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5120. Also, petition from Humbert F. DeRosa, of Utica, N. Y.,
suggesting amendments to the watch sehedule of the pending
tariff bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5121. Also, petition of Clark and seven others, of the thirty-
third district of New York, favoring passage of the Chandler b
(H. R. 9198) providing old-age pensions for veterans of the
war with Spain; to the Committee on Pensions.

5122, By Mr. STINESS: Memorial of the Varnum Continen-
tals, of East Greenwich, R. I, urging that the minimum
strength of the Army be 150,000 men and 13,000 officers and that
the Navy personnel be at least 93,000 men; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

5123. By Mr. TEMPLE: Petition of Chartiers Presbytery,
United Preshyterian Church, Hickory, Pa., indorsing Senate
Joint Resolution 81, proposing a censtitutional amendment au-
thorizing Congress to enact uniform laws on the subject of mar-
riage and divorce; also indorsing House Joint Resolution 131,
proposing a constitutional amendment prohibiting polygamy
and polygamous cohabitation; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

5124, Also, petition of Chartiers Presbytery, United Presby-
terian Church, of Hickory, Pa. indorsing House bill 9753, to
secure Sunday as a day of rest in the District of Columbia;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia,

5125, By Mr. TINKHAM: Resolution adopted by the United
Veterans of the Republic, Unit No. 12, of Charlestown, Mass,
relative to the personnel of the Navy and the Boston Navy
Yard; to the Committee on Appropriations.

5126. Also, resolution adopted by the Associated Industries of
Massachusetts, opposing any amendment of the transportation
act which will deprive the Interstate Commerce Commission of
its power over intrastate rates; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

5127. Also, resolution adopted by the Navy League of the
United States, urging that the personnel of the Navy be main-
tained at not less than the ratio of 5-5-3 to that of the Brifish
and Japanese Navies; to the Committee on Appropriations.

SENATE.
Sarurpay, April 15, 1922,
( Legisiative day of Friday, April 1}, 1922.)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quo-
rum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

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

Ashurst La Folleite Sheppard

Borah Hale Lenroot Shortridge
Bursum Harreld Lodge Simmons
Calder Harris MecCormick Smoot
Capper Harrison MeNary Spencer
Caraway Heflin Moses Stanley
Colt Hitcheock Nelson Sterling
Culberson Johnson | Newberry Sutherland
Curtis Jones, N. Mex, Norbeck Swanson
Dial Jones, Wash, Norris Townsend
Edge Kellogg Oddie Trammell
Krnst Kendrick Overman Wadsworth
Fernald Keyes Page Walsh, Mass.
Gerry King *omerane Watsen, Ga.
Glass Ladd ced Willis

Mr. HEFLIN. My colleague [Mr., UxpeErwoop] is absent on
account of illness in his family. He has a general pair with
the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobee]. I ask that
this announcement may stand for the day.

Mr. DIAL., My colleague [Mr. 8um1TH] is detained on account
of illness. I ask that this announcement may continue through
the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Sixty Senators have answered to
their names., A quorum is present,

SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATES, DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 1923 (8. DOC.
NO. 185),

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the President of the United States, transmitting sup-
plemental estimates of appropriation for the Department of
state (foreign infercourse), fiscal year 1923, for revision of
Chinese customs tariff, and inquiry into extraterritoriality in
China, $68,750; for commission of jurists to consider amend-
ment of laws of war, $3.750; and for claims of the Government
of Norway, $2,200; in total amount $74,700, which, with the
accompanying papers, was referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations and ordered to be printed.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO,

PETTTIONS. ] 1
Mr. CAPPER presented a resolution adopted by the Emery-
Parent-Teachers’ Association, of Washington, D. C,
favoring the passage of Senatfe bill 3186, providing for increased
salaries to school-teachers in the District of Columbia, which
was referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia, i
Mr, LADD presented a resolution adopted by Dominion
No. 1, Western Progressive Grange, of Dominion, Wash,, favor-
ing the passage of Senate bill 2604, the Ladd honest money bill,
which was referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency.
He also presented the petitions of J. I. Framvorg and 10
others, of Bergen; B. J. Swang and 46 others, of Harvey; and
W. G. Safford and 92 others, of Hillsboro and vicinity, all in
the State of North Dakota, praying for the enactment of legis-
lation reviving the United States Grain Corporation, so as to
stabilize prices of certain farm produets, which were referred
to the Committes on Agriculture and Forestry.

COMMISSIONS TO MIDSHIPMEN IN THE MARINE CORPS.

Mr. PAGE, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to which
was referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 274) authorizing
the eommissioning in the Marine Corps of midshipmen under
certain conditions, reported it without amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 602) thereon.

BILLS INTRODUCED,

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

By Mr. STANLEY :

A bill (8. 3465) to amend section 42 of the act entitled “An
act to establish a code of law for the District of Columbia,”
approved March 3, 1901, as amended ; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

By Mr. SWANSON:

A bill (8. 3468) for the relief of the widows of certain officers
and enlisted men of the United States Navy; to the Committee
on Pensions.

By Mr. FERNALD:

A Dbill (8. 3467) granting a pension to Mary G. Grover (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. NEW:

A bill (8. 3468) to empower the Bureau of Efficiency, sub-
jeet to the approval of the President, to establish a system of
efficiency ratings for the classified service in the several execu-
tive departments and independent establishments, in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and elsewhere, based upon records kept in
each department and independent establishment with such
frequency as to make them as nearly as possible records of fact;
to the Committee on Civil Service.

TARIFF BILL AMENDMENTS.

Mr. JOHNSON submitted three amendments intended to be
proposed by him to House bill 7456, the tariff bill, which were
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 2

RESTRICTION OF IMMIGRATION.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The unfinished business is before
the Senate and will be proceeded with. -

The Senate, as in Commitiee of the Whole, proceeded to con-
sider the joint resolution (H. .J, Res. 268) extending the opera-
tion of the immigration act of May 19, 1921, which had been 5
reported from the Committee on Immigration with an amend- ;
ment, in line 5, after “June 30,” to strike out “1923" and )
insert * 1924, unless otherwise repealed,” so as to make the |
joint resolution read: Bas i

Resolved, ete., That the operation. of the act entitled “An act to '
limit the immigration of aliens into the United States,” approved May -
19, 1!132‘11, is extended to and including June 30, 1924, unless otherwise
repealed.

Mr, HARRISON. Mr. President, I desire to offer a substi-
tute for the pending joint resolution. I do not ask to have it
read at this particular time, I have offered it and I will give
some explanation of the substitute.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, as this matter is likely to
be passed upon now, if it does not interfere with the Senator’s
plan I would like to have the substitute read so that we may
understand what it is.

Mr. HARRISON. May I say before it is read that the sub-
stitute which I have offered for the pending joint resolution in-
cludes the recommendations of the Commissioner of Immigra-
tion. Only one exception is made. It excludes the recom-
mendation of the commissioner that the quota from any one
country may be 1,500, It was my opinion that under the 8
per cent restriction if a country’s quota was 250, no more than
that number should be permitied to enter the United States.
With that single exception the substitute which I have offered
includes the recommendations of the Commissioner of Immigra-
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tion as to the amendment of the present immigration law. It
does not change the 3 per cent quota at all.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Senator
from Mississippi how his substitute differs, if at all, from the
substitute which I presented some days ago?

Mr. HARRISON. I have forgotten what the Senator's sub-
stitute is.

Mr. HARRIS. The substitute which I have offered limits
immigration for five years, but excludes clauses (1) to (8),
inclusive, of the present law.

Mr, HARRISON. I will proceed with my explanation and
then have my substitute for the joint resolution read.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President—

Mr., HARRISON. I yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. WILLIS. I am anxious to understand the Senator’s
substitute. Does it include the amendment proposed to the
committee as set forth on page 9 of the commijttee report?

Mr. HARRISON. It is carried in the report of the Com-
missioner of Immigration.

Mr. WILLIS. The Senator will recall that the commissioner
made certain recommendations to the committee. If he has the
report of the committee before him he will find those recom-
mendations set forth on page 9.

Mr. HARRISON. It includes all those recommendations,

Mr. WILLIS. And what else?

Mr. HARRISON. It is exactly the confidential print which

' was before the Committee on Immigration, and which did in-

. clude all these suggestions. I am going to yield to the chair-

! man of the committee, the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Corr], in a moment, but before doing so I wish to say that my
proposed substitute makes it a matter of permanent law. It
changes the 2 per cent limitation which was applied and merely
carries it out, leaving the 3 per cent quota as it was, As I
understand the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Harris], he proposes
a complete restriction for five years.

Mr. HARRIS. Yes; with certain exceptions which are men-
tioned in the substitute which I have offered.

Mr. LODGE. Mr, President—

Mr. HARRISON. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. LODGE. 1 only want to say that I have not examined

the substitute which the Senator has offered, and so I do not
know that I have any objection to it, but it seems to me that
what we ought to do now is to make sure that the present law
does not lapse on the 30th of June. If we undertake at this
moment to revise the entire immigration aet, it will take us a
good while, The most important thing is to get the pending
joint resolution passed in order to make sure that the present
law is extended. I am in favor of a revision of the present law.
1 know that the Commissioner of Immigration has made some
very important suggestions. I think we ought to go over the
whole law and I suppose that will soon be done. But it seems
- to me that it is of first importance at this moment to make sure
i that the present law does not lapse on the 30th of June.
Mr. HARRISON. May I say to the Senator from Massachu-

setts, before I yield to the Senator from Rhode Island, that I |

have suggested in my substitute no change of the 3 per cent
quota provision; I knew that would start discussion and that
the two Houses might not agree on it; but I do think, and
I believe if the committee had investigated the proposition
they would have thought, that the recommendations of the
Commissioner of Immigration were wise. They are not in-
cluded.

I wish now to yield to the chairman of the Committee on Im-
migration, and then I ghall answer the suggestion of the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts that it might kill the joint resolution
if we did not adopt it exactly as the House passed it.

Mr. McCORMICK. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mis-
sissippi yield to me?
Mr., HARRISON.

Rhode Island.
Mr. COLT. Mr. President, I wish to make a short statement.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Rhode
- Island yield for a moment to have read, so that he can discuss
in connection with his substitute, the amendment which I have
proposed?

Mr. COLT. 1 yield for that purpose.

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is an amendment pending,
but the amendment offered by the Senator from Georgia will be
read for the information of the Senate.

The AsSSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 1, line 6, insert the fol-
lowing :

No alien shall be admitted under the immigration Jaws to the United
States unless transported to the United States in a vessel documented
under the laws of the United States, as defined in the shipping act of
1916, ns amended; but this provision shall not apply to persons in-

I promised to yield to the Senator from

~cluded in clauses (1) to (8), inclusive, of subdivision (a) or in the

second proviso of subdivision (d) of section 2 of the act entitled “An
;gttwgg ﬁ::;t lg,:els;:2r|lr.nlgmtlan of aliens into the United States,” ap-

Mr. COLT. Mr. President, the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
268) which has been favorably reported by the Immigration
Committee and is now before the Senate, continues the present
immigration law for two years instead of for one, as passed by
the House. That is the effect of the amendment reported by the
committee,

The two most striking facts brought out in the operation of
this law are, first, that the immigration from northern and
western Europe is of a permanent character, while the immigra-
tion from southern and eastern Europe is of a temporary char-
acter; and, second, that the immigration movement from south-
ern and eastern Europe is offset by the departures, or home-
returning movement, of this group of aliens.

The following figures are taken from a report of the Com-
mfssioner General of Immigration, giving the quotas, the ad-
missions, and the departures under the present 3 per cent law
from July 1, 1921, to February 28, 1922, a peried of eight
months :

Table giving the quotas, admissions,
S%er cegt law from Jn:r ls, ﬂf mgﬁfﬁfﬁfﬁzﬂ T ¥teons
NORTHERN AND WESTERN EUROPE,

Immigrant
Quota. aliens D&d.
admitted, | Porte
77,208 23, 248 6,803
68,039 11,678 2,908
5,602 3,445 1,507
1,567 1,459 818
12,118 2,745 956
5,044 1,742 494
19.956 4,0% 1,212
3,745 2,339 032
3,602 1,299 500
187, 557 51,981 15,930
........................ 36,051

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator?

Mr, COLT. I prefer, as the statement I am making is a short
one, not to be interrupted until after I have finished.

Mr. NORRIS. Very well.

Mr. COLT. Now, contrast the statisties of immigration from
northern and western Europe with the statistics of immigration
from southern and eastern Europe, which are as follows:

Table giving the quotas, admissions, and departures under the present
3 per cent law from July 1, 1921, to February 28, 1922,
SOUTHERN AND EASTERN EUROPE.

Quota ImmHiErEmt De-
uota. aliens
dmitted. | Parted.

42,021 39,181 42,371
25,800 27,108 27,39
34, 47 9,5% 4,065
3,288 3,384 5,667
Portugal. 2,259 1,723 4,928
Other countries (southern and eastern Europe).. 46, 750 38,638 28,217
Pobll e T 154,373 119,606 | 113,243
e e P B e e e e 6,343
Total net gain in fmmigration. . .....ceeeeeeeeeeafeessensneeaafuecaanacenen 42,411

It will be noticed that from Poland the immigration exceeded
the quota, but that more Poles departed from our shores than
were admitted,

Mr. CALDER. Mr, President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island yleld to the Senator from New York?

Mr. COLT. I would prefer not to be interrupted until I have
finished this short statement.

It will be noted that out of 51,981 alien immigrants admitted
from northern and western Europe only 15,930 returned, while
out of 119,606 alien immigrants admitted from southern and
eastern Europe 113,243 returned. In other words, out of a
net increase of 42411 in our alien-immigrant population from
Europe during eight months, 36,051 were from northern and
western Europe and only 6,363 from southern and eastern
Kurope.

These figures further show that there is no marked immigra-
tion movement to the United States from northern and western
Europe. There were admissible under the quota law 197,649
from -northern and western Europe and only 51,981 were ad-
mitted, or less than one-third the number admissible. There
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were admissible from the United Kingdom 77,206 and only
9239248 came. Out of 68,039 admissible from Germany onlg
11,678 came. Out of 12116 admissible from Norway only 2,745
came, and out of 19956 admissible from Sweden only 4,026
came. Instead of conditions following the Great War produc-
ing, as many predicted, an increasing flow of immigration from
these countries, especially from Germany, these conditions have
tended to check immigration.

In regard to the immigration from gonthern and eastern
Kurope we find this situation, a relatively strong immigration
movement to the United States and a substantially equal re-
turn movement. From Italy 39,181 came in during eight months
and 42,371 departed—and, mind you, Mr, President, I am con-
fining myself strictly to immigrant aliens—from Poland 27,108
came in and 27,395 departed; 3,384 came in from Greece and
5,667 went back; from Russia 9,569 came in and 4,665 de-
parted—that is the only important exception where the number
of those who departed was not in excess of the number who came
in—from Portugal 1,726 came in and 4,928 returned.

These fizures show that however strong the tide of immigra-
tion may be from southern and eastern Europe it is met by a
counter returning movement. If there are causes which impel
a large body of these immigrants to come to this country, there
are also causes which impel a large body to return to the
eountry of their birth.

One of the causes of the movement of peoples from one
counfry to another is economic and another cause is political.
1 believe that the economic rehabilitation of Europe has tended
to check immigration and also has tended to increase the re-
turning flow. I also believe that the destruction of autocracy
and the establishment of new republics in Europe have tended
to retard immigration and have also tended fo increase the
return movement. A striking example of the effect of political
changes upon the return movement is shown in the case of the
Polish race. During eight months, from July 1 to February 28,
5,063 Polish immigrants were admitted to the United States
and 25,166 returned to Poland.

Mr. TOWNSEND. During what month was that?

Mr. COLT. During the eight months of the operation of
the law, from the 1st of July to the 28th of February. In round
numbers 5,000 Polish immigrants were admitted and 25,000
Polish immigrants returned to Poland during that time,

As to the general effect upon immigration of the operation
of the law for eight months it may be said that the number of
alien immigrants from southern and eastern Europe admitted
to the United States is only about 6,000 more than the number
who have departed, and that the number of alien immigrants
from northern and western Europe admitted to the United
States during this time is only about 36,000 in excess of those
who have departed.

Such defects and hardships as have been disclosed in the
practieal administration of the law have been in part corrected
and these corrective efforts will be continued. I might say
with regard to immigration that the facts are so complex that
it is very difficult to frame even a reasonably perfect immigra-
tion law; and, therefore, there ought to be a great deal of ad-
ministrative power lodged in the Department of Labor. In
other words, tlie law should be made elastic enough to prevent
what might be called tragedies, so that the law could be ad-
ministered with humanity.

The Commissioner General of Immigration, Mr. Husband,
says—and mark this: 7

1 am quite sure that some of the administrative difficulties of the
ggst can be avoided or considerably minimized in the future, even

ough the law is extended without amendments as the House joint
resolution provides,

With respect to amendments, there was such a division in
the committee as to what amendments should be adopted, and
the whole subject of amendments opened up such a wide field
that the eommittee deemed it best at this time simply to extend
the law without any change in its provisions. When you once
opened the door to amendment you had three classes of amend-
ments proposed, and each one of those classes represented a dis-
tinet opinion in the committee. You had restrictive amend-
ments, you had amendments which liberalized, and you had
constructive amendments. When once you had opened the door
to the admission of amendments, all the parties who offered
these different kinds of amendments would be entitled to be
heard. As was said by the senior Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lobge] a moment ago, the country ought to know and the
world ought to know what the immigration law is going to be
for the next year, because in an immigration law it is neces-
sary that the law should not go into effect until a considerable
time after its passage. One of the difficulties with respect to
the administration of the present law was that there was not

sufficient time to give notice to the peoples who wanted to
come to this country, and therefere during the month of June
there was great confusion.

Singe the next session of Congress is the short sesszion, the
committee also deemed it wise to make the extension for two
years instead of one. This extension for one or two years—
and the committee, by a majority, thought it was best to make
it for two years—it is believed will give time to frame a bill
covering eonstructive legislation along two lines—along the
line of selection at the source, and along the line of distribu-
tion upon arrival in this country.

Mr. OVERMAN, Mr. President, how does this joint resolu-
tion tend to correct the tragedies that the Senafor talks about
in the interest of humanity? Is any latitude given to the com-
misgioner to admit those who ought to be admitted?

Mr. COLT. I might say that the Comnrissioner General of
Immigration has met that situation by requiring the immigrant
to give bond. I might say that this law is supplemental to the
old law of immigration, and under certain conditions of hard-
ship the commissioner general has fallen back upon the rules
of the old law, of which this law is an amendirent. I believe
that the Commissioner General of Inmmigration and the Secre-
tary of Labor have endeavored in every way to meet and to
overcome these hardships and difficulties. Those hardships and
difficuities arose largely in the beginning of the operation of this
law, in the beginning of this restrietive legislation, before the
immigrants had had full notice of the law. I believe, as the Com-
missioner General of Immigration says, that those hardships
have been largely corrected by administrative rules and regun-
lations, and that if we pass this joint resolution just as it is,
extending the time, there will be little or no complaint as to
hardships in the future.

I might say that the time is short between now and the 1st of
July. I believe that this joint resolution should pass at .once.
Then if there are any amendments to the act which it is
thought best to bring before the Senate for consideration we
shall have plenty of time to perfect the law. The situation
to-day, to my mind, is that this extension should be granted at
once and that whatever amendments may be deemed necessary
should come up as separate pieces of legislation.

I want to say that the experience of the House, when they
entered into the question of perfecting this mensure or of fram-
ing a constructive bill, was that they found such a difference
of opinion after prolonged hearings and discussion that they
reached the conclusion I have reached under similar condi-
tions, that the only thing to be done now to meet the present
situation is to continue the present law for one or two years.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, there is nothing complex
about this proposition. I coneede to no SBenator here a greater
interest in the restriction of foreign immigration than myself.
I would not do anything to jeopardize legislation that will take
care of the sitnation, but we must have courage in dealing with
these questions. This is the 15th of April. The present law
does not expire until the 30th day of June, so you have a long
time to legislate if you will get busy.

There is not a suggestion embodied in the substitute I have
offered that has not been considered by the House Immigration
Committee. More than that, there is not a suggestion embodied
in the substitute I have offered that has not already been
adopted by the House Immigration Committee, If that be
true—and no one will deny it—then where will any delay come
from adopting a substitute that carries out the recommendations
of the Commissioner General of Immigration, who says in his
report that in some cases they are necessary to the strict
enforcement of restriction on immigration?

Mr. WILLIS. Mr, President

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

Mr. HARRISON. I do.

Mr. WILLIS., Does the Senator claim that the provisions
of his substitute have received consideration at the hands of
the Senate Committee on Immigration?

Mr. HARRISON. If the Senator will just let me proceed,
I do not want to take up the time of the Senate, and I shall
be very brief, because I know that the substitute I have offered
is important, and I know that if Senators will stay in their
seats and consider this proposition they will adopt this sub-
stitute,

Here is what happened in the Immigration Committee, and I
am not revealing any of its secrets. We met for the first
time in months and months. The immigration question has long
been an important one. I might say that there are few ques-
tions of greater importance to the American people than the
restriction of immigration, and that has been true for some
time. Why, when we had this matter up before the Senate
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Committee on Immigration, I think a year ago, the evidence
that ecame to us was that at Danzig and other places pros-
pective immigrants by the thousands were standing in line for
days and for nights waiting to get their passports viséed so
that they might come to America. Those were the facts.
Periodicals and newspapers and all kinds of organizations had
urged Congress to take care of the situation, and it was that
menace that forced Congress to pass the present law; so when
the Senate committee met a week ago, after a long delay, this
joint resolution that has been passed by the House was pre-
sented to us. The Commissioner General of Immigration had
made certain suggestions as to changes in the present law.
Those changes are incorporated in my substitute. I made a
motion to the committee to invite your Commissioner General
of Immigration to appear before the committee that he might
present this matter to the committee and that the committee
niight consider and pass upon it. Aye, I went further than that.
Some weeks ago the President selected Mrs. Lillian Russell
Moore—a very splendid lady, accomplished, versed, I presume,
in immigration questions—and she was commissioned by the
President, your President, to go abroad and study this question
from every angle and to return to this country as soon as she
could and make a report to the Secretary of Labor. I assume
that the President thought it was an important question, and
pressing, or he would not have looked all over the country and
selected Mrs. Lillian Russell Moore to make this investigation ;
and so she went abroad. She returned only a few days ago.
She filed a report—I have it here—to the Secretary of Labor,
and she says that what we ought to do is to have a holiday for
five years, preventing any immigration to this country within
that time. She says that there are hordes of people, unde-
sirable immigrants, who are waiting anxiously, desirous to come
to this country to live.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mississippi
yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. HARRISON. 1 yield.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I suggest to the Senator that it
will add strength to his argument and to the report of Mrs,
Moore to remember that we have 6,000,000 men unemployed in
this country now.

Mr. HARRISON. Yes: 6,000,000 men unemployed in this
country to-day, factories closed down, wages being cut, empty
box cars everywhere, men and women going hungry and in rags
and tatters. Yet you say we have not time to study a proposi-
tion in which the American people are vitally interested and
have been urging us for months and for years to do something
about. The trouble is not a lack of time; it is a lack of courage
upon our part to handle the question.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, I think we ought
to remember in this connection that since this administration
went into power and the deflation policy of the Federal Reserve
Board went into effect there has been a suicide for every 25
minutes,

Mr. HARRISON. There is a terrible and deplorable situa-
tion in this country. You admit it; you know it. I want to
read just a few extracts from Mrs, Lillian Russell Moore's
report, which the Committee on Immigration, of which the dis-
tingpished Senator from Ohio is a member, considered. What
the committee did was discourteous to Mrs, Moore; it was dis-
courteous to the Commissioner of Immigration and to the Presi-
dent of the United States not to have called in Mrs. Moore and
Mr. Husband, and let them make their reports to the committee
when that matter was being considered. This is what Mrs.
Moore said in part:

The higher civilizations of past ages, history teaches us, succumbed
to such foreign invasions as now threaten us,

Alfen infiltration wrecked Rome and Greece. * * *

1 believe it would be a good thing for America if an immigration
“holiday " of five years could be declared. * * *

If the present law restricting immigration by quotas from other
countries Pa continued, it should be materially strengthened, as I have
suggested.

Mr. REED. Mr. President——

Mr. HARRISON., One moment; just let me finish reading
this. The report continues:

If Congressmen should go abroad they could see the facts as I saw
them. One particular fact is that no good immigration is turning our
way. The good inhabitants of every foreign country are needed there,

and ecan posﬂ.lbla; be happler and more contented there than in

America, *
There is more to this immigration problem than the economie side.
Warning has been issued throngh the German Red Cross that the

United States must be on its guard against the introduction of cholera’

and typhus by Russian immigrants. Hordes of these people, Dr. A,
Schlesinger officially announced, are pouring into Germany over the
Polish, fmtvian, and Esthonian borders, and many are seeking pass-

rts to America, where they have relatives and friends who are
g.g.nncing them for their journey,
I, - L ] .

L » - - .

It is fortunate for the United States that Congress enacted the 3
per cent quota law, It is doing much good. With some of the addi-
tions I have suggested it would be quite efficient. Its chief weakness
is the lack of ?ower held by our consuls abroad. There, it seems to me,
is the foundation of all the trouble. * * #

If we do not keep up the bars and make them higher and stronger
there will no longer be an America for Americans,

Before I yield, Mr. President, I ask permission to incorporate
this report following my remarks.

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

(See Appendix A.)

Mr. HARRISON, I now yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. REED. The inquiry I was going to propound was not
very important, but I wanted to inquire when Lillian Russell
became an authority on the rise and fall of the Roman Em-
pire? I admit she is a pretty high authority on matters theatri-
cal, and perhaps on cosmetics, but I never knew until just now
that she had entered the other field,

Mr. HARRISON. I did not know she was an authority on
the rise and fall of the Roman Empire until I read this report,
Indeed, I did not know she was an authority on the immigra-
tion question until President Harding commissioned her——

Mr. MOSES. The Senator seems to quote her with great
approval,

Mr. HARRISON. But she must be or she would not have
been selected by the President. I yield to the Senator from
New Hampshire,

Mr. MOSHES. I remarked that the Senator from Mississippi
seemed to quote Mrs. Moore with great approval,

Mr. HARRISON. Does not the Senator like to have me
quote from the appointee of his own President, one who was
commissioned in such an important task as this? Are the
Senator and his colleagues not to take into consideration any
of the reports made by these people? When these people are
appointed and go abroad and travel in foreign countries, trying
to serve their people and their Government, is not the Senator
to pay any attention at all to their reports?

Mr. MOSES. I have read this report. I simply wanted to
point out the incongruity of the Senator criticizing Mrs. Moore
in one breath because she was not an authority on immigra-
tion, when he had already been quoting her with great ap-
proval before that. I wish to say further with reference to
the particular matter now under discussion——that is, this im-
mediate phase of the debate—that I think it highly undignified
and most ungentlemanly.

Mr, HARRISON. That is about the height to which the
Senator from New Hampshire can go.

Mr. MOSES. I admit that I do not rise to the height of
assailing ladies on the floor of the Senate.

The Chair

Mr, HARRISON, I refuse to yield to the Senator. I have
not said a word in criticism of Mrs. Moore. I would not. I
agree with her views. She has voiced my sentiments. I think

she is guite a remarkable and accomplished lady. I said that in
the course of my remarks. I did not know that she was an
authority on immigration questions until she was appointed
by President Harding., If that carries with it a criticism, then
the Senator can accept it as such. He is just about that big.

Mr, MOSES. I have already done so.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I want to say, so that I will not
be misunderstood, that I am not criticizing the Senator for
quoting this authority. It is probably the best agency that has
been employed by this administration. The Senator naturally
has to turn to that source for his facts, under the circumstances,
but I still raise the question as to the high authority and the
controlling weight of an opinion by this lady upon international
law or immigration questions. .

Mr, HARRIS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator yield to the Sen-
ator from Georgia?

Mr. HARRISON. Before I yield let me answer the Senator
from Missouri. I am not basing my argument on any report of
Mrs. Moore; not at all. That is just part of the case. I am
basing my substitute on the recommendation of Mr. Husband,
the Commissioner of Immigration, and appeintee of this admin-
istration, a man who I believe knows more about the immigra-
tion question to-day than anyone else in the United States. I
have great respect for his judgment, and I am willing to follow
him more quickly than those Senators on the other side who
are opposing his recommendation and refusing to follow him in
this instance. I have the good of the country at heart.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, as I understand, the Senator's
substitute leaves the 3 per cent provision as it is, and I offer an
amendment changing that so as not to allow any but the ex-
cepted class to come in for five years, and I wonder if the
Senator from Mississippi will not accept that amendment?
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Mr. HARRISON, I am in this attitude, Mr. President, that
I would vote and I shall vote for the amendment offered by the
Senator from Georgia, but my substitute is pending. I do not
believe the Senate will accept a holiday of five years, although
I am going to vote for it, and I am in favor of it in the event
my amendment is not adopted.

I am hoping that my substitute will be adopted. I have drawn
the substitute conservatively, because I did not want to com-
plicate the proposition. I wanted to keep the simple issue
before the Senate, not change the 3 per cent quota but only to
carry out the recommendations of the administrative officer
having the immigration question in charge. .

Mr. HARRIS. I withdraw my amendment, and will offer it
if the substitute offered by the Senator from Mississippi is voted
down.

Mr. HARRISON. In the year ending June 30, 1921, 978,163
immigrants of all kinds entered this country. Of course, some
went away. Eight hundred and five thousand two hundred and
twenty-eight immigrant aliens entered this country that year,
and, mark you, for about 26 days during that year this 3 per
cent quota was in eperation, which cut down the number of
immigrants coming into this country. If it had not been for
that, there would have been many more.

For the 10 years up to 1912, I think, approximately 11,000,000
immigrants came into the United States. In my opinion, the 3
per cent quota law, which is now on the statute books, has
worked well. It is a good law. It dees not go as far as I would
have had it go, but it has cut down the number of immigrants
coming into this country. :

For instance, during the time this law has been in operation
something over 200,000 immigrants have come into this country.
I think under the 3 per cent quota 350,000 immigrants a year
are allowed to come in, there being a particular quota each
country can send here.

Mr. CALDER. If the Senator will permit me, that is 350,000
from Europe, I believe. The figures show that the quota was
351,930 from Europe.

Mr. HARRISON. T would like to have the attention of the
Senator from Rhode Island. The 3 per cent law allows only
357,000 immigrants to come into this country each year. No
such number do come, because certain countries do not send
their full quotas. No country can send more than its quota,
although during the last year, because of peculiar circum-
stances, some countries have sent more than their quotas. I
believe during the operation of the 3 per cent quota law there
have been 15 countries which have sent more than their quotas,
but I assume it was because in the beginning of the opera-
tion of the 3 per cent quota law a great many immigrants came
to this country through the encouragement of the steamship
companies, landed at New York, had to be taken care of, and
were admitted into this country. They had started from their
respective countries before the law was passed. This should
not and doubtless will not happen again.

A remarkable situation is presented under this law, however,
which illustrates more than anything else, and will convince
anyone more than any other proposition, that it is a good law
or that the quota system is an improvement over the old sys-
tem. We have desired immigration from western Europe. The
undesirable immigration to this country has come from eastern
and southern Hurope, and under the 3 per cent quota law immi-
gration coming to this country from the desirable sections of
Europe has shown a large increase, proportionate to the number
of immigrants, and immigration has fallen off proportionately
from the eastern and southern sections of Europe.

For instance, the figures show that from northern and west-
ern Europe for the period from July to December, 1913, 142,776
immigrants came to the United States. From southern and
eastern Europe and Asiatic Turkey there were 568,001.

In the period from July to December, 1921, the number had
fallen off. From northern and western Europe there were
70,974, and from southern and eastern Europe there were
112,239,

In the period from July to December, 1913, the immigrants
coming into the United States from northern and western
Europe were 19.4 per cent of all the immigrants during that
period who came into this country. In the period from July to
December, 1921, if rose to 38.5 per cent, showing that there was
an increase in the number of desirable immigrants to this coun-
try ; while from eastern and southern Europe, in 1913, from July
to December, the percentage was 77.2, and in the period from
July to December, 1921, it had fallen down to 56 per cent. So
the system is working well; but we want to remedy the defects
in the present law, and the person above all others in the United
States who knows the defects in the present law is the adminis-
trative officer of the Immigration Burean, :

Now, what does he say? Under the present law immigrants
can come into the country from Canada, from Cuba, from
Mexico, after one year's residence there. The Commissioner of
Immigration has said that there are thousands upon thousands
of undesirable immigrants from Europe and elsewhere who have
gone to Canada, Mexico, and Cuba in order to live there one
year and then obtain admittance into the United States., So
he recommends that the law be changed, and he says it is neces-
sary to change it, that it is imperative that it be changed from
one year's residence in Cuba, Mexico, or Canada to five years'
residence there. I submit if there were no other amendment
adopted by the Senate, that one amendment should be adopted.
If we do not adopt it, the whole 3 per cent quota law will fail
and can not be successful.

The other change that is suggested by the Commissioner of
Immigration is this: The present law imposes no penalty wpon
steamship companies for vielating the rules and regulations and
laws of the land respecting immigration. They may go abroad,
they may encourage any number of undesirable immigrants to
come to this country, who may come into the port of New York
and flood every part of Ellis Island or other port of entry, as
the case may be. They may be hungry there and penniless,
as they were, and organizations of various kinds have had to
take care of those people when they were landed there,

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President
Mr., HARRISON. I will yield to the Senator in just a mo-
ment,

They were landed there through the instrumentality of the
steamship companies, encouraged by them, and the quota that
sidould have come was gradually increased because of the ac-
tivities and influences of the steamship companies. Under the
present law no penalty can be imposed upon the companies, and
the Commissioner of Immigration has suggested that the law
should be amended so as to impose a penalty of $200 on every
steamship company that brings an alien ‘to this country from
a counfry whose guota has been exhausted and to compel the
steamship company to pay back to that alien the expenses in-
curred in coming here upon a fruitless mission. Is not that im-
portant? The Commissioner of Inmigration says it is. We
all know the steamship companies should be punished when they
violate the regulations, and so I have proposed in my substi-
tute an amendment carrying out that idea,

Now I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts,

Mr. LODGE. That provision as fo steamship companies ex-
ists, as the Senator well knows, in existing law, but it is not
applied to the law now under discussion.

