
ence to Mr. Root. T join in pny[nﬁ very high tribute to Mr. Root's
commanding ability, but I agree with you that he is not infallible and
1 am perfectly frank to say he has not been so helpful as he might have
been Ble dealing with this matter, if he had been free from professional
gntanglemlents which have committed him more or less to the League of

vations plan,
Very truly yours, W. G. HArDING.

I think the two statements fit somewhat into the Senator's
remarks,

AMr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr, President, they do. I had a
.photographic copy of that letter in my hands or on my desk
when I spoke here the other day; but it had not then been
made public property, as it has now been, and it has always
been my coneception of propriety to not use a private letter in
public without the permission of the person who wrote it; and
not having that permission, and the letter not then being public
property, as it is now, I did not feel free to comment upon it
What the Senator from Missouri has read into my remarks
exactly tallies with what I was saying. The English Govern-
ment wanted Mr, Root because he is their lawyer. He is the
attorney for the Anglo-Japanese alliance, and he is the attorney
of the J. P. Morgan banking house. He is the attorney of the
international bank, and behind all of this drive are the interna-
tional bankers who mean to exploit China, Siberia, and that
island which, it is said, has as much mineral wealth as Mexico—
Sakhalin. It is virtually a part of the mainland of Russia, but
our negotintors said it was six or eight hundred miles off,

Mr. President, the Senator from California [Mr. SHORTRIDGE],
answering a guestion put to him by the senior Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Reep], stated to the Senate that he had run on
the issue of the League of Nations, but he considered this noth-
ing of a league and that therefore there was no inconsistency
in his supporting this while he opposed the other. To show you
how careless have been those who wrote this treaty and who
‘have spoken about it, he put into the Recomp a clause which
states that the United States do not assent to the mandates
given to Great Britain and to Japan at Paris—mandates over
those 25,000 islands in the Pacific Ocean. Why, Mr. President,
the Yap treaty contains the express language “The United
States consent to those mandates.” Which of these was written
first? Here is the supplementary treaty, the declaration aceom-
panying the above four-power treaty. It says the United States
do not assent. The Yap treaty declares that the United States
do consent, Which was written first? Were they written by the
same man? Why could he mot remember what he wrote?

The Senator from California asked, “ What is mysterious
about this?” Well, I think that is mysterious. In the one,
where we are told it is merely a matter of laying a cable on
the way to China, the United States are made to consent to
those mandates—to consent so far as Japan is concerned in ex-
press terms, and by implication to consent to Great Britain,
because we can not consent to the one and deny the other.
That must be manifest to every intelligent mind. Yet here we
have these two treaties, The cable company Japan may con-
trol by buying up a majority of the stock, and censor all the
news that we send to the East, and all that the East sends to
us. In the Yap treaty we consent to those mandates which
carry out the secret agreement which Mr. Balfour denied, and
which, if we had known, we would have required to be abro-
gated before ever we sent our boys abroad to die for France
and for Great Britain. In the one we say we will not consent;
in the other we do.

Amd whispering I'll ne'er consent—consented.

What sort of attention was paid to our national honor and
our interests when Singapore, at the end of the Malay Penin-
sula on the China Sea, was classed as a Pacific port—a port of
transit through which passes the commerce of 500,000,000 peo-
ple on the one side and 500,000,000 on the other, one-third of the
human race?

Mystery? Why, there is mystery after mystery in this
treaty. The Borah resolution did not call for anything but
disarmament, and the whole country got the idea that we were
going to have peace, peace, no more wars, and there was a
grand flourish and a fanfare of trumpets at the opening of
the conference in the hall, as I understand, where they were
guests of the Daughters of the American Revolution, I wonder
if those noble, patriotic women dreamed that as their guests
these men were going to conspire to surrender the independence,
the glories of the Revolution, which that order was founded to
keep fresh in the memories of succeeding generations!

We heard about the naval ratio, 5-5-3. We heard about
the tariff that China was to be allowed to increase slightly.
We heard about the snbmarine, the poison gas, and all the rest
of it. The one thing we heard not one whisper about was
this surrender of American freedom; because you do surrender
freedom when you tie your hands in a four-power pact or a
pact with any other number of powers. It can not be denied.
If you go into any kind of organization, church or lay, you
surrender part of your individual independence. In becoming
members of society the individual is assumed to have been
willing to surrender a part of his individuality to get the
protection of the whole. That is the very basis of society;
and what is frue of a society composed of individuals is neces-
sarily true of a society composed of nations.

With whom are we going into a combination and against
whom? We are going into a combination with a pagan Em-
pire which is now waging war upon a Christian-converted coun-
try, Korea, and is making war upon a great Greek Catholie
Empire, Russia. We are paganizing ourselves to assist the
Buddhists to rob the Christians of Russia and Korea. Can
that be defended in any fornm where reason prevails?

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

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

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. With pleasure,

Mr. STANLEY. I have heard much of this pagan alliance
with Japan in answer to the beautiful beatitudes connected in
a smoky and vague way with this treaty. The inference is that
we are united with our Christian brother, Engiand, in the spread
of the spirit of the Redeemer throughout the world. I wish
to ask one of the greatest historians who has ever adorned this
body whether I am not right in the statement that from the day
the first Christian perished on the bloody sands of a Roman
arena, until the last Christian gave his life rather than burn
incense before the altars of Diana, in one year, in a single
12-month, Great Britain has caused the death of more Christians
by Turkish brigands and Turkish janissaries than ever fell be-
fore all the powers of all the Nerces and all the Domitians and
all the Tiberiuses that ever made war upon the Christian faith
throughout the whole history of the Roman Empire?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. That is true, Mr. President, and
a comparatively recent illustration of it is this: That the Cri-
mean War was fought for the purpose of maintaining the rule
of the Turks who had committed all sorts of atrocities against
the Christians in the Balkan Peninsula and against the Chris-
tians in Armenia.

Mr. STANLEY. At that point, not to interrupt the Senator,
I often wondered why

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kentucky
will address the Chair first to determine whether the Senator
having the floor will yield. That is the procedure which. must
be followed.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I gladly yield.

Mr, STANLEY. I anticipated no trouble there.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not a question of anticipa-
tion ; it is a question of a rule of this body.

Mpr. STANLEY. If I have stepped incontinently on the toes
of the Presiding Officer I most humbly apologize; it was not
intentional.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is no apology needed.
It is only a question of following the rule. Does the Senator
from Georgia yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr, WATSON of Georgia. With pleasure, Mr. President.

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator
from Georgia? !

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Georgla
yields.

Mr, STANLEY. We are as highly technical as this treaty.
I often wondered why, at the foot of that beautiful poem
now quoted in all our textbooks, *The Charge of the Light
Brigade at Balaklava,” where

Cannon to right of them,
Cannon to left of them,
Capnon in front of them,
Volleyed and thundered,
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While the Six Hundred went to death and to immortality,
they did not write, * Not one of them fought or one of them
fell, not one of them gave his red and heroic blood, in order
that a pagan Turk might murder a Christian with impunity in
Armenia, under the mgis of that Christian and canonized na-
tion, Great Britain.”

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, that is quite true.
The net result of the Crimean War was to continue the power
of Turkey; but we need not be surprised at anything done by
Great Britain; and when I say that, I mean the governing
powers there, the oligarchy. I do not mean the people, because
by blood I am an Englishman myself.

Mr. STANLEY. Soam I, -

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. But the governing power there is
like it is in so many other countries—it represents caste and
privilege and organized wealth, disregarding the rights of the
masses and the true interests of civilization.

I was about to refer to Russia when my friend, the Senator
from Missouri, got in. How does anybody know that Russia
will not come back within 11 years? How does anybody know
that her armies will not be marching toward the Arctic Circle,
within the next week or the next month, to hurl the Japanese
away from what is really the Russian mainland, not only in
Siberia but in the island of Sakhalin, which, for a part of the
year at least, is connected with the Russian mainland, and
which is as much the property of Russia as Alaska is ours?

In that case, then, we will be bound to raise another expe-
ditionary force, and again have American blood reddening the
snows of Siberia. We may have again another blockade of the
Russian coast, reducing noncombatants—men, women, and chil-
dren—to the agonies of starvation. Stranger things have hap-
pened. We did not think we would get inte this World War,
but we did, and we are not out of it yet. I wish to God I
could see before me far enough to fix the time when we will be
out of it, and out of its direct and dire consequences.

Senators on the other side say that there are no words in
this treaty which bind us to an alliance and commit us to send-
ing military and naval aid to repel the aggressions which some
fifth power may make on one of these four. No, the words are
not there, Elihu Root and Arthur Balfour were too shrewd to
show their eards. They dared not write those words expressly
in the treaty. They wanted the American people to be duped.
They wanted the American people to believe that this treaty
meant peace, the end of war. Therefore, with the cunning of a
shrewd lawyer who had been cunning enough to keep out of
the penitentiary some of the worst criminals that ever trod the
American continent, this shrewd lawyer wrote words which,
while I think they convey his meaning, are not so very plain
as to catch the attention of the ordinary American reader, who
suspects no guile, because, as a rule, the American is not a man
of guile.

Going to another point, American missionaries, American
Bible women, American school-teachers, American surgeons,
financed by the money given in our churches by consecrated
Christians, had turned Korea into a Christian land, which led
our great Georgia Methodist missionary, Warren Candler, to
say that St. Paul never had such an opportunity in his life as
we had in Korea, At Seoul the Christians had one of the most
magnificent universities on the globe. They had thousands of
schools, thousands of churches, millions of devoted converts.
The Buddhist Japanese have been burning those schoolhouses,
burning those churches, burning the worshippers in the churches,
butchering the converts, torturing the girls, torturing the boys,
torturing the men, torturing the women until the horrors of
the Dark Ages have been excelled; and we are becoming part-
ners to it. If was going on while these conferees were sitting
as guests of the Daughters of the American Revolution., Was
there any protest, any remonstrance, any expostulation? Not a
word. On the contrary, we were so tender of the feelings of
these Buddhists that the chaplain, the Christian chaplain who
opened the session with prayer, was not allowed to mention the
name of his Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ. Surely we must
be very much afraid of Japan. 5

Do not Senators argue here, on both sides of the aisle, that
there was a great emergency upon us, a great danger from the
Anglo-Japanese alliance? Do they intend to go before their
constituents in the fall election

Mr. STANLEY., Mr. President:

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

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. With pleasure.

Mr. STANLEY. The Senator from Georgia, with perfect
respect to both! Again invoking the profound knowledge of
history of the Senator from Georgia, does he know of another
instance in the history of the world except the opening of this

conference where God Almighty was ever insulted by a doctored
prayer?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, I do not know of
any such instance. If somebody wanted to censor the prayer
of our Chaplain, the worthy Doctor Muir, there would be a riot
on the floor of the Senate. I wish to know what line of defense
the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Pomeresg], who is soon to
go to the judgment bar of public opinion in his State, will take,
able lawyer that he is, when he is asked to explain why he
virtually indorsed the striking out of the name of Jesus Christ
from a Christian prayer. I would like to know upon what line
of reasoning he is going to defend himself before the brave
people of Ohio after having stated here that we must vote for
this abomination, this surrender of our perfect, unfettered free-
dom, because we are afraid of Japan. )

I, for one, would not dare to go back to the State which T
have the honor in part to represent here and tell my people
there that I made the plea of a coward, in behalf of cowards, and
based my action upon craven cowardice.

The very women would beat me off the hustings with their
house brooms. But that is the attitude taken on the other side
of the Chamber, and the attitude taken on this side by those
who advocate this abominable departure from historic American
pnli::(_;' which has made our country’the most powerful in the
world.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (at 9 o'clock and 1 minute
p. m.). The Chair is obliged to state to the Senator from
Georgia that his hour has expired. ;

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Have T 30 minutes more?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has 30 minutes on
the pending amendment..

Mr. WATSON of Georgia.
once,

As I was saying a moment ago, they have told us that this is
an alliance or agreement or compact to confer, as the junior
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SpexcER] said, “ an agreement to get
together and talk.” Why was any agreement needed for that?
Men can always talk; so can women., Why was any agreement
necessary for that? If the propagandists put this over, they
will have 11 years in which to perpetuate its life by similar
methods. If what the people said at the polis in November, 1920,
can be so soon forgotten, what will be forgotien before the
11 years are up? The propagandists, the invisible powers,
the irresistible force that can put this thing over, can put any-
thing over, including a life term for the President, which will
be a thinly veiled monarchy—and that is the goal toward which
we are tending.