Mr. HARRISON. - Yes; it is not applied to this law.

Mr. LODGE. The Senator stated specifically that it did not
exist at all,

Mr. HARRISON.
3 per cent quota law.

Mr. LODGE. It does not exist as applied to this law, but
the Senator gave the idea that we have no penalties applicable
to the steamship companies. Such a provision has been carried
in the law for years and it ought to be applied to this law. I
entirely agree with the Senator,

Mr, HARRISON. That is what I am complaining about—
that the penalty now in force does not apply to the 8 per
cent quota law, and it should apply to it. Does anyone tell
me we should not make that change because we have not the
time? We ought to have the courage to take the time and

Oh, it does not exist as applied to the

‘amend our laws when conditions demand it.

Mr., WATSON of Georgia, Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAgrrerp in the chair),
Does the Senator from Mississippi yield to the Senator from
Georgia?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Has the Senator studied this
question from the standpoint of the vast increase of crime in
this country? Does he see any connection between foreign
immigration and the increase in crime?

Mr. HARRISON. T think there is no doubt that crime in-
creases according to the inerease of undesirable immigration
into the country. Crime and everything in the way of disorder
increases.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I call the Senator’s attention to
the fact that in nearly every one of the brutal, fearful crimes,
which seem to be organized, systematized, commercialized, the
names of the leading criminals are foreign names. They are
not American names.

Mr. SWANSON, Mr. President—

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

Mr. SWANSON. As I understand the provision reported by
the committee, it extends the law for two yvears. If the amend-
ment proposed by the committee is not adopted it means only
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a nuliification of the existing law, because under the present
law, even if it be extended two years, all an immigrant has to
do is to go to Canada or Cuba or Mexico and stay there ome
year and then he will be permitted to come into this country
without any restriction whatsoever. That is really a nullifica-
tion of the present law.

I think possibly the statistics which were given by the Senator
from Mississippi did not include the immigrants who came in
from Canada, Mexico, or Cuba, which is permitted under the
law. If we are going to have the 3 per cent law extended two
years and allow Mexico, Cuba, and Canada to be a mere dump-
ing ground where foreigners can eome simply for the purpose
of staying one year and then coming into the United States
without restriction, I can not see why Senators should object
to an amendment covering that situation. Dees the Senator
expect to offer the amendment separately?

Mr. HARRISON. No; I am offering mine as a substitute for
the joint resolution, that carries with it the various amend-
ments which I am going to discuss. I do not .think the Senator
from Rhode Island has any objection to the amendments. The
only question is that he is afraid that the joint resolution might
not be agreed to by the House with those amendments, but I
do not feel that way about it because the House can adopt
every amendment that I am proposing in the substitute by
moving to concur in whatever the Senate has done or other-
wise, and it will become a law just as quickly as it would if we
passed the joint resolution extending it as the committee has
suggested.

Mr. COLT. Mr. President, will the S8enator permit me to ask
him a question?

Mr. HARRISON. Very gladly.

Mr. COLT. The Senator is dealing with the amendments
proposed by the Commissioner General of Immigration. I
entirely agree that certain of his suggestions would perfect the
law, but when in the committee we opened up the ques-
tion of amendments there were other members of the commit-
tee who wanted to go beyond these suggestions, and there were
other amendments offered and the time was getting so short
that we reached—whether the judgment was right or not—the
conclusion that it was better to pass the pending joint resolu-
tion in the form in which the House passed it and then supple-
ment it later with other legislation.

I would like to ask the Senator if he has considered the
Husband amendment referred to on page 13 of his letter to
the chairman, inereasing the quotas from Australia, Africa,
other Europe, and other Asia?

Mr. HARRISON. I have not included that amendment in
my substitute.

Mr. COLT. So the Senator does not agree to some of the
sugzestions of Mr. Husband?

Mr. HARRISON. As I stated in the beginning of my re-
marks, I do not agree with that one. That would tend, in fact,
it would have the effect of increasing the number of immi-
grants permitted to come to the United States over the 3 per
cent quota now allowed. I shall vote for no amendment, nor
champion any suggestion, that will increase immigration to
this country, My tendency is to decrease, rather than increase,
the number,

Mr. COLT. The Senator does not agree with the commis-
sioner general’s suggestion where he says, substantially, that
it would not be just to admit from Australia only several hun-
dred British subjects and that there ought to be a pre-war
minimum admitting 1,0007

There are two schools of thonght here, and we must dwell
upon it—those who are in favor of absolute suspension of
immigration for five years and who are in favor of every re-
strictive measure and those who are nof in favor of such re-
strictions but are in favor of the quota provision.

Mr, SWANSON. Mr, President, will the Senator from Missis-
sippi allow me to ask the Senator from Rhode Island a ques-
tion?

Mr. HARRIBON.
that purpose.

Mr., SWANSON. As I understand, under the interpretaton
given to the existing law there is no limitation upon the number
of people from any country who can go into Canada, Mexico, or
Cuba, and if they stay there one year there is then absolutely
no limitation on the number of those people who can legally
come info this country. Is not that true?

Mr. COLT. Under the present law there is no limitation,

Mr, SWANSON. Then we are in this condition under the ex-
isting law, if not modified by the amendment of the Senator from
Mississippi, that really we have no immigration law restricting
immigration from anywhere if the steamship companies wish to
take foreigners into Canada, Cuba, or Mexico and let them re-

I yield to the Senator from Virginia for

main there one year for the purpose of then ecoming to the
United States without restriction.

Mr. COLT. The present law says they must remain there for
one year, ;

Mr. SWANSON. Yes; they can go there for the pur;ose of
coming to the United States and violating our laws, and in that
way we get all the undesirables. Those who desire to do so
can remain there, of eourse. It really nullifies our existing law
at the end of a year under those conditions, does it not?

Mr, COLT. Will the Senator deal with facts somewhat and
not with the fear that there are thousands and thousands going
to those border countries?

Mr, SWANBON. T have information to that effect,

Mr. COLT. As a matter of fact, Mr. Husband says immigra-
tion from Mexico and Canada has fallen off.

Mr. SWANSON. I have been informed, though I do not
know whether it is true or not, that great colonies are being
formed of people coming to those places for the purpose of later
coming into the United States; that the steamship companies
carry them to those countries and in that way effect really
a nullification of our immigration law.

Mr. COLT. 8o far as I bave any opinion, I concede as a
matter of precaution that it would be well to extend the time
from one year to three or five years. 1 agree to that.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, along the line of the ques-
tion suggested by the Senator from Virginia, Mr. Husband
said in his report in speaking of immigration from Canada
and Mexico:

There are plenty of indications, however, that systematic violations
on a considerable scale will be attempted during the remainder of
the present fiscal year, or, In any event, during the coming fiscal year,
provided the law is continued in foree. 1 11 not f‘" into detalls
in this regard but can assure you that the bureau is quite fully aware
of the situation and will employ every possible means to insure a strict
enforcement of the law,

Then further over in his report he said:

Various immigrant aid socleties and similar organizations, and
possibly also steamship agents in foreign countries, have, according to
reports believed to be authentic, fostered and promoted this move-
ment of aliens to foreign contiguous and neighboring countries, It is
known that thousands of aliens from countries with exhausted guotas
have entered Mexico in recent months; that there are perhaps a..larger
number of such aliens now in Cuba, with no employment and no
prospect of securing same, and that others have gone to Canada and
to Bouth America fpr’mﬂpnlly to Brazil), all apparently with the one
purpose in view of eventually gaining admission to the United States.

With a situation such as that confronting us, does anyone tell
me we should not amend the law when the joint resolution is
here for consideration?

Before T was interrupted T was discussing the penalty fea-
tures as applied to the steamship companies. The amendment
suggested in my substitute carries the penalty to the steamship
companies which violate the law. There is none in the preseut
law touching the 3 per cent quota provision.

Here is what President Harding had to say about that propo-
sition. Now, you Republicans will all prick up your ears and
listen to this, I know. T wish to ask unanimous eonsent to in-
corporate, following my remarks, this very remarkable docu-
ment on immigration and the 8 per cent restriction law by Rob-
ert De C. Ward, professor at Harvard University.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is s=o
ordered,

(See Appendix B.)

Mr. HARRISON. President Harding replied to a letter writ-
ten by Representative Isaac Siecer, of New York, in September,
1921, and, among other things, said:

I haven't any doubt in the world but the enforeement of the immigra-
tion laws is working many a p- My own distress has been very
great over some of the specific instances which have been reported to
me, If I have the situation correctly presented, the difficulty must be
charged to the dishonest steamship agents who have brought to this
country innoeent immuirants in spite of our continued warn during
a period of very great leniency. know how very persistent have been
the impositions which have been made on the Government agents who
have been disposed to be sympathetic and more than generous in earry-
ing out the law.

Here is what the Secretary of Labor, Mr, Davis, says nbout
the steamship companies bringing over undesiruble immigrants
in violation of the regulations:

Becretary Davis reiterated the statement by the President that much
of the trouble is caused by dishonest steamship aﬁ;ﬂts anid that pitifal
stoaiiest%f hlgrdshlp are being circulated in the deliberate attempt to dis-
credit the law.

Assistant Secretary of Labor Henning, on September 3, said:
Unfortunately, the law has mo teeth, and the only way the offending

companies can be p ed is to compel them to take back aliens who
are not admissible. "

1t is a pitiful sight. I have never seen it, but I have heard of
it. I know it must appeal to the sensibilities of men and women
everywhere that poor, unfortunates brought here by steamship
companies from Europe and elsewhere and landed at New York
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without money, without friends, are sent back home because the
quota of immigrants permitted to come is exhausted._ If the
human heart could be touched, that sight would fouch it.

The coming here of people under such conditions through the
influence of steamship companies shonld be prevented. We shall
never be able to stop it so long as we have no law which pe-
nalizes the agents of steamship companies for bringing over
these unfortunates under such circumstances, and yet the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island and the Senator from Ohio say we
have ot the time to amend the existing law, that the date of
expiration of the present law is the 30th of June, and we may
not be able to enact a new law by that time. I am not sur-
prised at Senators on the other side making such a statement
and believing in it, because they realize that they have taken so
long to do nothing in relation to all other matters, ;

Mr. LODGE. Will the Senator allow me to interrupt him?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
sissippi yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. HARRISON. 1 yield. 1

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Mississippi is giving a per-
fect illustration of the reason why it is necessary to pass this
joint resolution by the time he is wasting instead of trying to
amend the joint resolution.

Mr. HARRISON. Of course, if the Senator from Massachu-
getts will not listen to argument and Senators on the otl]er side
merely wish to sit here and say, “ No; we have not time for
that,” well and good ; but such action furnishes the reason why
the Republican leadership is now being denounced from one end
of the country to the other.

Mr. LODGE. I am perfectly willing to listen to argument
when argnment is made.

Mr, HARRISON. The Senator has agreed with me on two
or three propositions which I have advanced.

Mr. LODGE. Exactly. I want to help get the joint resolu-
tion through.

Mr. HARRISON. Will the Senator from Massachusetts vote
for my substitute for the joint resolution?

Mr. LODGE. No.

Mr. HARRISON. I did not think the Senator would.

Mr. LODGE. But I will vote for some amendments if the
Senator from Mississippi will frame them properly.

Mr. HARRISON. I had hoped that the Senator occasionally
would vote for something that is right. I am offering a good
proposition, and yet the Senator will not take it.

Mr. LODGE. 1 am ready to vote for any amendment which
I believe should be made; I do not know that there is anything
in the Senator’s substitute to which I object; but I know
there are certain amendments that ought to be made to the
pending joint resolution, and it will not be done by standing
here and bellowing about the Republican Party. The thing to
do is to proceed with the consideration of the joint resolution
and perfect it.

Mr. HARRISON. I know that the Senator from Massachu-
setts when he is hit is bound to rise. God knows I have been,
and other Senators on this side have been, very lenient with
the Republican Party—more so than we should have been.

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Mississippi does not need to
be lenient. He does not do the Republican Party the slightest
harm.

Mr. HARRISON. I know that. One can not do any harm to
a thing which is dead, for it does not feel.

Mr. LODGE. The Republican Party has enough feeling to
win in the next election.

Mr. HARRISON. That is what I call optimism of the rarest
kind.

Mr. LODGE. Not a bit. I remember that the Senator from
Mississippi was optimistic in 1920; and so I doubt if there is
any foundation for his present optimism.

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; but the Senator's party stacked the
cards and played them from under the table on us at that time,

Mr. COLT. Mr. President——

Mr. HARRISON. I yield to the Senator from Rhode Island.

My. COLT. Mr. President, I thought that the business before
the Senate was the joint resolution proposing to extend the
existing immigration law. I desire fo say to the Senator from
Mississippi that I should like to see the joint resolution per-
fected along the line of some of the amendments which have
been suggested by Mr. Husband. I have always taken that
position ; but the reason why I can not vote for the amendment
or substitute of the Senator from Mississippi is that he includes
some of the commissioner general's amendments and rejects
others, these amendments all being included in the committee
print, which is the basis of the Senator's amendment or substi-
tute. y

I wish to call attention to one of the amendments the adop-
tion of which Mr. Husband could not recommend in its present
form. I refer to the amendment which requires cooperation of
the Department of State with the Department of Labor. It is
an amendment along the line of constructive legislation, along
the line of selection at the source., The amendment is to the
effect that when the consul visés a passport he shall also issue
a certificate that the alien comes within the quota. The consul
having the quota before him will know the number of immi-
grants that may be admitted from that particular country, ard
he will issue a certificate to the alien immigrant applicant,
That amendment has not been perfected ; the Secretary of State
has not consented to it. That was one of the difficulties which
the committee met when it ecame to constructive legislation.
We could not frame such legislation hastily, for it involved a
redrafting of the certificate provision.

The committee were met at once with the question, “What
are we going to do with the excepted classes under the 3 per
cent limitation? Is the consul going to pass upon those?” In
other words, there were practical difficulties which had not been
solved in connection with the certificate plan, and there has
been no agreement as yet by the Secretary of State to cooperate
with the Department of Labor. That is one of his amend-
ments that Mr. Husband did not ask the committee to adopt.

Mr, LODGE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Missis-
sippi yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. HARRISON. T shall yield in one moment. Mr. Hus-
band did recommend the adoption of that amendment; he die-
tated it himself, and said that if some plan like that were not
incorporated the department would be very much embarrassed.

Mr, COLT. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I know the Sena-
tor from Mississipi never intends to make a misstatement and .
I certainly do not. I think I made the statement a little too
strong. Mr. Husband did recommend ‘a certificate provision,
but, to speak ir somewhat ordinary language, he “ passed the
buck ” to the committee and asked the committee to perfect the
amendment and to get the consent of the Secretary of State.

Mr. HARRISON. Waell, the committee also passed the buck.

Mr. COLT. He said that was as far as he would go. As to
Eany of the other amendments which he suggested, I approve of

em,

Mr. LODGE. Mr, President——

Mr. HARRISON. T yield to the Senator from Massachusetts,

Mr. LODGE. In regard to the suggestion as to consular in-
spection, I think that is a very old idea and a very good one.
We tried to get it adopted some 25 years ago, but the difficulty
which then met us was that other countries would not permit
it. The trouble is not with our own State Department, but
other countries will not allow an American consul to say
whether or not a citizen of Germany, for instance, or France or
whatever country may be affected, shall sail from that country.
They objected to our consuls exercising that aunthority.

Now, under the changed conditions since the Great War, it
may be possible to make some arrangement of that kind, and
I see no objection to giving the authority to our Government to
endeavor fo make such an arrangement, but it is not something
which we ean accomplish ourselves; it is necessary to have some
arrangement with foreign governments in order that our con-
suls may be allowed to issue certificates. It would be the most
valuable thing that could be done, if we could once bring it
about, but it has been prevented by the action of other coun-
tries. I remember in past days Germany particularly objected
very strongly.

Mr. HARRISON. The Bureau of Immigration, as T under-
stand, fear that the State Department in the future might abol-
ish the passport system in some particulars. They are, of
course, using that system now ; but, if it should be abolished, the
Bureau of Immigration are afraid that a very undesirable class
of immigrants may be admitted to our shores. There would
in that event be no examination or certification by our consuls
or agents abroad.

Mr. LODGE. We can maintain the passport system.

Mr. HARRISON. We can do it, unless the State Department
decides otherwise.

Mr. LODGE. We are now maintaining it.

Mr. HARRISON. We are now maintaining it; but, as I have
said, the Bureau of Immigration are fearful that a change may
be made. That is according to the statement made to me by
Mr. Husband.

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator will allow me, provision con-
cerning the passport system is carried in the diplomatic and
consular appropriation bill, and there has been no suggestion
from the State Department of abolishing the system.
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Mr. HARRISON. That is a matter which may be worked
out in conference, but what I have stated was the suggestion
of Mr, Husband. If there is objection to that particular pro-
vision, it is easy to strike it from the proposed substitute,
and then if the other provisions of the substitute which are
recommended are all right we could reach an agreement, I
assume that no one is- combating the suggestion that there
should be a penalty on the steamship companies. -7«

Mr. LODGE. No, Wil e s

Mr. HARRISON. I also assume that no one is combating
the suggestion that the one-year limitation as to residence in
Canada, Mexico, and Cuba should be raised to three years o
five years. .

Mr. LODGE. No; I do not think there is.

Mr. HARRISON. So if that be true there should be no great
difficulty in reaching an agreement. The other suggestions
which I have made are merely to provide some slight admin-
istrative changes. For instance, under-the present law students:
who come from a foreign country can not be admitted here
merely to attend college. The commissioner thinks that they
should be excepted, so that they may come to this country to
attend college. Those are small matters. The two main propo-
sitions suggested by the Commissioner of Immigration are a
_ penalty on the steamship company and a greater limitation on

residence in contiguous territory. If we could agree on those
two suggestions, it would be easy to pass this joint resolution,
and we would then really enact legislation of a constructive
character. If I thought that the House would dillydally about
such amendments and would not accept them, and that they
would delay the bill beyond the 30th of June, I would be the
last Senator here to offer such an amendment.

Mr. LODGE. The Senator will admit that it would be a
great misfortune to have the bill fail.

Mr. HARRISON. I think it would; but, in view of the fact

‘ that practically everybody seems to agree that the two pro-
posals are all right, they could be put in.

Mr, COLT. Mr. President, did I understand the Senator to
say there are two main propesitions?

Mr, HARRISON. Yes; there are but two main propositions.

Mr. COLT. What are those two?

Mr, HARRISON. The two which I have named. I am per-
fectly willing to leave out everything else, except the amend-
ment raising the one year's residence requirement in Canada,
Cuba, and Mexico and other contiguous territory to five years—
that is one——

Mr. LODGE. That ought to be done.

Mr. HARRISON, The other is the imposition of a penalty
on steamship companies for violating the rules and regulations
and bringing here immigrants from countries the quota of which
have been exhausted.

Mr. LODGE. And that ought to be done.

Mr. HARRISON. That should be done,

Mr. LODGE. It is absurd to deport an immigrant and com-
pel a steamship company to take him back for one violation of
the immigration laws and not compel it to take him back for
another,

Mr. STERLING. I wish to say to the Senator from Mis-
sissippl and other Senators that I have an amendment cover-
ing the suggestion in regard to residence in contiguous terri-
tory, amending the present law so as to require five years’
residence.

Mr. HARRISON. I am perfectly willing to agree on any
proposal of that kind.

Mr. STERLING. I suppose the regular order would be to
perfect the joint resolution before the Senator's substitute comes
up for consideration.

Mr. HARRISON. Perfecting amendments, of course, should
first be offered to the joint resolution.

Mr. STERLING. By the amendment to which I have referred
and some other amendments, the objections which the Senator
from Mississippi has to the joint resolution might be met.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
sissippi yield to the Senator from California?

Mr. HARRISON, I yield.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. May I ask the Senator from Mississippi
whether his substitute in any wise deals with subdivision 5, sec-
tion 2, of the present law which provides that excepted classes
as defined therein embrace * aliens from countries emigration
from which is regulated in accordance with treaties or agree-
ments relating solely to immigration”? Does the Senator's
suggested substitute in any wise touch that provision?

Mr. HARRISON. It does not change that at all.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I assume the Senator knows how im-
portant that prevision is.

Mr. HARRISON, Yes; the effort has been made to take care
of that situation, I will say to the Senator. .

Mr. LODGE. The provision to which the Senator from Cali
fornia. refers is left entirely unchanged.

Mr, HARRISON. I certainly do not propose to change it in
my substitute at all, and I do not think that it is changed by
the joint resolution at all. i

Mr, COLT. May I ask the Senator if he would accept the
amendment relating to penalizing the steamship companies as
drawn up by Mr. Husband, and also the amendment requiring
five years' residence in Canada and Mexico?

Mr. HARRISON. I am perfectly agreeable to adopt the
amendments in that form even, but I think they should change,
for instance, the 20 per cent monthly limitation under the
present law. That is suggested by him as quite desirable. I
do not think, however, it is so important that that be done. :

Mr. COLT. I will tell the Senator why it is not necessary.
It is because the law says “shall not exceed 20 per cent,” so
that the department could regulate that. .

Mr. HARRISON. If the Senator thinks that other sugges-
tions of the commissioner can wait, then, that is perfectly
agreeable to me; but I do think it is highly important and,
indeed, necessary that the two amendments to the present law
which I have suggested be now adopted—one respecting the
time of residence in contiguous territory and the other penaliz-
ing steamship companies for violations of the law.

Mr: COLT. 1 might say to the Senator in regard to the
amendments which the commissioner general wanted, that the

two wlgich the Senator has suggested do not inerease the num-
ber of immigrants in any way.

APPENDIX A,

Report to the Secretary of' Labor by Lillian Russell Moore on European

emigration conditions as ng the United States.

Marcu 28, 1922,
Hon. James J. Davis,
Seeretary of Labor, Washington, D, C,

Dear M. SECRETARY : I beg leave to submit the following report of
my observations on immigration, as commissioned by you, during a
visit to European countries:
rmlmﬁai. mI my oph}:inn.dlxththa g{nvesit qmtiﬁ: to-day con-

ing the American people an e most serious problem demanding
soh:TEwn by the hgnmerican hﬂovernment. "

me wee w our shores were a haven for the politically and
reufiousiy oppressed, and when our gates opened the Elrony to l’éppor»
tunity for the ambitious and agirtng of other lands. Time was, too,
when our Nation, in its peri of construction and reconstruction,
needed the brasvn of the gturdy Buropean to extend civilization into
uneuitivated and undeveloped territory.

Tn-daly European conditions are such that a haven of refun
required. There is no longer political oppression abroad. en are
not being driven from their homes for disputing the divine right of
Kings to rnle, The war has restored human rights to the les of
Europe, and the new. conditions permit to all free expression of thought
and peaceful possession of property. There ma; e suffering ; there
is depression ; but there is freedom, and none n seek sanetuary here,

Nor does America need labor to aid In the development of its
resources, That stage has long passed, and it is a fact that the im-
migration of recent years has been from that class of people which
arrests, rather than aids, the development of any nation. When I
declare that most of those now seeking to ceme here have not an
of the inspiration or the necessity of the early settlers from abroa
I am stating facts that impress everybody who makes any study o
European conditions.

In this immigration problem, then, there is only one thing that
demands serious attention, and that is, What is best for America?

We must be just before we are generous,

We must think of the future as well as of the present.

The higher civilizations of past ages, history teaches us, succumbed
to such foreign invasions as now threaten us.

Alien infiltration wrecked Rome and Greece.

It is against such a fate that America must protect itself—ihat the
Ameriean Government must protect its e, incloding those of
foreign birth or extraction who have loyally taken up the duties of
American clﬁxensl:lilp.

believe it would be a good thing for America if an immigration
“ holiday " of five years could be declared. But if we must keep our
gates open, I would urge a new system by which the sifting process
should carried on abroad, so that none but those who, physically
and mentally, would make valuable addltions to our population would
be admitted to board shﬂ) for Ameriea.

There should be rigid tests of mental gualifications by American
consuls, One rigid requirement should be that applicants must be
able to read, write, and speak their ewn language.

Physical tests should be conducted by Amerienn physicians, and any
bodily weakness shounld mean rejectment. The Wassermann blood test
ought to be employed in every case,

am insistent npon the employment of American physicians to make
these tests, because [ belleve that raclal sympathies might lead to too
liberal a view of bodlly infirmities. It Is just pessible, too, that some
foreign government agencies might not object severely to the de-
parture of undesirables. It has been intimated that foreign govern-
ments might protest against the nrn]ilo ent of American physicians
as health examiners, but there is no logical ground for such ob, on,
Protest might just as reasonably be made against the quarantine offi-
cials of home ports who examine incoming passengers,

If the law restricting immigration by oquotas from other
countries is continuved, it should be materially strengthened as I have
suggested. There shounld be also a central headquarters, possibly in
London, where American consuls should regularly report the number
of their visés, so that the quota could not be exceeded any month, thus
avoiding the hardship of deportation for the excess immigrants.

is not
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In present circumstances every intending immigrant needs simply to
a Blr at the nearest American consulate for a visé, for which he 8
sf . It is the consul's duty to ascertain all the facts In relation to
individual, including details respecting health, morals, contract labaor,
and the like—but the consul is absolu evl&umited as present conditions
exist. He has no power to refuse a for any reason other than
that the quota of the country is exhausted, and in which event alone
he may refuse & visé. This is unfortunate, for it necessarily leads to
thousands of departures of unfit persons to America, who succeed either
by influence or trickery in enfering the country and being turned back
upon inspection at Kllis Island.

These people lose by breaking up their homes in their own countries,
and America loses by the cost of their refurn. Much human m
cauld be avelded, periodical congestien at Ellis Island prevented, am
the entrance of unfit persons into the United States most conveniently
checked hy the application of the rollowiﬁ suggestions :

Consuls shiould be authorized to refuse visés to all unfit ns. All
applicants for visés in the case of immigrant persons should be re-

uired to submit details three months before action is taken.

his should include a certificate from their native doctor stating that a
blood test has been taken, thus proving they are %l;ymca!ly fit, In case
of male immigrants, a penal certificate should presented giving a
reeord of their career, on which is attached a photograph of each man,
thus nllowlniz the consul to obtain close information of the most definite
character with regard to the alien’s past history, physical conditiom,
qualifications as farmer, laboring man, etc.

Questioning of the immigrants has not Rrovm satisfactory.
guite obvious that an applicant is not likely to admit anything to a
consular officer which will damage his chances of obtaining a visé.
Therefore, as I suggested, the penal certificate, accompanied by a photo-
graph of each man, would give a direct line upon his record. ~ It would
also be advisable to have the Bureaus of Immigration and Naturalization
subject every foreigner living in the United States who wishes to bring
over an immigrant to the same examination as the immigrant himsel
must pass before a consular officer. Such a foreign resident should be
required to submit a police record cuverln{; the entire time of his resi-
dence in the United States, and an afidavit of support executed by the
relative in the United States should be demanded of every applicant.
And after this affidavit has been executed, and before it is sent abroad
to the immigrant, it should be stamped by the immigration authorities,
g0 that when it is presented to a consular officer, with a request for a
visé, he will know that the immigrant intends to join a decent, law-
abiding resident of the United States.

There should be additional laws making it a felony for any resident
of the United States making a fnlse statement concerning the admissi-
bility of any relative or other immi t. This law should be so drastic
:ihat it sv;ul seal up one of the most intolerable loopholes in our immigra-

on system.

A change in the immigration law from the legal 3 per cent quota
would perhaps be advisable to read instead that the number of immi-

nts to be allowed in the United States should be agreed upon by the
g;:'retary of Labor and foreign countries, establishing the number of
passports to be issued for three months in advance, and that the total
quota of 3 per cent of all countries, added together, shall not be sur-
passed. This wounld ilve the Secretary of Labor the power to choose
such countries as he thinks have the most desirable immigrants for the
TUnited States. And instead of the steamship lines all d ing their
immigrants at Ellis Island license could be given for disembarkation
of immigrants at such ports as New York, Boston, Baltimore, Savannah,
New Or%ren.ns, Galveston, San Francisco, and Beattle. With our own
merchant marine this could easily be done. This would seatter the im-
migration throughout the country, place the farmers in the farming
countries, and relieve New York from increasing its present foreign

opulation,
- his system wonld likewise put a stop’to clandestine immigration.
The newspapers in Italy publish, after sailing of praetically every
steamer fo: the United States, that a number of clandestine immigrants
have been found hidden on board and were arrested, and in almost every
case they were eriminals.

While 1 was in Rome the steamer Arabic sailed from Naples, and ad-
vice came from the Itallan authorities by wireless that there were 100
clandestine immigrants on board. These men pay large sums of money
to be smuggled on the steamer, and if they succeed in reaching New
York disembark as members of the crew. It is therefore advisable that
all the crew of any steamer sailing for a United States port should havea
proper book or certificate, with their photograph on it for identification,
and stating that they are one of the crew of the steamer, and should
not be allowed to disembark and pass through the customs gate without

It is

“showing such card or certificate.

In this manner these undesirables would be upable to land. At pres-
ent many are taken from alongside in small boats and carried to some
convenient landing place,

When I arrived in Cherbourg I was met by the doctor in charge of the
immigrants. He gave me the inclosed cerfificate, which shows that he
vaccinated 200 immigrants bound for Ameriea, out of which 21 proved
to have fatal diseases, which would compel them to be turned back
upon their arrival at Ellis Island. Neither the examining doctor, the
consul who viséed their passports, nor the consul general at Cherbourg
were endowed with the power to forbid them to aboard the steamer.
It scems to me that this is the foundation of all the trouble. And it
takes but a small mind to realize that if more power is not invested in
our consuls abroad and if every immigrant is not compelled to have a
blood-test certificate at the very beginning of *his intentions to come to
Amerien a5 an immigrant, our civ tion of the future will deteriorate
to n marvelous extent.

1 further believe that all of the %ersoml information of each man
Fathered by the consuls and immigration inspectors should be available
to examining judges before certificates of naturalization are granted.
We are menaced, and we must avoid that condition. Take the eonsul at
Vienna, for instance:

During the years of 1920 and 1921, long before officéd hours, crowds
of unwashed, ill-fed, prospective immigrants—most of them of very
Jow mentality and meral fiber—surged around the consulate, These
}»euple were from Poland, Russia, or Rumania, and claimed to bhave
loed relatives in Ameriea who would take care of them and guarantee
them support. They did not know the mmln% of the word * truthful-
ness,” and were carriers of disease caused by their extreme bodily
filth. It was discovered that large numbers of Poles were applying
for vists at Vienna, clalming the necessary one year's residence in the
piase of departure, and bringing with them documents to prove such
residence. many of these ments were false that the practice wag
ndopted throughout the year 1921 of having every Sienna document—
including the police certificate of morality required—which was pre-

sented by a Pole examined and checked by the invuthﬁam. It was
found that underground channels of information exis among these
people as how to have false documents prepared by meeting certain
agents ™ in given * café houses.” Other means of pressure were
brought to bear on consular officers. In these cases lawyers would a.}:—
pear as intermediaries or friends from the United States. Usually
naturalized American citizens would appear as spokesmen. These often
proved to be promoters of immigration, who would obtain in New York
the names of persons their so-called relatives to come over, and
who, for the corsideration of usually more than a hundred dollars in
each case, would fill out a large list of names and undertake to to
eastern Europe to “ see them through " all visé and traveling formalities.
In one case a New York notary public, who had obtained names of
people coming to him professionally to make out affidavits, undertook
to bring over 50 immigrants, whom he declared to be his relatives, and
who all claimed a year's dence in Austria. An investigation proved
that they all had false documents and that they had bLeen in Austria
only a few days. One of them divulged the fact that the intermediary
was to receive $300 apiece upon their arrival in the United States.

Of the several thousand Polish immigrants who obtained visés in
Vienna in the years 1920-21 it was the personal observation of a con-
sular officer stationed there that on l{ two were not hound for New York
gié;; and just one claimed to be a farmer—all nonproductive, so-called
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There are several organizations formed for helping certain elements
which undoubtedly have a considerable humanitarian value, but which,
at the same time, have encouraged this kind of immigration, One re-
lief representative assured me that they had a great amount of money
in the banks of Burope which was to be used to help immigrants to get
to America.

From Italy we get s more productive immigrant. While some of
them come to us as truck gardeners, the greater mumber go into rail-
road, excavating, and mine work. The majority of immigrants from
southern Italy and Sieily are of the peasant type. Their standards of
living are low. Their ultimate destinations are the industrial towns
of the East. As potential American citizens they afford reasons for
considerable aP rehension. From Naples come farm laborers, and their
physical condition is generally good. From Florence, Venice, Milan,
and Genoa the immigrant is productive, as many of them are stone-
masons, carpenters, miners, mechanics, braziers, ete. From Trieste the
great majority, and gractically all of those who obtain visés from this
quarter, are of the Slav nationality. The opinion from that consular
district maintains that, in spite of the present system of control, it is
almost impossible to prevent agitators, criminals, and other dangerous
undesirables from ob ing visds, and the local authorities do mnot de-
sire I:ci cooperate to the extent of furnishing the names of persons unider
suspicion.

e have laws and regulations of a most painstaking character which
prevent the shipment of live stock, living plants, and seeds to the
United States, and we prohibit entirely shipments under these heads
instantly when danger arises; but until the last few months we have
opened our national gates to human beings desiring to settle among us
without much restriction as to moral congideration or purity of blood.
And as a result we have a huge problem with which to deal. It would
be a wonderful thing if all immigration conld take a rest for a few
years, for the adjustment and reconstruction of its prineiples and regu-
lations, and meantinre requesting our Congressmen to it the coun-
tries from which the majority of immi%mnts come. They could do this
in their vacation months—not as a pleasore trip, but as a matter of
information, which ean be used to the greatest advantage in future
d!scrimhmtjng rules for imml,gbration. that we may protect ourselves
{:ermanentl {y 4 drastie prohibition as respects the unfit, as described
n section 3 of the present immigration law.

If Congressmen should go abroad they could see the facts as I saw
them. Omune particular fact is that no good immigration is torning our
wag. The good inhabitants of every foreign country are needed there,
and ean poss{b]“; be happier and more contented there than in America.