The Senator from California [Mr. SHorTRIDGE] declared his
belief that the Japanese question on the Pacific coast would not
be affected by this treaty. Why, Mr. President, this treaty
throws the case into the jurisdiction of a court where Japan
will have greater influence than ourselves, because she is a
member of the League of Nations, into which she could drag
us to try that case, and the league does not love ug, for we did
not join it. Her case will virtually be tried by herself,

She will be the judge of her own case. Is not this a Pacific
question? The treaty expressly states that Pacific questions
shall be the subject of conference and of adjustment. She need
not fry it in the conference composed of the United States,
France, England, and Japan. She can summon the United
States to plead before the bar of the council of the League of
Nations, and if the United States refuses to answer the sum-
mons to obey the process our refusal will be an act of war, and
every one of the 50 nations in the League of Nations will at
once become our enemy under the covenant of the league.

The junior Senator from California said that the treaty
binds us to no more than to respect the international rights
of other nations. International law does that much. To
trample upon the rights of another nation is a cause of war
under international law, and it was that which caused Presi-
dent Wilson in his address to Congress to ask for the declara-
tion of war that led us into the European conflict. That is in-
ternational law. They need not to juggle behind closed doors,
whispering to one another, week affer week, to reach that point.
International law does it. We do not need four powers to
agree on that. That is the law applying to all the powers.

The junior Senator from California, who was elected as an
opponent of the League of Nations, said that international law
allows the State of California freedom of legislation against
the Japanese. I dispute that proposition. I know he is an
able lawyer, a gentleman for whom personally I have the great-
est respect and with whom I live upon the most cordial terms
here in the Senate. But, Mr. President, the international law,
as he will find it in the standard authority of Hall, sixth edi-
tion, pages 211 and 212, says that no State of this Union, nor

I will address myself to that, at
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can the awhole Union, under international law,pass;any-statute
which discriminates against any one country. /The law must
be uniform, It must apply alike to all. That isin international
Jaw.

In the case of a question.arising as to whether Japan's na-
tionals are being treated on an equality with the nationals of
“France, England, Germany, or any other country, Japan decides
that question for herself. That. is the principle of international
‘law. See what dangers there are in the California guestion,.a
Pacific guestion nnder.international law and under this compact.

As I have said once or. twice previously, the old fight, so
.arduous, so long, and so self-sacrificing, that our forefathers
made to win our present freedom. thrills me with its memories
and inspires me to make one more effort to arouse public senti-
ment against this abject surrender to Great Britain and.Japan.
I would like to see our country always free, worthy ef the
.struggles of our forefathers, In the old country a man of.my
name, of my family and my bleod, refused to take office- under
King George III until he had promised to allow his Prime
“Minister to recognize the independence . of these struggling
Colonies. At the same time that he was doing that in the old
_country my immediate ancestors in name, in family, and in
blood were giving their lives to win the independence shich
-has been our proud heritage.

Liberty lighting the world! And now we. league ourselves
with those who are trampling out the liberties of the world in
‘India, in Korea, in China, in -Siberia, in Syria, and in Meso-
.potamia. When the time comes that we can no longer sing the
Star-Spangled Banner, when the flag no longer waves in the
sunlight or in the evening's glory, when: this. no longer is *‘ the
land of the free and the home of the brave,”.I for one would
rather be at the bottom of the narrow home swhere some day
my bones must rest.

In the beauty of the lilies Christ was born across the sea,
With a dflory in His bosom that transfigures you and me:
As He 'died to make men holy, let us ‘die’ to make men free.

Has that old spirit died out? Is the spirit of seventy-six
sgone? Is it all over, this dream of a free Republic? 'Is lt*all'
.over? It seems so, Mr. President; it seems so! 'We are goingI
tinto an alliance with the greatest enemy of human freedom that|
ever built an empire.

Think of their hiring'East Indian negroes to burn and ravish
‘day after day.and night after:night the coast and tewns of
‘Virginia. Think of their hiring:savage red men  to burn, to,
«glave, to scalp, to tomahawk men, women, and children in' the
.South and on'the'northwestern frontier. Think of their burn-
ting this Capitol, burning the White' House, -stopping ‘our ships
-on the high ‘seas, -seizing American sailors and driving them
-into involuntary servitude on the battleships of England. Think
.of the way they murdered millions of Chinese to force the opinm-
trade on them.

Mr, STANLEY. Mr.'President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
«yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I yield with pleasure.

Mr. STANLEY. While the Senator is recounting the interest-
-ing history of the employment of negro slaves'to turn-rapists
-and murderers in -Virginia, of red ‘savages'to massacre women
«and children, and of the hiring of the Prussian hordes, I would
ilike to remind the-Senator, just to make his-picture complete,
Ithat the only reason why we did not:siuffer the horrors of 20,000
‘Russian cossacks at the same time was beeause Catherine IT—
«yes, even Catherine IT—had- too much: deceney to-sell them to
George III.

Mr. WATSON of Georg'ln I accept with great pleasure that
raddition to what I was saying.

Wonld that I had the time to give the Senate and the country
something of the public morality of Japan. It is the only coun-
“try on earth where a candidate for high: office publishes the fact
that he has been indorsed by the dawyers, by the merchants,
‘by the bankers, and by the prostitutes. ‘I can see where the
‘lawyers might conre in and the bankers and the merchants, but
'how the prostitutes got in'I 'do mot'know. Japan'is the only
country on earth where a candidate publishes the testimonial
cof the head woman of the guild of prostitutes, because they are
~organized in a guild, these gilded women. ‘It is the only country
on -earth ‘where a man near to the Emperor published -a de-
ifense of the foul, cowardly assassination of the Queen of Korea.
“He had no conception of the moral turpitude of that deed. We
could ‘form an idea of the character of such a deéfense if we
could suppose that-some Anrerican lawyer had published a deé-
“fense of the assassination of' President Lincoln.

Oh, T suppose we are going in., 'Politics make- strange bed-
fellows, but it never made a stranger one than when we'took
in a country where theyelect the mranvouched by .thepros-

wtitutes, I feel like erying, * Come back to us, Bayard, the
Iknight -without  fear ;and .without reproach.” 1 feel like the
country needs a new:baptism in the old doectrines of American-
ism for which our ‘fathers -fought, of which eur statesmen
thought, for -which: our-woerkmen wrought, and which have been
- the warp: and avoof of our.greatness.

Mr, REED. . Mr. -President, I -am perfectly aware that the
only purpose any remarks may have at this point in the debate
awill be to, in a way, sum up the arguments that have been
-made and to state the case as it:has been clarified by debate.
It is too late to change votes in the Senate. It is, perhaps,
(not too late to enlighten: the country.

‘When!the League of Nations compact was before the Senate,
:the valiant leader on the 'Republican side fought for time; he
exhausted ‘all :the ingennity of his great mind in seeking to
-gain suflicient time for action by the country. Time was gained ;
and whether the opponents of that: treaty were right or swere
wrong, a question which I do not propese now to stop to de-
bate, the country svas. finally permitted to express its voice.

If the last election had been fought out between a four-pewer
walliance and the League of Nations—that is, between a four-
‘power alliance and an alliance of 48 powers—who ~shall say
that Warren G. Harding would have been elected President of
the United States? The issue presented to the American people
was not that issue. The issue presented to the American people
was a League of Nations, whose opponents claimed it:to be an
alliance with-fereign powers, and a candidate who declared on
& hundred platforms, and, I think, a thousand times on his own
front porch, that he was opposed to:every form of entangling
alliance, That verdict rendered, he came before the American
people in an inaugural address, in the opening paragraphs of
swhich he renewed his pledge of faith to America and to Ameri-
canism and reasserted his adherenece to the doctrines of George
‘Washington.

The country was lulled to sleep, 'the sleep of confidence.
There was born in the hearts of good men and good women
everywhere a desire to limit the horrors and ravages of war
-and' to lift from the taxpayers' heavily burdened shoulders the
weight of military establishments,

A ‘resolution ‘'was /introduced in the SBenate by the distin- :

-guished Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoraH] calling for a confer-
ence looking to the reduction of armament by the principal mili-
tary powers of the earth. So much'was the administration set
against that resolution that every power of' the administration
and of the -special representatives of the :aadministration upon
‘this: floor was brought to bear to prevent the passage of the
resolution. It was only because the determination, the elo-
quence, the zeal of the Senator from Idaho became irresistible
“that' the administration findlly yielded.and called a conference
“for the purpose of considering the reduction of armament. That
avas-a question upon -which there was no division of opinion
among thinking Americans. The American citizen was ‘for a
reduetion of armament. 'All that he asked was that the United
States should be left in a position of reasonable security. “The
‘American citizen and the Members of this body are still of that
opinion.

The conference, we asked, should be held in public; that star-
chamber proceedings and dark-lantern methods should for once
be abolished ; and that: the people of the world, who were the
parties concerned, should not be kept in ignorance of what their
temporary rrepresentatives might be doing. We were assured
.on this floor by the leader: of the Republican side
that if the resolution demanding publicity of all matters should
be modified so that it was not absolute in its terms the proceed-
ings would be made public in all possible respects.

We had a grand entry, something like the grand eniry of a
circus, when the band plays and all of the aetors appear in their
variegated uniforms. Wge had some speeches, whieh, of course,
told us nothing, exeept that the world was about to be regen-
erated and redeemed, and that the suncof the millennium -was
just painting with glory ‘the horizon of the immediate present.
Then the foreign delegates retired into the closet, Semetimes
they took with them the American representatives .and sometimes
they did not, and when they had determined upon a . course of
policy and fixed what was to be done they came before the
public with.another grand. entry and another flonrish of trum-
pets and another beating of drums and told us»what they had
done to us; but no one, not even the representatives appointed
from this body, pretends to tell us the debates, the history of the
negotintions, the demands made upon us by other powers, or the
reasons advanced why particular contracts should be made.

‘But ' the people -were still having their eyes directed toward
the sun of peace, toward disarmament, when suddenly, out of
‘the dark, ontof the:silence, out of the mystery, e were ‘eon-

-fronted swith “a four-pewer -alliance. Mhat was followed by a
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proposition to turn over to Japan and Great Britain 26,000
islands in the Pacific Ocean, and the people were told only that
we were dealing with reference to Yap, and we were told that
the only interest we had in Yap was a telegraph pole or two.

That was followed by a disarmament proposition which I
demonstrated a few days ago upon this floor—not by my figures,
but by the figures of high experts—leaves Great Britain with
at least 20 per cent advantage on the ocean as against the
American Navy, takes from us the right to fortify the Philip-
pines or to fortify Guam, places the Philippines in a position
where they can be taken overnight by Japan, places Guam in a
position where it can be taken overnight by Japan, and once
taken and once fortified America never can retake the Philip-
pines, never can attack Japan in her home islands or success-
fully attack Japan's fleet, even though we may have chased
it across the Pacifiec Ocean, and all of this for the very simple
reason that no American battleship or any other battleship
can sail 6,000 miles of ocean and be prepared to fight a battle,
first, because it will not have sufficient fuel to return to its
base, and second, because the bottoms of the vessels will be
so foul that they can not be successfully navigated in a sea
fight. In addition to that is the Chinese treaty—a treaty which
denies to China the right to fix her own revenues or to exercise
the powers of an independent nation.

This, then, is the outcome of all this treaty making. The
American people do not know it to-day, but the American people
will know it, and know it in the near future. Propagunda may
succeed for an hour; misrepresentation may have its day of
success, but in the end the American people will find out the
truth regarding every proposifion. I hesitate not to say, though
I claim not the gift of prophecy, that not a Democratie conven-
tion will meet in the United States in the next 12 months or
the next 2 years which will not condemn the four-power pact
we are considering to-night, and I do not hesitate to predict
that great multitudes of American citizens who, regardless of
party, voted against what they believed to be an entangling
alliance will stand more true to their principles than the
irreconcilables who quit the flag of their country when the flag
of their party was held above them,

Mr. President, what is the four-power treaty, the four-power
alliance? Its language has been quoted over and over again;
but I want to take the time very briefly to read the four-power
pact when we strike from it language that is practically sur-
plusage. Follow it:

With a view to the preservation of the general peace and the mainte-
nance of their rights in relation to their insular ‘possesnions and insular
dominions in the region of the Pacific €cean * *- the high con-
tracting parties agree—

Notice, first, that they have in view the preservation of the
general peace, and that general peace is to be preserved by this
alliance; not a peace between the four parties to the treaty, for
if that had been the case the language would have been *“ with
a view to the preservation of the peace between England, France,
Japan, and the United States.” That is not the language. The
langnage is, * with a view to the preservation of the general
peﬂ_ce,"

I continue reading:

And— g

In addition, now, to preserving the general peace—

And the maintenance of their riﬁrta in relation to their insular
possessions and insular dominions in the region of the Pacific Ocean.

So there are two objects: One to preserve the general peace;
the other to preserve the rights of these four nations in the
Pacific Ocean.

Article I:

The high contracting parties agree as between themselves to respect
their rights in relation to their insular possessions and insular domin-
jons in the region of the Pacific Ocean. )

That is one of the objects, and that is met by an agreement
between the parties with relation to their insular rights. Then
we come to article 2, which deals with the other portion of the
preamble, which I read: -

If the said rights—

That is, the rights of any of these parties—

are threatened by the aggressive action of any other power, the high
contractln&garﬁes shall communicate * * * jn o to arrive at
an understanding—

As to what?
As to the most efficient measures to be taken—

How?

to be taken, jointly or separately, to meet the exigencies of the par-
ticular situation.

Mr, President, there is nothing in human language that more
clearly outlines the fixed purpose of these powers to stand to-

gether in the Pacific Ocean, and, in case of an attack, to meet
and agree as to the most efficient means to be employed to repel
that attack. What is the most efficient means that can be em-
ployed to repel an attack? Clearly, you can not repel an attiack
by a great navy by passing a resolution. You can not stop the
advance of armed ships by a verbal protest. There is but one
way, one efficient means—and they are to agree upon the most
efficient means—and that is a superior navy, superior guns,
superior metal. The man who will stand and try to construe
away the plain meaning of those words I will not say is dis-
honest, but in’ my opinion he has a mentality that it is not
safe for him fo trust to take him home at night without a
guide, or else he is dishonest. Every man who reads those
words, every statesman in the chancelleries of the world, under-
stands what those words mean. -

Mr. President, what are we told? We are told, first, that
the treaties are all-powerful; that they insure the peace of the
Pacifie. We ask: “ Why are they powerful?” and we are told
because this is a combination of the power of the four great
fighting nations of the world. Then we inquire if that be not
an agreement in the form of an alliance, because if there is no
agreement to do those things there is no aggregation of power;
for aggregation of power implies the agreement to employ the
power, and how the power shall be employed. The moment we
confront our friends with that argument—the obvious, the clear,
the certain argument—to what position are they driven? They
say: “It is not an alliance. We have agreed to do nothing.
The other nations have agreed to do nothing.” Then the answer
js: “If we have agreed to do nothing, and the other nations
have agreed to do nothing, then the agreement amounts to noth-
ing, and your declaration that the peace of the Pacific is assured
because of a great combination of power is a false argument, is
an untrue argument, is a miserable deception practiced upon
the people.”

There is and there can be no escape from the one or the other
of those conclusions. .

Finally, this afternoon, when the Senator from Idaho was
pressing this same point home, the Senator from Wisconsin
rose and proceeded to place the matter one step farther from
any effective agreement, for, said be, there is nobody appointed
to meet with the other nations, and consequentiy there is not
even any machinery to bind us, there is not any individual au-
thority to bind us morally or otherwise. In other words, we
have made an agreement that we will meet and we will agree to
do something, and nobody is bound to agree to do anything,
and if they do agree to do anything, they are not bound to do
it; and, second, there is nobody to meet to agree to do any-
thing, consequently we have as a sum fotal this result, the ad-
dition of two nothings together, a great power that will protect
the Pacific and keep the peace of the world,

If that be not idiocy refined, if that be not chicanery reduced
to the thousandth power, if that be not subterfuge practiced in
the most impudent manner in the face of the American people,
then I can not understand what is subterfuge, and I can not
see that which is crooked.

Then they tell us it is only a moral kind of an obligation,
that if we meet and talk things over we may agree and we may
not agree; we will do as we please, and we will get all through,
and when we ask what security that gives us, they answer,
“None.” Yet, on the strength of that security, we are asked
to scrap our battleships, to yield our bases, to give up the possi-
bility of protecting our possessions, upon the strength of a thing
which they say is a mere moral obligation.

Mr. President, I heard some arguments of that kind made on
this floor when we were discussing the League of Nations, I
heard some men, not all, say that there was nothing but a moral
obligation, that we had not agreed that we would carry out any
arrangement which might be made as the result of conferences
or agreements, the language in that instrument I am now dis-
cussing being almost identical with the language which is em-
ployed in this instrument. When that argument was made, it
was not the true argument, for the true argument of any man
supporting the League of Nations was that it was a league of
such power that it could enforce its mandates, and that if it
rendered wise decisions and could enforce them, there would be
a wise result. Those who took the other ground were the quib-
blers, who were afraid to face the issue that they were willing
to create a great aggregation of world power. When those
quibblers advanced that argument they were met by an argu-
ment, and I want to read the argument that was hurled in their .
teeth. Senators will find it in volume 58, page 5221, of the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp, and it was uttered on September 11,
1919.

Let every man make the distinction that he prefers.
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This orator was discussing the argument to which I have re-
ferred. :

A contract is a contract, a covenant is a covenant, and if this Re-
public does not mean to do as it promises, it has no business to make
the promise,

There is no language in the covenant more plain than article 10.
Either it means what it says and obligates the member nations to go to
war in defense of a member nation, or it means nothing at all. If it
leaves any member nation free to erercise its own judgment as to the
merits of any atiack, it does not guarantee the territorial integrity or
peace of any nation. [t is worse than phantom; it is the mirage that
Iures nations thirsting for peace to the very desert of cruel destruction.

Who said that? Warren G. Harding, who now stands sponsor
for a compact the defenders of which on this floor are driven to
make the same argument Mr, Harding then answered as a
Member of the Senate, namely, the argument that we enter a
compact and are not bound ; that we agree to do something and
at the same time do not agree to do it.

TFurther, he said:

Ours is truly an expanded influence and a world interest, but there is
yet for us a splendid isolation, * * #* The people of this Republic
were not concerned with governing the universe. Their interests, their
hearts, their hopes, their ambitions, their weal or woe—all of these aie
in the United States of America. We wanted nothlnf abroad but re-
spect for gur just rights, and that we mean to have, in peace or war,
no matter who threatens.

It would have been so easy, if our commission had thought of America
first, to have said to the allied powers, * Look here, friends and allies—
yes. and to enemies as well—we came over and helped you bring an
outlaw to terms because he trespassed our rights beyond endurance.
He is humbled now, and it is yours to restore order and make & just and
ablding peace. We want Kwam. and we want to go to work and replace
the waste of war. We will advise, If we can and you wish it, but we
are asking nothing, and we will go back home and see to our own affairs.
We do not mean to miz in again, unless some bully in making a row
infringes our rights and murders our citizens and destroys our lawful
property. In that event we will be forced ta come back, but e twill
come more promptly the neat time.” That wounld have left a good im-
pression, and we would have been at peace, and so would Europe,
months ago.

“1e do not mean to mix in again, unless some bully in mak-
ing a row infringes our rights,” and behold, the sun has not
circled the earth for one year until we are mixing in again,
though no bully threatens our rights. We are mixing in with
foreign nations in foreign affairs, and agreeing to unite with
them in defense, if you please, or in an attack, if you may, of
other powers,

Mr, President, some Senators discussed this same doctrine
which the now President was discussing. Some of these Sen-
ators to whom I shall refer were then known as *irrecon-
cilables.” How brave they were; how valiantly they stood and
declared that, regardless of party, and not because of difference
in party, but because of love of their country and their respect
for the traditions handed down by Washington and Jefferson
and the other immortal dead, they were standing against every
form of alliance. How valiant those “ irreconcilables” looked
as they charged over the wall, ag they bravely held the line, as
they stood foot to foot and elbow to elbow, invineible and un-
yielding. Now, behold the crowd of reconcilables inte which
they have been transformed. How tamely they take to the
leash, With what subservience they bare their backs to the
party whip. How readily they bow their necks to the master’s
yoke. They are all absent to-night. I wanted to say this in
their presence, but there is not one of them but feels to-night
like any other man would feel who turned his coat and exposed
a very disreputable lining.

Mr., JOHNSON. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from California?

Mr., REED. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON. I wish to make merely one ohservation.
Does not the Senatfor realize that if this treaty had come to us
from Woeodrow Wilson, instead of four votes on this side against
it there would be 40 votes against it?

Mr. REED. Undoubtedly. T want to say about the * irrecon-
cilables,” that there are about five over there who stayved true
to their colors, thoroughbreds; men who have in the past shown
that they have no master except their conscience and their God.
Of course, everybody in this country knows who they are; I do
not need to name them.

Mr. STANLEY. Mr., President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr., REED. Certainly. :

Mr. STANLEY. I recall very vividly that these temporary
irreconcilables were engaged at that time in throwing great big
bouquets at the Senator from Missouri for doing what they
would no more dare to do than a rabbit would dare to spit in a
bulldog's face,.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, as I stood then doing what I
believed to be my duty, opposing a plan of a Democratic Presi-
dent, for whom I had a great respect, opposing it because I

believed the international agreement which he propos&l was full
of danger, I remember making arguments in which I asserted
that we could not, even in an agreement where there were 48
powers, place ourselves in any manner subject to the influence
of the vote of Japan, and when that question came before this
body a speech was made by one of the “irreconcilables ” on the
other side of the Chamber. Let me read it to you:

Ostrichlike, our Government has declined to recognize that the
promises of the great Asiatioc military power fronting our Pacific coast
are to be measured by her performances in the past. My that measure-
ment the promises are worthless,

Although * enlightened expediency " may stop the ears of the Ameri-
can peace delegates, the Benate can not be deaf to the truth. For 35
vears Japanese foreign policy in Asia has been one of consistent perfidy
and aggression, [ defy anyone to make candid answer to that charge.
The wonderful material vance of Japan was contemporancous with
that of modern Prussia, and in close imitation of it. Japanese society,
the Japanese constitution, the Japanese junkerthum, the Japanese
monarchy, the Japancse Army, all have been molded in Prussian lines.
The diplomacy of Japan has been patterned after that of Frederick the
Great in its disregard of truth, solemn pledges, and human rights. If
anyone doubts this, let him review his owa memory of Japan's relations
with Chine and Korea, her secret and now discovered violation of the
pledges exchanged with the Government of the United States.

The man who made fhat speech was the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. MeCormick], one of the “ irrecon-
cilables.” To-day, if rumor is to be credited and if his atti-
tunde here is to be credited, he proposes to-vote for a treaty
with this power that breaks treaties, with this power that is
without consecience according to his own words, with this power
that does not regard treaties even with the respect due fo a
scrap of paper, and upon the strength of the written promise
of this Nation that he has denounced in these burning words
he proposes that we shall junk the battleships of America and
shall repose our trust in that nation’s plighted word.

Mr, President, I am wondering where my friend from Illi-
nois is to-night; and he is my friend. He came to my State.
He made speeches denouncing every form of alliance. He de-
clared that this country is America, and that America should
observe the teachings of George Washington and there should
be no alliances of any kind whatsoever.

I wish to insert in the Recorp the remarks of the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Braxpecee], I shall only take the time
to read one sentence:

The United States should keep itself in such a position that if it
must go to war it may go to war in behalf of such peoples and prin-
ciples as it itself may decide on at the time, and not permit itself in
advance to be dragged into a foreign war upon the side or upon the
conditions determined by an international foreign couneil sitting in
secret upon which we will have only one vote.