It is a fact that in France there are only 65,000 in the ranks of the
unemrployed. Reconstruction is being elaboratel
and every able-bodied man is not only needed but his prospects are
made so alluring that he has no inclination to emigrate. Only those
who are useless to France and would be a burden to America show any
tendency to depart. Italy needs men to till the soil, to grow food, and
to keep her own country prosperouns, It is to the interest of France
and Italy to keep the best of their soms at home—if not forever, at
least for a long time to come. -

There is more to this immigration problem than the economre side.
Warning has been issned through the German Red Cross that the
United States must be on its gnard against the introdoction of cholera
and typhus by Russian immigrants. Hordes of these people, Dr. A.
Schlesinger officially announced, are pour! into Germany ever the
Polish, Letvian, and Esthonian borders, and many are seeking pass-

rts to America, where they have relatives and friends who are finane-

them for the jour&%.

Already nearly 50, cases exist In Germmny, traced to refugees,
and German immigrants from the Volga reglon have been infected.
Seventy-five per cent of the recent arrivals in the concentration camps
were d , according to Red Cross statistics,

The minister of health has attention to the necessity of vacei-
nating everyone arriving from Russia, declaring that children espe-
cially are carriers of typhus,

We take in too few productive immigrants and too many destructive.

I look upon the question of immigration as closely associated with
that of citizen.shig. Personally, I believe that no alien should be
naturalized until he has lived in the United States 21 years. Our
gi‘:ln men have to live here 21 years Lefore they can become voting

“ens.

It is fortunate for the United States that Congress enacted the 3
per cent guota law. It is doing much good. With some of the addi-
tions 1 have suggested, it would be quite efficient. Its chief weakness
is the lack of power held by our consuls abroad. There, it scems to me,
is the foundation of all of the trouble.

I want to say for our American consuls thit I never met a more
patriotic class of men as a rule. Their Americanism is pronounced,
and T believe it is accentuated by their knowledge of America's peril.
They see, and they know, better than any class of our citizens, the
difficnlties and dangers of laxity in immigration laws.

Our America has passed the transition stage,

» isl‘?éldiaiéeat.wmg Sve i tizenship is i 1si

n in nt, cohesive, loyal citizens! s its propulsive fore
Bolidification of all its elements iz essential ]:u ps-rpeturi.ty? #

The melting pot has bLeen overcrowded. It bas bolled too quickly
and is running over,

carried on In France,
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It were better to put out the fires under it and allow its contents to
solidify before adding any more raw material.

If we don't keep up the bars, and make them higher and stronger,
there will no longer be an America for Americans.

Reapectfuily submitted. LILLIAN RUSSELL MOORE,

AprPENDIX B.

(Reprinted, without change of imging, from the Journal of Heredity
(organ of the American Genetic Association), Vol. 12, No. T; Wash-
ington, D. C., August—September, 1921.)

IMMIGRATION AND THE 3 PEr CENT RESTRICTIVE LAW.
* [Robert De C. Ward, Harvard University.]
THE NEW LAW AND ITS ENACTMENT.

The new 3 per cent immigration restriction act was designed to meet
postwar conditions which gur previous laws were never intended to cope
with. It passed both Houses of Congress by tremendous majorities, and
after being * pocket vetoed ' by President Wilson was again passed b,
similarly large majoritirs and promptly approved by President Hard-
ing. The backbone of the new law is as follows: Section 2. “ That the
number of aliens of any nationality who may be admitted under the
immigration laws to tgc! Unifed States in any fiscal year shall be
limjted to 8 per cent of the number of foreign-born
nationality resident in the United States as determined by the United
States census of 1910." Bight classes of aliens are excepted from this
provision, including “(8) aliens under the age of 18 who are children
of citizens of the United States.” Provision is made for the determina-
tion of the exact numbers of aliens of the different nationalities who
may be admitted. The number of any nationality that may be admitted
in any one month shall not exceed 20 per cent of the total number of
aliens of such nationality who are admissible in that fiscal year.
Preference sball be glven. “go far as possible,” to wives, parents,
brothers, sisters, children under 18 years of age, and fiancees of citi-
zens of those who have applied for citizenship, and of persons eligible
for citizenship who were in the service of the United States during the
war and were honorably discharged. Provision is further made for the
preparation of rules and regulations necessary to carry the act into
effect and for the publication of statements showing the exact numbers
who may be admitted. The act continues in force until June 30, 1922,

THE REASONS FOI! THE NEW LAW.

The enormous majorities by which Congress lpl:.m;ed this bill clearly
reflected the firm conviction of the great mass of our people that imme-
dinte and ecffective restrietion was imperative. There has never been
a time in the history of immigration legislation when the popular de-
mand was so widespread and so vebement. The practically unanimous
opinion of Government immigration officlals and of all unprejudiced
experts was that immigration was certain to increase, and increase
rapidly, to numbers greatly exceeding those of prewar days, and that
the quality of the bulk of the newcomers would be distinetly inferior.
Very important testimony along these lines was received from United
States consular officers at numerous foreign ports and submitted by the
Department of State to Congress. These ‘reports, coming from many
different men and many different places, are distinctly to be regarded
as uuiure}udit‘ﬂ‘l and aunthoritative, They fractlca!y all agree in
certifying that the majority of the prospective immigrants are both
ph_ve;icall; and memal:{ undesirable, Such expressions as ** physically
deficient,” * mentally deficient,” * economically undesirable,” * socially
undesirable,” “ of low standards of living,” “ not of the most desirable
class " occur aﬁin and again. Furthermore, numerous competent and
unprejudiced observers who had been making a first-hand study of
the conditions in Europe fully concurred in the views expressed by our
own consular officers. .

The predictions made by these various competent aunthorities have
been fully verified. Immigration during the year ending June 30, 1921,
exceeded 800,000, almost doubling that of the preceding year. Further-
more, the opinion of those who have had opportunity to observe the
new arrivals, and who are unprejudiced and honest in their views, is
to the effect that our consular officers and our experts were fully
justified in their statements regarding the inferior quality of most,
not all, of these Eeonle. An immigration official at New York has
mentl; reported that the majority of the allens now coming in expect
to be fruit peddlers, shoe blacks, soft-drink venders, and sweatshop
workers. (New York Times, Sept. 12, 1921.)

THE OPPOSITION TO RESTRICTION.

In spite of the extraordinary popular demand for restriction in ac-
cordance with which Congress acted, there was Insidious, active oppo-
sition, thoroughly organized, heavily financed, issuing misleading in-
formation, playing upon all sorts of alien prejudices, endeavoring by
every possible means to counteract the plain will of the vast majority
of the American people. One of the best known and most reliable
Washington newspaper correspondents, Mr. Mark Sullivan, writing of
the henrii&:gs before the House Committee on Immigration February T,
1021, said.

“The great bulk of the hearings consisted of testimony from special
interests, either racial or business, who opposed the hill strenuously.
No thoughtful American, equipped with knowledze of the background,
can read the stenographic report of those hearings without being deeply
and somberly concerned.”

H#till more striking is the evidence brought forward by Hon. Joux C.
Box, otiTexas, in the House of Representatives January 8, 1921, Judge
Box said :

“ Mr, Chairman, recently by a vote of 295 to 41 a bill suspending
lmmlﬁmtlon was passed by this House, in which vote the will of the
American people spoke and party lines disappeared. But powerful
influences oppose restriction. Two of these are:

“First. A demand by the foreign born among us that their kins-
people and racial comrades be admitted freely.

“ Second. Individual and corporate greed which disregards the

resent and future welfare of the mass of Americans and their children
gecause it wants money and power over labor.

“The interracial council is a mouthf)iece of the opposition of these

two groups.. To it I invite your attention. * =*= *
_ “The interracial council is a concern of some mafnitude. Some
months ago it had 40 or 50 executives and other full-time paid em-
ployees in its offices in New York, and an unascertained number of
other agents and employees. It i financed, in part at least, by its
industrial or subscribing members, numbering several hundred. The
following are some of its subscribing members whose names I get from
its printed literature and from the testimony of Mr. Mayper, its execu-
tive secretary:

ersons of such

“ Phelps Bros. & Co., * owners of an Italian steamship line’; the Inter-
national Mereantile Marine Co.; Barber Steamship Lines; Cosmopolitan
Shipping Co.; Downey Shipbuilding Corporation; France & Canada
Steamship Co.; Green Star Steamship Co.; Pacat Steamship Co.; Pa-
cific Steamship Co.; Todd Ship Yards Corporation ; Standard 0il Co. of
New Jersey; Allagheny Steel Co.: American Beet Sugar Co.; American

motive Co.; American Woolen Co.; Armour & Co.; Atlas Powder
Co.; Chattanooga Coke & Gas Co.; Colt’s Patent Firearms Manufactur-
ing Co.: General Electric (C'o.; Henderson Shipbuilding Co. ; Hillman Coal
& Coke Co. ; Indiana Pipe Line Co.; Inland Steel Co.; Kel’ley-s%orinzﬂeld
Tire Co.; i‘.mci_.nlmnnn Steel Co.; National Sugar Refining .3 Na-
tional sh!pglng Co.; New Home Sewing Machine (o.; Oliver Iron &
Steel Co.; Pennsylvania Coal Co.; Pennsg;gnia Coal & Coke Corpora-
tion; Pennsylvania Textile Co.; Phelps- ge Corporation; Southern
Cotton Oil Co.; Standard Steel Car Co.; Studebaker Corporation ; Under-
wood Typewriter Co.; Worthington Pump & Machinery Co.; Bethlehem
Steel Co.; Cudahy Packing Co.; Dold Packing Co.: Du Pont de Nemours
& Co.; General Motors Co.; Libby, McNeil & Libby ; Swift & Co.

" These are onl{ a few of the several hund big financial, indus-
trial, and steamship concerns whose money is financing the propaganda
of the interracial council. It will be noted that many steamship com-
panies are among them. One list of these subseribing or industrial
members will be found in the committee hearings of April 22, 1920;
another list, containing some names not given in the testimony, will be
found printed on the literature of the interracial couneil.

“These subseribing members pay annual membership fees amounting
to as much as $2,500 for some concerns, and more than that for a few,
and smaller sums for each of many others. ‘It runs from $100 a year
to $2,600 as an average. A few are larger.' (Testimony of Mayper,
executive secretary, p. 167.)

" The expenditures of the interracial council in certain of its activi-
ties, which manifestly do not cover all of them, amounted to $213,955.19
for the Ferlod beginning March 1, 1919, and ending March 31, 1920.
(See testimony, Mayper, p. 167.) That was the first year of its exist-
ence. Its activities have continued with apparently increased magni-
tude, but I am without information as to later expenditures.

“Mr, BLaNTON, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

“Mr. Dox. Yes.

“ Mr. BraxTton. Is it any wonder, then, that this splendid piece of
legislation has been sidetracked and held up?

“Mr, Box. It is not any wonder; but it is an ominous thing if the
will of the American people is to have to give way to influences like
these. Nothing but a sense of duty prompts me to present these facts
as they have been disclosed. The statement that I have made is based
gpon testimony. I have the hearings.”

The situation is perfectly clear. Further comment on this point is
unnecessary.

THE WORKING OF THE LAW.

It was natural that there would be certain difficulties in the early work-
ing of the new law before the exact numbers of admissible aliens from
each country could be officially determined. Numerous steamers arrived
during the early part of June with aliens far in excess of the numbers
which were admissible. Congestlon resulted, To each port there had
heen assigned a percentage based on the usual percentage entering that
rt. When these numbers had been filled efforts were made to borrow
rom other ports * rights " to land additional immigrants. There was

at confusion. Immigration officials in Washington went to the limit
n showing humanity and consideration. Aliens in excess of the June
quota were allowed to land under bonds. By joint resolution Congress
later provided that the excess numbers of any nntlonnl.itiy thos admit-
ted should be deducted from the totals of that nationality admissible
during the fiscal year bheginning July 1, 1921.

But even in the early days of the new law, and all the more since
then, the complications and the hardships to Incoming aliens have been
chiefly due to the disregard of the law by the steamship companies. In
the whole history of our immigration legislation these companies, with
rare exceptions, and then usually only when infractions of the law
meant payment of fines, have never tried to obey our laws. Their
tactics under the new percentage limitation act have been as usual,

The Fercentage bill was before Congress in one form or another during
most of last winter. There never was any doubt that it would become
law before summer. Although the exact number of aliens of each
nationality could not be officially determined at the moment of the
enactment of the measure, the steamship companies had ample time to
make plans to meet the new -conditions. They were in no sense
“eaught,” as one editor has expressed it. The logical and the
hunrane policy on their part would have been to refuse passage to all
aliens who m{ght. when the exact percentages of admissible immigrants
were announced, be refused permission to land. But these companies
accepted as steerage passengers several thousands of aliens who would,
beyond a doubt, be excludable. There is little doubt that these excess
aliens were ghip with the conviction that the sympathies of “ senti-
mentalists " and of certain Congressmen who are interested in the
“ foreign vote " would be so aroused that some special provision would
be made for the landing of the excess numbers. The steamship com-
panies deserve absolutely no sympathy. They accepted the passage
money of thousands of aliens who should never have been allowed to
embark. They have no interest in their steerage passengers beyond the
receipt of their passage money. The Commissioner General of Immi-
gration sald in Washington on June 10 last that there were then more
than 10,000 imm nts in excess of the June quota already on their
way to the United States, and all were accepted for passage after the
new law had gone into effect.

The monthly * immigrant Derb{," when, during the last few minutes
of each month, incoming steamships race from beyond the 3-mile limit
to quarantine in the effort to land their steerage passengers in time to
have them come within the quota, and the numerous cases of hardship
when the excess aliens have to be debarred could be avolded if all the
steamship companies were honestly endeavoring to live up to the law.
The trans-Atlantic steamship lines have a system of daily exchange of
information as to the numbers of alien passengers who are embarking
on their several ships. No excess over the allotted quota need there-
fore bhe started on the voyage.

Although practically all of the difficulties and the hardships to de-
barred nflens were due to the ﬁag’rant disregard of the law on the
part of the steamship companies, the administration very properly felt
that everything possible should be done to save needless suffering of

rfectly innocent aliens. Hence, about mid-September, the ate
Beepnrtment sent instructions to American consular officers abroad not
to visé gnsatmrta from any country whose annual admission quota to the
United States is approaching exhaustion, or has already been exhausted,
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This should do a great deal’to reduce the mumber of cases of ‘hardship
and of disappointment for which, be it reiterated, the gteamship com-
panies, not the laws, are chiefly responsible.

PROPAGANDA - AGAINST THE NEW MW.‘

Even before the mew law went into .effect, a very active press cam-
paign against it was begun. The Jaw has been subjected ‘to an or-
nized attack by * interested” individuals, alien racial ups and
henated societies, snd certain influential mewspapers. All «of these
are bent on making any percentage limitation scheme appear unreason-
able, unjust, and inhuhane, All of them are, Tundamentally, opposed
to any action on the part of the American Government to protect our
eountry agninst practically unrestricted and unselected immigration. In
the case of infiuentia] newspapers which are incessantly attacking the
new law, it may incidently 'be noted that they all carry heavy steamship
advertising. Tn 'the ease of other ];l)apers algo, 'the motive i!'p]ainl? that
of the pocketbook. Thus, the bulletin of the Assaciated Genera Com-
tractors has said that the effect of the law'will be to * prevent-the immi-
gration to this country of the most useful class of immigrants—the com-
mon laborers who come here to work in the construction industry.”
The *influences” agninst restriction have .also been wery busy in
Washington, interviewing Senators and Congressmen, attacking not only
th% g.wreenmge Hmitation measure but also all restrictive legislation.

@ pro
fined to th?: country. In a dispateh to the Philadelphia Public Ledger,
dated London, October 16, 1621, the following statements were made :

“Huropean steamship companies, the traditional enemies of United
States Immigration restrictions, have started propaganda aiming at 'the
breaking down of the barriers put up by the *3 per eent' law. They
hope when the present temporary messure expires next June to have
80 grepurcd the ground that again they will be in a position to fill the
holds of their ships with Europe's surplus humanity and pour it into
the United States. This law which limits ‘the number of immigrants
to a very small proportion of the number allowed to enter the United
States heretofore was a severe blow to the steamship lines, and they
fought it hard when it was before Congress. In the days before the
war steamships carried thousands of irmni.ants. at approximstely $100
a head, whereas now they carry dozens. The loss f that revenue came
at a time when the frans-Atlantic passenger husiness was less remu-
nerative than for years, because of the high eosts of operating ships.

“To get back some of this business the ‘hig companies have outlined
a plan for a campaign of propaganda, and .already have got it work-
fng in England. The plans rest on the idea of difg{ulg up -specific cases
of alleged improper treatment of foreigners at Ellis Island and spread-
ing them broadeast in the Huropean press.”

The attitude of the steamship companies.and of the other influenees
which are seeking to bring the new law into disrepute has been clearly
get forth by Government officials. Representative Isaac BieGeL, of
New York, wrote to the President in September, 1821, citing instances
of cruelty to aliens which had occurred the enforcement of the law,
President Marding replied as follows: .

“T haven’'t any doubt in the world but the enforcement ¢f the immi-
gration laws is working many a hardship. My own distress has been
very great over some of the specific instances which have been reported
to me. If I have the situation correctly presented, the difficulty must
be charged to the dishonest steamship agents, who have brought to
this country innocent immigrants in spite of our continued warnings
during a period of very great lemniency. I kmow how very persistent
have n the impositions which have been made on the Government
ngents who have been disposed to be sympathetic and more than gen-
erous in carrying out the law,” * * * .

Secretary of Labor Davis reiterated the statement by the President
that much of the trouble is caused by dishonest steamship agents, and
that ‘pitiful stories of hardship are ng circulated in the deliberate
attempt to discredit the law. Assistant Secretary of Labor Henning
on September 3, 1921, said:

“ Unfortunately the law has no teeth, and the only way the offending

nies can be -Punlahed is to compel them to take baek allens who
are not admissible.” -

That, he added, was being done, the department “ having exhausted
its milk of human kindness” Mr Henning here emphasizes the Tunda-
mental deficiency in the law. It has no tecth. here is mo fine or
punishment for the companies which disregard its provisions, nor is
the company required to refurd the deported alien's passage woney.
The only way is to compel the companies to earry back at their own
expense the surplus, and when this has been (done in a few hundreds
af eases it is perhaps not too much ‘to hope that these companies will
begin to cooperate among themselves. As soon as they do so the law
will prove-entirely workable.

Findlly on September 15 Assistant Secretary Henning added :

“ Those in econtrol of the flood of aliens coming into this country
deliberately exceed the monthéy quotas and depend upon compelling
us, with their sob stories and tales of families ‘being separated, to
permit the law to be disregarded.”

Patriotic Americans, in whose hearts Jmtﬂotlsm is above kethook,
can not give too much praise to President Harding, Becretary Davis,
Assistant Seerctary Henning, and Commissioner General Husband for
their firm stand on this whole question of the enforecement of the law.
In the face of aggressive, persisient, ‘and thoroughly organized opposi-
‘tion on the part of selfish interests ‘they have held their ground, tem-
pering the enforeement of the immigration laws of the TUnited Btates
with the utmost possible justice and hummnity, They deserve well -of
their country, and they may be assured of ‘the support and high
commendation of the vast majority of plain Americans, who are not
organized to work for the enforcement of these laws and who seldom
take it upon themselves to make their views known to Government
officials, either personally or by writing. The highest commendation
js also due to the Senators and Representatives who in the face of fieree
and bitter apposition, heavily financed and thoroughly eorganized,
secured the Passuge through Congress of the new act. To Benator Dir-
LINGHAM, of Vermont, and his supporters in the Benate and to Con-
grossman ALBERT JoHNsSON, of Washington. chairman of the House
Committee on Immigration, and his staunch supporters on his com-
mittee and in the House the country owes a great debt of gratitude
which it will not forget.

THE NEW LAW VINDICATED,

The percentage law, in spite of its cruditics and of difficulties in its
eniforeement, ‘has been abundantly vindicated. Immigration was fast
assuming 1ts pre-war rate when the mew law went into effect. Although
it did not begin to function until ea‘;g in June, the commissioner gen-
ernl estimated that it probably redu fmmigration in that one month

about 50,000, As one of the Washington correspondents puts it:

# Incidentally, the sudden appearance of unemployment in America
illustrates the wisdom of the act restricting immigration which was

‘passeil during the first ‘few. 'weeks of Flarding's administration. Other-
avise our unemployment problem 'might have been greatly increased.
Throughout the world gredt nunibers of human _buinﬁs have been dis-
placed 'by war and postwar conditions. These derelicts float toward
us as inevitably as water flows down hill. There ‘was some degree ‘of
truth, .although anore amere cleverness, ‘in the na_\'lnf ‘that America was
beeomln% the ‘cesspool’ of the human race. * * The new law
puts ‘a limit, even if only a loose and partial limit, on ‘the number
of 'iiﬂmmimuts who ean ‘increase smd complicate our unemployment
problem.”
SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE LEGISLATION,

The 8 per cent limitation act expires on June 30, 1922, What shall
take its place? The “emergency” which led to its adoption still
exists and will continue to exist. There s mo longer an **emergency.”
We are facing a permanent condition of rapidly increasing and ‘of
steadily deteriorating immigration. And there are millions of -pro-
spective immigrants .overseas who are simply waiting for the 30th of
June, 'when they will rush ‘in in a seething, chaotic mob unless Congress
takes steps to stop them.

A .calm, unprejudiced survey of past legislation and of the workin,
of the temporary 3 per cent restrictive law leads the writer to the
following conclusions regarding the lines along which our new ‘legisla-

ganda against the new restriction law has not ‘heen con- | tton should be planned

First. The percentage-limitation prineiple, long :and strongly advo-
cated hieleadlng authorities, should be made permanent, Whether this
sghould the present 3 per cent, baseil simply on the mumber of aliens
of each nationallty in this country, or a somewhat larger percentage,
say, 5 per cent or 10 per cent, based on the numbers of each nationality
who have become citizens, is relatively immaterial. The latter, on the
whole, seems the ‘more consistent and more rational plan,

Second. Heavy fines of at least '$200 ghould be imposed upon the
transportation companies in the case of every alien who is brought here
in excess of the quota snd in violation of the general immigration laws.
Such fines ‘would immediately put an end 'to most df ‘the cases of bmrd-
ship and suffering which have occurred during the past few months
hecause the_greaent law has “mo teeth.” It is a wvery strong argument
in ‘favor of heayy fines that, by this means, we can foree the steam-
ghip companies, without expenseé to us-and with the minimum of
ghip to the intending immigrant, to make a careful examination and
count of their passengers on the other side, und thus to prevent the
embarkation of all aliens in excess of the quotas-and of those who are
inndmissitile, for any other reason, under our laws.

Third. Every prospective immigrant should have a passport, viséed
by an.American consul after the alien has been * _Elsﬂml ' by -an immi-

tion inspector and a medical officer of fhe United States Tublie

Jealth Service attached, as viee eonsuls, to various consular -offices
abroad. This provision is embodied in a bill introduced by Hon. ALBERT
Jounsow, of Washington, on July 16, 1921 (H. R, 7804). Buch foreign
inspection would obviously be a wise and humane way of stopping
most of the inadmissible dliens before they started won ‘their voyage.
This plan would be to the advantage of the prospective immigrant, and
it wouldl also be better for the steamship companies, for it wounld mean
that very few rejected aliens would have to be taken back at the com-
panies’ expense. Canada has for years eliminated her undesirable im-
migrants “at the source.” Passports wonld not give the alien the
right to land if, after & second examinafion at our .own ports, he were
found to be inadmissible. Cases of fhis sort would, howcver, be rare.
Furthermore, the numhber of ‘passports issuedl in each foreign ‘country
ghould mot exeved the official percentage guota of that .country.

Fourth. Some plan of registration of arriving aliems such as that
suggested by Seeretary Davis might well be inaungurated. This 'would
not in any way constitute the alien a suspected .or an undesivable per-
son, but {t would help us in our task of Amerieanization and of exer-
clsing a sort of watchful supervision over our new arrivals.

The logical thing to do i8 to plan our new legislation alomg existing
lines. Experience has shown that these are on the whole wise, sane,
and reagonable. Canada, for example, 'has, in her immigration laws,
closely followed our general immigration law, although she has added
many additional restrietions. "With ‘the changes .and ndditions above
suggested, certain perfectly definite results swould follow, wiz, (1) ‘a
reasonabile restriction, to something like an assimilable quantity, of the
numher of immigrants; (2) a far -more ecareful selection, and a more
effective elimination of the unfit; (3) a wvery great reduction in ‘the
number of ecases ‘of hardship now .arising when aliens reach ‘our shores
only to be deported.

In the light of all available faects, it would seem in 'the ‘highest degree
unwise, illogieal, and dapgerous to embark upon ‘any new and untried
schemes of immigration legislation such as those of putting almost
mnlimited diseretionary powers in the hande of a commission, of re-
pealing any iion of our .general immigration act of 1917, and of
superseding the Chinese exelusion act.and the “ gentlemen's agreement "
with Japan by a plan for admitting orientals on any percentage basis,

Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator from South Dakota
a question?

Mr., STERLING. Yes.

Mr. HARRISON. I understand the Senator says he has an
amendment pertaining to residence in eentiguous territory?

Mr. STERLING. Yes; I have an amendment proposing ‘to
change the present law so /as to make the reguirement five

years.

Mr. HARRISON. We eould embody ‘both propositions lin one
amendment, if that would be agreeable to (the chairman ‘of the
committee.

Mr. STERLING. T send the amendment to ‘the desk and offer
it if it is in order at this 'time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by
the Senator from South Dakota will be stated.

The AssISTANT SECRETARY. On page 1, after line 6, it is pro-
posed to insert a mew paragraph,as follows:

8Ec. 2. That subdivision S':') of section 2 (a) of the nct of May 18,
1921, entitled “An et to limit the immigration of aliens 7into the
United States,” be, and hereby is, amended ‘to read as follows :

“(7) Aliens who have resided continuously for at least five years
immgdie.tzeg receding ‘the ‘time of their appliestion for admission to
the DUnit tates in the Dominion of ‘Canada, Newfoundland, the
Republic of Cuba, the Republic of Mexico, countries of Central and
South America, or adjacent islands.”
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Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I ask if the Senator
from South Dakota will not extend his amendment so that it
will incorporate section 4, as suggested by the Commissioner
General of Immigration?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the Senator will permit the
Chair, he will call the Senator's attention to the fact that there
is a pending amendment, offered by the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Hagris], which affects the text of the joint resolution,
and was offered prior to this one, and should be considered
first.

Mr. HARRISON. I do not mean to have this voted on now;
but I hoped the Senator would incorporate the two propositions
in one.

Mr. STERLING. That I will do, and I offer this as an
amendment to follow the one just suggested, found on pages 9
and 10 of the print which I send to the Secretary, beginning with
section 4.

Mr., HARRIS. Mr. President, has the Senator from Missis-
sippi withdrawn his substitute?

Mr. HARRISON. I am going to withdraw my substitute if
the chairman of the committee will accept this other propo-
sition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As the Chair understands, the
question now is on perfecting this amendment if possible.

Mr. HARRISON. What the Senator from South Dakota has
offered is for “the purpose of trying to perfect the joint reso-
lution.

Mr. HARRIS. The substitute of the Senator from Missis-
sippi is before the Senate. I have a substitute to offer if that
is voted down. :

Mr. HARRISON. May I say to the Senator from Georgia
that I have not yet withdrawn my substitute, but I am going
to do so just as soon as the Senator from South Dakota puts
in good form his amendment carrying out those two propositions.

Mr. STERLING. I understand that there is the right, of
course, to perfect the pending measure.

Mr. HARRISON. As I understand the Senator from Georgia,
he is then going to offer a substitute for the proposition.

Mr. HARRIS. Yes. ;

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. The Senator from South Dakota
also proposes to add, as section 3, the following :

SEc. 3., That it shall be unlawful for any person, including any
transportation company other than railway lines entering the United
States from foreign contiguyous territory, or the owner, master, agent,
or consignee of any vessel, to bring to the United States, either from
a foreign country or any insular possession of the United States, any
alien not admissible by virtue of the terms of this act, or otherwise in
violation of any rule or regulation, not incobsistent with this act,
prescribed by the Commissioner General of Immigration, with the ap-
proval of the Secretary of Labor; and if it shall appear to the satisfac-
tion of the Secretary of Labor that an{; alien, not admissible because
of the terms of this act, has been so brought, such person or trans-
portation company, or the master, agent, owner, or consignee of any
such vessel, shall pa{ to the collector of customs of the customs district
in which the port of arrival is located the sum of $200 for each alien
s0 brought, and in addition a sum equal to that paid by such alien for
his transportation from the initial point of departure, indicated in his
ticket, to the port of arrival, such latter sum to be delivered by the
collector of customs to the alien on whose account assessed. And no
vessel shall be granted clearance papers pending the determination of
the question of the liability to the payment of such fine, or while the
fine remains unpaid, and such fine shall not be remitted or refunded :
Provided, That clearance may be granted prior to the determination of
such question upon the deposit of a sum sufficient to cover such fine.

Mr. HARRISON. DMr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.
That is an amendment that is offered to this joint resolution.
Of course the substitute is more in the form of a bill. There is
no difference, as I understand, between a joint resolution and a
bill. Both have to receive the signature of the President.

Mr, LODGE. Just the same.

Mr. HARRISON. 8o it is perfectly permissible for this
amendment to be offered to a joint resolution. Now, Mr,
President, I withdraw my substitute. ?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Sterrixg].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I offer a substitute for the joint
resolution as amended, and ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment, in the nature
of a substitute, will be stated.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. It is proposed to strike out all
after the resolving clause of the joint resolution as amended
and to insert:

That no alien shall be admitted under the immigration laws to the
United States from June 30, 1922, until July 1, 1927 ; but this resolu-
tion shall not apply to persons included in clauses 1 to 6, inclusive,
and clanse 8 of subdivision (a) or in the second proviso of subdivizion
(d) of section 2 of the act entitled “An act to limit the immigration
of aliens into the United States,” approved May 19, 1921, §

Mr, HARRIS. Mr. President, I am not going to take the
time of the Senate to discuss this matter, except to say this:

There are several million unemployed men in this country,
There are 750,000 unemployed ex-service men in this country.
Every one of these men who come into this country and gets
a position takes a job away from an American. The class of
men that are coming into this country now are nothing like the
class that formerly came; and I believe we ought to prevent
any immigration, except such as I have stated in this substitute,
and shut them out for five years. ’

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I trust that the amendment
which has been offered by the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Harris] will not be adopted, for a perfectly practical reason.
As the Senator knows, I agree with his general view of this
proposition. Personally, I think I should be willing to vote for
such a limitation; but it is perfectly evident that if this amend-
ment is adopted we shall get into a situation where we shall
get no immigration legislation at all, because the House will not
adopt this provision, and the law will expire, and the country
then will be exposed to a deluge of immigration.

It seems to me the sensible thing to do is to pass this joint
resolution as it has already bLeen amended. That will afford
immediate relief. Then I shall join the Senator and other
members of the committee in hearings to perfect legislation
such a8 the facts may show to be necessary.

In that connection, Mr. President, because in the course
of this debate the attitude of Mr. Husband has been called into
question, in that he is represented as saying that all of these
amendments that were suggested by him were absolutely neces-
sary, imperatively necessary——

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

Mr, WILLIS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. HARRISON. It may be that the Senator got that im-
pression from what I said.

Mr, WILLIS. 1 did. -

Mr. HARRISON. If so, I did not want to give that impres-
sion. Mr. Husband in the report said that he thought all of
these amendments were advisable. He did not say in his
written report that any of thein were absolutely necessary and
imperative ; but Mr. Husband did tell me, and it was not con-
fidential at all, that, so far as the one-year residence proposition
was concerned, it was, in his opinion, absolutely imperative.

Mr. WILLIS. I do not disagree with the Senator and with
the commissioner in that; and for that reason, and to make the
position of Mr. Husband clear, I think it would be desirable to
print just here in the Recorp a portion of his statement, appear-
ing on page 9 of this report, giving his views touching these
amendments.

I trust that the amendment proposed by the Senator from
Georgin will be voted down at this time, though I favor the
principle of it. I think, if it is adopted, it will imperil this
whole legislative program. X

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the matter
referred to by the Senator from Ohio will be printed in the
Reconn.

The matter referred to is as follows:

While the administration of the act of May 19, 1921, has been at-
tended with Eerplexin difiicnlties, some of which could not have been
forescen at the beginning, I think it can be said without qualification
that the law has proven to be both workable and effective to a some-
what surprising degree. It went into effect, on short notice, at a time
when immigration from Europe was rapidly approaching pre-war pro-
Enrt[ons, and in view of the many interests and influences involved it

as seemingly accomplished its purpose, and for the time being at least
is ogeratlng smoothly.

Of course, the law has been violated, ns must be inevitable in the
case of any legislation which drastically interferes with the plans and
ambitions of human beings, but it can be said advisedly that there have
been no wholesale violations, and, in fact, relatively few aliens have
entered the country who wounld have been debarred solely because of
the quota law. There are glent of indications, however, that sys-
tematic violations on a considerable scale will be nttem&:tcﬂ during the
remainder of the present fiseal year or, in any event, during the com-
ing fiscal year, provided the law Is continued in force. T shall not !go
into details in this regard but can assure you that the burean is quite
fully aware of the situation and will employ every possible means to
insure a strict enforcement of the law.

BUGGESTED AMENDMENTS.

If the act of May 19, 1821, is to be amended, it is desirable from an
administrative standpoint that the following provisions shall be made:

1. Limit the number who may be admitted in any month to 10 per
cent of the yearly quota instead of 20 per cent, as in the present law.

2. If possible, the number admitted monthly or annually ought to be
regulated at ports of departure rather than at ports of arrival, or

referably in countries of origin, if this can be accomplished through
miting the number of visés issued each month.

3. A sufficient penalty for viclations of the act to insure observance
on the part of transportation lines,

4. Increasing materially the period of time (now one year) during
which aliens who are natives of countries within the operation of the
act shall be required to live in foreign mntifnous territory, etc., before
they are exempt from the provisions of the law,

5. Giving legal authority, through administrative discretion or other-
wise, to the end that immediate families sball not be separated because
children and parents happen to be born in different countries,
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6. Insuring that the always very limited immigration of Eurogﬂm
origin from gNew Zealand, Australia, and South Africa shall no be

prohibited.

You will note that T have suggested these proposed amendments as
desirable rather than indispensable additions to the law from an
administrative sl‘and%oim. hey would be desirable, and in some in-
stances highly desirable, but you have asked me verbnll{‘ if the law in
its present form 1s not reasonably satisfactory, and T shall answer by
saying that with the experience of "h"n&“t eight months as a guide I
am quite sure that some of the administrative difficulties of the past
can avoided or considerably minimized in the future, even though
the law is extended without amendment as the House joint resolution

provides,
With the hope that the foregoing may be of some value to you and
the committee, I am,
Faithfully yours.