That is exceedingly applicable to the case in hand. When
we sit down to this conference it is to be a conference. The
man who sits down in the conference and says in advance that
he intends to confer, but intends to be bound by nothing, morally
or otherwise, is a dishonest scoundrel who has no business at
the council board. If you are not there to counsel and if you
have agreed in advance to agree, if you then propose to say,
having agreed to counsel and having agreed to agree, that you
do not propose to do anything you have agreed to do, you are
a trickster and a juggler of words, an unworthy thing,

I ask that the remainder of the remarks of the Senator from
Connecticut be inserted in the ReEcorp without reading, together
with brief extracts from the remrarks of several other Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Mr. BraxpeceER. Dragged into this league, ag 1 said, with the Senate
claiming one interpretation of our obligations, or denying that we are
obligated ut all, and the President of the United States, the Come
mander in Chief of our Army and Navy, the man who appoints all
our ambassadors and ministers abroad, claiming that we have assumed
the obligation, who is to decide it? The compromise modification of
the Lodge reservation provides that the Congress then, “ under full
liberty of action,” shall decide in each specific instance. In what does
the *“liberty of action™ consist?

* * » L] * * .

# * * Why men of honor and good faith only have such liberty
of action under those circumstances as would consist in repudiating
every practicable means by which the obligation which we have sa-
credly assumed could possibly be carried out. 1Is that the sort of
camouflage that this mlihty Nation of 110,000,000 of Christian people
want to take refuge behind in this hour of the world's ecivilization,
when the violation of the sanctity of an international treaty was
the ca use? of all the death and destruction from which we are just now
emerging

Is that the Janus-faced, deceptive quibbling that this Nation wants
to make as a ligulmmt)' of its good faith under the higher morality
of the dawn of a new day? Such a course as that, it seems to me,
would be a blot upon that Starry Banner back of you, Mr. President,
which could never be eradicated from the flag or the history of this
country. Call it moral or legal, it would be a plain ease of dishonor, of
leaving your accomplice in the lurch in the time of trouble.

® * - £ w ] *

Mr. President, if we assume the obligation, or any part of it, it
is inevitable that we shall be drawn into a complete fulfillment. Na-
tions in common danger can not quibble with each other about the
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sexact: proportion -of the forces:that :they. ghall ‘render 'for ‘the  common

jcanse. With the rest of .the weorld finaneially -embarrassed, as they
JAare, some of the countries bled white, and e richest and most
powerful of all—we can never deny to the -call of anguish, If we are
~obligated at .all, that :we :are obl

'facv:omplinh the purposes of iarticle .10. We .are their  reliance, -as

they say. You do not hear one of them over there but what says they
must have us, (Mar, '11, 1920; vol, 59, pp. ‘4175-76,66th Cong.,'2d
se88. ) :

Mr. PoIxpEXTER. The ancient and modern policy. of America, from
Washington and Jefferson down, ras been to keep ourselves free from
foreign entanglements, How can the President honestly tell the people
that a League of Nations which obligates us to participate. in every
important Buropean quarrel is mot a violation of these ancient tPrin-
ciples? 1 think he has told them that; but how. can he do it? nder
these unwritten laws of our !orelin policy we have grown great; we
have been free, prosperous, and a;py; and we have been able to
render valuable service to the world under these. ancient muniments
of our foreign %gllc;v. Welay does the Presldent suppose that our
condition would improved, or our ability to render service to the
world would be increased, by an abandonment of tpese..poiimes?
8 L L - L - .

It is not so hnﬁ Mr. President, since our fathers made their des-
erate but successful -struggle to free our States from .a union with
juropean powers. When the President now utilizes the powerful and
almost immeasurable influence of his great office to bring about the
formation of a union with European powers, is he not desecrating the
memory of the fathers of the Nation? -Is he.not betraying the most
sacred trust of his office?

- . - ® * . -

The President 'says, in his stately .style, ““Put up or shut up™;

accept the League of Nations or-offer a .substitute for it. The op-

ponents of the ﬂague of Nations offer as a substitute for It the Con-

stitution of the United States, the Declaration of Independence, and

Lincoln's “ government by the people.,” That is the substitute for a

league of natlons.
L L] - » -

When Washington was sharing the sufferings of his men in the gloomy
winter of Valley Forge “there was no doubt in his mind as to the
alternative for & union -with a Huropean power, Washington's alterna-
tive was to sever the unjon. That.was.what he was fighting for. That
is what he and his soldiers-suffered for, and that is what is involved
in this issne before the American people to-day.

iNow, when ' Eu n union is again proposed, the alternative Is
to reject the prop and pillory the :man who preposes it. If a
rattlesnake is about to strike %ou. would the President ask what alter-
native you have to proposeé? "The ailternative is to kill the rattlesnake,
When the President asks this question, does he not know that the alter-
native to. the wars for which he is-even now enlisting American boys
to be carried on in Asia and Europe under the.League of Nations, the
‘hate they will engender, the burdens of taxation on the backs of the
poor, the bereft parents of these sons, the widows and orphans of those
who wonld carry out the mandate of the Loague of Nations.on a fool's
errand in Asia, the supreme sacrifice of all this, as the President char-
acterizes it—does he not know that the alternative of all this misery
and folly is the peace whith we have earned in a vietorious war that is
now finished ? ;

Will he not be frank and tell the people that the “old order,” of
which he said at Suresnes we were ashamed, brought us the supreme
happiness of mankind? If the President is-ashamed of our past, as he
says he is, does he not know that our people are not ashamed of it?

» " » * . * *

* * » Tt was anathema to the great leaders, the greatest who ever
lived in this or any other country, the statesmen who founded this
Nation npon the natural rights of man, and preserved, through Lincoln,
Ewemment by the geople..tq-entugle ourselves with European affairs

a League of Nations. We had none. And when, during all that
period, did we ever live in:jsolation from the rest of ‘the world? He
says 'we must live in isolation from the rest of the world or have a
League of Nations, We have lived to the present time withour a
League of Nations, and we have never been for one moment of that time
in isolation from the restof the world. The man who savs so is decerv-
gxg thelpttaople. 3 (Sept. 8, 1919, Coxc. REC., vol. 58, pp. 5027-5028, 66th

ong., 1st sess.

Mr. PorspexTeEr. The argument that Japan would have a cause of
-complaint against us if we do mnot a to the transaction is quite
transparent. ‘We are nunder -no obligation to Japan in regard to Shan-
tung, and yet it is said by writers and speakers of influence that if we
do not sign this treaty Eiviu Shantung to J nEan. Japan will have cause
for war against us. Bhe will not have anything of the kird. We are
under no obligation to sign that instrument. ‘We never a to do it.
Japan has no right to expect or to claim that we should it. We are
entirely free.agents in the matter. The attempt to coerce and terrorize
‘the - public opinion -of rthe United States on'this great cg:estion by the
false assertion that -we are liable to bave awar iwith .Ja; or with
‘Franee or with England if awe do not, join in the rape of is a rank
decelt attempted to be.practiced upon the people. ‘There is no such
danger. .There is no such condition. (Sept.:8,11919; vol. 58, p. 5029,
66th Cong., 1st sess.)

Mr. SteERuiNG. Mr. President, * * * .the proposal to give the

ranties of article 10 eould hardly have ceme in the first imstance

rom the representatives of the United States. If they did, no ex-
pression on the part of /the people .or the people's representatives
ever authorized them ; but the proposal having been made, it should not
be cause for wonder that. sgince there was to be a league to enforce
peace, the willingness of our representatives to assume the burden .of so
,grea;dn guaranty -was gladly welcomed by the other nations most con-
cerned,

Mr. President, our forefdathers strove and warned against European
entangling alliances. Until to-day we have heeded the warning. But
the proposed reversal of this great policy does not stop with Burope.
To know the full extent of the obligations we assume, the burdens we
may have to bear, you must look at the map of the world. Of course,
ihey” welcomed our willingness, for had we not just demonstrated. our

rompiness-and efficiency in war? And do:not our obligations extend
?o a guaranty . of the territorial lntﬁﬂt% and political independence
against external aggression of the British ire, which, in addition to
the British Isles, means Canada, New Zealand, Australia, South Africa,
JIndia, and insular possessions innumerablé? Of course, France -wel-
‘comes our agreement to_ artiele 10, for, in ‘addition to “the protection
the agreement will afford against the invasion of her home' territory by’

L] -
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téd ‘to ‘the -extent mecessary 'to:

the members against external a

Germany or Austria, may not:the French Kongo or' Sierra [Leone, or
Ailalgll;s? in Africa, or her empire in Indo-China in Asla be the subject of
a

‘And 'is ‘it cause ‘for wonder that Italy, -with her newly gained pos-
'sessions in ‘Europe, wrested by ‘foree of arms‘from Austria-Hungary,
with. her African possessions a to defend and protect, welcomes ‘the
‘gnaranty of ‘the TUnited States?

Mr. ' Presidbnt, I think Clemenceau was right in insisting on the prin-
'-‘ple of ‘the balance of power in Europe. Of course, there can be no
“ concert of - " -pow, ‘and the next ' best thing, if not a ‘better
‘thing, ‘for France than even the balance of / r or ‘‘concert of
‘Europe ™ was’ to put the resources of the United States at the command
of the council of a b e of nations whicth had determined -we should
make_.good the guaranties. of.article 10.

This is a part, and only a ;s:art, of the price we are to pay for our
first real departure from the old landmarks, for our first diplomatic en-
tanglement in:foreign alliances, our first 1orgcttulness of America and
the * passion of :“America,” which has been * to live her own life ac-
cording to her own principlé,” our first ambitious attempt to prescribe
‘regulations for the government of the world. (Aug. 4, 1919; vol. 58,
pp. 3610-3611, 36th Cong., 1st sess.)

Mr. WApsworTH, There have been a good many explanations .of that
article. There have been a great many efforts to assureé people that
it does not mean what it says; and I do mot suppose that there has
ever occurred in a discussion of two sentenees so much quibbling and
squirming and ducking -as in cennection with the two sentemces of
article 10, "To my mind the President has settled it, and settled it
right, as to its meaning. 'He said it constitutes a b‘lrr&ing moral obli-

gation. “All'the play in and.around the meaning of theword “advise”
amounts to mothing * * ¢,
b o L] L] ‘. i *

‘History should teach us that the mandates or decrees of Kings or
BEmperors or of Congresses or of Parliaments are utterly futile and
helpless in preventing this restless homan race indulging in these
activities, indulging in these efforts to improve its life, indulging in
these efforts to climb npon a h.(i’gher plane of civilization, indulging in
these efforts to find the true God. -And any group of men in the year
1919 who think they can establish a status quo ‘and mark out .a
system of boundaries which shall not be disturbed without their con-
sent, and which shall preserve the existing political system subject to
their revision, are aflicted with the height of human folly. They are
fiying in the face of all human experience and are assum to them-
selyes a wisdom and an infall]b[lit{ that no group of human beings
has ever possessed. (Sept. 19, 1919, vol. 58, pp. 5619, 5620, 66th
Cong., 1st sess.) >

Mr. WarmruN. One of the pillars of our Ameriean Constitution has
been the right of Congress to sanction any declaration of war. The
right of the majority of the people, through Congress as their mouth-
piece, to appreve or disapprove the sending forth of \American soldiers
to possible death has vever been questioned. ‘And yet article 10 of
this doeument, in my opinion, strangles the breath of life frem this
prineiple.

- L L] L L L] -
‘There are those who say that we-are only morally bound to J\;otect
gssion. 'his, to me, is a distinetion
without a difference, If our Nation is morally bound to do a thing,
then certainly in all sincerity we should be legally bound. No sincere
‘American can hold otherwise, ' Our national integrity and honor would
not suggest any other theory. Granting this to be true, I.see .no. other
path but to make our position clear to the ether contracting parties.

Our eminent doctors of law, in their primary lectures on contracts,
lay special emphasis on the necessity of stating clearly and de.ﬁmtelg
aif the terms of an agreement, leaving nothing to be" inferred ~whie
may later give rise to serions controversy .and lawsuit. Unless the
minds of the contracting parties have met in one accord, then"there is
no contract. Let us set out in ‘suceinet -and ‘definable :language the
intent .and purpose of our mind  in order that we meiv &eﬂect +& -pon-
comrove;aiﬁ agreement, (Oct. 17, 1919, -vol, 68, p. 7065, 66th Cong.,
1st sess.

Mr. 'Warsox of Indiana. '* ** “* YWhen she (Ja%:n) went into  For-
mosa she promised to retire, but she is &till there. ‘When sheswent into
JKorea she promised to retire, * * * is:still there. * * * Count
Okuma, the Japanese premier, on October 27, 1914, stated to the people
of thea"Unlted' tates ““As premier of Japan I have stated and now again
state to the t}:n’;oi:ile of ‘Ameriea :and of all the world that Japan'has no
aulterior motive, no desire .to secure .more :territory, no thought of
‘depriving China or other peoples of anything they now possess,” but
Japan is still there.

On the 18th of January, 1915, without any previous warning, grow-
ing out of no nnusual conditions between the two countries, and to the
utter surprise of the Chinese, Japan issued to her a demand, couched
in 5 groups and 21 clauses. & * *

Group 4 provided

% The Chinese Government mﬁng&a not'to eede or lease to a.third
power any harbor or bay or island along the coast of China.”
L * - L - L -

These ‘demands close with “this threat, Senators, not veiled, not ob-
scured, but bold, open, and defiant, made at a time when all the world
was engaged in the greatest war of history, and at a time when Japan
knew -that she could easily coerce helpless China.into agreeinf to_her
imperative demand. This is the demand. 'Listen to it, for it speaks
trumpet tongued of the intention of J ng:n ‘with reference to China :

“The Imperial Government again offer their adviee, and hope ‘that
the Chinese Government, uson this.advice, will give a satisfactory reﬁly
by 6 o’clock p. m. on the 9th day of May. It is hereby declared that
if no satisfactory reply is received before or at the specific time, ‘the
Imperial Government will take steps they may deem mecessary.”

My friends, this discloses the entire intention of Japan with reference
niot only to the Province of Shantung but the whole of the Chinese
Empire. * * ¢ Japan's ulterior motive is easily seen in the time
and manner these demands were made, and clmlg.shows a determina-
tion on the part of Japan to take full p ion of the Chi Empire.

- - L ] - - L] L

And the mendacious character of these demands and the untoward
‘conduet of Japan throughout the transaction'is further evidenced'b
the faet that -when, notwithstand ‘the injunetion of mm&mt
became rumored that Japan had made certain demands upen a
Japanese officials denied it. Then when it beeame no longer possible
to  concedl ‘the truth the Japanese Govermment officials supplied “the
other treaty-making powers awith vwhat purported to:be:a list of ‘the
Fil , & list which it was afterwards aseertained omitted some of
‘the most Important and some of the most drastic features,
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Senaters, I do not believe that the treaty should be ratified unless
and until Japan either withdraws from China or states in unequivocal
terms that she will withdraw, or better still, fixes a definite date of
withdrawal. If we ratify the treaty with the Shantung provision in it,
we give this robbery the seal of our approval ; we condone all of Japan's
past wrongdoing in all parts of the (hinese Republic; we ratify a
secret agreement made between Japan and the allied nations in dero-
gation of the rlghts of China and in base betrayal of an ally, and we
place in Japan's hands a blanket indorsement of whatever future
action she may see fit to take in the Chinese Empire. ' Personally I
shall not vote for the ce treaty itself unless some modification is
made of the article with reference to Shantung, or until we at least
have expressed our intense disapproval of her conduct, coupled with
an explicit statement of our determination to take this matter up at
once after the league is formed and press for a righteous solution of
the problem, for I believe it to be as monstrous a Q’mponitian as has
ever been groposed to civilization. (Aug. 5, 1919. ol. 58, pp. 3636—
3648, 66th Cong., 1st sess.)

Mr. Warsox of Indiana. The President very forcefully said in his
last address to the Senate:

“These were all arrangements of power, not arrangements of natural
union or associations. It was the imperative task of those who would
make peace and make it intelligently to establish a new order which
would rest upon the free choice of peoples rather than upon the
arbitrary authority of Hapshurgs or Hohenzollerns.”

And he might with propriety bave added Mikados. (Aung, 5, 1919,
Vol 58 VP 3643, 66th Cong., 18t sess.)

Mr, Warsox of Indiana. It can not be denied that if the people of
Shantung revolt agalnst the galling yoke of Japan, if they weary of her
tﬂrannicnl and despotic régime and attempt to cast it off, and if China
ghall rise to protect her own people, then by the provisions of article
10 we shall be compelled to send American soldiers at the expense of
our own people to subdue China, struggling for the possession of her
rightful territory and fighting for the recovery of her own,

L] ® L] L - L] -

Japan's hositilities toward Christian missions and Christian preach-
ers in Korea have been so extensive and long continued and severe as
to amount almost to barbarism, and it is not to be presumed that her
treatment of the representatives of the Christian religion in China will
be of a milder or a more friendly character.

If the League of Nations is to be formed and Japan is to become
a member, let her come into it with clean hands. If she is to sit in the
chamber of the council where she, with eight other nations, will direct
the destiny of the world, let her prove herself worthy of such high
trust. She should not be permitted to sit as one of the judges to deter-
mine either the legality or the morals of her larceny. Before she sits
in that august tribunal, unless it is to become the gigantic mockery of
history, she should be made to leave her stolen fruits outside of the
temple gates and, once in, she should release her associates from all
obligation to execute the treaty they made in the dark in 1917.

L] - L] * - - *

Let them not, while proclaiming peace, hold fast to the results of a
militaristic policy practiced upon a helpless race. Let them not come
in the name of freedom and fasten the chains of servitude upon a weak
and innocent race.

Better Germany in China than Japan, for there Germany was iso-
lated; there she had no noighbur[g? garrisons, while Japan is every-
where. Japan is in Formosa, in Korea, in Manchuria, in Mongolia ;
Japan is everywhere in the neighborhood of China, and wherever she
is she is slowly but surely reaching out her tentacles of power to elutch
and hold as spoils the territory of that new Republie,

When they talk of a ce that shall be lasting because founded on
Jjustice, our answer shall be * Shantung.” When they speak of the
equality of races and the right of self-determination of peoples, our
response ghall be * Shantung.” When they proclaim that the central
thought of their rreatg is that all Governments derive their just powers
from the consent of the Eoverned, our reply shall be * Bhantung.

Shantung is the fraud that vitiates the entire contract, and Shan-
tung is the cancer that carries the death-dealing poison to the whole
body of the treaty. And even though proclaimed in the name of peace,
yet the everlasting law of righteousness will prevent the tranquillity
of the earth while so odgreat a wrong remains unavenged. Senators,
there is but one meth of peace, and that is that all the nations of
the world shall be inspired by the seuse of justive that ever impels the

American ple and which is at once the éaride and the power of the
American Republie. (August 5, 1919, vol. 58, p. 3645-3646, 66th Cong.,
1st sess,)

Mr. REED. Indeed, Mr. President, it is better stated than
that in the paper now before me:

Why men of honor and good faith only have such liberty of action
under those circumstances as would consist in repudiating every prae-
ticable means by which the obligation, which we have secretly assumed,
could possibly be carried out. Is that the sort of camoufiage that this
mighty Nation of 110,000,000 of Christian people want to take refuge
behind in this hour of the world’s civilization, when the violation of
the sanctity of an international treaty was the cause of all the death
and destruction from which we are just now emerging?

Is that the Janus-faced deceptive %mbhlmg that this Nation wants to
mike as a guaranty of its good faith under the higher morality of the
dawn of n new day? Such a course as that, it seems to me, would be
a blot upon that Starry Banmer back of you, Mr. President, which
could never be eradicated from the flag or the history of this country.
Call it moral or legal, it would be a plain case of dishonor, of leaving
your aceomplice in the lurch in the time of trouble.

That is from the eloguent lips of the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr. BRaxpecee]. It was uttered on March 11, 1920, and is
recorded in Volume 59, pages 4175 to 4176 of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

The Senator from Maine [Mr. FErNALD] even grew eloquent.
He stated that— .

We will preserve the prineiples which have been bequeathed to ug by
rorung.r generations, unweakened by alliances with other Governments of
earth,

Former Senator Kenyon, of Towa, said, in discussing the quib-
bling over article 10:

If the President’s contention is correct, then under article 10 we
simply do as we please, which is, of course, true in any event should
we i:sesire to utterly disregard the obligatious of solemn, binding agree-
ments,

That causes me to pause a moment to answer another miser-
able argument made here. We are told that we are safe to
enter into this agreement because before any war can be de-
clared the Congress of the United States must declare war, and
that if we make an agreement binding ourselves to go into war
it would be unconstitutional. Let us see where that argument
leads us. The distinguished Senator who made it, the Senator
from California [Mr. SHORTRIDGE] opposed the League of Na-
tions, He opposed it upon the ground that it would drag us
into foreign wars.

Yet it was as frue then as it is now that the President can
not declure war; that the League of Nations could not declare
war ; that no power on earth could declare war except the Con-
gress of the United States. If that fact be a protection against
this treaty and this agreement, it was equally a protection
against the League of Nations; so why not join the League of
Nations and say we will make war or we will keep the peace
Jjust as the Congress determines, because you are powerless by
any league of nations or by any compact to drag us into a war
without the voluntary act of Congress.

But the Senator did not say that then. The Senator then
said that if we entered the League of Nations and if the de-
crees of the governing bodies were that we should enter into
war, then it would be our duty to obey that mandate and that
we would be in honor bound te furnish our men and boys to
die in foreign parts. If it was true that we would be compelled
to do that under the League of Nations, notwithstanding the
fact that Congress itself has the power to make war, then I am
asking why it is not true with reference to this compact? Or,
if it is true with reference to this compact, why was it not
equally true with reference to the League of Nations?

Of course, evervbody knows that before war can be made
legally by the United States the Congress of the United States
must deelare the war. Therefore why waste time discussing
such a question? The question is, Are we to pledge the national
faith, and if we do pledge the national faith are we then to
escape from that pledge upon the subterfuge that Congress has
the legal power alone to declare war or not as it pleases?
Every treaty of peace that has ever been made, or alliance for
war, could be violated in the same way, because any nation
could say that simply, “ We will not furnish the army,” and
that would be the end of it. That is all we would be doing if
we had our Congress refuse to furnish the army.

But what of the faith of the nation that thus violates its
pledges?

Would the junior Senator from California be willing that the
United States should sit down and agree with France and
Great Britain and Japan that in the event of any war against
any of them we would send a million men to their aid, and then,
having made that sort of an agreement, have a mental reser-
vation, * But we will not send the men if we do not want to
send them at the time, because we did not have any constitu-
tional power to make that agreement” ? Certainly the Senator
would not.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE.
ator by saying no.

Mr. REED, Certainly not.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Of course, I would not.

Mr., REED. The Senator would not think the Constitution
was sufficient, then?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. On the contrary.

Mr. REED. XNow, the question then comes to this: What do
we agree to do here? Is this a compact having any vitality?
If it is a compact having any vitality, then it contains two, if
not three, propositions. First, we agree that we will respect
each other’s rights in the Pacific. Well and good. There is no
objection to that. That is solemnly written in the treaties that
we have with every one of these powers now, for we have
agreed fo remain at peace with them; we have agreed to respect
their rights. We have gone further than that, and we have
agreed in the event of any dispute that we will arbitrate such
dispute. I think we have agreed that we will not go to war for
a certain fixed period of time. That is already in agreement,
and we gain nothing by having four powers sign the same
instrument if they are to act’ independently of each other and
no force is to be applied.

But we agree to do something else here. We agree that if
any one of the island possessions of the Nation is attacked, if
they are threatened, if the peace of the waters of the Pacific is
threatened in substance and effect, that then in that event we
will meet with these other powers, and when we meet with these
other powers we will do something. What is that something?
Is it that we will find who is right and who is wrong? Is it
that we will submit this proposition to some tribunal? Is it that
we will appeal to the generosity and sense of fairness of the

Mr. President, may I answer the Sen-
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nation that is invading the waters or assailing the islands?
Oh, no; that is not what we agree. We agree that we will con-
sult upon and determine the most effective means to be
ployed to repel that attack. 3

The man who says that he does not believe in battleships and
cannon, men and blood, is a man who believes that 16-inch shells
can be stopped with hot air. No other nation so construes this
compact. But, for Heaven's sake, let not the irreconciliables be
guilty of making the argument that we have agreed to do some-
thing, but yet we agreed to do nothing; that all that this thing
is is a great balloon of false pretenses and that a pin prick will
send it into eternity, with nothing left except a memory. Yet
that is the way its advocates defend their own treaty.