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, I voted for the 3 per cent re-
striction bill when it was passed a year ago. It has worked
well, It has filled the purposes for which it was enacted. It
was intended to restrict immigration, and that result has been
accomplished.

I have analyzed the statement made by the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Cort] a moment ago that would seem to
indicate that 351,930 immigrants were admissible from Europe
this year under the quota fixed by the 3 per cent law. Of that
number, 51,000 actually came from northern and western Eu-
rope and 119,606 from southern and eastern Europe; but the
figures also show, Mr. President, that 15,930 aliens, citizens of
northern and western Kurope, and 113,248 aliens, citizens of
eastern and southern Europe, departed from this country, mak-
ing a total of those who were admitted of 171,000, and a total
of those who departed of 129,000; so that the total gain during
the eight months referred to in the statement of the Senator
from Rhode Island was only 42,414 people from all of Europe.

Mr. COLT. And only 6,000 from southern and eastern Eu-
rope.

Mr. CALDER. Yes; the Senator points out that of that
total our increase in population from southern and eastern

Europe is only 6,000 and 36,000 from northern and western:

Europe—surely, Mr. President, a very small number, indeed.

For my part, I am not willing to vote yet to shut out all
immigration from all countries in the world. I believe that the
restriction has worked well; I believe that it was a good thing
to adopt; but I also believe there are very many good people in
some of the other countries of the world that can do no harm to
us by coming here. 3

Mr. HARRIS. I ask for a division on my substitute.
order to save time, I will not ask for a roll call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment, in the nature of a substitute, offered by the Senator from
Georgia.

On a division, the amendment was rejected.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be read
by the Secretary.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. The Senator from Georgia pro-

to add at the end of the amendment already agreed to
the following:

Spc. 4. No alien shall be admitted under the immigration laws to
the United States unless transported to the United States in a vessel
documented under the laws of the United States, as defined in the
shipping act of 1916, as amended.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I wish to remind the Senate
that when the President of the United States made his address
to the Congress in regard to the merchant marine and reached
this subject he received more applause than for anything else
in his address. I shall not take the time of the Senate to
discuss the amendment, but I hope that it will be incorporated
in the joint resolution.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, personally I am
heartily in favor of this amendment. I am satisfied, however,
that we could not pass through Congress a bill requiring that
all aliens coming to the United States shall be carried in
Ameriean ships. I want to say to the Senator from Georgia
that we hope to provide in the merchant marine bill which will
be reported to the Seunate that at least 50 per cent of such
immigrants shall come in American ships. As I said, personally
I shall vote for the amendment, but without any special hope
that it will be adopted. However, I do want to assure the Senator
from Georgia and the Senate that we hope to include in the
merchant marine bill a provision requiring that at least 50
per cent of such immigrants be carried in American ships.

Mr. COLT. With regard to this amendment, I may say that
the feeling of the committee was, as stated by the Senator from
Washington, that it is premature; in other words, that it per-
haps cenld not be applied at the present time; that it might be
included in the merchant marine bill, but that now, by reason
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of the fact that the merchant marine question is not settled as
to the number of vessels and all of such things, it would not be
proper to adopt the provision at this time. Therefore the com-
mittee voted it down.

Mr. JONES of Washington. It may be asked Why we do not
put the 50 per cent provision in this joint resolution. We
have found that it is quite a difficult proposition to work out
the provision under which 50 per cent of the immigrants coming
to the United States shall be carried in American vessels. So
that can be taken as the reason why we do not propose anything
of ‘that sort in connection with the pending measure.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, what I desire to say is merely
corroborative of what has been said by the Senator from Wash-
ington. The Committee on Commerce is working on this general
subject and giving it very close attention. The majority of the
committee is in harmony with the principle expressed in this
amendment ; at any rate I am, and I know the chairman of the
committee is. But it seems to me that it would be very un-
fortunate to lug that question into this measure. Therefore I
trust the amendment will be voted down. |

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from Georgia.

The amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is a committee amend-
ment, which the Secretary will report.

The AsSISTANT SECRETARY. In line 5 the committee proposes
to strike out “1923" and to insert in lieu thereof the words
%1924, unless otherwise repealed.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate as amended,
and the amendments were concurred in,

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed, and the joint
resolution to be read a third time.

The joint resolution was read the third time and passed.

Mr. COLT. I move that the Senate insist upon its amend-
ments, request a conference with the House, and that the Chair
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer ap-
pointed Mr. Cort, Mr. DiLLiNcHAM, and Mr, KiNe conferees on
the part of the Senate.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over-
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House disagreed to
the aniendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10740) authoriz-
ing the use of special canceling stamps in certain post offices,
requested a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. STeEENERsON, Mr,
Griest, and Mr. Berr were appointed managers of the confer-
ence on the part of the House.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had signed the following enrolled bills:

H. R.2556. An act to advance Maj. Benjamin 8. Berry to
the permanent rank of major; and

H.R. 7589. An act for the relief of Maj. Ellis B. Miller.

NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVE IN WYOMING.

Mr. KENDRICK. I offer a resolution of peculiar importance
to the people of my State, and I ask unanimous consent for its
immediate consideration.

The resolution (S. Res. 277) was read and considered by
unanimous consent, as follows:

Whereas there have recenfly appeared in the public press statements "
purporting to have been authorized by the Department of the Interior
to the effect that the Secreary of the Interior and the Secretary of

the Nayy are negotiating with private parties for the operation of
lands inecluded in naval petroleum reserve No. 3, Wyom No. 1,
withdrawn by Executive order of the President dated April 30, 1915,

known as the Teapot Dome: Therefore

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of
the Navy are hereby requested to inform the Benate, if not incom-
patible with the public interests, whether such negotiations are pend-
ing, and if so the names of all parties, the terms and conditions of
all proposed operating agreements, and whether opportunity will be

ven &e public for competitive bidding for the operation of these

nds, or whether it i8 proposed to award a lease or other operating
contract or agreement for the entire area to one person, corporation, or
association.

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr, President, in the subject matter of
the resolution there are two questions involved: First, whether
there is any present need for the development and operation of
the Wyoming naval reserve, known as the Teapot Dome; and,
second, if there is such need, whether the interests of the
Government would be best preserved by a private or a publie
sale. I have no doubt that the Department of the Interior and
the Department of the Navy have very excellent reasons for
any program they may have adopted, and if it is really their
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intention to permit the operation of the Teapot Dome within
the near future, that they have a very good explanation for
that intention. I am constrained to believe, however, that the
interests of the State of Wyoming and the interests of the
people of the United States are so intimately involved in this
matter that before any arrangement by contract or otherwise
is made for the development of this field, the public should be
permitted to have some inkling of the terms upon which it is
proposed to act.

It has been announced, apparently on the authority of the
Secretary of the Interior, that the policy of the Interior and
Navy Departments is now to abandon the storage of oil under-
ground and to store it rather in surface tanks prepared for
this purpose on the Atlantic and Pacific coasts. That such a
policy would be in all respects a wise and commendable one
with respect to the Califormia naval reserves I am ready to
agree, if the information which I have received with respect
to the condition of those reserves is correct. I am told that
oil wells which have been sunk upon private lands within the
boundaries of the California reserve would, in a comparatively
short time, drain those fields of their contents, and therefore
that it is to the interests of the Government to have similar
wells drilled upon the land in the same fields which have been
reserved for the use of the Navy. But this is not the condition
that prevails in the Teapet Dome. There, if 1 am correctly
advised, no wells whatever have been drilled to production, and
no wells have been drilled in the vicinity through which by any
ponsibility this reserve could be drained. It would appear,
therefore, that there is no danger of the oil in the Teapot Dome
being removed until the Government acts. All the land in this
field is owned by the Government, and no one may remove the
oil until the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the
Navy shall consent.

Is it, then, to the interest of the Government to authorize the
development of this field at the present time, to pay private
operators for drilling the field, to authorize the necessarily
heavy expenditures that' would have to be met if tanks suffi-
ciently large to store the content of this dome are to be erected,
in order that this oil may be taken from its natural storage
place to the seaboard? We have just ratified a treaty by which
the size of the Navy has been reduneed, It is to be presumed,
therafore, that unless the use of coal is to be abandoned on our
naval vessels, the Navy will have less rather than a greater
need for oil in the immediate future. Not only that but the
oil fields on the publie domain outside of the naval reserve are
not now being worked to capaecity. The Government derives a
royalty of from 12} per cent to 33} per cent upon all oil re-
moved from the Salt Creek field, which lies immediately north
of the Teapot Dome. The Secretary of the Interior is author-
jzed to take this royalty in oil, and in Wyoming he is doing
that, but within the past year the drilling requirements of the
Government leases in the Salt Creek field have been suspended
and the field is producing scarcely more than one-third of its
eapacity with the present number of wells. It would seem to
follow from this that there is no great need for oil at the pres-
ent time. Of course it may be said that the royalty oil from
the lands outside the naval reserve is used by the Shipping
Board; but, of course, since the Shipping Board is not using
the full amount of the Government oil which could be pro-
duced, the difference between what it is using and the capacity
of the field, so far as the Government is concerned, could be
assigned to the use of the Navy if the Navy needs more oil.
.I take it, however, that there is no present need for naval fuel
oil, because all of the announcements emanating from the In-
terior: Department indicate that if the Teapot Dome is de-
veloped its production will be stored for future use. The ques-
tion, therefore, ig simply whether it is wiser and of greater
benefit to the Navy to allow this oil to remain stored under-
ground or to remove it across the country to be stored in sur-
face tanks.

If it should appear from the information afforded by the de-
partment that it iz expedient to develop the Teapot Dome now,
there still remains the inguiry whether the interests of the
Government would best be preserved by a private or a publie
gale. There can be no doubt that if these lands are to be let’
to' private interests for development it' should only be after
all operators have been given a full and complete opportunity
by competitive bidding to offer the Government the best pos-
sible return.

Only last June approximately 2,000 acres of ontside land in
the Salt Creek field were sold at public auction under the
authority of the Department of the Interior. Althouglh the price
of oil at that time was only 50 cents a barrel, the bonuses paid
by the operators, who were eager to secure the leases, amounted
to the sum of $1,687,000. That the lands in the Teapot Dome

are vastly more valuable than these which sold for bonuses
of over a milliorg and a half dollars is the general belief of all
Wyoming operators, and if these lands were put up at publie
NlCtiOn the profit to the Government would be proportionately
greater,

Mr, President, in conneetion with the resolution submitted
by me, and as indicating the interest in this matter on the
part of the people of my State, I send to the desk a telegram
from the Hon. B. B. Brooks, of Casper, Wyo., former governor
of the State. Governor Brooks is not only one of the first citi-
zens of Wyoming but he is one of our largest oil operators and
is regarded as one of the best authorities on the oil business in
the West. His telegram speaks for a large number of oil oper-
ators and incorporates the substance of a resolution passéd by
a: convention of oilmen. It also reflects the general sentiment
of the people in reference to this question. I ask that the tele-
gram may be printed in the Recorp,

*There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Casren; Wxo,, April 1}, 1922.
Hon. JouN B. KENDRICK, { e

United States Semate, Washington, D. C.:

At a meeting of the Ro;_ﬁy Mountain Ol and Gas I'rodocers’ Asso-
ciation held in this cltdy to-day a resolution was unanimously adopted
Emtestlng against the drilling and. development of naval reserve No. 3,

nown as Teapot Dome, and the reported letting of a private contract
to Harry Sinclair or any other person or corporation for the following
reasons : There is -no present market or outlet for the t produe-
tion of oil. The present production of oil does not affect this naval
pool. The oil is not adapted to naval uses nor is there any present
nayal requirement for additional oil. This association is ?Eroae«{ to the
letting of contracts for the development of Government reserve by
Erhmte arrnnggment and without opportunity for general competitive
idding, Furtbermore, the proposed additior jpmiilucﬁol; will serionsly
increase the already overproduction of crude in this territory and re-
sult in continued reduction of prices of crude oil to the loss of the pro-
ducers, the State of Wyoming, publie schools, good roads, and national
reclamation fund; also the preposed drilling of the Teapot Ilome means
tranaporting that oil from the State of Wyoming in its entirety,
whereas if duced in the fature aud when actually needed it will be
refined in this Btate: and we deem the present Propmed develo: nt
and withdrawal not in harmony with [?urpoaes of eriginal withdrawal
or the policy of the leasing law. The Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Pro-
ducers’ Association includes in its membership fuily 95 per cent of the
&t'radurm and more than D5 per cent of the production in the State.

he assoclation urges npon the Wyoming d
to prevent the consummation of the pro
Teapot Dome, Immediate action is necessary.

ROCKEY MovUNTAIN OIL AXD GAS PRODUCERS' ASSOCIATION,
By B. B. Brooks, President,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the resolution submitted by the Senmator from Wyoming.
The resolution was agreed to.

INDUSTRIAL CONDITIONS.

Mr. CALDER. I move that the Senate take up for consider-
ation Senate Joint Resolution 188, which authorizes the appoint-
ment of a committee of three Senators by the President of the
Senate and three Members of the House by the SpeaKer to in-
quire into the condifions of industry and commerce in the
United States, for the purpose of securing information on which
to base legislation.

Mr. FLETCHER. Let the joint resolution be reported.

The joint resolution was read by title, as follows:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res, 188) creating a commiftee to investi-
ate existing conditions of Industry and commerce in the United States
'or the purpose of recommending to Congress legislation defining the
vights and limitations of cooperative organizations as distinguished
from illicit combinations in restraint of trade.

Mr., JONES of Washington. Let the resolution be read in
full, Mr. President.
The reading clerk read the joint reselution, as follows:

Whereas the revival of the industrial activities of the United States
i3 essential to the welfare of the individual as well as the Nation; and

Whereas husiness has been suffering severe depression from which its
reconstruction should be stimulated by every legitimate' means; and

Whereas business procedure that will, without protecting monepolie
eliminate waste in production or distribution, lower costs, simplify an
standardize methods, inerease efficiency and. the morale of business is
a benefielal factor in economie progress; and

s congresgional action has alrgad_v been taken to assist in

agricultural cooperative marketing and distribution; and

Whereas the industrial tendeney is toward the substitution of re-
search and scientific business methods for previous uncertainty and

orance; and
- Whereas business is: hesitating because unable to secure guidance
legal or governmental, which will slmrly indicate the proper lines of

iness association ; am

m’;ggedreia% Eﬁi:mu iz entitled to know in definite térms what it legally
ean and can not do: Therefore be it

Resolved, ete., That a joint committee of Congress is hereby created,
to be composed of six members, three of whom shall be appointed by
the President of the Senate, amd three by the Speaker of the House of

resentatives.

c. 2, That it shall be the duty of the commitiee fo investigate
existing conditions of Industry and commerce in the Unifed States
anid the markets of foreign countries, in so far as the same directly
affect indus and commerce of the United States, inamdlsg questions
as to production, distributiom, labor, and business methods, and to
report to Congress and to suggest such legislation, If any, as it may

contract afféecting the

tion immediate action
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leem bost these subjects, with a special reference to the most
gﬂe:!c!:lv}ngaggo 1;lmrl mmm‘; jl:c re\-i:'e Indus‘t):; and to stimulate foreign
and domestic trade, to stabilize business conditions as to the future,
to minimize the danger and distress of recurrin% periods of business
depression with their resultant eycles of general unemployment, and
to define the rights and limitations of cooperative organizations as
distinguished from illicit combinations in restraint of trade.

SEec. 3. That such committee is hereby authorized dnrlnﬁ the Sixty-
seventh Congress to sit during the sessions or recesses of the Congress,
at Washington or at any other place in the United States, to send for
persons, books, and papers, to administer oaths, and to employ experts
deemed necessary by such committee, a clerk, and a stenographer to
report such hearings as may be had in connection with any subject
which may be before such committee, such stenographer's service to
be rendered at a cost not exceeding $1.25 per fprlqtedl page, the ex-
penses involved in carrying out the provisions of this resolution to be
paid onc-half out of the contingent fund of the Senate and one-half
out of the contingent fund of the House of Representatives.

SEC, 4. That the committee may from time to time report to Con-
gress, and shall submit a final report on or before December 4, 1922,

Mr, OVERMAN, Is this measure brought before the Senate
by unanimous consent? ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New York
-has asked unanimous consent for the present consideration of
the joint resolution.

Mr. OVERMAN. I hope it will not be taken up to-day.

Mr. HARRISON. Does the Senator from New York intend to
go on with it to-day?

AMr. CALDER. Yes; I desire to have it made the unfinished
business.

Mr. HARRISON, The Senator does not intend to ask us to
go any further with it to-day after it has been made the unfin-
ished business?

Mr. CALDER,
it np.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It is the joint resolution
which the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epce] said he would
ask to have taken up on Monday?

Mr. CALDER. It is the joint resolution to which the Senator
from New Jersey referred.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I thought the Senator from
New Jersey said he would not ask to have it taken up until
Monday.

Mr, FLETCHER. There are several Senators opposed to it,
and I do not think it would be fair to take it up in their
absence,

Mr. CALDER. Why not let us have it made the unfinished
business, and then I will ask to have it temporarily laid aside
for any other business which may be brought up?

Mr. LODGE. I think we can take it up, if it is so desired.

Mr. OVERMAN. It can be taken up by a majority vote,

Mr. LODGE. We can take it up by a majority vote.

Mr. OVERMAN. We may want to debate it.

Mr. CALDER. There is no objection to taking it up that I
know of.

Mr. LODGE. It ean be made the unfinished business.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
WarsH] has said that the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epar]
stated to some Senators that it would not be taken up until
Monday. ' -

Mr, LODGE. The Senator from New Jersey said he wanted
to have it made the unfinished business, and that he would not
press it until Monday ; that he understood some Senators desired
to be heard on it. and that he would have to be away himself
to-day, and would not press it until Monday.

Mr. CALDER, If there is no objection to having the joint
resolution made the unfinished business, I shall agree to lay it
aside temporarily.

Mr. OVERMAN. I am opposed to taking it up to-day.

Mr. LODGE. It ean be laid aside for to-day.

Mr, CALDER. I will not ask for a vote on it to-day: I shall
not press it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there ohjection to the im-
mediate consideration of the joint resolution?

Mr. OVERMAN. I object.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Let me read from the Recorp
what the Senator from New Jersey [Mr, Epce] said on yester-
day:

I wish to announce that on Monday next, immediately following the
routine morning business, providing the calling of the calendar does
not interfere, T shall ask unanimous consent to consider Senate Joint
Resolutien No. 188, which provides for a committee of inquiry to en-
deavor to find some solution of the problem. As I do not want to in-
terfere with the regular business of the Senate, I desire further to an-
nounce that should the morning hour on Monday be consumed by the
calling of the ealendar I &hall renew my request for unanimous consent
the first morning thereafter when we have a morning hour.

Mr. LODGE. Before the Senator from New .Jersey left this
afternoon he suid he would like to have it taken up and made
the unfinished business, but with the understanding that we

1 hoped there might be no objection to taking

should not go on with it before Monday.

Mr, OVERMAN. T have no objection to that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the joint
resolution being made the unfinished business?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution (8. J. Res.
188) creating a committee to investigate existing conditions of
industry and commerce in the United States, for the purpose of
recommending to Congress legislation defining the rights and
limitations of cooperative orgunizations as distinguished from
illicit combinations in restraint of trade.

Mr. CALDER. I ask unanimous consent that the joint reso-
lution be temporarily laid aside. '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it will be
temporarily laid aside.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC SCHOOLS.

Mr, CAPPER. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate take
up for consideration at this time the bill (8. 2040) to provide
for compulsory school attendance of. children, to provide for
the taking of a school census, fo create the department of school
attendance and work permits for the administration of this act
and the act to regulate the employment of child labor in the
Distriet of Columbia, and for other purposes, within the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER,
mediate congideration of the bill?

Mr. FLETCHER, May I ask, has the bill the unanimous re-
port of the committee?

Mr. CAPPER. The report of the committee was unanimous,
except that one member of the committee, the Senator from
Utah [Mr, Kixg] was not present. The bill has the approval of
the District Committee, of the District Commissioners, and of
the Board of Education. They have been anxious for several
months to get action upon it. It is a very meritorious measure.
The District of Columbia has no compulsory school attenduance
law and those in charge of the schools liere say it is exceedingly
important that we have enacted for this city as quickly as pos-
sible a law which will require attendance in the public schools,

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. This is an extremely important
bill. It is such a sweeping and vitally important measure that
I hope the Senator from Kansas will not press it at this time,
I would like to look Into it myself.

Mr. CAPPER. It has been before the Senate for two or three
months.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. We have been constantly busy on
something here in the Senate. I know I have been constantly
in my seat and busy on the floor from time to time.

Mr. CAPPER. How much time would the Senator like to
have?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Let it go over until some day next
week and I shall look into it in the meantime.

Mr. CAPPER. We have delayed it here a number of times
and given way to other measures. However, if the Senator
asks for more time and will indicate the time he would like to
have, T shall not insist upon the consideration of the bill now.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I would like to have it to go over
until next week so that I may examine the bill and the report.
Compulsory school attendance and the regulation of child labor
are important questions,

Mr. CAPPER. The bill is in line with the compulsory school
attendance laws of every State in the Union, and the work
permit feature of it is exactly the same that we now have in
the District of Columbia,

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Two or three days could not pos-
sibly make any difference. I hope the Senator will not think
me unreasonable if I request him to let the bill go over until
Monday.

Mr. CAPPER.

Is there objection to the im-

Very well.
PENSION LEGISLATION.

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, there are a number of pen-
sion bills on the calendar which have passed the lower House
and which have been pending in the Senate for several months,
They ought to be taken up and disposed of. I desire to give
notice at this time that on Monday, immediately after the
passage of the joint resolution which is now the unfinished
business, I shall move to make the pension legislation the unfin-
ished business, commencing with House bill 2158, to provide for
the monthly payment of pensions,

Mr. HARRISON, Mr. President, will the SRenator yield?

Mr. BURSUM. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. I was going to suggest, if there are sev-
eral pension billg, that some agreement wmight be entered into
that those matters could be taken up some night early next
week.

Mr. BURSUM. That course would be very agreeable to me,
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Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, the calendar will be called
on Monday, and I presume the bills referred to by the Senator
from New Mexico will be reached then, So very likely they
may be taken care of when they are reached in the regular
order, and it will not be necessary to set them for a special
time,

Mr, BURSUM. I desire to bring them up by agreement or
by motion for the reason that they are nearly always objected
to on a eall of the ecalendar, when the understanding generally
is to take up only such bills as are not objected to. Therefore,
I desire to give notice that I shall move to take up the bills to
which I have referred immediately after the disposal of the
unfinished business now before the Senate.

INCOME TAX ON FOREIGN VISITORS.

Mr. DIAL. Mr, President, I have just noticed a very remark-
able statement in the New York Times of to-day. I see where
Mr. Ralph D. Blumenfeld, who is a part owner of Town and
Country, published in London, and chairman of the beard and
editor of the London Daily Express, recently paid our country
a visit and spent about three weeks in the United States. While
he was. here he purchased somewhere between $220,000 and
$£225,000 worth of machinery. When he attempted to return
home, before he could get his sailing papers, he was asked by
an official in New York his occupation, his business, and how
he spent his time in the United States. The conversation pro-
ceeded and the official then desired to know the salary that he
drew. He said that he was on no salary, and thereupon the
official arbitrarily put him down as worth $17,000 salary and
assessed him $93.50 income tax for the pleasure of visiting the
United States and the further pleasure of purchasing some
$225,000 worth of machinery to be shipped out of the United
States.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that if such is the law it should
not be continued, and if such is not the law the officials should
not so disturb people whe come to our country to spend their
money. If we expect to build up trade in this country by
building a tariff wall around us so high that no goods can come
in, and then in addition to that when people visit here to spend
their money. if we are going to tax them before we let them
go home, it seems to me we will dry up the industries of our
country.

Mr, KING. Mr. President——

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

Mr. DIAL. 1 yield.

Mr, KING. I would like to.ask the Senator from South Caro-
lina if we pursue a course of that character what effect it
would have upon Americans who might go abroad, and buy or
sell there? Would they not be subjected to some sort of re-
taliatory legislation?

Mr. DIAL. In the same manner, I should think, and we
would then soon have our home produets dried up almest abso-
Iutely, except as. far as we ourselves could use them. It would
stop the encouragement of trade with the people of the world.
This is one of the most remarkable instanees I have ever known.
It is, however, just about what could be expected at the present
time when we remember the way in whiech we enact our laws
and the defective execution of the laws.

Mr. KING: It seems to me if the present law permits that,
it ought to be promptly amended, beeause that is such an op-
pressive thing that it will appeal to everyone as being injurious
to the Ameriean people.

Mr, DIAL, I agree with the Senator. I am satisfied that
it will drive away millions of dollars’ worth of foreign trade.

J. B, GLANVILLE AND OTHEES,

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of the bill (8. 854) to reimburse
J. B, Glanville and others for losses and damages sustained by
them through the negligent dipping of tick-infested cattle by
the Bureau of Animal Industry, Department of Agriculture.
The bill was read and considered the last time the calendar
was called and it went over upon the objection of the Senator
from Florida [Mr. Frercaer], to whom I have spoken and who
has no further objection to urge, J

There being ne objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill.

Mr. CURTIS. On page 4 there is a clerical error which I
wish to correct by an amendment. In the amendment reported
by the Committee on Claims, line 13, page 4, I move to strike
out “ forty-eight"” and to insert in lieu * four thousand two
hundred and thirty-one."”

Mr. FLETCHER. What does that change?

Mr. CURTIS. It states the exact number of cattle. There
was a clerieal error in the number.

Mr. FLETCHER. I understand the elaim grows out of the
negligence of the agents of the Government?

*Mr. CURTIS. It does.

Mr. FLETCHER. It has been reported on favorably by the
department ?

Mr. CURTIS. It has.

Mr. HEFLIN. Does the Department of Agriculture recom-
mend it?

My, CURTIS. It is recommended by the department.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The substitute reporfed by the
Committee on Claims having been agreed to, it will be neces-
sary to reconsider the vote by which the anrendment was agreed
to. Without objection that vote will be reconsidered and the
amendment to the amendment will be stated.

The REapiNg CLERK. On page 4, line 13, strike out * forty-
eight” and insert in lien *four thousand two hundred and
thirty-one,” so as to read:

31:“21? vle)ier.t?g;y inspfec;nrsi ellnplnyed_by the Bureau of Animal In-
4,231 head of Texas e e T eliure de. dogeriy alp

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to,

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

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

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 2 o'clock and 10 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until Monday, April 17, 1022, at 12
o'clock meridian.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Saruroay, April 15, 1922,

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

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

Our Father in heaven, the height and the depth, the length
and the breadth of Thy love are beyond our knowledge, We
praise Thee, for Thou art the King of Love whose goodness
faileth never. As we wait in the foreglow of the great Easter
day, there comes to us the sublime truth, ** Greater love hath
no man than this.” It glorifies all there is in earth and sky
and plaees supreme value on the worth of man. Be with us
this day, and as the light of the morrow breaks upon us may
our hearts respond to the heavenly strain that celebrates the
world’s redemption. O Son of God, rise upon all darkened
lands' and touch all things and bring them forth into bemuty.
We would accept the eternal law of achievement, namely, de-
feat of conquest through sacrifice. May no one in all the world
be big enough to make us little enough to bate. Through Christ,
Amen.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk,
announced that the Senate had passed bills and joint resolu-
tions of the following titles; in which the concurrence of the
House of Representatives was requested :

$.3317. An act to authorize the State of Minnesota to con-
struet a bridge across the Mississippi River between Cass Lake
and Bemidji, in or about section 25, township 146 north, range
32 west, Beltrami County, Minn.;

8.2019. An act fo extend for the period of two years the
provisions: of title 2 of the food control and the District of
Columbia rents act, approved October 22, 1919, as amended;

S. J. Res. 190. Joint resolution to authorize the presentation
of a tablet to the officers of the National Society of the Daugh-
ters of the American Revolution.

BENATE BILL BREFERRED.

Under clanse 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following title
was taken from the Speaker's table and referred to its appro-
priate committee, as indicated below: *

S.2019. An act to extend for the period of two years the pro-
visions of title 2 of the food control and the District of Colwm-
bia rents act, approved October 22, 1919, as amended; to the

Committee on the District of Columbia.

For losses and damages sustained by them through the negligence
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CORBECTION,

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, in an address
I made on the floor of the Hounse on April 11, I made sev-
eral remarks about Brig. Gen. George W. Burr, of the Regu-
lar Army, stating that at the time referred to he was in charge
of the Sixty-seventh Field Artillery brigade in France. The
latter statement came from The Adjntant General's records, but
1 find that those records have been confused with the record of an-
other General Burr in France who was in charge of the brigade
I mwentioned, 1 have received a letter from Brig. Gen. George
W. Burr of date April 13, 1922, stating the facts with reference
to his service with this organization, and an investigation of
the record convinces me his statements are correet; that he had
no connection with the artillery brigade referred to, was not
censured in France: and I am going to ask unanimous consent
te insert a copy of his letter in the Recorp, together with a copy
of my reply to him, which will state the facts.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. GARNER. If I understand it, the general rules of the
House give the gentleman permigsion to correct the Recosp.
Of course, they do not give him the permission to insert letters
or to correct statements concerning seme individual.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. T will state to the gentle-
man that I am asking nnanimous consent to do that very thing.
I am geing further, to submit a unanimous-consent request that
all the statements with reference to Brig. Gen. Geerge W. Burr
be eliminated from the permanent REcorDn,

The SPEAKFER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent fto
insert the letters indicated. Is there objection?

There was no objeetion.

Mr. JOHNRON of South Dakota. There is another request,
Mr. Speaker, that all reference to Brig. Gen. George W. Burr
he eliminated. s

The SPEAKER. The gentleman makes the further request
that the statements referred to be eliminated. 1Is there objec-
tion?

There was no objection.

The letters referred to are as follows:

WAR DEPARTMEXT,

Orpicr OF THE CHIEF OF ORDNANCE,
Washington, April 13, 1922,

Hon. Rovat C. JOHRNSON,
United Ntates House of Representatives,
Washington, D. 0.

Kik: Your attention iz invited to the following extract from a speech
made by yon on the floor of the House, as reported in the Cox-
GRESSIONAL REcorRp of April 11, 1922: -

“ Brig. Gen. George W. Burr, of the Regnlar Army, was in charge of
the Sixty-seventh Pield Artil brigade in Fravee. I have with me a
phetostatic copy of a report made at Toul, France, February 7, 1819, by
General Bullard. and it might not be amiss to say the ex-service men
who are interested in seeing a reform in the Army have a great many
phatostatic eopies of exhibits whieh can not be controverted. This
report shews ' that General Burr showed ipexcusahble neglect.
rections were duly pointed out. An inspection made some three weeks
Jater showed continued similar inexeusable neglect, with corresponding
resulting damage to moter trawsportation. As thiz brigade was under
oriders to. go and has now gone to the Lemans area, taking its motor
transportation with it, discipline and corrections could not he made
here. I recommmend that this matter be followed with General Burr,
even though he has now been relieved and eoxdered back to the United
States, and that it be followed also with, the brigade now in the Lemans
area. In the great effort being made to keep motor tran ation in
eondition, both Geperal Burr and the efficer in charge of this trams-
portation should be held responsible.

- L h - - * - *

“ Géeneral Burr, after he had been found Inefficient in Franee,
s arn

This_entire quotation in so far as it refers to Brig Gen. George W.
Burr, of the Regular Army, is in error, since I was not in command of
the Artillery brigade referred to, wus mot in France at time, and
was not the officer referred to in the report to which yeu have refer-
ence. These statements are readily verified from. the records,

Since you have done me a gross injustice in the above quoted refer-
ence to me in your speech, I request that you take immediate steps to
have made a snitable eorrectiou.

Respectiunlly,
Geo. W. BURR,

Brigadier General, Ordnance Department, United States Army.

Argit. 15, 1922,
Brig. Gen. GrorcE W. BURR,
Office of the Chief of Ordnance, Washington, D. C.

ik : Replying to your letter of April 13, I wish to say I find the facts
with ‘to your service with the Bixty-seventh Field Awtillery
as stated in your letter.

The error was due to a confusion in the records of The Adjutant
General’s Ofice in that your name was confased with that of the other
affiver. E

In order to make as full amends as possible 1 have to.day gmn the
facts to Congress in a short statement, bave inelnded for the Coxenes-

B10NAL REcoRD copies of your letter and of my reply, and haye secured

Cor- |

unanimons consent that all reference to yon in connection with this
g:g(t.aeﬂg be stricken from the permanent copy of ithe CONGRESSIONAL

I regret this error as much as you, and have tried to correct it with
as much publicity as was given to the original statement.

Most respectfully,
Rovarn C. JOHNSON.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I am very glad that the gentle-
man from South Dakota made the correction in reference to
Brig. Gen. George W. Burr.

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise?
Does he wish to ask unanimous consent to address the Honse?

Mr. MILLER. Yes: to proceed for one minute.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington asks
unanimous consent to proceed for one minute. Is there objee-
tion? *

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER. I am very glad the geutleman from South
Dakota has seen fit to correet the Recorp with reference to
Brig. Gen. George W. Barr. Brig. Gen. George W. Burr was in
command of the Third Post Supply Department in London,
England, during five months, #nd made such an excéptional

-record that he was ordered returned to the United States and

was put in the permanent force of the Suppiy Department,
where he made an exceptional record.
SPECIAL CANCELING STAMPS IN CERTAIN POST OFFICES.

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to take from the Speaker's table House bill 10740, with Senate
amendments, and I ask unanimous consent that the House dis-
agnee to the Senate amendments and ask for a eanference.

The SPHEAKER. The gentleman frem AMinnesota calls np
from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 10740, with Senate
amendinents, whieh the Clerk will repert.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (I, R. 10740) antherizing the yse of special camoceling stamps
in certain post offices.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate amend-
nients.

The Senate amendments were read.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mpyr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
are there any serious objections to adding to the number, already
provided for, of canceling stamps for these two illustrious af-

‘fairs that have been included in the Senate amendments?

Mr. STEENERSON,
tion.

Mr. GARNER. Is this a unanimous-consent request?