Either this is a treaty with power and force and weight back
of it, or it is nothing. If it has power and force and weight
back of it, then we must furnish our share of that power, that
.weight, that force. That means that whenever the island pos-
sessions of any of these four countries are attacked, that mo-
ment we must sit down and agree as to the best means of re-
pelling the attack—to wit, how many ships we can furnish, how
many men we can furnish, how many boys we can send out
to die.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair must inform the
Senator from Missouri that his hour has expired. He has 30
minutes left in which to speak on the Robinson amendment.

Mr, REED. I thank the Chair. I will now speak on the
Robinson amendment.

My, JOHNSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from California?

Mr, REED. I do.

Mr. JOHNSON, In the quotations made by the Senator from
Missouri I did not observe that he gquoted the language of the
distingunished leader upon the Republican side concerning Japan
and the necessity for caution on our part in dealing with her.
Am I correct in that?

Mr. REED. I did not quote those remarks of the Senator
from Massachusetts. I have them here, but I should be glad
if the Senator from California will contribute them.

Mr. JOHNSON, I will only read two very brief excerpts from
the speech of the Senator from Massachusetfs in the case of
Shantung. The one on page 8 of the pamphlet containing his
speech reads:

Does the history of the 21 demands justify Americans now in trusting
Japan, even though President Wilson says he trusts them?

Now, from page 12 of his address I quote further from the
Senator from Massachusetts one brief extract, and then I shall
not further take the time of the Senator from Missouri. The
Senator from Massachusetts was admonishing us at that time,
mind you, concerning the nation with which now he would have
us ally ourselves. He said:

The Benate, I think, should not onlgy keep fully in mind the aggres-
sive measures taken by Japan from 1894 to the present in order to note
the strides that she has made and what may be anticipated in the
future, not only should they note her methods of unscrupulous dispo-
gition, but they also should not lose sight of other acts of hérs which
will enable them to judge of their effect upon a people falling under
her control.

Now, by an alliance the Senator from Massachusetts asks us
to assist in the oppression of the peoples falling under her
control.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I thank the Senator from Cali-
fornia, I had some quotations from the speech of the Senator
from Massachusetts, but I think not those particular ones. If,
however, we were to ransack the Recorp of those debates we
ghould find that the Senator from Massachusetts was going
directly in one direction, while to-day he is going in exactly the
opposite direction. The difference, of course, is that now he is
following a Republican President, and the Republican Presi-
dent is following certain advisers, and every one of those ad-
visers was for the League of Nations; but the President ean
not guite take it all and he has taken a section, or, as the Sena-
tor from Ohio [Mr. PoMERERE] says. a poeket edition of article
10 of the League of Nations covenant. I venture to predict
that the American people will discover the fact that there has
been an absolute repudiation by the President of the United
States of the position he took when he sought and gained the
suffrage of the American people.

Mr. President, since time runs on so rapidly with me, as it
does with all except those who are listening—and they are all
voluntary listeners, for nobody made even the Members of the
Senate who are present come here to-night—I will ask what,
after all, is the excuse that is offered for putting us into this
four-power pact, this four-power alliance? Driven to the wall,
forced to state a reason, its proponents tell us that the reason

for ratifying this treaty is in order to get rld of the Anglo-
Japanese alliance. To that point they come; that is the sole
reason they assign.

Let us examine that contention for a few moments.

Japan and Great Britain made that alliance a number of
years ago. Every student of history knows that in the early
days of the World War Japan was getting ready to repudiate
the alliance. It was an offensive and defensive alliance. Many
of the phrases of the pending treaty were taken directly from
the treaty which constituted that alliance. But Japan and
Great Britain and about 40 other nations went into the League
of Nations, and when they went into the League of Nations
and signed the treaty of Versailles the members of the league
severally agreed—

that this covenant is accepted as abrogating all oblidations or under-

standings inter se which are inconsistent with the terms thereof, and
solemnly undertake that they will not hereafter enter into any agree-
ments inconsistent with the terms thereof.

In case any member of the league shall, before becoming a member
of the league, have undertaken any obligation inconsistent with the
terms of this covenant, it shall be the duty of snch member to take
immediate steps to procure its release from such obligations.

In the language which I have read there was a positive agree-
ment by every nation signing the document that all such treaties
as the Anglo-Japanese alliance should be abrogated. That is
step number one. These nations have an obligation to the other
nations; they have plighted their word, and, whether or not we
are in the Versailles treaty, if they are honorable nations they
will redeem their promise.

Mr. President, they have recognized that. I read from the
September, 1920, issue of the official publication of the League
of Nations, The text is in both French and English. I will read
it in English as a matter of preference.

ANGLO-TAPANESE DECLARATION.

English official text on the Anglo-Japanese declaration forwarded on
July 8, 1920, by the foreign office and the Japanese Government.

The declaration was registered by the secretariat of the League of
Nations on July 8, 1920,

S%a, July 8, 1920,

The Governments of Great Britaln and Japan have come to the con-
clusion that the Anglo-Japanese agreement of July 13, 1911, now exist-
ing between the two countries, though in harmony with tile spirit of
the covenant of the Leagne of Nations, i3 not entirely consistent with
the letter of that covenant, which both Governments earnestly desire
to respect. They accordingly have the henor jointly to Inform the
league that they recognize the prineiple that If the said agreement be
continued after July, 1921, it must be in a form which is not ineon-
gistent with that covenant. "

(Signed. CHINDA,

(Signed, Curzox oF KEDDLESTON.

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, what is the date of that?

AMr, REED. July 8 1920, is the date of this announcement.
It is contained in the September, 1920, issue of the official
publieation of the league. The Anglo-Japanese alliance had
to be abrogated, and it was, in substance and effect, abrogated,
and, having been abrogated, we are trading our independence of
judgment in signing the four-power alliance to get rid of a
thing that already is dead, to escape from the attack of a
corpse that has already been interred. But, sir, if that were
not true, then to ratify this treaty in order to escape the Anglo-
Japanese menace would be to make ourselves party to a thing
which was an infamy at its birth and a menace every day it
existed, If it is right for Japan and Great Britain to unite
and agree to attack and destroy in common any nation with
which one of them may have trouble, if that be the policy of
the nations of the world, then all the talk about the League of
Nations, and all the talk that we hear about humanity and the
democratization of the world vanish into thin air, and we have
a reign of power.

But, sir, we are asked to join this iniguitous thing, to become
parties to it, in order to get rid of the Anglo-Japanese alliance.
As I said the other day, it is like the old lady who married the
old man to get rid of him. And, by the way, while I did not
hear his words, if he has been correctly quoted to me, my dis-
tingnished colleagne from Missouri [Mr. SpeENcEr] compared
this compact which we are asked to ratify with the contract
of matrimony.

I think the comparison was not bad. In the first place,
matrimony is a very close relationship, and, in the second place,
having once been entered into, it is not to be easily escaped by
honorable people. The closest relation in the world is, of
course, the marriage relation. The junior Senator from DMis-
souri has occasionally blundered upon a great truth—no; in
this case not blundered upon ; he arrived at a great truth. He
arrived at another when he said that this treaty might affect
Korea. Of course, he said it might benefit Korea, He was
mistaken in that. It will have directly the opposite effect, but
it will affect Korea; and a dispute in Korea could very easily
be transferred to the islands of the Pacific, and we could be
very easily drawn in for the purpose of forging the chains
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doubly tight upon that poor and oppressed ecountry.  There is
a relationship.

Mr. President, in the few minutes that are left to me I want
to tell the Senate and the country what I regard as the certain
result of this treaty if it is ratified, and the certain menace
there is in it. I affirm that war is in this treaty ; that death is
in this treaty; that the slaughter of our young men is in this
treaty. That is inevitable according to all the laws that govern

‘or control nations.

When the four great militant powers agree to control the
Pacific, the nations of the world will construe it as an alliance.
Already we have had put in evidence this afternoon documen-
tary proof that Russia so regards it. No man need question the
opinion that Germany will have of it. These nations are still
upon the earth. They do not intend forever to be subordinate
nations. The German has been exterminated, as his enemies
thought, many times in history; and when they have returned
to the solitude they created, they have been confronted by an
army of armed men that have sprung up apparently from the
soil,

I believe that Germany was wrong in this war. I voted for
this war. I wanted to see it prosecuted with every power of
our Government, but I did not want to destroy the German
people ; and whether you want to destroy them or not, there are
65,000,000 of them left, the most highly educated people on
earth, skilled in all the arts and the sciences, and they will not
be destroyed as a people.

Yonder on that map is Russia. Look at the dimensions of it—
four times the size of the United States, three times the agricul-
tural land, greater mineral resources than we possess, 180,-
000,000 people, brave people. It took brave men to stand on the
field of battle when only every third man had a gun, and the
only chance of the unarmed man to get a gun was to wait until
his comrade was shot down and then take the weapon from his
dead hand. They are an ignorant people, because their rulers
were infamous; a people that may not be trained in all the
arts and sciences, because their rulers put shackles on their
arms and shackles on their brains, and compelled them to the
double servitnde of mind and of the body; but fhere they are,
with all their vast resources, absolutely illimitable. It is esti-
mated that Russia eould herself support within her own borders
one thousand million human beings,

Take Russia, and add to her Germany, and add to her Hun-
gary, this part of the map that is shown here, and then let me
ask you what is left of Hurope? Look at little France. We need
not consider Spain. Spain is dead. Portugal is moribund. Nor-
way and Sweden lie off by themselves. There is Poland. There
are newly created States that would be crushed as an eggshell
is crushed between the hands of two mighty giants. Drive
Germany and Russia together and you at once control Asia,
and you at once control Europe. You ereate an absolutely irre-
sistible power, and this treaty drives those two nations to-
gether.

What is the eternal logic of it? Four nations conquered
Germany. Three of those nations are now exacting tribute
from Germany. Germany has agreed to pay; but there is not a
German living who does not hope that the day will come when
that debt will be wiped out. They have no particular love for
those four nations; and if these four nations unite, Germany
will regard it as a menace to her.

What about Russia? Six million of her sons went to death
fizhting the battles of France and of Great Britain and of
Japan, if you please. They committed no offense against us
except that they withdrew from the battle line; and yet

igland and France and America invaded Russia from two
sifles, and Japan invaded her from the other. Japan’s feet
are still upon her soil. Japan's armies are still holding
her cities. Japan's fortresses are still on the banks of her
.rivers. One of Japan's mighty bases is on the island of Sak-
halin, which we agree to protect under this treaty. What will
those nations necessarily do? They will necessarily get together
for mutual protection. They are driven together by this
alliance. German scientists are flocking to Russia by the thou-
sand. German schoolmasters are flocking to Russia by the
thousand. German military officers are going into Russia and
aiding m the management of her armies. German manufac-
turers are seeking the raw materials of Russia.

Germany may be disarmed ; Russia is not. Germany may be
held by treaties; Russia is not. Given German science plus
German manufacturing ability plus Russian raw material, and
you have the ability to create eannon, to c¢reate armaments, to
prepare for the conflict. Give them a few years to get upon
their feet—and they are bound to get upon their feet—and you
have amalgamated the greatest force that has ever been drawn
together in all the tides of time. When that force strikes, it
will strike with a deadly power; and when it strikes, it will

strike at France and strike at England and strike at Japan, and
this treaty will bind us to come into the conflict.

You, sirs, who ought to occupy these vacant benches—you,
Senators, who are regarding the whip of a political master—
are voting for a treaty here that may be redeemed in the blood
of our sons, that may be washed out in the tears of our mothers,
that may bring impoverishment and want wpon our blessed
country. You may proceed as you are, thinking you will gain a
political advantage ; but I say that the man who ties the United
States to Japan in her effort to invade the land of Russia, who
pledges directly or indirectly the blood of America’s sons, com-
mits a crime against humanity. He does not vote for peace;
he votes for bloody war; and within the womb of the future we
can not tell how soon that war will be incubated.

I tell you, sirs, that those who think that Russia ean not do
anything within 10 years are wiser in their day and generation
than the children of light if they can see that far into the
future.

Wheo shall say that within 18 months' time—aye, within eight
months’ time—the armies of Russia may not be pressing the
Japanese back? Who shall say that Japan will not be sending
over fleets carrying more and more soldiers? Who shall say
that the line of Japan shall not be broken? Who shall sgy
that the island of Sakhalin shall not be invaded for the pur-
pose of driving the Japanese from that place and for the pur-
pose of destroying the Japanese forces? When that time comes,
and when the conference is called, who will dare say that
America has made no compact, that she has agreed to do noth-
ing, that we stand acquit, that we went through an idle, silly
form, that we engaged in a performance of buffoonery and
tomfoolery? Who will then dare say it?

I appeal to the American sentiment. In the World War I
voted to send away the last boy to fight on foreizn soil. Un-
less I know that he must go abroad again to fight for Amer-
ica’s flag and for America’s honor, never will I give my con-
sent to send away a boy to die in foreign lands. Never will I
by my vote send him to defend the Japanese who seeks to take
away the white man's home, Never will I give my consent
to vote away the life of an American boy in order to fasten
the l;aganism of Japan upon a Christian land and a Christian
people.

Let those who will carry out this compact; let those who will
turn their coats; let those who will betray their country; but
as for me, I stand where I have always stood: “America for
Americans,” Behind our seagirt walls we will stand and de-
fend our own rights. Beyond them we will not go to infringe
upon the rights of others. We will revere the name of Wash-
ington though he never rode in an automobile; we will believe
in his principles though he never saw an airplane, for his prin-
ciples of government were as eternal in government as the prin-
ciples taught by Jesus Christ were eternal in the great realm
of religion and morals. As Christ never saw an automobile,
and as He never saw a submarine, and as Moses as he came
from the mountain never had seen any of these modern inven-
tions. yet as they proclaimed great and eternal truths which
will stand forever in the realm of morals and in the realm of
religion, so the doctrines of George Washington will outlive
all the quibblers of this earth and all of those who trifle with
the destiny of the Republic he established with his sword. [Ap-
plause in the galleries.]

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, before the Senator takes his
seat 1 wish to add that what he has said very eloguently has
only expressed, in my opinion, half of the truth. If this antici-
pated, almost certainly coming, war between the allied nations
of this four-power pact and the nations the Senator has men-
tioned should arise from the aggressions of Japan against
(China, he could throw another country as big as Russia and
400,000,000 more people into the scales.

Mr, REED. 1 might add, the latest utterance of Lord North-
cliffe, the wisest of English statesmen, that the whole Meoham-
medan world is gathering for a conflict fo throw off the thral-
dom of Great Britain. I have Lord Northeliffe's statement, fel-
lowed by the statement made only a few.days ago, that .the
Mohammedan world is already seething and making its de-
mands, followed by the statements of British statesmen that
the armies of India must be increased, followed by the further
fact that the revolutionist of India has been thrown into prison
for six vears, the poor, half-naked man Gandhi, whose revolu-
tion consisted in insisting that the Mohammedans of India
should make their own elothing, weaving the yarns upon their
own spinnng wheels, the spinning wheel being the only weapon.
He advocated no force, but the right of each man to make his
own clothing. For that he has been thrown into prison by the
British Government.

So you may have the Moslem world also brought into this
conflict, and we are to be the pawns, moved about by the skillful
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fingers of Eunropean-diplomats, while our own representatives
knew so little of this treaty that the President himself did not
know the treaty had included Japan's mainland. Another of
our distingnished representatives said that the guestion of the
strategic value of islands was never considered. Another one
of our illustrious representatives said that he was absent and
did not know what was going on. But Japan knew, France
knew, England knew, and I must say in my cloging words what
has been entirely omitted from this discussion, that the Franco-
Japanese alliance still exists and is not removed. It still re-
mains, and our troubles with Japan now exist and remain
unadjusted.

Mr. WATSON of Georgin. Mr, President, I wish to add to
what the Senator has so eloquently said, that according to the
press dispatches, England is even now demanding soldiers of
Japan to crush the liberty movements in India.

RECESS.

Mr. CURTIS. Under the agreement there was to be no vote
to-night, and if there is no other Senator who desires to address
the Senate, I move that the Senate now take a recess, the recess
being under the unanimous-consent agreement, until 12 o’clock
to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 10 o'clock and 47 minutes
p. n.) the Senate, in open executive session, took a recess until
to-morrow, Friday, March 24, 1922, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS.

Frecutive nominations received by the Senate March 23 (legis-
lative day of March 16), 1922,
CHIEF JUSTICE oF THE SUPREME CoURT oF HAWAIL

Emil C. Peters, of Honolulu, Hawaii, to be chief justice of
the Supreme Court of the Territory of Hawaii, vice James L,
Coke, whose term has expired.

ASSOCIATE JUSTICE oF THE SUPREME CoURT oF HAWAIL

Antonio M. Perry, of Hawaii, to be associate justice of the
Supreme Court of the Territory of Hawaii, vice Samuel B.
Kemp, whose term has expired,

ASBOCIATE JUSTICE oF THE SUPREME CoUrT oF Porro Rico.

Carlos Franco Soto, of Porto Rico, to be associate justice of
the Supreme Court of Porto Rico, vice Emilio del Toro.

POSTMASTERS,
ALABAMA,

Emory Folmar to be postmaster at Troy, Ala., in place of
T. E. Hill, resigned.

Anthony J. Bowab to be postmaster at Atmore, Ala., in place
of J. F. Beatty. Incumbent's commission expired July 21, 1921,
ARKANSAS,

Robert B. Landers to be postmaster at Melbourne, Ark. Office
became presidential October 1, 1921,

Horace D. Cammack to be postmaster at Crossett, Ark., in place
of J, L. McCain. Incumbent’s commission expired January 24,
1922,

CALIFORNIA,

Charles J. Towson to be postmaster at El Monte, Calif., in

place of G. P. Dobyns, resigned.
COLORADO,

Anna B. Danford to be postmaster at Haswell, Colo., in place
of R. N. Frame. Incumbent's commission expired January 24,
1922,

FLORIDA.

Charles N. Hildreth, jr., to be posimaster at Live Oak, Fla.,
in place of W. R, Dorman. Incumbent's commission expired
January 31, 1922,

IDAHO,

Benjamin O. Braham to be postmaster at Kellogg, Idaho, in
place of C. L. Hollar. Incumbent’s commission expired August
6, 1921,

ILLINOIS.

Charles W. Grant to be postmaster at Bement, Ill., in place of
W. G. Cloyd, resigned.

Bernard A. Dorries to be postmaster at Breese, Il in place
of Henry Werth, resigned.

| INDIANA,
Joseph A. Spears to be postmaster at Loogootee, Ind., in place
of Lewis Walker. Incumbent's commission expired .July 21,
1921, -

TOWA.

Laura M. Smith to be postmaster at Montour, Iowa. Office
became presidential July 1, 1920.

Sid J. Backus to be postmaster at Algona, Towa, in place of
I. M. Finnell. Incumbent’s commission expired January 24,
1922,

LOUISIANA.

Esther Boudreaux to be postmastér at Donner, La. Office be-
came presidential April 1, 1921,

Dennis M. Foster, jr., to be postmaster at Lake Charles, La.,

in place of H. J. Geary. Incumbent’'s commission expired July

21, 1921,
Carl C. Brown to be postmaster at Haynesville, La., in place
of C. C. Brown. Incumbent’s commission expired July 21, 1921.
Harry J. Monroe to be postmaster at Elton, La., in place of
E. S. Hart, Incumbent’s commission expired January 31, 1921,
MASSACHUSETTS.

Arthur I. Randall to be postmaster at Rockland. Mass., in
place of M. A, Keegan, Incumbent’s commission expired May
14, 1921,

Harry E. King to be postmaster at Millis, Mass., in place of
Jgomes Sheehan. Incumbent's commission expired August 3,
1920.

Almon L. Pratt to be postmaster at Belchertown, Mass,, in
place of E, E. Sargent, Incumbent's commission expired Janu-
ary 24, 1922,

MICHIGAN,

Fred L. Wright to be postmaster at Bad Axe, Mich,, in place
of Joseph Fremont. Incumbent’s commission expired January
24,1922

AISSOURL.

Yaughn V. Hammitt to be postmaster at Curryville, Mo,
Office became presidential April 1, 1921,

William M. Harbin fo be postmaster at Puxico, Mo., in place
of Fred Kelley, declined.

MONTANA,

James N. Starbuck to be postmaster at Valier, Mont.,, in place
of J. H. Hines, resigned.

Leontine M. Turco to be postmaster at Absarokee, Mont., in
plice of €. B, Arnold. Incumbent’s commission expired Decem-
ber 20, 1920.

NORTH CAROLINA,

Robert F. Blevins to be postmaster at Jefferson, N, . Office
became presidential July 1, 1920,

Charlie L. Walters to be postmaster at Mayodan, N. C,, in
place of H. R. Martin. Incumbent’s commission expired March
16, 1921.

NORTH DAKOTA,

Victoria Quesnel to be postmaster at Bathgate, N. Dak,
Office became presidential January 1, 1920,

James W. Pratten to be postmaster at Milton, D, Dak., in
place of W. T. Reilly. Incumbent's commission expired Jan-
uary 24, 1922.

Mary B. Engbrecht to be postmaster at Goldenvalley, N.
Dak., in place of J. H. Isaak, removed.

Carl Indergard to be postmaster at Belfield, N. Dak., in place
John Galyen. Incumbent’s commission expired July 21, 1921,
NEW HAMPSHIRE,

Albert . Cochran to be postmaster at Andover, N. H,, in
place of A. H. Rollins. Inecnmbent’'s commission expired March
16, 1921,

NEW JERSEY.

Mary E. Cubberley to be postmaster at Hamilton Square,
N. J. Office became presidential July 1, 1921.

Charles Morgenweck, sr,, to he postmaster at HEgg Harbor
City, N. J., in place of Henry Otto. Incumbent’s commission
expired January 24, 1922,

NEW MEXICO,

(laud E. Herndon to be postmaster at Clouderoft, N. Mex,,

in place of B. B, Sellars, resigned.
NEW YORK,

Mortimer F. McKeel to be postmaster at Yorktown Heights,
N. Y. Office became presidential October 1, 1920.

Harrison M. Russell to be postmaster at Staatsburg, N. Y,
in place of J. J. Maher. Incumbent’s commission expirgd Jan-
uary 24, 1922,

John W. Hedges to be postmaster at Pine Plains, N. Y., in
place of A. D. Barton. Incumbent’s commission expired Jan-
uary 24, 1922,

George A, Case to be postmaster at Honeoye Falls, N. Y., in
place of R. L. Barl. Incumbent’s commission expired Jan-
uary 24, 1922,

Albert Van Essendelft to be postmaster at West Sayville,

N. Y, in place of G. C. Ross. Incumbent's commission expired .

December 20, 1920,
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Percy Burr to be postmaster at West Haverstraw, N. Y, in
place of Charles M. Roes, removed.

Frederick F. Dickermon to be postmaster at Walfon, N. Y., in
g;ace of J. G. More. Incumbent’s commission expired January

, 1922,

Fred C. Stadler to be postmaster at Pleasantville, N. Y., in
place of W. Y. MeclIntosh. Incumbent’s commission expired
January 24, 1922,

Moses W, Drake to be postmaster at Bay Shore, N. Y., in place
of P. J. O'Neill. Incumbent’s commission expired January 24,
1922,

O0HIO.

John C. Caldwell to be postmaster at Oxford, Ohio, in place
051;9};\.'. B. Meyer. Incumbent’s commission expired January 31,
1922,

Florence 8. Van Gorder to be postmaster at Warren, Ohio, in
place of L. C. Brown, removed.

Orlow L. Wertenberger to be postmaster at Leroy, Ohio, in
place of W. W, Daniels, Incumbent's commission expired Jan-
uary 31, 1922,

OKLAHOMA,

George M. Caldwell to be postmaster at Maramee, Okla.
Office became presidential July 1, 1921.

LeRoy K. Butts to be postmaster at El Reno, Okla., in place
of M. B. Cope. Incumbent's commission expired July 23, 1921,

John E. T. Clark to be postmaster at Coalgate, Okla., in place
of M. B. Hickman. Incumbent's commission expired August 30,
1917,

James W. Elliott to be postmaster at Fairland, Okla., in place
of J. C. Baker, removed.

OREGON.

James E. Whitehead to be postmaster at Turner, Oreg. Office
became presidential January 1, 1921.

Ralph R. Huron to be postmaster at La Grande, Oreg., in place
of E. E. Bragg. Incumbent’s commission expired January 24,
1922.