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that the gentleman could
bring it up as a matter of right, a House bill with Senate
amendments.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Is it a Union Calendar bill?

The SPEAKER. No; it is a House Calendar bill.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inguiry,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it

Mr. STAFFORD. Would a motion to coneur in the Senate
amendinent take precedence of the motion to eonsent to the com-
ference?

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks it would.

Mr. STAFFORD. What objection weuld there be to concur-
ring in the Senate amendments?

Mr. STEENERSON. I am ftrying to save the Haouse some
time. Since this gmendment was put on adding two new places
there has been an urgent request made to have another ene put
on, and we desire to do that in eonference.

Mr. STAFPORD. I do not think the gentleman will be able

I do not exaetly understand the ques-

{0 accoamplish that by such parliamentary taetics. If the gea-

tleman wants to block concurrence; it is in his power to do se.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota asks unani-
mous consent te disagree te the Benate amendments and agree
to the esnference agked for by the Senate. Is there objection?

There was no objection, and the Speaker appointed as eon-
ferees on the part of the House Mr. StuexeRsoN, Mr. WriGHT,
and Mr. BELL,

CALL OF THE HOUSBE.

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

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania makes
the point of order that there is no quorum present. Evidently
there is no gquorum t.

Mr. MONDELL.. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

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

Ackerman Anthony
Andrew, Mass. Bacharach
Ansorge Bixler

Frand:
Britten
Brooks, Pa.

Blakeney
Bond

Bowers
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Brown, Tenn. Hammer Lampert Sehall
Burke Hawes Langley Shelton
Campbell, "4, Hayden Linthicim Riegel
Cantrill Herrick London Snyder
Clark, Fla. Hickey MeSwain HSpeaks
Cole, Ohio Hill Maloney Sproul
Copley Hogan Mansfield Stiness

Dale Hudspeth Michaelson Btoll

Davis, Tenn. Husted Mills Bullivan
Drane Hutchinson Moore, 111 Sweet
Drewry Ireland Morin Taylor, Ark.
Imnn Jefferls, Nebr. O'Brien Taylor, Colo.
Dyer Jellers, Ala. 0l pr Taylor, Tenn.
Fields Johuson, Miss. Periman Tincher
Focht Kelly, I'a. Radcliffe Yaile
Fordney Kennedy Rainey, Ala. Volk

Foster Keteham Rainey, I1L Volstead
Frear Kiess Reber Wylsh

Giahn Kindred Robertson Ward, N. Y.
Gilbert Kitkpatrick Resenbloom Wason
Goldsborongh Kitchin Rosadale Williams
(iorman Kleczka Rouse Wilson
Gould Knight Ryan Winslow
Graham, I'a, Kreider Sabath Wood, Ind.
Griffin Kunz Sanders, Ind. Young

The SPEAKER. On this eall 317 Members have answered to
their names, A quorum is present.

Mr, MONDELL. T move to dispense with further proceedings
under the call.

The motion was agreed to.

THE LATE REPRESENTATIVE FLOOD. *

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the fourth Sunday in May, May 28, 1922, be set apart for
the delivery of addresses on the life, character, and public
service of the late Hexgy D, Froop, formerly a Representative
from the tenth congressional distrist of the Commonwealth of
Virginia.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia asks unani-
mous consent that Sunday, May 28, be set apart for memorial
addresses on the late Itepresentative Froop. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

NAVAL APPROPRIATIONS.

On motion of Mr., KELtey of Michigan, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R.
11228) making appropriations for the Navy Department and the
naval service for the fiseal year ending June 30, 1923, and for
other purposes, with Mr. Town~gr in the chair,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

In all, $101,400: Provided, That no person shall be emplaved here-
under, other than as a draftsman or such other technical capacity, at
a rate of compensation exceedlr;ﬁ) $1,800 per annum, except the follow-
ing: One at $2,200, one at $2,000.

Mr. VARE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the committee for one minute,

Mr: KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, last night the

- gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Darrizeer] asked unani-
mous consent that the bureau appropriations be passed over
until after the enlisted strength of the Navy had been disposed
of. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Vare] objected to
that request, I understand this morning that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania is asking the Chair to be recognized for the
purpose of withdrawing his objection? Am I right about that?

Mr. VARE. Mr. Chairman, the statement made by the dis-
tingnished gentleman from Michigan is correct. I ask unani-
mous consent to withdraw the objection and proceed to discuss
the bill under the item * I’ersonnel.” ;

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent that he be allowed to withdraw his objee-
tion that he made. Is there ohjection?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the nnanimous-con-
sent request of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Kerrey]?

There was no objection.

My, KELLEY of Michigan. It is the understanding that we
start in with the pay of the Navy, on page 31.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

BUREAU OoF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS.
PAY OF THH NAVY,

For pay and allowances prescribed by law of officers on sea duty and
other duty, and officers on waiting orders, $25,803,086: officers on the
retired list, $3.114,840; commutation of quarters for officers, including
boatswalns, gunners, carpenters, sailmakers, machinists, pharmacists,
pay eclerks, and mates, naval constructors, and assistant naval con-
structors, $1.310,400; and also members of Nurse Corps (female),
$1,000; for hire of quarters for officers serving with troops where there
are no public quarters belonging to the Government, and where there
are not sufficient quarters possessed by the United States to accommo-
date them or commutation of gquarters not to exceed the amount which
an officer wounld receive were he not serving with troops, and hire of
quarters for officers and enlisted men on sea duty at sach times as they

may be deprived of their quarters on board ship due to repairs or other
conditions which ma;r([ render them uninhabitable, $20,000; pay of en-
listed men on the retired list, $675,566; extra pay to men reeniisting
under honorable discharge, $3,772,000; interest on deposit by men,
$10,000; pay of petty officers, seamen, landsmen, and apprentice sea-
men, including men in the enfineer‘s force and men detailed for duty
with the Fish Commission, enlisted men, men in trade sehools, pay of
enlisted men of the Hospital Corps, $51.832.851; pay of enlisted men
undergoing sentence of court-martial, $520,520 ; and as many machinists
as the President may from time to time deem necessary to appoint ;
and apprentice seamen under training at training stations and on board
training ships, at the pay prescribed by law, $422.400; pay of the Nurse
Corps, $366,720; rent of quarters for members of the Nurse Corps,
25,000 ; retainer g&g and active-service pafy of members of the Naval
eserve Force, $5,689,233 : reimbursement for losses of property under
act of October 6, 1917, £10,000; payment of six months' death gratuity,
$150,000; in all, $93,814,016; and the money herein specifically appro-
priated for * Pay of the Navy,” shall be disbursed and accounted for in
accordance with existing law as “ Pay of the Navy,” and for that pnr-
Emw shall constitute one fund: Provided, That retainer pay provrdrd
¥ existing law shall not be paid to any member of the Naval Reserve
Force who fails to train as provided by law during the year for which
he fails to train,

Mr. McARTHUR, Mr,
amendinent,

The Clerk read as follows:
-~ Page 32, line 10, strike out the figures * $3,772,000 " and insert in
lieu thereof the figures * $5,981,900,"

Page 32, line 15, strike out the figures $51,832,351 " and insert in
lieu thereof the figures ** $62,108,534."

Page 32, line 16, strike out the figures * $520,520 " and insert in
lien thereof "596«‘5,000": pa 32, line 19, strike ont the figures
“ §422,400 " and Insert in len thercof * $1,207,200" ; page 82, line 20,
strike out the fizures “ $366,720 " and insert in lien thereof the figures
" 447,580 " ; Puge 32, line 23, strike out the figures * $03,814,016 "
and insert in lieu thereof the figures ** £107,503,239."

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan, In order to bring the matter
fully before the committee, the gentleman’s amendment should
include page 34, where the bill provides for 67.000 men. I un-
derstand the gentleman's amendment is based on 86,000 wen.

Mr., VARE. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will state it.

Mr. VARE. I -will state that I conferred with the Chair
a few days ago as to the parliamentary situation, and I under-
stood that on the question of amendment the senior member of
the Appropriations Committee being opposed to the present
bill, he would be recognized to make an amendment as to the
personnel.

The CHAIRMAN. This is not the paragraph relating to the
personnel, and therefore the Chair recognized the gentleman
from Oregon.

My, VARE., My understanding was that an agreement was
made that all the other items would be passed over until such
time as we reached the personnel, and that was the purpose of
my withdrawing my objection.

Mr. McARTHUR. Let me state my understanding of the
situation and probably it will be satisfactory to all the gentle-
men interested. The fizures that I have presented are based on
the necessary enrollment of a personnel of 86,000. They are
not haphazard figures, but have been prepared by the Pay-
master General of the Navy. I have no objection to letting the
matter go over until the next paragraph is read and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania can offer his amendment for 86,000
personnel and we can discuss the amendments together,

Mr. VARE. Mr, Chairman, I was on my feet at the time
the gentleman from Oregon was recognized,

Mr. McARTHUR. I will say that I also have an amendment
to that paragraph, but I am willing to let the gentleman from
Pennsylvania offer his amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Oregon make
a request that this may be passed?

Mr. McARTHUR. I am willing to have it passed until after
the item with reference to the personnel is read.

The CHAIRMAN, Does the gentleman make the unanimous-
consent request?

Mr., OLIVER. If the personnel is increased to 86,000, af
course the figures will have to be changed to conform with that
increased personnel, so the question of pay should be deferred
until we see what the result of the vote on the increase will bhe,

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. The only thing I am anxious
about is that these gentlemen shall not fall out about it.
[ Laughter.]

Mr. VARE.
ment.

Mr. McARTHUR.

Chairman, I offer the following

I ask unanimous consent to present this amend-

I am willing to have my amendment pend-

ing until the other paragraph is read, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that that be done.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani-
mous consent that this paragraph be passed until the question
of personnel is decided, on page 34.

Mr., LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
object, T did not so understand the request of the gentleman
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from Oregon. The request of the gentleman from Oregon is
to have his amendment eonsidered as pending until the next
paragraph is read and then let the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania offer his amendment, action being taken first on the
amendment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania and then on
the amendment of the gentleman from Oregon.

The CHAIRMAN. That is the Chair's understanding. Is
there objection to the request?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Perhaps I can help these gen-
tlemen clear up their difficulty. I would be glad if I could
divide the thing equally between them, but I do not know that
I can; but I would suggest that whatever arrangement is made
hetween them the first proposition to be dispesed of is the
gize of the Navy and that the amendment seeking to increase
the nomber from 67,000 to 86,000 be first considered; then, if
that should earry, the figures of the genfleman from Oregon
* would be next in order.

Mr. McARTHUR. I will objeet to that.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Michi-
gan, chairman of the subcommittee, agreed that the first supply
sections of the bill should be passed in order fo accommodate
the gentleman, and with the understanding. that the first ques-
tion to be voted on was the question of the size of the per-
sonnel, Now, queerly enough, after having agreed to that with
the gentleman from Oregon he disagrees with the gentleman
about this.

Mr. McARTHUR. The gentleman from Wyoming is fur-
nishing some gratuitous adviee in this matter. I want to be
reasonable and I am willing that the two amendments shall
be considered at the same time, providing the gentleman from
Pennsylvania can control half of the time en our side of the
(question.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. What is the real objeetion to the
suggestign that I have made?

Mr. McARTHUR. I am willing to withdraw any objection
and accommodate the gentleman.

Mr. VARE. T want to assure the gentleman from Oregon that
he may control half the time.

Mr. McARTHUR. I do not care to confrol any more than
half the time. Let us read the bill, them.

Mr, VARE. Mr. Chairman, I trust the Chair will now have
the amendment read which I have sent to the Clerk’s desk.

The CHATRMAN. Unanimous consent has not been agreed
to as yet.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan, Mr, Chairman, T ask unanimous
consent that the amendment of the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
McArtaHUR] be considered as pending, that first consideration be
given to the amendment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr, VAre], and that upon the matter of the amendment of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania there shall be four heurs of de-
bate, the four hours to be divided equally between the two sides
of the proposition, the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
ByrxEs] controlling one hour and some one on that side whe is
agninst the committee proposition controlling the other hour:

Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina. Mr. Chairman, of the time
allotted to me I would grant one-half to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. GArrivax], the ranking Democrat on the
Committee on Appropriations opposed to the committee amend-
ment,

Mr, KELLEY of Michigan. And that the other two hours will
he divided. one hour to be retained by myself and the other hour
to be given to either Mr. VAre or Mr. McArTHUER, whichever one
of them will consent that he withdraw. :

Mr. McARTHUR. I am perfectly willing to let the gentleman
from Michigan control the time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani-
mous consent that the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr, McArTHUR] shall be pending, and be taken up
for discussion under the amendment which is proposed to be
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [AMr. Vare]; that
upon those amendments there shall be four hours of general
debate, two hours to be controlled for the amendments offered

by Mr. Vare and Mr. McArTHUR and two hours against, to be |

divided between the respective sides of the House, to be con-
trolled by the gentleman from Michigan on the majority side of
the House and the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. VaAgg],
and on the minority side of the House to' be controlled by the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. Byrxes] and the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr, GALLIVAN],

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, if the Chair will
permit, my request is that there be four hours of debate on
these two amendments, but that the vote shall come, first, on
the amendment offered by Mr. Vare; that two hours of time
shall be given to the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
Byexes], who will divide with Mr, Garravan, and two hours

shall be given to the proponents of the bill, one hour of that
time to be given to Mr. VArE, who yields one-half of it to the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. MCARTHUR].

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, with the understanding
that the vote shall be had at the conclusion of the debate?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Oh, yes. :

Mr. LONGWORTH. I think that better be made a part of
the request.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan.
conclusion of the debate,

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. -Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Yes,

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. We are asked to consent te an
agreement that it is a pig in a poke. What is the amendment
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania proposes to offer?

Mr. LONGWORTH. Let it be read for information.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. I stated that it was to change
the personnel from 67,000 to 86,000,

Mr, GREENE of Vermont. I did not so understand it.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend-
meint may be read for information.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objeetion, the amendment which
is to be offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. VAre]
will be read for information. |

There was no objection, and the Clerk read as follows:

Amendment Emposed by Mr. VArk: Page 34, line 7, strike out the
fizures * 2,000 © and insert in lien thereof the figures * 6,000,” and on
page 34, line 8, strike out the figures “ 67,000 and insert in lien
thereof the figures ‘86,000,” making the Enrugraph read as follows :

“ Immediately upon the approval of this act the Seecretary of the
Navy shall to reduce the enlisted strength of the Navy, by fur-
longh without pay (and no refunds shall be required of men so fur-
loughed), discharge, or otherwise, under such regulations as he may
preseribe, without regard to the provisions of existing law governing
diseharges, so that the average number of enlisted men, ineluding 6.000
apprentice seamen, shall not exceed 86,000 during the fiscal year 1023

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. There
is 0 much confusion in the Hall that I could not hear all that
has been said. We bhave an understanding over here on the
Demoeratie side that provision is only made for the proponents
of the 67,000 idea, which is the bill, and the 86,000 persommel.
What provision is made for those gentlemen who will offer an
amendment to inerease the Navy to the authorized strength, de-
manded by the experts? I think these who want to follow the
experts should be given equal opportunity to offer an amend-
ment. ' :

Mr, KELLEY of Michizan. I would say to the genmtleman
from Arkansas that the morning mail has not yet arrived.
[Laughter.]

Mr. WINGO. Oh, it has not?
tion 1 wanted, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Miechigan. [After a pause.] The Chair hears
none; and the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows: .

Not to exceed 200 graduates of the Naval Academy of the class of
1922 shall be commissisned as ensigns in the Nawvy, and the graduates
to be commissioned shall be seleeted by the Academie Board of the
Naval Academy after giving equal consideration to the scholastie
standing and adaptability for naval service of each graduate: Pro-
vided, That each gradoate of the Naval Aeademy of the class of 1922
who is not commissioned as an ensign in the Navy shall be paid
mileage at the rate of 5 cents per mile: from the Naval Academy to
his home and a’ sum egual to three months” pay as a midsh an, such
payments to be made from' the respective apmmions this act
providing for the transportation and pay of mids en,

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of order.

Mr. McCLINTIC. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.
I want to know if an amendment will be in order to be offered
at this time to that part of the section which the Clerk has just

And that the vote be had at the

T

That gives me the inferma-

read. :

The: CHAIRMAN, The Chair thinks an, amendment may be
offered at any time. -

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, T ask unanmimons
consent that all of these other matters be passed over witheut
prejudiee.

Mr. McCLINTI€. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
objeet, I want to find out if an amendment offered at this
time to the paragraph whieh has just been read, would it be in
order to have the amendment disposed of?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks not now.

Ar. McCLINTIC. Then I ask that my amendment be read,
and then I shall agree that it may be passed over without
| prejudice.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, so that there may be no ques-

I tion, I make the point of order against that provision, and let
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the point of order be pending with the gentleman's request
that this go over until the personnel has been fixed.

Mr, KELLEY of Michigan. That is entirely agreeable to me.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is reserved.

Mr. McCLINTIC. Mr. Chairman, I ask that my amendment
be read, with the understanding that it goes over until the
other matters are disposed of.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will report
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr,
McCrixTic] to be considered pending.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, McCriyTICc: Page 33, strike out lines 8
and 9, and including “in the Navy,” in line 10, and insert in lien
thereof : * that in determining the number of the members of the 1922
Naval Academy graduating class who shall be commissioned the Secre-
tary of the Navy is hereby directed to bring about the retirement of 75

per cent of such officers in the Navy as are eligible for retirement. He
shall cause to be commissloned out of 1922 Naval .M:aul&am‘vJ graduoat-
ing class 200 members, and an additional number equal to the number

of officers retired under the provisfons of this section.”

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, the reservation of the point of
order would go to the amendment, and the whole matter is
pending.

The CHATRMAN. Let the record show that the reservation
of the point of order also goes to the amendment. Let the
Chair state this matter. It is the understanding of the Chair
that if amendments are offered to any of these provisions in-
cluded in the reading down past the paragraph commencing on
page 34, that the debate on them will be limited to the four
hours, unless otherwise arranged; so that the Chair can not
recognize anyone ountside of the four hours unless arrangement
is made to that effect.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan.
has just said?

The CHAIRMAN. It occurs to the Chair that debate on
amendments that might be offered to any of these paragraphs
will all be included in the agreement ordered, unless otherwise
arranged.

Mr., KELLEY of Michigan. No, Mr. Chairman. The inten-
tion was that the debate should be upon the guestion of 86,000
men or 67,000 men, and all other matters should be included
outside of this four hours.

The CHAIRMAN. And matters depending upon that?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. And all amendments to those
would, of course, be included in the time,

The CHATRMAN, The Chair, of course, has no objection to
that interpretation, so that independent amendments offered
shall be considered for debate after the other matter has been
decided.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. I think that is right.

The CHAIRMAN. With that understanding the paragraph is
passed, and the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

The authorization contained in section 2 of the naval appropriation
act for the fiscal year 1921 for the employment of 500 reserve officers
in the aviation and auxiliary service is hereby repealed.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order to
the section. :

Mr. SWING. Mr, Chairman, I reserve all points of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is reserved by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RaAxer] and also by the gentleman
from California [Mr. Swixnc]. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows: X

Immediately upon the approval of this act the Seeretary of the
Navy shall begin to reduce the enlisted strength of the Navy, by fur-
lough without pay (and no refunds shall be required of men so fur-
lounghed), discharge, or otherwise, under such re%n}atlons as he may
grescribe, without regard to the provisions of existing law governing
ischarges, so that the average number of enlisted men, including
2,000 apprentice seamen, shall not exceed 67,000 during the fiscal year
1923 : Provided, That enlisted men who have served mot less than 235
yvears shall, unless sooner discharged by sentence of court-martial, be
permitted to reenlist and continue serving until theg are eligible for
retirement after 30 years' service as now grovi{led law : Provided
further, That enlisted men of the Navy who would eligible under
existing law for transfer to the Fleet Naval Reserve after 16 years’
service at the expiration of the current enlistment in which serving,
or who have completed 16 years’' service, may be transferred to the
Fleet Naval Reserve at any time after the passage of this act in the
discretion of the Secretary of the Navy, and shall, upon such transfer,
receive the same pay and allowances as now authorized by law for
men transferred to the Fleet Naval Reserve at the expiration of enlist-
ment after 16 years' service: Provided further, That enlisted men of
the Navy, who have completed 18 years’ service, may be transferred
to the Fleet Naval Reserve at -any time after the passage of this act
In the discretion of the Secretary of the Navy, and shall, upon such

transfer, receive the same pai and allowances as now authorized by
law for men transferred to the Fleet Naval Reserve after 20 years’

Will the Chair restate what he

service : Provided further, That enlisted men who have served for more
than 12 but less than 16 years shall be permitted to reenlist and con-
tinue serving, unless sooner discharged by sentence of a court-martial,
until they have completed 16 years' service, whereupon they shall, upon
be g?rmihed to transfer to the Fleet Naval Re-

hat no enlisted men of the Navy shall be

their own nmﬁimtluu
serve: Provided {urﬂ;er,

transferred to the Fleet Naval Reserve unless they have completed 16
or 20 years' service after the Navy is reduced to the number of enlisted
men appropriated for in this act, and in no event after January 1,
1928 : vided further, That the enlisted men who have served less
than 12 years found to be in excess of the total number herein appro-
priated for, after all other deductions have been made by way of retire-
ment or transfer, shall be discharged or furloughed without pay for the
convenience of the Government, and all recru!tglng shall be discontinued
until the total number of enlisted men has been reduced to the number
herein appropriated for: Prorvided further, That enlisted men of the
Navy who may be separated from the uervfu:e by furlough or discharge
under the requirements of this act shalé’ receive travel allowance now
authorized by law for men honorably discharged, and shall, upon re-
enlistment in the Navy at any time hereafter, receive the then current
p«ég of the rating held at the time of discharge plus all permanent
additions to such H:g' authorized by law at time of reenlistment for
service equal to t which the: ad at time of discharge, and, if
allowed to reenlist, shall be required to serve under such reenlistment
only for a period equal to the unexpired term of the enlistment in
which serving when furlonghed or discharged: Provided further, That
additional commissioned, warranted, npgﬂlnted enlisted, and civilian
personnel of the medical department of the Navy, required for the
care of patients of the United States Veterans' Bureau In naval hos- -
pitals, may be employed in addition to the numbers authorized or appro-
priated for in this act.

Mr. VARE. Mr. Chairman—

Mr. ROGERS. It is understood here also that all points of
order are reserved on the whole paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
Rocers] reserves all points of order on the paragraph.

Mr. VARE. Mryr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, -a point of order. No
anrendment can be offered for consideration while the point of
order is reserved to the paragraph.

Mr. ROGERS. This is being done by unanimous consent for
the convenience of the House, "

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands the point of order
will not be insisted upon.

Mr. STAFFORD. When is the point of order going to be
pressed ?

Mr. ROGERS.
tion.

Mr, STAFFORD. I think, Mr. Chairman, in behalf of regular
parliamentary procedure we should have the regular order.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Was not that a part of the unanimous-
consent agreement?

The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair understood it, it was not
modified by the committee.

Mr. MONDELL. Do I understand the gentleman intends to
have a vote on the motion before the point of order is (e-
cided?

Mr. ROGERS. On the nrain question.

Mr. MONDELL. On that theory, if the gentleman is defeated
on the vote, he may be able to brush it all out on the point
of order,

Mr. ROGERS. That is not worthy of the genfleman. My
point is to wholly leave it over and let these questions with
the points of order go into the details of the paragraph, await-
ing the decision on the main question.

Mr, WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I demand the regular order.

The CHAIRMAN. The regular order is demanded.

Mr. MONDELL. If the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
Rocers] will kindly leave it to me to say what is worthy of the
“ gentleman from Wyoming,” I will appreciate it.

Mr. ROGERS. I have an opinion and I assert it.

Mr. MONDELL. This House can not vote under the rules
with a point of order reserved.

Mr. ROGERS. We have already done it twice within a
minute,

Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman is not correct. I raise the
point of order that no amendment can be considered.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair thinks after the reservation is
made the reservation lies.

Mr. STAFFORD. If the Chair will permit me, then if the
Chair would ask the genfleman reserving the point of order
whether he withdraws it or insists on it

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from_ Massachusetts dis
not insist on it.

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman from Massachusetts has
made no point of order. He has not stated what his point of
order was. He simply reserves the right to make a point of
order to the paragraph after this matter is determined.

Mr. STAFFORD. The regular order demands that he shall
make his point of order or not make it. He has not made it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will proceed to report the
amendment.

Mr. TREADWAY. As I understand the last remark made, it
was that the gentleman must make his point of order or with-
draw it at this time?

After the consideration of fhe main ques-
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The CHAIRMAN. Yes, if regular order is demanded.

Mr. TREADWAY. The regular order having been demanded
by the gentleman from Wisconsin, it seems to me the point
should be made or withdrawn. The gentleman from Wyoming
[Mr. MoxpeLL] seems very touchy about it, and we had best
have it out.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, the “ gentleman from Wyo-
ming " is not touchy about anything, but it is absurd beyond
words to insist that this House shall debate for four hours and
then vote, solidly or otherwise, on a proposition that may there-
after go out on a point of order. If anything of that sort has
ever been heard of heretofore in a parliamentary body, it has
escaped my notice. It can not be done. There is no rule under
which it ean be done.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, if there is no rule by which
an agreement can be entered into of that nature, there is no
reason why the point should not be made. The gentleman
from Wyoming offered a very unfortunate insinuation, it seems
to me, against my colleague from Massachusetts, that if he was
beaten he would take some other method of reaching the end
he is seeking.

Mr. MONDELL. If that was not the gentleman’s purpose,
what had he in mind?
Mr. TREADWAY.

purpose.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. What is the point of order?

Mr. TREADWAY. That on page 34, after the proviso, you
are putting.legislation in an appropriation bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like to understand the
point of order made by the gentleman from Massachusetts.
Will the gentleman from Massachusetts please state his point
of order?

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
that beginning on page 34, line 9, and from there on through
the paragraph, the various provisos carry with them legislation
which is not proper on an appropriation bill.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, the point of
order made by the gentleman from Massachusetts, of course, is
not good, because the whole paragraph is designed to reduce
the strength of the Navy from 96,500, its present strength, to
67,000. Of course, the machinery set up in the paragraph for
effecting that reduction is only collateral to the main proposi-
tion of the reduction, and the whole paragraph comes squarely
under the Holman rule, making a provision in order which
effects a reduction in numbers or salaries of officers or men,

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr, Chairman, may I ask the gentleman
from Michigan a question?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan., Yes,

Mr. TREADWAY. Even if these paragraphs were thrown
out on a point of order, if the point of order was upheld and
these paragraphs did not appear in the bill, would we not then
still be reducing the Navy under either circumstance, whether
the number we agree upon here is 67,000 or 86,0007 Conse-
quently, to my mind, the Holman rule applies before we reach
the provisos at all. These are the provisions that you are
endeavoring to insert here, of a legislative character, that will
qualify the reduction you are to make under the vote we are
to take, either for 26,000 or 67,000.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. No. I will state to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts that the other provisions to which he
has made a point of order simply provide the methods and
machinery by which the reduction is to.be effected. If the
machinery were not provided, probably the reduction could not
be made.

Mr. NEWTON of Miunesota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield there?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan.

Mr. NEWTOXN of Minnesota.
ample:

Provided, That enlisted men who have served not less than 25 years
shall, unless sooner discharged by sentence of court-martial, be per-
mitted to reenlist and continue serving until they are eligible for re-
tirement after 30 years’ service, as now provided by law.

Wherein does that come under the Holman rule?

Mr, KELLEY of Michigan. Those men are entitled to remain
in the Navy and subject to retirement privileges. If that retire-
ment is to be effected prior to the time when they ordinarily
could retire, you transfer them from a salary higher to a
salary lower, so that it comes under the Holman rule under
another theory.

Mr. NEWTOXN of Minnesota.
men.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. In one case we reduce the num-
ber, and then of those who are reduced by reason of the reduc-

It was not his purpose. He had no such

Yes.
Take the first proviso, for ex-

You reduce the Navy to 67,000

tion of the number you also reduce the pay, so that you make
a reduction both ways.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. You do not reduce their pay.
but you transfer them to the inactive list. They are a charge
on the Treasury.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. But they get less pay.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. They draw pay, but do not per-
form any service. That is the point. Here you have men who
do not perform service who draw pay. Where is the saving on
the Treasury?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. It has been held many times that
the transfer from the active to the retired list comes under the
Holman rule. 2

Mr. STAFFORD. This identie question was submitted to the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union when the War Department appropriation bill was
under consideration, and there the Chair ruled that the col-
lateral matters to carry out the main provision of reductions
were in order.

Mr., NEWTON of Minnesota. The gentleman has had great
confidence in the Chair heretofore.

Mr, STAFFORD. I not only have great confidence in the
Chair, but I feel sure he is upholding the position taken by the
chairman at that time,

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. I will say further, Mr. Chair-
man, that the enlisted force of the Navy is divided into classes.
This reduction can not be made all out of one ¢lass, but must
come out of the classes proportionately all along the line.
These paragraphs are intended to bring about that reduction in
each case of enlisted men in the Navy, and the various provi-
sions are for the purpose of effecting that transfer, the change
from the active to the inactive list, or whatever the case may
be; and the whole matter is predicated primarily on the reduc-
tion of the number of ‘men, and, second, on the reduction of pay.
They do render service when on the inactive list when called
upon to do so. They are at the command of the Governinent in
any time of need.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. But it will prevent their reen-
listment and continuance in the service. It seems to mie that
is simply particular legislation not necessarily collateral to the
reduction of the Navy referred to.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman
from Michigan one more question?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Yes, indeed.

Mr, TREADWAY. Will these provisions be applicable
whether the final vote on 67,000 or 86,000 applies?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. They will be not only applicable
but necessary.

Mr. TREADWAY. Theun I withdraw the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is withdrawn.

Mr. STAFFORD. The Clerk will report the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. VArg].

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. VArg: Amend, on page 34, line 7, Ly strik-
ing out the figures “ 2,000 " and tnserting in lieu therefor ** 6,000, and
on page 34, line 8, by striking out the figures * 67,000 " and inserting
in lien therefor * 86,000, making the paragraph read: “ Immediately
upon the approval of this act the Secretary of the Navy shall begin to
reduce the enlisted strength of the Navy by furlongh without pay (amd
no refunds shall be required of men so furlonghed), digcharge, or other-
wise, under such regulations as he may prescribe, without regard to
provisions of existing law governing discharges, so that the average
number of enlisted men, ineluding 6.000 apprentice seamen, shall not
exceed 86,000 during the fiseal year 1923 "—

And so forth.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. I understand that the gentle-
man’s amendment is intended only to change the figures * 2,000 "
to “ 6,000 " and the fizures “ 67,000 " to * 86,000,” and that all the
other language connected with the paragraph is untouched.

Mr. VARE. The gentleman is absolutely correct.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Under the unanimous-consent
agreement entered into a while ago I yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. VArRe] one hour, and reserve the remainder
of my time,

Mr. VARE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Magek].

Mr. MAGEE., Mr. Chairman, I wish to express my personal
views as a member of the committee that reported this bill, and
I trust that in my limited time I may be permitted to do this
without interruption.

I very much regret to differ with the majority of my col-
leagues on the Committee on Appropriations in reference to the
naval strength provided for in the pending bill. This bill was
drafted by a subcommittee of five, consisting of one Member from
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Michigan, the distinguished chairman of the subeommittee, one
from Minnesota, one from Idaho, one from South Carolina, and
one from Alabama. These five States have an aggregate mem-
bership in the House of 42. Great States like Massachusetts,
New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Virginia, each an empire in
itself, have had no voice in the preparation of this bill, which
presumes: to determine the naval policy of this country.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. The gentleman is a member of
the Committee om Appropriations, is he not? . .

Mr. MAGEE. I decline to yield, Mr, Chairman.

The members of the subcommittee contend that they desire to
give to the country a Navy in numbers and efliciency autherized
by the naval treaty recently ratified by the Senate, and that
they have done so in this bill. On the other hand, the Secre-
tary of the Navy, Assistant Seeretary Roesevelt, and other high
officials of tlie Navy, and prominent members on the Committee
on Naval Affairs of the House, contend that this bill does not
do so. [Applause.] The ecruecial question is one of fact. We
must determine who is right in the contention. All the Mem-
bers of the House; excepting the five Members comprising this
subcommittee, can be regarded as jurors. The country will look
to us to give a correet verdict.

I do not consider that I'am competent to determine the naval
policy of the country, and yet I consider that I am just as
competent to determine sueh policy as the other 30 members of
the Committee on Appropriations whe had ne part in the draft-
ing of this bill. However, I do consider myself entirely com-
petent to act as a juror im this case, and to render a true ver-
dict in the public interest upen all the facts presented for our
consideration.

It is conceded that we are entitled to 18 capital ships under
the naval treaty. The question at issue is the number of en-
listed men required on shore and to map those ships and the
necessary auxiliary vessels thereto for action in defense of our
ecountry upon reasonable notice, The Secretary of the Navy
says that it will require materially more men than this bill pro-
vides for. The members of the subcommittee say that 67,000
will be sufficient. What is the basis upon which the subeom-
mittee fixes this number? They say in their report that they
have aceepted the figures given to the Naval Committee by the
Navy Department as of February 1, 1922, This statement is a
confession of the abjeet weankness of their case, because those
ships and the necessary auxiliary vessels were not ready and
equipped for action on February 1.

The Secretary of the Navy, as I understand, contends that on
February 1 there were only sufficient men on those ships to man
and equip for actiom 13 capital ships. It is apparent that if we
are to have 18 capital ships and maintain them ready for action
additional men must be provided for in the pending bill.

The Committee on Appropriations, under the rules of the |
House, is an appropriating committee. It is not.a legislating
committee. This committee makes appropriations when appro-

priations have been duly authorized by the various committees
of the House vested with legislative power. As a member of the |
Committee on Appropriations, I feel it'my duty to protest against |
the Committee on Appropriations attempting to determine the
naval policy of the country through limitation in appropriations. |
There is a fundamental prineiple involved here that can not be
ignored. Such an attempt is, in my judgment, a direct assault
upon the Budget: system and, if persisted in, will ultimately
end in the House taking away the great powers now vested
in the committee [applause] which, when properly exercised,
make this great committee the watehdegz of the Treasury and
the foundation rock of the present budgetary system that means
the saving annually of hundreds of millions of dollars to the
taxpayers of the country.

Further, as a member of the Committee: on Appropriations, I
ean not bring myself to the peint' of striking a blow at the
Ameriean Navy, which is the pride of the Republie. It is, in
my judgment, the greatest asset that the Nation possesses. It
is our first line of defense, and, if properly provided for, will
prove to be our secure line of defense. The traditions of the
Navy are marvelous. It has never failed the country in any
crisis that has ever arisen. Its officers and men have exhibited
the greatest daring and courage on every oceasion when ealled
upon to defend their country. It has never been whipped upon
any lake nor upon any sea [applause], and I hope that in the
years to come, upon the seven seas, inm peace and in war, wherever |
an American warship may be, the flag will still wave. [Ap- |
plause.] ; |

I think that a Republican President ig entitled to the support
of a Republican House. [Applause.] The President was re-
sponsible for the International Conferemce on Limitation of |
Armaments, and I assiune that he kneows what he wants. He |
is the greatest asset that the Republican Party has. [Applause.] |

The country is overwhelmingly with him and will' not tolerate
an attempt to nullify his great work. [Applause.] Some of
my Republican friends may refuse to sustain the President on a
matter arising out of one of the greatest conferences in the
history of the world, but I prediet that such refusal will not
bring you any glory nor enhance your political prestige. Don't
fool yourselves. The public' will know that a vote for the
enlisted personnel provided for in this bill is a vote against the
President, a vote against the prestige and security of this
country, a vote to make America probably a third-rate naval
power. [Applause.]

The CHATRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. KELLEY].

Mr, KELLEY of Michigan. I yield three minutes to the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. RoAcH].

The CHATRMAN. In order that the procedure may be under-
stood, the Chair will recognize the supporters of the amend-
ment of the Republican side and the opposers of the amendment
on the Republican side, the supporters of the amendment on the
Demoeratic side and the opposers of the amendment on the
Democratic side,

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I think it will be
better if the Chair will simply recognize whomsoever is yielded
to. We have control of the time on the floor.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has the right of recognition.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. I know; but nobody gets the
floor except by having time yielded to him by one of four men.
The Chair can not determime in what order the speeches shall
be made.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair has the right to determine and
should determine the proper order of debate.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. How could the Chair determine
the order of debate? He does not know what the order of the
debate is to be, except as it is suggested by these who have
control of the time.

The CHAIRMAN. The issue in this case is a simple one.
There are some gentlemen on one side that have one hour and
some on the other that have one hour.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Can not the Chair trust the men
who have charge of the time as to the order in which the op-
ponents and proponents shall proceed? 1'yield three minutes to
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. RoacH], and why should the
Chair fail to recognize him?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is recognizing the gentleman,
But the Chair ammounces that he will recognize the gentleman
from Massachusetis [Mr. GALLIVAN] next.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Suppose the gentleman from
Massachusetts does not want to yield to anybody?

The CHAIRMAN., That is at the option of the gentleman
from Massachusetts. After that the Chair will recognize the
gentleman frem South Carolina. The Chair makes that an-
nommcement in fairness to all.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. I want to be in perfect harmony
with the Chair, but when the time is in the control of four men
who have among themselves reached an agreement as to the
order in which the speeches shall be made, I can not under-
stand how the Chair can arrogate the right of determining the
order in which the speeches shall be made.

The CHAIRMAN. If gentlemen desire any other arrange-
ment, the Chair will carry it out.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. I do. I desire to have the Chaire
recognize the men who are given time by the Members having
charge of the time. *

Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina. Mr. Chairman, I think
there is no ftrouble about it. What the gentleman from
Michigan means is that if the gentlemen on the floor arrange
among themselves the order, the Chair will recognize them as
they are yielded time.

The CHATRMAN. Certainly; the Chair simply made the an-
nouncement as to what he would do without any other arrange-
ment.

Mr. ROACH. Mr: Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to re-
vise and extend my remarks and include a table.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Misseuri asks unani-
mous. consent to extend and revise his remarks. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, it can not be disputed that this
bill just as it is written calls for an expenditure of a million
dollars a day on the Navy alone for the next fiscal year. If we
adopt the amendment proposed, we will add to this amount
$60,000,000 annnally to be paid by a tax-paying public that is
already staggering and groaning beneath a weight of taxation
never before known. These figures are not mere conjectures
but are established beyond dispute. When the people of this
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country learn these facts they will not say that we have been
niggardly with the Navy. The expenditure of a million dollars
a day on the Navy during times of peace, following on the heels
of the disarmament conference, is not a small thing, and we
should stop to consider well before adding to this amount.

We should not permit ourselves to be swept off our feet or
lose our own poise and power of reasoning on account of the
powerful influences at work here in Washington and elsewhere
to save men of high places jobs that were scrapped by the
disarmament conference. I sympathize with them, of course,
but my duty to the people lies plain before me.

Throughout this entire debate the question has been repeatedly
asked as to whom we should follow in the many conflicting
recommendations which have been made to us upon this subject.
Answering for myself, I have, at the cost of days of hard labor
delving into brain-racking figures and statistics which have
caused me sleepless nights, carefully investigated the facts for
my=elf. I have weighed all that has been said by the Secretary
of the Navy, Navy experts, committee in charge of the bill, the
1,086 pages of testimony contained in the hearings, the debates
on the floor, and what everyone has had to say upon the subject,
and I now expect to keep faith with my conscience by following
my own judgment thus formed, which brings me to the inevi-
table conclusion that I should vote against the amendment pro-
posing to add $60,000,000 annual expense to this bill, and which
I will attempt to show you is wholly unnecessary. [Applause.]

Some people fail to realize that we are to-day confronted
with a new condition of affairs, so far as relates to our Navy.
The disarmament conference has just been concluded, the
treaties ratified by our Senate, and for the first time in our
history we have a fixed standard or yardstick by which the
size of our Navy is to be measured. The people of this country
praised God when it was heralded to the world what the dis-
armament conference had accomplished. Fathers and mothers’
hearts were gladdened when it became known that the five
creat powers of the earth had entered into a compact which
made war next fo impossible during the life of the compact—
a period of 10 years. The struggling taxpayer lifted his head
with a wan smile in the thought that at last a means had been
found to lessen the awful burden he was carrying. Our own
beloved President electrified the world with his now historic
statement, which I repeéat verbatim:

Out of the cataclysm of the World War came new fellowships, new
convictions, new aspirations. It Is ours to make the most of them. A
world staggering with debt needs its burden lifted. FHumanity, which
has been shocked by wanton destruction, would minimize the agencies
of that destruction. Contemplating the measureless cost of war and
the continuing burden of armament, all thoughtful peoples wish for
real limitation of armament and would like war outlawed. In soberest
reflection the world’s hundreds of millions who pay in peace and die in
witr wish their statesmen to turn the expenditures for destruction into
means of construeton, aimed at a higher state for those who live and
follow after.

I plead with you that we keep faith with the country, or
else this declaration by the President will become mere empty
words of mockery. [Applause.]

I stand for an adequate Navy under the peace treaty, but
not for a single man or a single dollar more. In my opinion,
the future peace of the world depends largely upon the good
faith shown in our observance of the treaties and can best be
obtained if the United States and the other powers will faith-
fully stay within the boundaries established by the 5-5-3 ratio
of naval strength. If the United States violates the spirit and
intent of this ratio—if we fudge over the line and attempt to
build up our Navy to a greater strength than that laid down by
the plain terms of the treaty, such an act would be an evidence
of bad faith upon our part and calculated to cause the other
nutions to toke similar action, and it would soon again become a
mad race of the world for naval supremacy,

The question of the correct size of our Navy is no longer an
open one or difficult of determination if we will but take the
time to go into the facts, and we are not required to rely upon
expert testimony from naval officers, but merely to exercise our
own good common sense and apply sober judgment to the facts
with which we have to deal to reach an intelligent conclusion.
I have tried many lawsuits, and when I was compelled to rely
upon expert testimony that run counter and contrary to the
physical facts of a case the expert testimony had to give way to
the established facts, and here are the established facts with
reference to the size that our Navy should and must be.

The disarmament conference in fixing the relative naval
strength of the three great naval powers of the world at the
ratio of 5-5-3 left no room for doubt or uneertainty. They said
in plain terms that the size of the navies of Great Britain and
the United States as compared with that of Japan should be at
the ratio of what five is to three. They did not gauge this ratio
or relative strength by numbers of men or by dollars and cents,

but, leaving no room for doubt, declared that the navies of
Great Britain and the United States were to consist of 18
capital battleships each, with all necessary auxiliary warcraft
to accompany that number of capital battleships, while that of
Japan was fixed at 10 capital battleships, with like necessary
auxiliaries. The conference by this action declared the strength
of the Navy to consist of the fighting ships afloat and not the
number of men in the offices or on the streets of Washington.
This bill proposes to make our Navy exactly what the disarma-
ment conference said that it should be—no more, no less. Fig-
ures prove themselves, and here they are: The bill provides that
the fleet of the Navy of the United States and its necessary
auxiliaries and complement of men shall be made up by 18
capital battleships, with a total complement of men on board of
18,259 ; 11 cruisers, with 4,248 men on board; 103 destroyers,
with 9,579 men; 84 submarines, 2,520 men ; 6 destroyer tenders,
2551 men; 7 submarine tenders, 1,833 men ; 2 aircraft carriers,
502 men ; 12 mine layers, 1,574 men ; 10 mine sweepers, 498 men ;
2 repair ships, 727 men; 3 storeships, 612 men; 14 fuel ships,
1,568 men; 2 ammunition ships, 354 men; 2 hospital ships, 629
men ; 7 cargo ships, 612 men; 3 transports, 822 men ; 9 gunboats,
759 men ; 6 yachts and patrol vessels, 545 men; 8 fleet tugs, 338
men ; 10 fleet towing vessels, 450 men; 1 survey ship, 137 men;
miscellaneous, 7 with 375 men; total number of craft, 327: of
men aboard, 49,492, The Secretary of the Navy nor anyone else
does not contend that a single additional man is required on
board either of these ships.

Mr. MILLSPAUGH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROACH. I yield for a question.

Mr. MILLSPAUGH. The argument which the gentleman is
making is very convincing. How does the genfleman arrive at
the number of auxiliary eraft and men necessary to accompany
the 18 capital battleships prescribed by the disarmament con-
ference?

Mr. ROACH. From the testimony of the Secretary of the
Navy and Navy experts given before the committee in charge
of the bill and contained in the prinfed hearings. I will
furthermore say fo the gentleman that the number of auxiliary
eraft, both as to men aboard and ships necessary, which I have
just given has been fixed by the Navy Department itself as
being the necessary craft and men to accompany the 18 capital
battleships preseribed by the treaty. I also wish fo emphasize
the fact right here that the number of men on board these same
ships on February 1, 1922, was 2,000 men less than the numbers
which I have given, but the experts were not willing to accept
the actual number of men on these ships on that date, so the
committee allowed the number of men on each ship that the
Navy Department said was necessary, and as a result of their
liberality this bill actually provides 2,000 more men than was
on board these selfsame ships on February 1 last. There is
no dispute and can be no dispute about that. Good measure
has been given in every instance where the least doubt existed,
I also have here the names of the battleships, submarines, de-
stroyers, gunboats, and other warcraft that I have just men-
tioned, which will make our future treaty Navy, including the
President's yacht, Mayflower, with 160 men on board, and a
half dozen other yachts that do not add any strength to the
Navy. I will not take the time to read the list. They are
thrown in for good measure.

Now, then, these undisputed facts show that the floating
Navy of the United States, which is really the test of the naval
strength, can be maintained exactly up to the standard called
for by the peace conference—with 49,492 men, ship for ship,
with every man on board asked for by the Navy Department.

NAVY ON SHORBE,

Remember that this bill provides for 67,000 men, which,
after placing 49,492 on ships, gives us 17,508 men on shore. It
should not be difficult to determine whether this is sufficient
number or not. We certainly do not want more on shore
gince the ratification of the treaties than we had hefore, and
the hearings before the committee show that on February 1,
1922, 12,633 men were on shore, distributed as follows :

Receiving ships and barracks
Navy yards and stations_.____
Training stations and trade
Hospitals
Prisons _
Communications_ - -
Aviantion _____
Ammunition depots
R g e e s s e ST

Total__ = "R, e 12,033
Using that number as a basis—without reducing a single
man—you can see by deducting this number from the 17,508

would leave a surplus of 4,875 men on shore. The evidence
before the committee shows most conclusive that there are only
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jobs for 9,865 of ‘these men on shore, whi¢h mumber would be
sufficient to fill ‘every -ghore station, &0 that the AT508 ‘men
which 'we allow in his‘bill for shore duty 'fills -every ‘post on
.ghore and 'gives a surplus of 7,743 men to draw from. 1In
addition to-these actual figures, which no one dares to dispute,
it shoulil be 'remembered that wwe have theasands upen 'thou-
sands of efficient Navy men and senmen throughont ‘the ‘United
States and hundreds of young men graduating out of 'the Naval
Academy every year who could ‘'on a-moment’s notice be called
into the serviece of the Navy in'the event of war. Where arewe
going 'to put an extra 20,000 more? What are they 'for? Where
is the proof of the necessity for'them? 'This is no time to aceept
‘the opinion of anyone unless they back up their opinion with
‘facts-to prove the wisdom of "their jutlgment.

Are ‘we so rich ‘that we 'wish to add 20,000 men ‘to this shore
qist who will have absolutely nothing ‘to 'do ‘but parade the
streets of ‘the city «of Washington 'at "the ‘:expense of the tax-
payers of ‘this .country? That is exactly what we do if we
inerease the nuniber-ef men:in thisz bill'a single man. We are
giving 'the Navy every ingle man'that ' they say ‘is necessary en
‘the battleships and wareraft eonstituting the treaty Navy, and
4f the Seeretary of the Navy lays np some of the fighting
craft and places‘the men 'in offices 'to ornament the mahogany
furniture who is'to blame? The Secretary of the Navy is now
operating ‘this same mumber «of warernft with 2,000 men ‘fless
than -we are-giving him in this bill. 'No one has yet pointed out
a single reason why he can not continwe to do+so.

Oh, T will tell you the tronble. The:peace conference scrapped
a large number of battleships, 200 destroyers, aml hundreds of
other smaler wareraft, ‘many -of which atlded 'no real “strength
4o our Navy. ‘Each one of ‘threse battleships carried an average
‘eomiplement: of 1,014 officers and men, the destroyers an average
of' 8T officers and nren, with a less number on-each of the smaller
craft. but all of whom will be out of jobs when the treaty Navy
‘48 established, and ‘this proposed amendment is simply an effort
to-put 20,000 ‘of these nnemployeil ‘on the pay roll ‘with nothing
‘for them to do. #Are we going 'to vote to do it? I stand for
an efficient Navy, seecond to -wone in'the ‘wotld ; for ‘the ‘treaty
Nayy—this'bill gives 'us all of that. "Why should we increase
it? Tf we increase-the number of mren 20,000, we must increase
ships, fuel, and every “other -expensive item in proportion. 'Do
you lmow whit ‘this means? Tet me right here give :you exaet
fiznres. The ‘fuel bill for destroyers alene -during the first
‘three months of the present fiseal year was upproximately
‘80,882 barrels of fuel oil, costing an ‘average of $2.56 per
‘barrel, a total ecost in ‘this 'item alone 'for three months of
‘82 511,822, whiech is-at the rate of ‘$10.047.288 per smnum, and it
should be remembered that prior to the war fthe entire Navy
fuel hill never exeeeded ‘§$5,681.000 per annum. It'is high time
to stop some of this expense. If we carry out the intent d¢f the
peace conference, 200 of our 300 destroyers must be serapped.
‘Only a few tlayd ago some of you gentlemen vigorously objected
to expending ‘$42,000,000 for ‘improvement of ‘all the great rivers
‘and harbors of the ‘country, others recently said we were so
poor ‘that ‘we could ‘not grant a bonus to the ex-service men,
‘wliile yet others are unwilling even now ‘to pay a pension to
men who fought in the-Civil War becanse yvou say we have not
‘the money, -yet you would now add $60,000.000 annnally to this
bill withont batting an eye when the proof ‘shows such expend-
‘fture to he unnecessary. [Applause.]

I would do violence to my own jutlgment and hetray the con-
fidence of the people that sent me here if 1 voted for this pro-
posed increase. Were I not sure of my ground T would yield to
the pressure of the almost irresistible and powerful influences
at work to secure this imerease. Tt is all right to follow some
«one-else!if you do not know thefacts, but T have not quit think-
Jing for myself, and I.coneeive it 'to ‘be my duty :as a Member
10f the greatest legislative bedy -in the world itolinform myseélf of
ithe faets. swhich I have attempted 'to do, and I.inteud to vote to
sustain Governor Kureny -and 'the majority of the commitiee,
who have taken no one's ‘word ‘but:gone into 'the :facts for ‘them-
selves. [Applause.]

‘Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr.. Chairman, 1 yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LANEFoRn].

Mr. LANKFORD. Ar. Chairman and.gentlemen of:the:com-
mittee, there have been some splendid arguments made during,
this week in-favor of both contentions. Some one—T believe it
avas the genfleman from New York [Mr. Alacee|—said a few
moments ago that many of us would have-to act as jurers and
.decifle upon these arguments which have been made, That is
true. A great many of ns came into the discussion with minds/
perfectly impartial on the issues involved and with determina-|
‘tion ‘to '{lo ‘that which 'is “best for ‘the Nation -and "best for 'the,
‘Navy. It is for those of us to decile what avesiall tlo and Imwi
e sghall vote, If we ‘make a ‘mistake and vote 'for too large-a

Navy and ‘too large a personnel, then we have made a mistake
in wvoting ‘only for an expenditure of too much money. And yet
that money will not be wasted, because it will be speunt for the
‘training ‘of young men, it will be spent for equipping the Navy
up to a standard which would be valuable in any war that may
‘come; but suppose we made ‘a mistake on the other side; sup-
pose we ke a mistake and vote for too small a personnél.
Then we do not make a mistake only in the expenditure of
money but we make a mistake against our Government, we
make a mistake which means inefficiency, we make a mistake
which means our Navy is not the Navy it should be under the
treaty recently made at the disarmament conference.

For my part, I am going to cast vote in favor of the larger
‘personnel. [Applause.] Why do I do that? I do it because the
‘Department of ‘the Navy says we need the larger personnel.
The President says =o; every naval export says this; every man
who is very familiar with naval affairs says that we need the
Iarger number. And gentlemen, I am quite sure that if we had
some of the witnesses that are dead and gone they would like-
wise say we need the larger persounel. What would Schiey say,
‘what would ‘Sampson say, what would Dewey say if he were
alive, what would the other naval heroes of 'the pasi say?
‘What would Theodore Roosevelt say if he was still living and
was asked on which side he would cast his vote? [Applause,]

Mr. Chairman, how are those of ns who expected to get in-
formation from this debate to voteé? On .ome side are men true
and tried producing powerful argument in favor of the bill as
written, On the other side are men egually as good showing. al-
most, if not conclusively, that the Inerease is absolutely:neces-
sary. -On one side is a majority of the subconunittee charged
with the responsibility of bringing out a proper bill and giving
‘it ‘to the House along with sufficient reasons for the faith that
is within them. On the other hand is a minority of that com-
‘mittee, many, if not all, of the Naval Affairs Committee of the
House, as well as the Secretary of State, Hon. Charles E.
‘Hughes, one of the commission on the part of the United States
to the disarmament conference; ang that splendid gentleivan,
-gm Seeretary of ‘the Navy, and the President of the United

tdates.

1 again repeat, How are those of us who have not had the
opportunity to study the problem .in detail and who are new
with all earnestness seeking information to vote? Shall we
heed here-and now the plea of economy und vote for the lesser
muniber of men, or shall we support.a larger personnel, as sought
by the Navy Department, and vote for the darger number?

Mr. Clmirman, I 'know there -is a chanee to make a mistake
‘in this matter, as there is in all measures which come up for
-consideration here. I feel this way :about the matter: !If we
qmake a mistake and vote for too large a persommel for the
Navy, we miake a harmless error, except that we cause uan ex-
penditure of too much money. If we vote for too small u per-
‘sonnel 'for the Navy, we make an error that would give us a
‘Navy less than authorized by the ‘conference, n Navy inferior
to that of Englund and almost, if not, inferior'to that of Japan,
and a 'Navy not adequate for our protection. 'On one hand we
may lose money, on the -other we may lose a Navy which would
probably keep us out of war and which would win for us if
war ‘should come. 'On one hand we may 'lose a few mililon
dollars, on'the other hand -we strongly chance to lose all. How
shall we vote? ‘It is far'better to vote for millions Tor the Navy
when those millions are not needed than to fail to appropriate
one dollar when that dollar is needed to'make our Navy of suffi-
cient strength to'insure peace-to our Nation, whether that peace
‘be a continunation of ‘the peace we now -enjoy or the result of
‘victory in a war thrust upon us.

‘Ah, ‘Mr, Chairman, it would be infinitely better for us to
appropriate every dollar it is possible ‘for this Nation to raise
ruther than ‘fail in the provisien of any amount needed to
make ‘our Navy of sufficient strength to absolutely guarantee
that “this Government of ‘the people, for the people, and by the
people " shall'not perish ‘from the earth.

‘For my part, Br. Chatrman, T am going to resolve my deubts
in ‘Favor of shafety and of thelarger persennel. [Applause. ]

Mr. VARE. Afr.Chairnnm, T yield five minutes to the gentle-
man ‘frem ‘California "[Mr. ‘LiNeBerGeR],

Mr. TINEBERGEIL, Air. ‘Chairman ‘and gentlemen of the
comunittee, this ‘bill has been more exhaustively <debated than
any other piece of legislation which has ecome before the House
sinee I became ‘s Member, ‘and ‘there is little that T .can add,
but 1 think fhat ‘by asking -eurselves two fundamental under-
Iying questions wre ean arrive ata very définite decigion as‘to
what our metion shonld be ‘in the matter. Since 'we are the
‘elected Representatives of ‘the people, the first ‘question that
‘the Members of this House should ask themsélves, 'because /it

is 'the ‘first ‘question ‘which ‘these same -people -of the Mhiited
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States will ask themselves, is whether or not the other two
parties to this agreement, Great Britain and Japan, will main-
tnin under this treaty arrangement any navy other than one
which is fully efficient. To my mind the answer of the Ameri-
can people and the answer of the Representatives in this House
will be that they will not; the other question is, Can we afford
t6 maintain a Navy under the 5-5-3 agreement that is any less
efficient, under the agreement, than any other of the powers
involved? The answer is a categoric “ No,”

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonaworrH], In a query
which he made on the floor the other day, submitted, to my
mind, another question, which the propenents of this lame-dnck
treaty Navy have failed to. answer satisfactorily. In the de-
bate he asked the Member who was then speaking, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Rogemrs], I think, what the
American people would have said to the American conferees
if at any time they had attempted to place our ratio lower
than the ratio of any other one of the conferees engaged in
the conference. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
Rosers] replied that they would undoubtedly have been swept
from power, but that question has remained unanswered by
the opposition, however, We know and they know that the
answer would have been, gs Mr. RoaErs stated, *“ We know what
they have done.” FPuhlic opinion would have risen up in its
might and would have swept the conferees from out of the con-
ference hall by a wave of protest which would have rocked
the Nation. [Applause.]

My distinguished comrade and colleague, the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. Ranxin], whe was good enough to admit to
the House that he is net a candidate for the Senate, as are
many others of the leading propenents of this hill—Mr, Kerrey,
Mr, Mosnperyn, and Mr. Argyrz—yesterday made a statement on
the- floor of this House to the effect that he could offset the
50,000 legionnaires in California who have, through their de-
partment commander, telegraphed requesting the California
delegation to stand for a personnel of 86,000, with something
like 100,000 legionnaires from Mississippi. Now, my friend
from Mississippi is frank and always sincere, and I am sure
he believes what he stated yesterday on the floor of the House,
but to show you how inaccurate these proponeuts are, even
when they are not avowed eandidates for the Senate [laughter],
I want to read a few statistics relating to Mississippl. Missis-~
sippi in the World War furnished for the Army 62,850 men,
and for the Navy 4,808, and the Marine Corps 553, making a
total of 68,310. She had 4,443 members of the American Legion
on October 15, 1921. Where does the gentleman from Missis-
sippi propose to get his 100,000 legionnaires, which is nearly
82,000 men more than she had in uniform during the World
War? By what gift of imugination or fancy does the gentle-
man. conjure up 100,000 legionnaires where ouly 4,443 grew
befare? [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. RANKIN. Mr Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LINEBERGER. I am sorry, but I have not the time. I
hope that gentlemen of the House will bear in mind that the
statements which have been made on this floor by the 67,000
personnel proponents are just as generally inaccurate on this
question. Now, if the gentleman from Mississippi had been a
candidate for the Senate—and I hope he will be some day—
after this bill is passed he would probably have said 200,000
instead of 100,000, [Laughter.] That is the way it seems to
affect them.

There is no question where we should stand on this bill. We
should stand with the Secretary of the Navy, with the Secre-
tary of State, with the President, if you please, and the naval
experts who advised the American conferees at the Limitation
of Armament Conference. With all due respect to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KerLrey], the chair-
man of the subeomuuittee reporting cut this bill, I say that for
my part I shall take my stand with the great leaders. in this
grent movement for the limitation of armament, and shall vote
for a personnel of 86,000, as proposed in the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Varg] [applause],
and as recommended by that greatest of all living Americans,
Warren G. Harding, President of the United States. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. BYRNES of South Carelina. Mr. Chairman, T yield three
minutes to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Rawxin].

Mr. RANKIN. In reply to the genfleman from California
[Mr. LavesercEr] I desire to say that when I stated on yes-
terday that I might offset-his 50,000 ex-service men in Cali-
fornia who, he says, are in favor of the larger personnel for
the Navy with something like 100,000 from Mississippi who are
in favor of economy in naval and military expenditures I did
not state that all those men from Mississippi were members
of the American Legion. An ex-service man has the same right

and the same voice in publie affairs, whether he is a member of
the American Legion or not, [Applause.]

He tells yon that Mississippi furnished only about 68,000
men during the war and that therefore my figures were exag-
gerated ; but he overlooks the fact that thousands of ex-service
men have moved to Mississippi since the war closed.

We had two training camps in that great State—Camp
Shelby, at Hattiesburg, and Payne Field, at West Point—and
when those boys from, other sections of the country came there
and saw what a wonderful country we have, what great pros-
pects are there for the future, and what good-looking girls
Mississippi affords, they were simply charmed [laughter], and
when the war closed those boys flocked back to Mississippi by
the thousands. [Laughter.]

And if my distinguished friend from California [Mr. Ling-
BERGER] had had the privilege, the pleasure, and the honor of
training in Mississippi for the gallant services which he ren-
dered overseas, especially if he had been a single man, no
doubt to-day, instead of wasting his time trying to convince
this House on the propesition for which he stands or of tanta-
lizing himself with the prospects of going to the Senate, he
would be down there in Mississippi cultivating his cotton fields
or mowing his alfalfa and singing * Praise God, from whom aill
blessings flow.” [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina. Mr. Chairman, I yield five
minutes to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Lowrey].

Mr. LOWREY. Mr. Chairman, like the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. Roacu] I have yet failed to hear an argument on this
floor that to my mind satisfactorily refutes the figures and argu-
ments given us in the majority report of the committee. Gen-
tlemen insist still that we must accept the views of the naval
experts, of the admirals, and of the heads of the Navy Depart-
ment. I commend the suggestion rather of the gentleman from:
New York [Mr. Macee]. We are the jury; it is our duty to
hear the evidence from both sides and judge seriously whether
we really ean afferd to eut dewn eur Navy personnel and nawval
expenses ag preposed. in this bill. I submit that other men have
spoken hesides the naval officers, and have spoken with reason
more cogent and authority more firmly established by facts,
figures, and precedent. Again I am irvesistibly impelled to tell

o story. A gentleman sat in a railway train and held on his lap

a ‘tightly closed little wooden box perforated with small air
holes, as if it contained something alive. A gentleman sitting
by looked curiously at the box, and the conversation ran some-
what thusly :

“What is. that in your box?"y

“Why, it is.a k:lu~o—m&-tlee."

“ A killo-ma-dee? What is that?”

“ Oh, it’s a little animal about as hig as a. rabhit."

o Hrrw does it live?”

“ It burrows in the ground, like a prairie dog.”

“What does it eat? "

“ 1t eats snakes; nothing but snakes,”

“TFhat's: funny. How do you get enough snakes to feed it?”

“Why, I am a hard-drinking man and T have no trouble find-
ing sunkes. T fingd them all around almoest every day.”

“PBuat they are imaginary snakes.”

“Yes; but that makes no difference. This is an imaginary
kill-o-ma-dee.”

If seems to me that the advecates of a large Army and Navy
are seeing snakes. They are backing their demands with
shrieks of fear inspired by imaginary dangers to our national
and domestic safety. Kspecially do some of our friends quake at
the nume of Japan, which they wave as a red danger signal, and
seem surprised that any of us should fail to stop and trembie,

I frankly believe that is all bunk, Japan, struggling under
her erughing debt and scarcely able to feed her congested popu-
lation on her small area of preductive soil, Japan who needs
our friendship ten times more than we need hers—can it be
that she wants fto pick a fight with America? No, gentlemen,
war with America is about the last thing the real Japan wauts.
Of course, that nation has its militaristic cligue, supported by
their jingo press. What nation has not? But these do net rep-
resent the true spirit of Japan. This is not only the cenclusion
of reason; it is the testimeny of intelligent and patriotic Amer-
ieans who have opportunity to know, both of those who have
visited Japan to study this question and those who hive lived in
Japan for years.

I feel an American pride in our Nawy, I appreeiate its im-
portanee, as long as we need if, and I am not yet ready to dp
away with it entirely. I realize the necessity of maintaining
it at a r&asonuble strength. The question is simply as to what
constitutes a reasonable strength, That can not be answered off-
hand. It requires investigation, the produection and considera-
tion of evidence. Our committee have given weeks and even
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months to such an investigation, considering evidence on all
gides of the question, and have brought before us the facts as
they have found them, with their recommendations based
thereon, These facts which they have brought do not seem to
me to have been successfully contested, and hence I believe that
the recommendation of the majority of the committee for a
Navy of 67,000 men should stand, and that this House would not
he doing a consistent thing, but would be doing an unwise and
an extravagant thing, to increase the figure to 86,000,

I differ from the gentleman from New York [Mr. MAGEE]
when he says that our Navy is our greatest asset. The greatest
asset of any Government, in time of war even more than in time
of peace, is a loyal, patriotic, satisfied, thrifty, and intelligent
el 111 fares the land, to hastening ills a prey,

When wealth accumulates and men decay ;
Princes and lords may flourish or may fade,

A breath ean make them, as a breath has made ;
But a bold peasantry, a country's pride,

When once destroyed, can never be supplied.

The wisest thing, the most righteous thing, and the most vital
thing for us to do as the legislative body of a great nation is
to pass such laws and to so direct public affairs as to help the
interests, encourage the hearts, and inspire the confidence of the
plain people. Notice, please, T do not say the common people—
certainly I do not say the lower classes of the people—they are
the higher classes if measured by their common sense, their
fundamental principles of righteousness, or their importance in
our economie, social, or political systems. The foundation of a
building may be its lower part, but it is also its most solid part.
And the great population that forms the basal part of our
civilization is also its most constructive and productive part.

These are the people who work in the shops and the stores,
on the farms, on the railroads, in the mines and the factories,
on the roads and the bridges—everywhere that honest bread is
to be won by honest toil. They far surpass the rest of our
population in numbers. * God must have loved them, or he
would not have made so many of them.” It is not improper to
refer to them as the “ working class.” That they are, and in
that is their pride and their strength. If our democracy stands
for anything it stands for the principle that no honest labor is
menial and for the fact that the man who is poor enough to
have to work is, after all, deserving of the most consideration.-

The larger part of this great working class, which forms the
solid foundation of our institutions, and I venture to say the
more virile and the more virtuous part, live on the farms and in
the “old home towns.,” They furnish the strongest and most
effective recruits to the great business and professional ranks of
our cities. So much is this true and so generally is it recognized
that these two phrases, “ the old home town"™ and “ down on
the farm,” have come to be universally associated with our
concept of successful men, :

A great man in Chicago said to me:

Lownrey, I will tell you, if it were not for the good, pure, red blood
th:t flows into our cities from the country districts, our cities would
rot.

To me some gentlemen seem to consider our Army and Navy
as an end sufficient unto itself. Such argument can readily be
reduced to an absurdity. They are not an end but a means.
They are valuable only as they are really needed for defense.
Every cent expended on them beyond that is pure waste. Not
only is it waste but the very existence of armaments greater
than necessary is a menace and an evil, social, political, and
economic. It is a dissipation of man power and money power
that should be turned into production and is an encouragement
of dangerous autocracy.

Understand again, please, this is not an attack on adequate
defense. But gentlemen seem to me to have established clearly
that a Navy of 67,000 men is all that is necessary and proper
under the terms arrived at by the arms conference. The addi-
tion of 19,000 men above that at a cost of $40,000,000 is the
thing that seems to me wrong and dangerous. For the people
who will feel this burden most are at the very basis of our
political and economic system. They are the large majority of
our population, and they are the element of our population
which most need financial protection and relief. When we
legislate for the improvement of the condition of the plain peo-
ple we are discharging our highest official duty; when we need-
lessely increase their burdens, we descend to the depths of
official iniquity. When we so legislate as to win their confidence
and loyal support to the Federal Government, we are building
the strongest possible wall of protection around the Republic;
when we shake their confidence and shock their loyalty, we are
battering the walls which we already have.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I yield one min-
ute to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. WHITE].

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, I have followed the
course of this debate from the beginning, and I anr thoroughly
convinced that the bill provides a sufficient personnel, and I
believe, without qualification, knowing the valor of American
seamen, that with that personnel we will have the most efficient
navy in the world.