PENNSYLVANIA.,

Nathaniel E. Lyons to be postmaster at Cheat Haven, Pa.
Office became presidential April 1, 1921.
Ellis D, Keyes to be postmaster at Aeriel, Pa., in place of J. W.
Andrews. Incumbent’s commission expired September 7, 1920.
SOUTH CAROLINA,

Francis B. Gaffney to be postmaster at Gaffney, S. C., in place
of F. B. Gaffney. Incumbent's commission expired August 10,
1921.

SOUTH DAKOTA,

Emma Peterson to be postmaster at Draper, 8. Dak., in place
of F. A. Northrup, resigned.

John W. Woods to be postmaster at Worthing, 8. Dak., in place
of W. F. Berens, declined.

Lester W. Button to be postmaster at Bradley, ®. Dak., in place
of E. A, Sproat. Incumbent’s commission expired July 21, 1921.
TENNESSEE.

Solomon Seches to be postmaster at Memphis, Tenn., in place
of C. W, Metcalf, jr., resigned, .

TEXAS,

John Plummer to be postmaster at Thurber, Tex., in place of
W. P. Boyd. Incumbent’s commission expired Jammary 24, 1922.

Frank L. Irwin to be postmaster at Terrel, Tex., in place of
A. H. Ables, Incumbent's commission expired July 21, 1921.

Thomas A. Matlock # be postmaster at Petrolia, Tex., in place
of .. M. Duvall, resigned.

Hugo Simon to be postmaster at Farmersville, Tex., in place
og R. 8. Rike. Incumbent’s commission expired January 24,
1022, .

Augustus S. Hightower to be postmaster at Millsap, Tex.
Office became presidential July 1, 1920.

Hugh D. Burleson to be postmaster at Streetman, Tex. Office
became presidential January 1, 1920.

Wilmer D. Randolph to be postmaster at Menard, Tex., in
place of J. F. Highsmith, resigned.

Charles E. Wood to be postmaster at Alto, Tex., in place of
“9(:22]3. Armstrong. Incumbent's commission expired January 24,
1922,

Lee K. McKewen to be postmaster at Huntington, Tex., in
place of I&. N, McMullen, removed.

UTAH.

Gussie Harkness to be postmaster at Scofield, Utah, in place
of A, L. Downing, resigned.

WASHINGTON,

Cora A. Smith to be postmaster at Seaview, Wash. Office be-
came presidential January 1, 1922,

Clarence E. Hiatt to be postmaster at Deer Park, Wash., in

place of E. B. Wood, resigned.
VERMONT.

Frank C, Stewart to be postmaster at Fairfax, Vt., in place of

G. C. Parris. Incumbent’s commission expired January 24, 1922,
VIRGINIA. |

. Dwight D. Ball to be postmaster at Barboursville, Va. Office

became presidential October 1, 1920.

Harvey W. Nester to be postmaster at Fieldale, Va. Office
became presidential July 1, 1921,

WEST VIRGINIA,

William N. Cummins to be postmaster at Red Jacket, W. Va.
Office became presidential July 1, 1921.

Herman H. Haeberle to be postmaster at Macdonald, W. Va,,
in place of W. G. Bayliss, resigned.

Mamie H. Barr to be postmaster at Winfield, W. Va. Office
became presidential January 1, 1921.

J. Carlin Hustead -to be postmaster at Meadowbrook, W. Va,
Office became presidential January 1, 1921.

WISCONSIN,

Harry B. Loper to be postmaster at West De Pere, Wis., in
place of J. V. Linden. Incumbent’s commission expired Janu-
ary 24, 1922,

Theodore Buehler, jr., to be postmaster at Alma, Wis., in place
of Theodore Buehler, jr. Incumbent’s commission expired Janu-
ary 24, 1922,

Carlton C. Good to be postmaster at Neshkoro, Wis, Office
became presidential January 1, 1921.

Emma Thompson to be postmaster at Deer Park, Wis. Office
became presidential January 1, 1921,

WYOMING.

Robert E. Fuller to be postmaster at Shoshoni, Wyo., in place
of L. B. Blackwell, Incumbent's commission expired January
24, 1922, '

CONFIRMATIONS.
Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 23 (legis-
lative day of AMarch 16), 1922.
APPOINTMENTS IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE.
ENVOY EXTRAORDINARY AND MINISTER PLENIPOTENTIARY.
Hoffman Philip to be envoy extraordinary and minister pleni-
potentiary to Uruguay.
PROMOTIONS IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE.
SECRETARIES OF EMBASSIES OR LEGATIONS OF CLASS 2.
Robert M. Scotten.
Herbert 8. Goold,
R. Henry Norweb.
SECRETARIES OF EMBASSIES OR LEGATIONS OF CLASS 8.
Alan F. Winslow. Curtis C. Jordan,
IF. Lammot Belin. George A, Gordon
Pierre de L. Boal. Wallace 8. Murray.
Benjamin Reath Riggs.
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY.
Raymond U. Smith to be United States attorney, district of
New Hampshire.
ASSISTANT SURGEONS IN THE PUBLIc HEALTH SERVICE.
Hilaire D. Ogden, jr.
Lieuen M. Rogers.
. POSTMASTERS,
©  ALABAMA,
Joe R, Melton, Pine Apple.
Joseph J. Langdon, Reform.
Dona M. Dees, Repton.
IDAHO,
Paul F. Kuehn, Fernwood.
INDIANA.
Jennette Mertz, Bunker Hill.
Hattie B, Moore, Clermont.
Earl R. Shinn, Mentone.
Mervin C. Bond, Oaktown.
Othor Wood, Waldron.
NEW YORK,
La Dette G, Elwood, Alden.
Elbridge O. Hurlbut, De Kalb Junction.
Wilbur A. Van Duzee, Gouverneur.
Warren 8. Hutchison, Lyndonville.
Frederick J. Sheldon, Lyons Falls.
Clinton D. Drumm, Malverne.
Thomas A. Gorman, Niagara University.
Jesse W. Lewis, Petersburg. -
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Carlton H. Topping, Sodus Point.
Isaiah 8. Head, Sylvan Beach.
Jennie Mitehell, White Lake.

NORTH CAROLINA,

Malpheus F. Hinshaw, Randleman.
Wade E. Vick, Robersonville.
Bertie L. Matthews, Vass.
OHIO,

Nellie E. Beam, Ansonia.
Jacob W. Simon, Bloomdale.
Vashti Wilson, Corning.
Louis A. Conklin, Forest.
William H. Pfau, Hamilton.
Edward W. Williams, New Carlisle.
Albert W. Davis, Norwalk.
Edwin M. Stover, Oakwood.
Fred J. Wolfe, Quaker City.
Millard H. Bell, West Mansfield.

TENNESSEE.
William D. Howser, Clarksville.
Albert F. Adair, Decaturville.
Robert H. Hurst, Grand Junction.

TEXAS.
John J. Allen, Alpine.
John F. Furlow, Alvord.
Ferman Wardell, Avery.
Emma L. McLaughlin, Blanket.
Mary A. Kent, Corrigan.
Bertie Freeman, Detroit.
Frank W. Dusek, Flatonia.
May S. Johnson, Follett.
Edna Sirman, Grayburg.
William D. McGown, Hemphill.
Leonard M. Kealy, Lewisville,
William J. Wade, Littlefield.
Homer Howard, Lockney.
Fred M. Carrington, Marquez.
Charlie N. Hooser, May Pearl
Mary S. Ray, Midland.
Willianmt F. Neal, Overton.
Nathaniel C. Brown, Robert Lee.

WEST VIBGINIA.

Charles L. Pinckard, Berwind.
John O. Stone, Davy.

Ira Greathouse, Flemington.
John O. Smith, Tralee.
Belfrad H. Gray, Welch.

WITHDRAWALS.

Exrecutive nominations withdrawn from the Senate March 23
(legislative day of March 16) 1922,
POSTMASTERS.

MONTANA.

Arie W. De Groot to be postmaster at Absarokee in the State
of Montana.
OKLAHOMA.
John W. 8. Opdyke to be postmaster at El Reno in the State
of Oklahoma. . :

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Tuursvay, March 23, 1922.

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. and was called to order by
the Speaker.

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

Qur Father in Heaven, be not far away, for we would speak
to Thee. Thou hast not forgotten us; having loved us, Thou
wilt surely love us to the end. How we thank Thee for this
miracle of Thy mercy! Continue to create in us the noblest
conceptions of life, character., and duty. Throughout our
broad land give truth power and victory. Keep us in the
serene faith of its progress and high destiny. In all things
may we gain in knowledge, in wisdom, and in all those virtues
that make good men and wise citizens of the Republic. Be
gracious to all peoples and help them to come to their liberty
by coming to righteousness and fidelity. In the name of Jesus.
Amen.

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

SUSPENRION DAY,

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, Mr. Speaker, I submit a privi-
leged resolution from the Committee on Rules,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas submits a privi-
leged resolution from the Committee on Rules, which the Clerk
will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 300,

Resolved, That it shall be in order on Thursday, March 23, 1922, after
the adoption of this resolution, to move to suspend the rules under
the provisions of Rule XXVII of the House of Representatives: Pro-
vided, however, Instead of 20 minutes' debate being allowed to each
side for and against the motion, there shall be two hours for such
debate to each side. ¥

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I make the point

| of order that the resolution is not privileged,

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear the gentleman,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. In that it is violative of the
latter part of Rule XI, I believe it is, which reads as follows:

The Committee on Rules shall not report any rule or order which
shall provide that business under paragraph 7 of Rule XXIV shall be
set aside by a vote of less than two-thirds of the Members present.

That is the Calendar Wednesday rule, which is not involved
in my point of order. Then further:

Nor shall it report any rule or order which shall operate to prevent
the motion to recommit being made as provided in paragraph 4 of
Rule XVI. F

Mr. Speaker, it has been openly and frankly avowed every-
where outside this Chamber by Members of this body, and it has
been openly and frankly avowed by the responsible leaders of
this body outside the Chamber, that the sole purpose of this rule
was to have g suspension of the rules for the consideration of
the soldiers’ adjusted-compensation measure, and that the sole
purpose of having a suspension of the rules in order to consider
the measure was to prevent any motion to recommit. If that be
the purpose—and the Speaker, of course, knows whether it is
the purpose—then it does violate in all of its essentials the
spirit of the language which I have just read from the rule.

1 call the attention of the Chair respectfully to the exact
wording of the rule:

Nor shall it report any rule or order which shall operate to prevent
the motion to recommit being made.

I have before me the debate which was had in the House at
the time that this provision which I have just read was adopted,
on March 15, 1909, It will be remembered by the Chair, of
course, and those who were present ag the time that this partic-
ular resolutign, along with others, was presented by the gentle-
man from New York, Mr. Fitzgerald, one of the ablest parlia-
mentarians who ever sat in this House, and in the course of his
argument he stressed with great vigor the importance of this
particular section, to the end that the rights of the minority
might be preserved to offer its motion to recommit, A

“ It ig the spirit that keepeth alive.” I am aware of the fact
that two years ago this same subject matter came before the
House and in the same way in a degree a ruling was then made
by the present occupant of the Chair, overruling a similar point
of order, except that there was then included in the point of
order a proposition referring to Calendar Wednesday. I think
the Speaker will recall that the principal arguments made by
different gentlemen who discussed it revolved around Calendar
Wednesday and not so much around the point I am making,
although that was then directed to the attention of the Chair
by myself. That probably will be referred to as a precedent.

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

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr., MANN. Does the gentleman remember that I made a
point of order against a rule reported from the Committee on
Rules on the ground that it would set aside Calendar Wednes-
day in its effect, and Mr. Speaker Clark overruled the point of
order?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I do not recall the occasion.

Mr. MANN. There was such an occasion.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. At any rate, the Calendar
Wednesday rule is not involved here. I fook the view at the
time we were debating that before, so far as Calendar Wednes-
day was concerned, that a point of order would not lie, because
I thought probably the Committee on Rules had the right to
report a rule where it takes two-thirds, because it takes two-
thirds to set aside Calendar Wednesday ; I mean a rule where
it takes two-thirds to bring up a suspension on a Calendar
Wednesday day. Calendar Wednesday is not involved here,
and I do not want to get it confused with this proposition. This
rile is designed—it is not only the effect of it, but it is de-
signed—to take away the right to make a motion to recommit,
which the rules adopted for the first time on March 15, 1909,
and since adopted at the beginning of every Congress under-
took to protect for all time the House.
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