The gentleman from Washington [Mr. McArTHUR] says he
wants a navy equal or superior to that of any other country in
the world. Well, we ean not have a navy in ships and tonnage
superior to that of any other country. The treaty forbids it,
and I am thoroughly convinced from the statements of the
chairman and the majority report that the personnel provided
for in the bill gives us a navy fully equal and, I believe, superior
to any navy in the world. I believe also that a large majority
of the House believe as I do upon this subject. It may be that
on gaccount of the letter of the President addressed to Mr.
LoxewortH, of Ohio, that Members nray vote for the larger
number, I know the power of the President is great, his influence
is great, but I believe his best friends are those who shall seek
by their vote to carry out the spirit of the Conference for the
Limitation of Armament; and, further, since I believe that the
number of personnel provided in the bill is sufficient, I eould
not for any reason justify my course in adding $40,000,000 un-
necessary tax to the burdens of an already overburdened publie,
Will not the American Congress, if it shall vote for the larger
Navy, place ourselves in a position of discrediting the sincerity
of the other signatories to the four-power treaty? Will we not
place ourselves in a position of those who take counsel of their
fear rather than of their confidence? Is it becoming and appro-
priate that at this particular juncture, when all progressive
nations in the world are longing for the guaranties of peace,
that this Nation, which has inspired and initiated the great
world conference, shall now by our action proclaim our distrust
for its final results?

Much of the argument for a larger personnel revolves around
the contingency of war, the imminence of war, not the pos-

‘sibility but the probability of war, and yet no portentous cloud

is seen, and unless the nations with whom we are treating
and the only nations who are in position to do us harm are
utterly recreant to all the instincts of honor and faith there
is no danger of war. Further, if there is any one thing that
has been more strongly impressed upon my mind than any other
since I have been in Congress it is that each and every head of a
department of government is religiously impregnated with
the idea that his particular department of the Government is
paramount, superior, and more important than all others. And
that this is true of the Navy Department there is no doubt in
my mind, nor do I think in the mind of any Member of Con-
gress, The Congress should act dispassionately, free from the
extravagant views of the Secretary of the Navy. We should
not lose sight of the enormous pressure brought to bear upon
committees and who seek to influence Members of Congress to
protect the interests of great Government establishments, such
a8 navy yards, ordnance manufactories, and especially the in-
terests of naval officers, who are naturally loath to reliquish
their jobs; but my duty is to the taxpayer of the Nation upon
whose shoulders now rest heavy burdens and grievous to be
borne.

Closing as I began, I know the valor of American seamen,
and with ships of equal tonnage and equal gun power, whether
we shall have a few dozen more or less upon a ship, we have
yet the greatest Navy in the world, and believing this I would
feel that I were guilty of dereliction to the best interests of the
people of this great Nation, and especially the people of my
own district, whom it is my highest ambition fo represent faith-
fully, if I should cast my vote to add 19,000 men to an already
sufficient Navy and thereby add $40,000,000 to their taxes.

Mr., Chairman and gentlemen of the House, I can not con-
sistently, with my eonception of my duty, consider the argument
of those who have flaunted the specter of war, cast my vote
for this increase, but I shall cheerfully and conscientiously
cast it to sustain the report of the committee. [Applause.]

Mr., VARE. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PaTTerRson].

Mr. PATTERSON of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, when I
vote on the bill now before Congress proposing the drastie cut
in the enlisted strength of the Navy from the present figure of
approximately 96,000 men to 67,000, I propose to follow the
leadership of our great President, Warren G. Harding, the
Commander in Chief of the naval and military forces of the
United States, who personally informed the members of the
Naval Affairs Committee that he thought the present strength
of the Navy should be fixed at 86,000,

Since the President has confirmed this in his letter to the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoxeworTH], I do not
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fear that I am violating any confidence reposed in that com-
mittee by making such a statement.

President Harding is backed up in his view of the situation
by Secretary Hughes and Secretary Denby, and while some
Members of the House of Representatives do not consider those
gentlemen as being naval experts, I can fortunately furnish
some information on the subject which you will all agree comes
from a man competent to judge the situation.

I refer to Admiral Henry B. Wilson, of Camden, N. J., affec-
tionately known fo the ““ gobs” in the service as * Tug”™ Wilson.
Admiral Wilson comes from my home town and I have known
him from boyhood, He grew up with the Navy from midship-
man to admiral, and during the great World War was stationed
at Brest in charge of the transportation of our millions of sol-
diers to the battle fields of I'rance. How well he accomplished
that great feat is now a matter of history, and his native town
and State are exceedingly proud of the remown that he has
brought them. Later he commanded the great Atlantic Fleet,
and while serving in that capacity did me the great honor of
making a speeial trip to Camden to vote for my election to Con-
gress, the first ballot he had been able to cast in 20 years, owing
to his continuous service on the sea for his country. At present
he is spending the evening of his life in command of the Naval
Academy at Annapolis, training future captains and admirals
to take his place and the places of ofhers when their time comes
for retirement. Surely my colleagues will not claim that Ad-
miral Wilson is not an expert, fully qualified in every way to
express the needs of the Navy.

This is what he has to say in a recent letter to me, in which
he gave me permission to publish his views on the question now
pending :

My Dpar Mi, PATTERSON : As you well know, these are parlous times
for the Navy, to which service I have been attached all my life,
Naturally, I am much distressed over the way things appear to be
gmlng and as a friend of mine and my Congressman I appeal to you

hefp the service of which I am so proud, to keep the drastic legis-
lation which has been proposed from being enacted.

1 can assure you, PATTERSON, as a friend, that it will be disastrous,
in my opinion, to reduce the number of officers we have at the pres-
ent time, There are not too many as conditions are to-day, If later
other nations honestly reduce, or are willing to reduce, then, of
course, I would be in no way against meeting their move. It takes
time to make officers. As for the men, I ean understand that some
reduction can be made without much harm. If you can stand by the
commissioned personnel, as I hope you will, I know that you will be
doing good.work as an American, and you will be more than pleasing
one of your constituents, who holds you in high esteem.

I appreciate your :stand in votlughli'or a decrease in the Navy to not
less than 86,000, All of us who ow the Navy feel that it would
be a national disaster to reduce the Navy without regard to its effj-
ciency. I can pot say more than the ?ress has been saying this wee
and I agree with much, practically all, in fact, that t{uz have said.
The ‘Press nnderstands, much as we do, that an efficient Navy is vital
No doubt you have read Mahan's * Influence of Sea Power on His-
tory.” If you have not, it makes interesting reading. Mahan shows
conclusively that there never has been a successful power—that is,
successful for any length of tlme—without control of the sea.

I am glad that the New Jersey delegation is standing behind the
Navy. I am sure they are making no mistake so far as the good of
the country is concerned, and I feel equally sure that their constitu-
ents will agree with them. It is too bad that Mr. HurcHixsoy is
holding out, but nine for and one against is a pretty good average for
the old State. (BSince then Mr. HurcHiNsoN has informed me he stands
for an enlisted personnel of 86,000.)

As a matter of fact, there 18 a greater menace in the Butler bill
than the 67,000 men Propm.d by the A%pmprlatiuns Committes. That
menace is the provision for reducing the authorized stremgth. A re-
duction in the authorized strength will cause a corresponding reduc-
tlon in officers, ag provided by the bill, and will unfortunately prevent
any increase in the Navy in view of any img‘elnt!ing trouble without
legislative action. When the situation is ternationally delieate,
legislation for increasing the armed forces is always looked upon with
disfavor, as it is possible that such legislation will be looked upon
by a prospective enemy as an overt act. To my mind it would be
so much better to let the authorized strength stand and reduce the
Navy through the Appropriations Committee to 96,000, in order that the
President’s hands may not be fled in case it is necessary to fill up
to capacity suddenly.

The unfortunate part of the whole sitoation is the unrest In the
service, which is inevitable when none of the personnel know just
where they stand. A commission in elther the Army or the Navy
has always been considered more or less of a permanent proposition
80 long as efficient service was given. With the sword constantl
hanging over their heads, officers and prospective officers will loo
with hesitancy upon & naval career. As you know, the pay is low
compared to what a man of Naval Academy education ouggt to be
able to earn in civil life. This low pay has been compensated by the
assurance of a permanent position and by the honor and pride of
gervice. Public harping against the naval personnel can not but
make the younger officers wonder if it is really worth while, and, of
course, when they get in this state of mind it is not unreasonable to
expect that they will not give their bhest. All that we ask is an ade-
?uately pald Navy, as good as any navy in the world. The arms con-
erence WAS a success largely becanse we had something tangible to
give, and we gave it -willinrly. Were there to be another conference,
where we had nothing to give, you would find our position not unlike
that of China in the Iast conference. Look at Japan for a moment,
Lesz than half a century ago they were virthally an unknown, un-
important ople, comparatively. The¥ s})ent huge sums on their
national defense. What was the result n a period few years

f a
they have reached the top. The last conference has,qin fact, made
them one of the three great powers. They had might on thelr side—

China had right, Who the most out of the conference? Japan
has in recent years acquired control of many acres of land and they
acquired this because they had power. I am not arguing that we ought
to be a military Nation. I do not believe in that, but I do bellieve
that if we are to be heard in the councils of the world we must have
adequate national defense. i

You may quote me as much as you llke. T have spent my whole
life in the Navy. I know the Nayy inside and out. I know that what
I am saying is right and I know that any stodent of world's history
will admit that this is right. I appreciate the need for eeonom% and
I am heartily in accord with any plan for reasonable ecnnom{. ut I
can not concede that it is economy to place our country in an insecure
condition, a condition which may cost us billions in the foture. Pre-
paredness never costs as much as ungnparedness. The last war is
an exemplification of that. This is 4 fact and not a theory.

With kindest regards and my thanks for the stand you are taking
in regard to the national defense, I am,

Sincerely yours,
Hexry B. WiLsox.

Admiral Wilson has won his renown. He has reached a safe
anchorage. His only hope and thought is to maintain the glory,
the prestige, and the traditions of the American Navy made
immortal by John Paul Jones, Barry, Stewart, Perry, Lawrence,
Decatur, Farragut, Sampson, Schley, and Dewey.

The proposed reduction in the pending bill to 67,000 men has
its economic side. Where are the 30,000 men to be thrown out
of the Navy to secure work when there are already several mil-
lion American workmen seeking jobs because we have failed fo
enact 4 permanent protective tariff based on American valua-
tion?

Stoppage of the construction program under the terms of the
bill under discussion is costing my distriet millions of dollars
annually in wages. I have no navy yard in my distriet, but
located there is one of the largest shipbuilding plants in the
world. Before and during the great World War the New York
Shipbuilding Co. built some of the biggest and best ships in the
United States Navy, and the same company has constructed
some of the finest passenger and cargo carriers of our merchant
marine, Now it is building huge caissons for the new Dela-
ware River bridge that will link the great States of Pennsyl-
vania and New Jersey and make Comden a city of half a mil-
lion people. But in the meantime our workmen and merchants
are suffering. One great battleship building is to be serapped
and a mammoth battle erniser—the Saratoga—we hope is to be
converted into an airplane carrier: During the war 18,000
workmen were busy in that hive of industry and the pay roll
was $1,000,000 a week. Neow there is a skeleton organization
of 5,000 of the most skilled men left, with a pay roll of but one-
quarter its previous size. Naturally, the business fien and mer-
chants are affected as well as the idle workmen, who can not
find jobs on account of the depression in all other lines.

Cheeseparing is not always economy. To paraphrase a fa-
mous saying, I believe in * millions for defense bet not one
cent for graft” We are saving $200,000,000 a year under this
bill. That will pay our national debt, outside of what is owing
to us from our allies, in 50 years. Eighty-six thousand men in
our Navy as against 67,000 would inerease the expense approxi-
mately $20,000,000 for a few years., That iz a emall premium to
pay on a marine insurance policy that will probably prevent our
being plunged into another war that would cost us untold bil-
lHons,

Mr. Chairman, we have all enjoyed the heavy artillery and
broadsides fired in the big battle of the general debate of the
last few days.” We have even enjoyed the smoke screen of
false economy thrown up by the opponents of the larger Navy.
The decks are now cleared for action, and under the five-minute
rule the auxiliaries and smaller guns can be used. Ordinarily
I would agree with the hard-working members of the great Ap-
propriations Committee and would gladly follow the lead of
such intellectual giants as Chairman MarTix MAppEN, James R,
Many, FrRaANKE MonpeLLn, and Governor KELLEY, but under the
circumstances I am compelled to forego that privilege and en-
roll under the banner inseribed * Safety first.” [Applause.]

Mr. GALLIVAN., Mr. Chairman, T yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. DALLINGER].

Mr. DALLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I have been very much
disgusted by the constant insinuations that gentlemen who
favor the policy of the administration on the question of an
adequate " treaty ¥ Navy are actuated by selfish motives. Such
an insinuation comes with bad grace from this Subcommittee
on Appropriations which in Dbriuging in this bill admits, through
its chairman, that it has ineluded appropriationsg for naval train-
ing stations in spite of the fact that the new pelicy of the
Navy Department is in favor of training these boys on the
vessels and not on shore. And yet they have included these
items in the bill, one of them being located on the Great Lakes.
A navy yard is just as important a part of a Naval Establish-
ment as any other part, but there is not a man in this Housge

| who believes that any navy yard should be maintained unless
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it is absolutely necessary for the maintenance of an adequate
Naval Establishment. This matter, however, is more im-
portant than the question of any parficular phase of this ap-
propriation. It is a question of whether this country shall
maintain such a Navy as is provided for in the naval treaty
which has just been ratified by the Senate of the United States.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KeELLey] is a clever de-
bater, and, as has well been said, he could make a jury believe
that black is white or that white is black, and he could have
made just as good a speech if he had advocated a Navy with
25,000 personnel. But he can not get away from the fact that
Great Britain and Japan are proposing under this new treaty ar-
rangement to have a personnel of 98,000 and 68,000, respectively,

A Navy does not consist of battleships or of guns alone. It
depends upon the men behind the guns, and I do not believe that
the American people, when they understand the facts, will ever
consent that this Nation shall have a Navy in the ratio of two
and one-half compared with five for Great Britain and three for
Japan. They expect that the American Republie is going to
have a Navy as provided for in that treaty, and in order to
have such a Navy we must have a personnel corresponding,
at least approximately, to the personnel of the British Navy.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KerLey] attempted to
show that the marines—20,000 of them—should be added to the
67,000 he provides for, and therefore, he says, we will really
have a Navy of 87,000, He knows perfectly well that the ma-
rines, taken as a whole, are not part of the enlisted personnel
of the Navy, although they are provided for in this bill. They
are essentially land troops, and there is no valid reason for
including them in the Naval Establishment. On the other hand,
as the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BrirtEx] pointed out, the
Royal Marines of England are sailors. They are trained to
fight battleships. Our marines are not. It is not expected that
any considerable number of them shall be upon these vessels.
As has been pointed out, at the present time less than 2,000 of
them are on the vessels. The greater part of them are only on
the vessels on which they are carried from one particular post
of duty to another. So when he says that this bill virtually
provides for a Navy of 87,000 men, he is not telling the exact
facts and to that extent is misleading the House.

I therefore hope that the amendment providing for a per-
sonnel of 86,000 will be adopted. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. GALLIVAN, Mr. Chairman, I yield half a minute to the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. DeAL].

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks in the REcorp. i

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recomp. Is there
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none,

The extension of remarks referred to are here printed in full
as follows:

Mr, DEAL. Mr. Speaker, I favor the amendment for a Navy
minimum of 86,000 men. There are two classes of individuals
who, for the time being at least, are subject to the shafts of
oratorical irony and ecriticism of the distinguished gentlemen
composing the subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee
having charge of H. R. 11228, These gentlemen, represent-
ing districts far removed from the seaboard, where naval
ships, yards, docks, and bases are supposed to function, are
peculiarly fitted for the dnties to which they have been assigned,
but seem to have discarded as unworthy of consideration infor-
mation supplied upon request by our naval authorities. Not only
has there been a seeming disposition to spurn such information
but to laymen, such as myself, it appears that there has been a
decided effort to discredit the testimony submitted by the
Department of the Navy, and yet this is the only source from
which such information can be obtained unless, perchance, one
‘has passed through the various grades of the service and is in
close touch with its records, as has been the Secretary and
his aids. From the suggestions which, I think, that I have heard
upon this floor a novice might infer that those in charge of
our Navy are either very ignorant or else are perjurers. To
those of us who have associated and have aequaintance with
its personnel either suggestion is absurd, and it is my convic-
tion that the public will be equally as loath to accept these
views. The conviction has obtained that the standard of honor
in the Navy has been of the highest. From the day that a
recruit enters the service he is taught that he must be truthful
and honest—in short, a gentleman. Those in command having
passed through the academy, and all ranks of the service from
ensign to admiral having served on ships large and small, in
yards, at the bases, and in the offices, having for a lifetime
devoted their entire thought fo the work of building a de-
fensive organization for a country of which they are citizens,

must know that of which they speak. Surely I should not be
censured for inclining to follow their advice. Nor can we forget
the White Fleet which sailed without a hitch around the world,
advising all nations that we actually had a Navy. The daring
and successful entrance into Manila Bay, the sinking and cap-
ture of the Spanish fleet and the island without the loss of a
ship. The Battle of Santiago can never be forgotten, and
finally when the order was given to take part in the World War
these men were ready to the minutest detail. Under their
guidance not a troop ship was molested, not a duty left undone.
These men have never failed. It is a long, long trail to undo
in the eyes of the public or of this body their capacity or their
veracity.

The second class to which I refer are those Representatives
who happen to hail from districts in Wwhich there are navy vards,
bases, and so forth. I happen to be one of those Representa-
tives. Indeed, it may be that no distriet in the Union is so
honeycomibed with naval activities as the second district of
Virginia, which I have the honor to represent, comprising 312,-
000 people, nearly 100,000 above a congressional quota. We have
one of the best, if not the best, equipped navy yards in America,
Three large dry docks, one of which is over 1,000 feet in length
with 40 feet of water over the mud sill ; a machine shop second
to none in equipment ; storage space and warehouses unequaled.,
A naval base with accommodations for 25000 recruits, located
immediately upon the anchorage of our largest battleships, sup-
ply houses and docks at which these ships may enter, load,
and discharge; a fuel storage for millions of tons of coal; an
Army base and terminal, the magnitude of which is appalling;
a fort at Cape Henry armed with the heaviest rifle guns, capa-
ble of dropping shells upon ships 20 miles off the coast; a
marine hospital; a Navy hospital; and, finally, a magazine
depot. With all of these Government activities in my district,
according to the formula, my views are the very last entitled
to the consideration of my colleagues, and yet having lived in
the midst of them, having seen them come one by one, develop
and grow beyond the conception of a great majority of my col-
leagues, knowing the hundreds of millions of dollars that they
have cost the taxpayers of all the States of the Union. 1 venture
to warn this body of the danger and loss of permitting them to
deteriorate, even though I invoke the witicisms and sarcasm
and ridicnle of the distinguished committee, who have sailed
the seas of the great Middle West, who have gained their
knowledge of battleships and dry docks and naval bases where the
tall corn grows, and to some extent from the naval personnel.
T have the greatest confidence and respect for the committee,
for their views and for those who agree with them. Indeed,
there have been times during this debate when their evident
sincerity of conviction has tempted me to believe there was
Jjustification for their view, but when welighed in the balance
they seem to me to be wanting.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that we should practice the utmost
economy in all branches of our Government, but there is such
a thing as false economy. Under this head I would place the
enormous reduction proposed by a majority of the Appropria-
tions Committee in H. R. 11228 both in personnel and appro-
priation. I have listened with profound interest to many of
the debates upon this floor for and against the committee recom-
mendations.

Arguments have been presented by Members of this body who
have devoted years of time and thought to the subject. There
has been such a divergence of opinion and disparity of figures,
even where it is claimed they have been obtained from the same
source, that I have been unable to reconcile them. I frankly ad-
mit that I have little first-hand information upon the subject;
therefore, I accept the Navy estimates as the safest to follow.
There are some facts, however, which have not been contra-
dicted and upon which all seem to agree, the first of which is
that we are in need of a Navy, that it should be adequate as
a first line of defense in event of war. England for a hundred
years has maintained a navy superior to that of any other
nation, her policy being to keep it at a standard of strength
equal to that of any two of the leading naval powers. Under
this policy her commerce has extended to the farthest parts of
the earth; she has grown in wealth and power. London was
until the recent war the financial center of the world, and the
day came when her navy saved not only the British Empire
and her allies but possibly America from German domination.
It requires a generation to train designers of warships, big
gunsg, and submarines, engineers and mechanics to construct
them, to build and maintain our yards and docks, and tools that
must be kept in constant repair. Turn these men adrift, let
our equipment deteriorate, and we will unquestionably see his-
tory repeats itself, The eyves of the world are turned with

avarice upon the wealth of America, even as were those of the
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Goths and Visigoths upon the wealth of Rome. Only yester-
day there stood upon the floor of the Genoa conference delegates
from the most powerful nation of the world in population and
natural resources demanding a redistribution of the world’s gold
supply. America is said to have about half of this supply.
These people well know that they have not that with which to
buy this gold. Then, how is it to be redistributed? Let us not
“ destroy our battleships and other impedimenta of war in order
to release funds for maternity and child hygiene,” War Finance
Corporation schemes for private interests, seeds for farmers
whose average wheat yields have been above normal, bonuses
for the strongest, most healthy, and most virile of American
manhood, millions given to foreign countries in direct violation
of the mandates of the Constitution that we have all taken a
solemn oath to uphold, maintain, and keep inviolate.

It ill becomes gentlemen in this body to chide with extrava-
gance those of us who wish to maintain our Navy at the highest
degree of efficiency, when, notwithstanding a bonded debt of
$23,000,000,000 as the result of a war which came like a bolt
from a blue sky, plus a floating debt. of $4,000,000,000, when
they have themselves voted during this Congress, in cash and
credits directly and through subsidiary organizations belonging
to the Government, nearly and probably more than $6.000,-
000,000. We have been 30 years in the building of a Navy of
which the American people are justly proud, a branch of the
service that is deservedly popular among the masses, an insur-
ance against invasion, a guaranty of American prestige upon
the seven seas, the strong arm that commands the respect of
all nations of the world. European statesmen are to-day exert-
ing themselves to draw America into its troubles, to secure our
guaranty in some form or other of its war gains and its war
losses. It will continue this policy until it succeeds or is con-
vineed of failure. Let our Navy deteriorate and Europe will
become convineed of its failure far more quickly. Its attitude
of friendship may be, and probably will be, reversed. The mur-
der at Serajevo was the excuse for an explosion of the smolder-
ing lust to take that which thy neighbor hath. Can anyone be-
lieve that this characteristic sin, inherent in man since the days
of Cain, has changed? Can anyone be so guileless as to believe
that the Washington Disarmament Conference has recasted
human nature? If so, reduce the Navy and watch the result.
Let us not find ourselves in the position of the foolish virgins.
We may not, as in the last war, find friends who are willing to
“lend us of their oil.” I can not sympathize with a policy of
opening wide the doors to the vaults of our Treasury and invit-
ing the theorists and idealists who may organize a few thought-
less people, come to Congress claiming to represent millions, and
with demands and threats secure millions and billions of dollars
from the pockets of the taxpayers, while we pretend to the
people at home that we are responding fo their demand for a
lightening of the tax burden by deleting the necessary mainte-
nance of our Navy, of our yards, machine shops, docks and bases,
our harbor and river activities, our public buildings, and our
national highways. We can not deceive the people. There was
a time perhaps when this might have been done, but our splen-
did educational system has taught the great majority of our
people to read and to think, and with an increasing acquirement
of knowledge Congress, the most important branch of our Gov-
ernment, is being held more and more in contempt by the publie,
because it turns from the highway of statesmanship to follow
the narrow trail of petty politics.

Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield half a minute to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HiMES].

Mr. HIMES. Mr, Chairman, I represent a district having
no direct contact with navigable waters and so far removed
from the Aflantic and Pacific seaboards as to be entirely safe
from invasion unless, indeed, this entire land were overrun by
foreign hordes. Accordingly, if the people in my district were
narrowly selfish or selfishly narrow, it would behoove me to
support the Committee on Appropriations in its laudable but
nearsighted proposition to reduce the personnel of our Navy to
67,000 men.

But the people of my district, Mr. Chairman, are both broad-
minded and patriotic. They have not forgotten that they gave
to this Nation one of its greatest Presidents nor that they be-
long to the State that has become Eknown as the Mother of
Presidents. ’]i:ey have obtained and retain & national view-
peint, and I am confident that they would have me insist that
we maintain the ratio as fixed by the Conference on the Limi-
tation of Armament and not through false economy lose our
prestige among the world powers.

Gentlemen may say that the world is tired of war or that
we have no international enemies or that we are too remofe to
be subject to attack. They may be right, but are those good
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reasons for our inviting attack and deliberately laying ourselves
open to insults that necessarily lead to retaliation and war?

It would be presumptious, indeed, for me, a new Member of
this honorable body, to disagree with its distinguished leaders,
were it not that in so doing it was possible for me to agree with
leaders just as distinguished. Gentlemen say that the Navy
can be properly manned with 67,000 men and others say that
86,000 men is the irreducible minimum, It is with no dis-
respect to the members of the Committee on Appropriations
when I say that I choose to rely upon the judgment of the busi-
ness men of the Navy Department, my colleagues of the Naval
Affairs Committee, the Secretary of State, and our President.

From the inception of this Nation we have believed that in-
ternational matters should be handled by the executive branch
of the Government, subject to the approval of the legislative,
This administration, in cooperation with leaders of the Senate,
with the approval of the great majority of this House, and in-
spired by the prayers of a Nation, completed an international
agreement whereby the United States might join with sister
nations in reducing armaments in perfect safety. A ratio, in-
tended to preserve a balance and not only make remote danger
of war but to serve as a basis for negotiations looking toward
future economies was worked out. I am in complete accord
with my colleague [Mr. LoNxeworTH] in the belief that our
efforts toward international peace depend as much upon main-
taining the 5-5-3 ratio as a minimum as upon our fulfilling our
solemn pledge that it be our maximum. I shall vote for the
amendment.

Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes
colleague from Massachusetts [Mr. FrorHINGHAM].

Mr. FROTHINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, this has been a very
enlightening debate. It comes down to the question of how
many men we need on these ships to keep them up under the
treaty. Advocates of the committee report for a Navy per-
sonnel of 67,000 and those advocating an increase to 86,000 both
say their number will be sufficient. But it seems to me that if
there is any doubt on the question the way to solve it is to take
the greater number, and then you will know you have not made
any mistake.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Will the gentleman yield? That
being the case, 120,000 would be the number,

Mr. FROTHINGHAM. The greater number that is before
the Housé. If we had not had a large and potential Navy there
would not have been a successful conference here in Washing-
ton. We would not have been in a position to call one and we
would not have had anything to give up, to trade with, or to
persuade other countries of our good faith. Besides, at the end
of 10 years, when the treaty ends, we shall be in a weak posi-
tion if we fail to keep our enlisted personnel to a proper
standard. If we had not had a Navy second to only one in the
world, that conference would not have comey to a suecessful
conclusion ; and do you suppose for a minute that Great Britain
would not have continued to maintain that she must have the
largest navy in the world if we had not had the potentiality
here, second to her, and still growing? Do you suppose that
otherwise she would have conceded that this country could have
a Navy equal to hers?

No, gentlemen ; there is only one question, and that is whether
you will be on the sure side and vote to have an adequate per-
sonnel for these ships, or whether you will let thém go down
hill. -

Now, I would like to say one serious word to this House, if
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Keriey] will give me his
attention. I would like to point out one thing that has not been
touched on by anyone here yet, and that is what happened at
the time of the Spanish War in 1898,

The ship on which I served did not participate in the battle
of Santiago, but I went over a short time afterwards with
Admiral Sampson and others and visited those Spanish ships.
Now, on paper before that war the Spanish Navy was held by
some foreign experts to be the equivalent in ships and arma-
ment of the American Navy. Those ships were driven on the
beach by our gunfire. They would have been driven on that
beach anyway, no matter how they had been manned, because
the men of the American Navy, their traditions, their ability,
and quality were superior to those of any navy in the world.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Does the gentleman know how
many men we had then?

Mr. FROTHINGHAM. I know how many we had then, and I
know more or less the number in the Spanish Navy, and those
were the competitors then. But I have only a few minutes, and
I want to talk on the bill.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan.
tleman.,

-
to my

I am sorry I interrupted the gen-
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Mr. FROTHINGHAM. It was discovered that those Spanish
ships were not in proper eondition, Why were they not kept in
condition? Because they had not kept up the personnel of the
Spanish Navy. They had not been kept up numerically, and it
was currently reported that when Admiral Cervera came over
here with these ghips they had to empty the prisons in Spain
to get the necessary number of men to put on them, The
Colon, which was supposed fo have a speed of 22 knots, was
allowed to run down, so that she was overtaken by the Oregon,
of 16 knots.

In those days the complement of a battleship was 500 men.
Some of you may recall the couplet sent io Captain Evans, as
e was then, by Rudyard Kipling. They ran something like
this:

‘Zogbaum draws with.a cil, and I do things with a pen, while you
sit up in a conning tower bossing 500 men.

On a battleship now some twelve hundred men are required.
It is a city. Submarine defense, radio, wireless, airplanes, anti-
aircraft defense, and a change in the method of gunfire have all
ecome in, the guns are bigger, the ships.are bigger, and all this
requires more men.

Does anyone imagine that England and Japan will not keep
theirs up to the limit? Of course they will.

I am for the policy which will keep the personnel of the
American Navy first in war, first in peace, and ﬁrgt in the
hearts of its countrymen. [Applause.]

Mr, GALLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I am going to yielll two min-
uteg.to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Coorer], and I would ask
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KeLiey] if he has anybody
left to plead his cause that he will use some of his time then.
I now yield two minutes to the genfleman from Ohio [Mr.
CooPER].

Mr, KELLEY of Michigan. I will say to my friend from
Massachusetts that I have a very retiring disposition and do not
want to erowd in. [Langhter.]

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend and revise my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to .the gentleman’s re-

uest?
f There was no objection.

Mr, VARE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that all
gentlemen who speak on the bill be permitted to extend their
remarks,

The CHATRMAN (Mr. FEss).
mittee of the Whole.

Mr, EELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I yield one min-
ute to the gentleman from Missonri [Mr. MILLSPAUGH].

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Missouri is recog-
nized for one minute.

Mr. MILLSPAUGH. Mr. Chairman, I feel sure that I voice
the sentiment of the people of my district in supporting the
committee on this bill

Living as I do in the midst of the great agricultural belt of
the Nation which has been so sorely stricken by the financial
stringency which came.as an aftermath of the war; being fully
cognizant of the difficulty which farmers and stockmen have
encountered in securing funds with which to pay their taxes,
caused by the enormous war expenditures, and realizing that
the funds which must be raised to maintain our Army and Navy
must eventually be produced from the soil, I am constrained to
support the committee in its endeavor to reduce the Navy to
the smallest number ®f men and ships which in their sound
judgment they consider commensurate with our position in
world affairs.

The people of my district, regardless of party affiliations,
were keenly interested in the Washington peace conference and
followed its deliberations with unflagging interest. They have
manifested their satisfaction at the wonderful results obtained
from the conference and feel that our country should go to the
limit in disarmament for the dual purpose of demonstrating to
the world that we regard our obligations seriously and are
willing to take the lead in abolishing war and the war spirit
and also to lift the war debt which hangs over us as the sword
of Damocles.

When I made the pledge to do all in my power to reduce
neeilless Government expenditures I meant what T said, and in
looking over the legislation of the past year and considering
the untiring labors of the Appropriations Committee I can
candidly say that we have kept the faith. The Army and Navy

That can not be done in Com-

have been reduced, useless Government clerks have been dropped |

from the pay rolls, the Budget system bas held a check on the
department heads both as to employees and as to purchases for
their several departments.

But., Mr. Chairman, while giving the Members my views on
this bill T want to present to them another matter which T think
is of interest to them. -

ArriL 15,

Mr. Chairman, being a member of the District Committee and I

my attention having been called to the housing shortage in

Washington, which condition seems to become more acute each

week, I determined to seek the cause.

Starting with a well-founded suspicion that the Rent Com-

‘mission was responsible for a goodly portion of the trouble, I

dea_mgd it wise to make an examination of its activities or in-
activities, as you may choose to call it, and upon merely

cursory investigation I am convinced that this Utopian scheme |

is the cause of the distress of the wage earner as well as the

man of moderate means in the Distriet.

Although the commission is more than a thousand eases be-
hind its docket, it has recently partially abandoned the docket
where the rights of wage earners are involved and has upon its
own initiative taken up the matter of fixing rents for the
Chastleton and other apartments which are occupied principally

‘by millionaires, Senators, and Representatives, in the meantime

allowing the wage earners to be muleted. .

The commission is now more than seven months behind in
its hearings, and a reference to its docket reveals the fact that
there were 800 complaints filed from September 12, 1921, to
November 28, 1921, of which number 48 have been acted upon.

In an official statement of the commission for the month of
March, 1922, it is shown that 196 rent cases were determined by
the commission, resulting in an increase in rents of $311.50 per
month and a decrease of $1,277 per month, making a net de-
crease in rents for the entire month of $965.50.

Assuming that this is a fair average of the results of the

‘deliberations and determinations of the commission it will

readily appear that the total net reduction of rents for one year
will be less than $12,000, while the expenses of the commission to

:produce this result will equal, if not exceed, $45,000 per annum.

This means that the taxpayers of the District must pay
$27,000 per year, and the taxpayers of the country, your con-
stituents and mine, must pay $18,000 per year to maintain this
pernicious system, In plain language it costs the taxpayers of
the United States $45,000 per year to secure a rent reduction of
$12,000 per year for a few people in the District of Columbia,
and the millionaires seem to be given the preference in the
functioning of the commission.

- Referring again to statistics, it will readily be seen that the
average rent reduction is less than $5 per month.

The intimation is given that in partially abandoning the
docket to take up the Chastleton hearings on its own initiative
the commission is yielding to pressure from the Hill, which I
hope is not true, for I do not believe there is a Member of
this House who can justify himself in expending $45,000 of the
taxpayers’ money in such a futile cause.

The Rent Commission renders a report to no one, so far as I
can ascertain; is responsible to no one, and functions as it
pleases without being examined or supervised at all.

The commission is asking for an enlargement of its personnel
that it may catch up with its docket, but I am confident the
taxpayers of the country will not look with favor on an exten-
sion of this pernicious legislation.

There are hundreds of new houses being built in Washington,

.and of these hundreds I have been unable to find a single one

with a for rent sign upen it, as each house .on being completed
is readily sold, the result of the Ball Rent Act being to drive
wage earners and people of moderate means to buy property
on the installment plan at exorbitant prices. The Ball Rent
Act has certainly been a godsend fo the real estate promoter.

I sincerely trust that although this measure has been jammed
threugh the body at the other end of the Capitol as a resuit of
propaganda, that the membership of this House, pledged as
they are to economy in Government expenditures, may defeat
it and remain true to their constituents.

I have made these remarks at this time in order that the
Members may have time to consider the evil effects of this
measure so that if the attempt is again made to foree it through
the House under gag rule the Members may act with full
knowledge of the facts. ;

Mr. VARE. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YaTES].

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Illinois is recognized
for three minutes.

Mr. YATES, Mr. Chairman, of course I am for an adequate
Navy, and I intend, of conrse, to vote for it.

If the committee, the House Committee on Appropriations,
can convinece me that this bill—H. R. 11228—as it stands, gives

| our country an.adequate Navy, then I will vote for it.

But until then I am for the minority report, and if I could
get a chanee I would vote for-a Navy of 100,000,

Professing no familiarity with professional figures, having
no expert knowledge and no technical experience, I must do




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

2989

the best thing possible—seek the best advice to be secured.
[Applause.] r ]

I have been, of course, impressed and swayed by the genial
and generous, resourceful and wonderful subcommittee chair-
man, the gentleman from Michigan, ex-Governor KELLEY.
am really afraid I have been too much affected by his im-
petuous oratory and advocacy of this bill. If ever there was
an “ imperial wizard " with naval figures it is Governor KeLLEY.
I would like to vote with him. But his name and fame are
secure, anyhow.

However, 1 find that the minority report appears to embody
nearly the views of the Secretaries of the Navy and of State—
the trusted heads of the Navy Department and the State De-
partment, We must trust somebody., The people trust Harding,
he is trusting Denby and Hughes; both are, in my judgment,
worthy of trust. And Secretary Hughes says “To alter the
5-5-3 relation would be a very serious matter for the United
States, both impairing its prestige and putting its security in
jeopardy,” [Applause.]

My people are for an adequate Navy. I may have my
doubts as to what is adeguate. My people have no doubts.
They are positive, They favor taking no chances,

If they ever were ignorant of the Navy they are not now;
they know what an adequate Navy is.

They have been informed by those 2,000,000 men who returned
from abroad after seeing great sacrifice, great service, and
great seas, and the great value of a real Navy.

I am very, very sure that if there is one thing—one thing
above all others—that is absolutely demanded by Ilinois, it is
an adequate Navy. [Applause.]

With this profound conviction and assurance as to my people,
and confronted with a radical disagreement between men and
officials who ought to know but who radically differ, I face the
alternative of voting, on the one hand, for 67,000 men—67,000—
as recommended by the Committee on Appropriations, or voting,
on the other hand, for 86,000 men—=86,000—as recommended by
the House Committee on Naval Affairs and by the minority of
this subcommittee. What shall I do? What would my people
do? I feel now that I will vote for the 86,000—* and if this be
treason, make the most of it.” I will take no chances. [Ap-
plause.] ;

It has been said here—well said—that there is nothing in the
history of England or Japan to cause us to trust them blindly
or to assume they will not prepare fully.

Be not deceived.

On the contrary, the entire history of both England and Japan
warns us that both England and Japan will surely arm—right
square up to the highest and last notch of efficiency allowed in
the 5-5-3 treaty—and England, by the way, will do it with our
money, money she owes us. Be not deceived. This is no time
for “weasel words.” L

It is true that gentlemen arguing for the little Navy—the
67,000 men—67,000—exelaim, “ Oh, the country is not rich
enough to pay for 20,000—20,000—more men " ; and they repeat
over and over again, * Is the country so rich?"

The downright answer, stripped of all mental reservation and
all equivocation and all evasion, is, “ Yes; the country is rich;
too rich to be pacifist; too rich to risk again the awful danger
of 1917 and 1918; it is rich enough to defend itself, and do it
right.”

Then why, why, in the name of common sense and in the name
of love of country, and why, in the name of our oaths, yours
and mine, registered in heaven, should we, we alone, disarm,
making the ratio no longer 5-5-3, but 5-3-23—yes, 5-3-2}—
5 for England and 3 for Japan and 2% for us? To do that would
be dangerously near indulging in pacifism.

Theodore Roosevelt, whose name will always be inseparably
linked with the American Navy, in a speech to 20,000 cheering
people, his last at Springfield, Ill.—the last speech I heard him
deliver, said:

And now comes the pacifist, and he says, says the pacifist, “ Come,
now, let us be harmless; because the more harmless we are the less
harm other people will do to us; so come, now, let us be harmless,

This puncturing of pacifism was greeted with cheers, uproari-
ous and tumultuous.

I believe I know how this lover of liberty and of his country
would vote on this question. He would vote for an adeguate
Navy and take no chances, and would thus insure the peace of
the world and thus lessen, at least for a time, the horrors of
war, which will always threaten this old world until God sees
fit to change the natures of men. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr, YATES. May I have one minute more?

Mr. VARE. I am very sorry I have not the time.

Mr. YATES. I had the promise of one more minutes

Mr. VARE, I yield the gentleman one more minute.

Mr. YATES, I want, in that one minute, to answer, with
another question, the question asked by the gentleman from
Tennessee, Mr. Garrerr, the Democratic leader. Another gen-
tleman had the floor—the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr,
GoobykoontTz]—and he was interrupted by the gentleman from
Tennessee, who, with urbanity and suavity asked the childlike
and bland question: “Against whom are we arming? Who
can possibly be our foe?” I answer that question by asking,
Who will be our friend? Will it be Japan or will it be old
England? No; there is not a nation in the world to-day that
is our friend. They are all suspicious and unfriendly, and I
am in favor of arming on that theory and not disarmning on
the theory of the gentleman that we have no foe. When he
asks, “Who is our foe?” I reply, “ We waked up one day 30
vears after the Revolution and found ourselves again at war |
with England. Then, 30 years later, we had to go to war with
Mexico. Then, 17 years later, we were on the verge of war
again with England over the Trent incident. Then, 35 years
later, our foe was Spain. And only 20 yeafs later we were at
war with Germany and Austria. Just before all of these wars
there were men who asked, “ Who will be our foe?”

Mr. MADDEN., Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
that there is no querum present.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois makes the
point of no quorum. The Chair will count. [After counting.]
One hundred and nineteen Members are present, a quorui.

Mr. VARE. I yield to the gentleman from New York [Mr,
CHANDLER].

Mr. CHANDLER of New York. Mr. Chairman, love for the
Republic and patriotic devotion to its highest interests should
prompt all our actions here, especially in the matter of provid-
ing for adequate national defense.

Every Member of this House and of the Senate, every officer
of the Government, State and Federal, and, indeed, every
American everywhere, should love America as Macaulay says
Pitt loved England, as an Athenian loved Athens, as a Roman
loved the “ City of Seven Hills.”

No cowardly impulse, no sectional selfishness, no narrow view
of patriotism, no partisan prejudice, no sordid stinginess, should
ever remotely influence our legislative conduct in providing for
the common defense and promoting the general welfare of our
country. Rather let us invoke the lofty and patriotic spirit of
the Revolutionary fathers and of the saviors of the later Re-
public, who held no cost too heavy and no sacrifice too great
when the sa®ed rights of humanity were to be proclaimed and
the great cause of liberty and of union was to be defended and
maintained.

The people of my district, like those of yours, my colleagues,
are God-fearing and peace loving. They pray for peace per-
petual with national honor unimpaired. But they are red-
blooded Americans all, who love their country, believe in it,
adore its flag, and are ready, if need be, to fight and die for
both. They believe in both preparedness and peace—peace, if
possible, with honor and self-respect; preparedness as a guar-
anty of victory if war must come,

During the last few weeks my office has been flooded with
letters from the people of my district protesting against the
destruction of the American Army and the American Navy.
Hundreds upon hundreds have conveyed to me the double mes-
sage of preparedness and peace. These letters are instructions
from those whom I have the honor to represent to use my best
endeavors to promote and maintain an honorable peace between
America and all the other nations of the earth, but to neglect
no act and leave no stone unturned to create and maintain a
state of national preparedness that would enable the Republic
to defend grandly and successfully its territory and iis flag if
war should come. These instructions are sacredly binding upon
me, and by my vote and voice in Congress I shall obey them.
In other words, I shall stand and do stand for the strongest
possible Navy personnel that the circumstances of this day and
time will allow. I shall vote for 86,000, as provided by the
Vare amendment, instead of 67,000 as provided by the bill
I should like to vote for 96,000 asked by the Navy Department,
if it were possible. I will not consent to the scrapping of the
American Navy by the American Congress.

I am in favor of strong national preparedness, but I am op-
posed to militarism. I want my counfry to be and to remain
forever the great advocate of peace among all the countries of
the world. I want our glorious flag to represent forever the
force and justice of democracy and military discipline, and not
the tyranny and oppression of autocracy and military despotism.
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The founders. of the Republic designed. it tor be a. perpetual
agylum of liberty and of peace. They intended that the. eivil
should remain forever above the military authority. They em-
phasized: this design wHen they made the President of the:Re-
publie, a.civilian officer, the head of both: the Army and. the
Navy. I sincerely trust that their beneficent intentions will
prevail to the end of time.

But the builders of our Govermment were not pacifists, *“ peace
at any price” men, who prefer humiliation to battle: and the
ense and.qniet of a voluptuous existence to the fierce struggle.of
life: in: wliich: courage and: strength are: born:. They. were men
ofi blood_and iron. who: preferred death and annihilation: to.dis-
honor and disgrace; They knew that the infant Republio: had
been created in: the thiroes of revolution—in' seven years, and
eight monthg of arduous-toil and. bitter struggle. Their vision
was. prophetic; and they foresaw that insurrection from. within
and invasion from without would necessitate military and naval
preparedness: if America.was to: remain: united and free and if
thessafety and dignity of the country were to be successfully
defended and maintained.

No wonder-then that-Washington,: in: his fifth annual address,
gave-to his countrpmen this:sage advice:

I can not recommend to yonr notice: measures for the fulflllment of
our dutles to the rest of the world without again: pressing. upon-you the
necessity of placing ourselves. in a position of complete defense. The-
United States ought not to indulge a persuasion that, comtrary to:the
order of human events, they will forever keep at a distance those pain-
ful appeals to, arms with: which. the history of every other nation
abounds. There is a rank due to. the United States among nations
which will' be withheld if not-absolutely lost. by the reputation of weak-
ness, If we desire toraveid:insult we must be able: ta repel it; if we-
desire : to: secure- peace;. one: of the most powerful instruments of our
rising prosperity, it must be known' that we are at all times ready for
WAar.

No wonder that John Adams, in his secoml annual message,
dealing with our relations with France, should have used this
langnage:

But in demonstrating by our conduct that we do not fear war in the.
necessary protection of our-rights and bouvor; we should give-norroom:
to infer that we abandon: the desire of peace. An efficient preparation:
for war can alone securs peace..

Nowonder that Thomag Jeilerson; in his fifth. annual message,
advocated—

The:organization: of 300,000 able-bodied. men: betweeni the ages:of 18
and: 26 for offense or defense at any’ time or at any place:where they
may. be-wanted.

It is interesting at this point to.note that Thomas Jefferson
advecated: a larger Army for:the: défense of g, small Republic
of fewer than. 20 States; pepulated by fewer than 5,000,000
peaple; than some of his Democratic descendants are willing to
provide for the defense of a.giant Republic of $8 States and.
several colonies, with a. population of more than: 100,000,000
people. It would be more interesting still if the virile, pugna-
cious,. red-headed author of the Deelaration. of Independence,
founder. of the- University of Virginia, and third President of’
the United States could appear again upon the earth and ex-
press himself after hearing members of his own party as well
as Republicans advocate the gradual disbanding, of the Army:
and destruction of the Nayy at the very moment that a justly:
alarmed people demand that their Representatives in Congress:
provide them with means of adequate national defense.

The greatest obstacles:in the way of maintaining, adequate:
military and naval preparedness are the theories.and objections
of professional pacifists, wlo are to: be: found: both: in- and out
of Congress, The convictions of these. men. should not be de-
rided. or denounced. Their aims are high, their motives are:
pure; and their impulses- are generous, and fine. Thejr hopes
and aspirations for permanent and. universal peace are honor-
able to-human nature-and are a splendid tribute to the higher
and better qualities of the minds and hearts of men. But they
are dangerous nevertheless; for they are nothing; more than
plain idealists and deluded dreamers. In making forecasts of
the future they take no: account of the past. The teachings of
history mean: nothing: to.them. "The inherent savagery in man
and. the inevitable: experiences: of human life do not seem to
impress them. seriously. They' refuse to ground their: convic-
tions in what men have done as-the best assurance of what men
may: do, but insist on.coloring their arguments with all the
tints of the-rainbow and on weaving them from the warp and.
woof of mere fancy and conjecture.

It is a ghastly and. sickening thought, but if human history
teaches anything, it is that man is a savage animal and that
recurring. wars are as inevitable as the certain: return of the
tides of the sea.

In 1908, at Chieago, the late brilliant and. gifted ex-Governor
Black, of New: York, nominated Mr. Roosevelt for the Presi-
deney. The following is an extract from. that perfectly polished
gem of oratory:

The fate of nations is still decided by their wars. You may talk of
orderly tribunals and learned. referees; you: mi sing.in. your- schools
the gentle praises of the quiet life; you may strike from your books the
last note- of every. martial anthem, and yet out in the smoke and
thunder will always be the tramp of horses and the silent, rigid, up-
turned face. Men may prophesy and women pray, but peace will come
here to. ablde forever upon this earth.only when the dreams. of child-
hood are the accepted: charts to guide the tinles of men.

This sentiment may seem pessimistic and be painfully disap-
pointing and distressing, but the teaching is sound in the light
of human history and experience; and we should never forget
that the only safe guide for our footsteps upon the highway of
the future isithe light of the past.

A state of warfare seems to be:the normal condition of hu.
man life-and the: bloody pastime:of the nations. Ior thousands
of years the peoples.of the earth. have been at each other’s
throats in terrific struggles. The gates of Janus, in Rome,
were: closed. for: short. periods only three: times. in T00. years.
Within tlie memory of men: now:living every important. nation
«on the globe: has fought three important wars, and many. of
them four or five, Our own dear country is:no.exception to the
rnle. The brief: span: of the life of our: Repulblic has been
marked by six great conflicts—the War of the Revolution; the
War of 1812 with England, the Mexican: War, the Civil War,
the: War with Spain; and the. War with the: Central Powers,
This does not take into account the Florida wars, the wars with
the: Barbary States, nor the various Indian wars that liave
marked the progress.of our history.

For ages it has been the dream of philanthropy and the hope
of religion that the-perfection: of Christian.life-and the advance
of civilization: would do away with: all wars by illuminating
the reason, softening the heart, and taming the savage qualities
of men: But has this been. realized? Let the terrible: world
struggle that has just ended. answer.

The Sermon on: the Mount is the chart of the soul on the sea
of life; and its beatitudes are the-glorification: of the: virtues
of gentleness, merey, love, and peace.. Nearly 2,000.years have
passed: since the: Prophet: of Nazareth: delivered this. sublime
and. solemn message to. mankind, and yet within' the last six
years the: appalling; and pathetic: spectacle has been. presented
of the Christian nations.of the world employing all the-devilish
ingenuity and. the hellishi methods: that fertile hrains.and scien-
tific aids could fornish to devise yet more fiendish means and
to: invent still greaten guns. to-blow-otheir Christian brains-into
seething froth.

No; let us not be deeceived Ly the thought nor be beguiled by
the hope that civilization as we now understand it will ever
bring lasting. peace: History and experlence: have taught us
that civilization: at best is-but a. veneer, and that. the slightest
serateh: will reveal. beneath: the.surface the:savage in the man.
A: pastoral commonwealth: with. justice-and peace forever seated
at the confines of the:Nation is a Utopian: dream.

Let the pacifists indulge their visionssof. a-millennium. of
peace.. But let practical patriotic men pay no.attention to them,
Let us not forgeb.that the bitter experiences.of our race:teach
us: that wars are inevitable and that they come seemingly in
obedience to a law:as pitiless and inexorable as that which dooms
us torthe:dust. Let us not forget that a. selemn obligation rests
‘upon: us; under our constitutional oaths:as Congressmen, to
provide for the “ common defense” as well as:to: promote the
“general welfare!” Let us-then meet; the great issue of na-
tional preparedness intelligently and fearlessly in the light
rather of human: history and: experience:than.in.the shadow o
the fears of fheorists.and dreamers; .

I do not hesitate to tell you, my colleagues, that I have more
confillence in the- teachings:of history:than I have in: thae.de-
liberations: and' proclamations. of. intermational disarmament
conferences. Furthermore; I do not hesitate to say to: yon that
I prefer:to guide my political conduct in: this body by history
and. human experience:rather-than by the: resolutions of any
handful of men however grandly gifted and endowed, :

In closing. then, I wish to state my preparedness creed: I
believe that a Republie of 100,000,000 people, with several thou-
sand: miles: of coast line: to. protect, with. important: insular
possessions: to defend,. with: the: Panama: Canal to. fortify: and
guard, and with: the: Monroe doctrine: to maintain. shonld have
a standing Army of at least 200,000 men, with adequate militia
and. volunteer: reserves, together with a, Navy at least seeond
among the navies of the world.

This belief represents iy personal conviction and reflects,, I
am. convinced, the:sentiments. and wishes of a very large ma-
jority of my constituents; and I shall act upon. this belief in
my vote to-day.

Repeating a single.sentence from the: fifth) annual address of
Washington, heretofore referred to, that “ there is a. rank: due
to the United States among nations which will be withheld if
not absolutely lost by the reputation of weakness,” I wish to
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say. Mr. Chairman, in closing, that I have an abiding and un-
bounded faith in the great destiny and in the undying glory
of my country. I believe that the time is not far distant when
American genius and American influence will dominate the
nations and overshadow the earth; when our Constitution and
our Declaration of Independence will be the mold and model of
free institutions among all the tribes of men; when the torch
of freedom whieh was lit at the flame of the American Revolu-
tion will be a beacon light to the oppressed of all mankind;
when our soldiers and our sailors will be feared and respected
on every land and on every sea; when the drumbeat of our
country will be heard around the world; when freedom’s flag
will illumine all the skies; and, whether proceeding from the
mouth of an awmbassador or from the hot threoats of .Federal
guns, when the mandate of the great Republic will be heard
and obeyed throughout the earth. [Applause.]

Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15
minutes to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Ouiver]. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee,
certainly there exists no rational ground now for apprehending
war troubles in the near future. We have just concluded very
far-reaching treaties with all the great naval powers of the
world, and the President has spoken in a most assuring vein to
the people of the Nation as to what these treaties promise in the
way of peace for tle future. Since the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Yares] and the gentleman from New York [Mr. CHANDLER],
notwithstanding these treaties and the 10-year naval holiday
which they promise, seemn still to see dark clouds of war hover-
ing over us, I respectfully invite their attention to some ex-
cerpts from a speech delivered by the President at the conclud-
ing session of the peace conference. Among other things, he
said :

But the whole achievement has so cleared the atmosphere that it will
seem | breathmg the ref ng n.lr of a new morn of ?mmise A

When you ﬁrst met 1 tuld you or our Amerlci & thought te seek less
of “armament and none of war; that we sought nothing which is
another’s, and we were unafraid, but that we wished to join you in doing
that finer and nobler thing which no nation can do alome.” We rejoiee
in the s.cmmplishment

H.ow sane and simple and sat.ts:l‘ying to seek the relationship of peace
aecnrity

and
. . . . »

1 onee believed in armed preparedness. I advoeated it. But I bhave
come now to believe there is.a better preparedness in a public mind and
a world opinion made reag to grant justice rprecisely as it exacts it.
And justice is better served in conferemces of peace than in econflicts

at arms i

Agajn gmtlemen of the conference, conmtnlations and the
of the United States! To Belginm, to the British Empire, to
France, to Italy, to Japan, to the Netherlands, and to Por I can
wish no more than the same feeling which we experience, of honorable
and honored contribution to happy human advancement, and a new
sense of security in the righteous pursuits of peace and all attending
good fortune.

It might be well for the President also to read again his own
speech, since in a recent letter to the gentleman from Oltio [Mr.
LoxeworTH] he expresses doubt as to whether we have ad-
vanced sufticiently along the paths of peace to adopt what the
Appropriations Committee of the House now recommend as an
adequate and sane maval program for the year 1923. This
speech certainly shows that the President, when the conference
adjourned, and the Senate's ratification of the treaties was
urged, strongly felt that we had advanced far along the paths
of peace, and that our country was reasonably safe for the
next 10 years at least from all dangers and misunderstandings
that might lead to war. The people of our country aceepted the
action of the conference in that fine spirit and belief that be-
spoke an international cooperation and understanding, so hearty
and sincere as t) dispel all thought of impending war, and so
great was fheir faith in the agreements made that very general
public approval has been given the Senate’s ratification of the
treaties. As a result, our countrv is nmow preparing to scrap
not only 15 of the older battleships but also 13 of the most
powerful war vessels ever designed, all of which are nearing
completion, and on which milhons have been spent. These 13
ereat warships would have been finished within the next two
years, and on their completion America’s supremacy of the seas
could not have been challenged by any power.

In August, 1916, Congress authorized the building of 10 bat-
tleghips, 4 of which, when finished, would have been the speedi-
est, the most destructive, the most powerful ever designed by
the mind of man. The same act also provided for six battle
eruisers, the speediest, the most effective for offensive and de-
fensive warfare ever anthorized for any Navy. No nation had
any ships like these, built or building, and it is doubtful
whether any other nation has the financial ability to construet
now or in the near future such gianp weapons of destruction,

-
atitude
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Yet under the treaty all of ‘these great battle cruisers and seven
of the battieships are to be scrapped, and included in the seven
battleships to be serapped are our four greatest, with a dis-
placement .of 42,000 tons each, a speed of 23 knots, each car-
rying twelve 16-inch guns, capable of throwing -with accuracy
steel projectiles weighing 2,100 pounds mrore than 25 miles. No
one questioned on the completion of this great building program,
already far advaneced, that the United States would possess the
most powerful naval vessels of these two types afloat.

Mr. LINTHICUM, Will the gentleman yieid?

Mr. OLIVER. Not just now. Certainly Ameriea’s willingness
to scrap her greatest weapons of destruction was the highest
evidence of her faith in the treaty promises of peace for the
future. [Applause.]

We will now have no battleships of more than 21 knots speed
and none with the gun power or tonnage displacement of those
we have agreed to destroy; we will have no great battle cruisers
in our Navy; and yet so great was our faith in the agreements
entered into with our former allies that we have permitted
Great Britain to retain many capital ships, with a speed.of
23, 25, and 32 knots, carrying great modern 15-inch guns, and to -
build two additional battleships of 35,200 tons displacement—
larger than any we have retained, with no lindf as to speed.
Mark my prediction, she will build these two with light side
armor, with decks well protected, each carrying not exceeding
two or four 16-ineh guns, and of great speed, with the greatest
possible space for aireraft. No navy will have any vessels in
point of effectiveness like unto them.

Japan has been allowed to retain battleships rsstsr than ours,
and she will also have more than five battle cruisers, armed
with great modern guus, having a speed of more than 32 knots.

If, then, there are in fact substantial grounds, as some wildly
imagine, for the fears expressed by a few as to our country’s
security, then the conferees, the President, the Benate, and the
people who indorse their action have shown a degree of reck-
less, thoughtless carelessness, little short of treason, in agreeing
to scrap six great battle cruisers and seven great battleships
now nearing early completion. These 13 ships, from the stand-
point of naval value, measured by speed, gun power, tonnage,
and effectiveness, possess more than double the value of the 18
capital ships which the treaty permits us to retain, and which
must constitute the enfire eapital-ship strength of our Navy
until long after 1932, because the treaty forbids any further
camr;;truction of capital ships by the United States until after
1932,

In this connection it may be well to take a passing inventory
as to the military value of these 18 ecapital ships of our Navy.
Eleven have a tonnage displacement ranging from 24,000 to
27,000 tons, with a speed of about 20 knots, each carrying from
eight to ten 14-inch guns, capable of throwing a projectile
weighing 1,400 pounds about 20 miles; three will have a ton-
nage displacement of 33,000, a speed of 21 knots, each carrying
16-inch guns, capable of throwing a projectile of 2,100 pounds
about 24 miles. We at present only have one of this last type:
the other two are now in course of construction and will be
completed probably by 1925. The remaining 6 of our 18 cap-
ital ships are less than 21,000 fons displacement, with a speed
of 18 or 19 knots, each ship carrying 12-inch guns only, with a
range of about 15 miles and capable of throwing a projectile of
870 pounds only. Two of the 12-inch-gun ships are to be
scrapped when the two battleships now building are eompleted.

The six 12-inch-gun ships have no real naval value; any one
of the seven great battleships or battle cruisers which we are to
scrap could have successfully met and destroyed all of the six
in an hour's time, without even subjecting itself to gunfire from
the ships so destroyed. A battleship is like a woman's hat—
only good in its season.

So for the next two years our capital fleet will consist of
only 12 battleships of real military value, which last number
will be increased to 14 abouf 1925, and this 14 will constitute
our Navy's real capital-ship strength until long after 1932,
Great Britain in speed, tonnage, gun power, and number of
ships is now unquestionably superior, as the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr, PapcerT] has well pointed out.

The point that T wish to impress on the House is this: That
out of the 18 capital ships we are allowed to retain under the
treaty, we will have but 14 of any real military value, and
yet we are not complaining. And why? Simply because we
have faith in the agreements we have made with the great
naval powers of the world, and we believe that for the next 10
years all danger of war has been reduced to a minimum, if not
made impossible. [Applause.]

Naval experts know, and our people should be informed, how-
ever, that at present we have neither a balanced fleet nor one on
a b-D basis with Great Britain. We have more destroyers,
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more submarines, but Great Britain has more and faster battle-
ships and at least seven battle cruisers, whereas we have none;
she has five or six aero-carrying ships, and we have only one of
very doubtful value., The treaty, however, permits the United
States to build five aero-carrying ships, aggregating 135,000
tonnage, and authorizes two of our modern battle cruisers, now
in course of building, to be converted into aero-carrying ships
of 33,000 tons displacement each, with no limit as to speed, but
carrying only 8-inch guns.

It is important, then, that this Congress appropriate sufficient
money to build not less than two modern aero-carrying ships
of great speed, because only on the completion of the five aero-
earrying ships authorized by the treaty can we feel that we
have a balanced and really effective Navy. In future the first
line of offense and the best line of defense, so far-visioned
naval experts advise, will be our Air Service. [Applause.|

Let me again repeat that until you have built great aero-
carrying ships and perfected your Air Service organization our
Navy will nét be equal to Great Britain’s, and this fact is
frankly admitted by every naval authority; yet, notwithstand-
ing this, I submit America feels unafraid. [Applause.] XNot
only are we unalarmed but we are even now looking forward
to the time -hen another conference can be called which will
place further limitations on capital ships, and limitations also
on submarines and other weapons of destruction. [Applause.]

Then why, may I ask, under these conditions should we listen
to the insistent demands of the Navy Department to provide at
great expense war complements for our capital ships and a
great surplus of men for shore stations?

I wish to discuss this matter from a business standpoint with
the Members of the House, because I feel that if the House is
acquainted with the facts, as we know them, they will not vote
millions of dollars for needless expense. We all love the
Anerican Navy. [Applause.] No man here knowingly would
do it hurt. It is our country’s best seeurity, and far be it from
me to detract from or say aught in eriticism of its wonderful
past achievements, both in war and in peace. [Applause.]

Neither the Navy Department nor naval officers, however, are
immune to mistakes, and this Congress well knows how ex-
travagant indeed are the estimates they often submit. I have
previously called the attention of the House to the fact that it
is not unusual for naval officers to widely disagree ns to the
number of enlisted men required to. efficiently man the Navy.
In 1919 the authorized enlisted strength of the Navy was
181,000. The following year, over the sirong protest of the
Navy Department, the committee reduced the enlisted person-
nel to 120,000. Naval officers then strenuously insisted that the
Navy could not efficiently funetion with less than 160.000 en-
listed men, yet Congress wisely and against the advice of high
naval officers at the head of the bureaus of the Navy Depart-
ment cuf the enlisted strength to 120,000 Who will under-
take to say now that we hurt the Navy by this action? Yet
we saved a large sum of money to the Federal Treasury by re-
fusing to follow the advice of naval officers.

Last year these same naval officers insisted that they must
have 120,000 men for the present fiscal year, 1922 vet Congress,
over their protest, cut it to 106,000 ; and who, again may I ask,
will deny that our action was wise? You will recall that the
heads of the bureaus fooled our good friend the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. PApcETT] last year to the extent that in a
speech before the House he stated that he was advised by the
Navy Department that if the enlisted personnel of the Navy
was cuf to 106,000 that only 13 battleships could be kept in com-
mission. We fo-day find him again in a speech to the House
on last Monday stating that the Navy Department now advises
that if the enlisted personnel is cut to G7,000 they can only re-
tain in active commission 13 battleships. Rather a remarkable
coincidence that they should have fixed on 13 as being the num-
ber of battleships that could be retained in active commission,
whether you have 106,000 or 67,000 men. The pending amend-
ment to fix the enlisted personnel at 86,000 will be over the
protest of naval officers, because they are now demanding
106,000. In other words, it would seem that we always find
them willing to take for the next year what you gave them this
vear, especially when the question is raised as to whether they
are entitled to the number they now have., Congress has not
blindly followed in the past the advice either of the (General
Board. the Navy Department, or any combination of high naval
officers, and in failing to do so I submit that we have done no
hurt to our Navy.

A careful, jndicial, and unbiased study of the facts will now
disclose to flie Members of the House that the committee in
reporting the pending bill have provided sufficient men and suffi-
cient money for the fiseal year 1923 to efficiently man and oper-

ate all of the ships which the Navy Department states is its
desire or purpose to keep in active commission during 1923.

I respectfully submit that an examination of the table fur-
nished by the Secretary of the Navy to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Rogers], appearing on page 5551 of the
CoxeressioNAL Recorp, will disclose that with 86,000 men the
Navy Department proposes to keep in commission the same
number of ships, and no more, than the pending bill seeks to
provide shall be kept in commission with 67,000 men. The
essential differences, then, between the Navy Department in its
use of the enlisted personnel of 86,000 men, provided for in the
amendment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Vare],
and in its use of the 67,000 provided for in the pending bill
are simply these: The Navy Department desires to place on
18 capital ships, as shown by the table on page 5551 of the
Recorp, 23,369 men, including flagship complements and fleet
aviation detachments, whereas the pending bill provides for
these same capital ships only 19,591 men, including flagship
complements and fleet aviation detachments. The Navy De-
partment further desires, as shown by the table on page 5551,
to keep at shore stations, including shore hase submarine
tenders, 28,732 men, whereas the pending bill provides for
these same shore stations only 16,176 men. Certainly this
Congress, if the Members will only read the hearings, are not
willing to provide 28,732 men for shore station duties in the
Navy during 1923, A careful reading of the hearings will show
that the committee has made generous provision for these
activities.

Now, as to the complements for the capital ships, the pending
bill provides not only for all capital ships but also for the
other ships which the Navy Department proposes to keep in
commission during 1923 more men than were actnally carried
on these same ships during January of the present year, when
the Navy had 100,000 men or more to draw from.

The real item of difference between the table submitted by
the Secrgtary on page 5551 of the Recorp and the pending bill,
as the same relates to the enlisted personnel on our ships, is
in fact reduced to the size of the complements on our 18 battle-
ships. The pending bill provides not only more men than were
carried on these ships in January of this year, but it provides,
as complements for each of these 18 battleships, more men than
the General Board of the Navy and the Bureau of Navigation
fixed as the number to be carried on these ships when the ships
were originally designed.

We may even apply a further test to show that an adequate
complement for each of our capital ships has been provided for
in the pending bill, namely, for 1923 we have given to each of
these capital ships more officers and enlisted men .han were
carried on any 18 battleships of Great Britain's during Septem-
ber, 1918, at a time when Great Britain was carrying on all of
her battleships full war complements.

In proof of these claims I submit, first, that a report from
the Navy Department itself, as set out in the hearings, shows
that we have provided, with the 67,000, more men for the ships
to be kept in commission in 1923 than were actually carried
on these same ships in January of this year.

As to the claim that we have provided an excess number
over the complements fixed by the General Board and the Bu-
rean of Navigation when the ships were originally designed, T
respectfully refer the Members of the House to a full discussion
of this subject before the House Naval Affairs Commitftee on De-
cember 31, 1918, where Secretary Daniels supplied to the com-
mittees a table showing the original complements fixed by the
General Board and the Bureau of Navigation for eight of our
present battle fleet. I guote from page 916 of the hearings as
follows:

Designed complement of ships.

Delaware _____
North Dakota______.____
Bi e e
Florida

Secretary Daniels, in discussing this table in connection with
the increased number of men that some naval officers were then
recommending as peace complements for our capital ships, made
the following statement to the committee:

In my judgment, there is not a ship in the American Navy that is
not overmanned and the number of men should be reduced:; but there
are officers in the Navy, able and very splendid men, who believe that
we should now make a permanent complement on the ships equal to
our war complement which, in my judgment, is the Freatest waste of
men and the greatest waste of money that counld possibly be permitted,

If the Members of the House, in connection with the table
giving the complements fixed by the General Board for the ships,
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as they were designed, will read the interesting speech made by
the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. FrenxcuH] and add to the de-
signed complements the numbers which Mr. FrENcH points out
may be added on account of fire control and other changes made
after the ships were designed, you will find that the pending
bill provides for this additional number of men on every
capital ship in & most generous way. [Applause.]

Now, in support of the claim that the pending bill provides
for our 18 capital ships more men and officers than were carried
on any like number of Great Britain’s greatest capital ships
during the war, I beg to submit a table, accepted by the House
Naval Affairs Committee in December, 1918, as officially correct,
and which table clearly shows that the total number of officers
and enlisted men ecarried on British battleships during the war
was less than the number which the pending bill provides for
our hattleships in 1923. The list I have just referred to was
furnished by Secretary Daniels and can be found on page 917
of the hearings, and the following taken therefrom gives the
names of 18 of Great Britain’s best battleships, with the dates
of their completion, their tonnage displacement, and the number
of officers and men carried on each ship as of September 30,
1918, which was long after the Battle of Jutland and shortly
before the war closed: !

Dis- Officers
Battleships. Completion. plaoe‘:- and
ment. mim.
Tons.
25,750 02
750 977
750 1970
25,730 .7
25, 750 937
27, 500 955
; . 4 27, 500 957
Dec. 31,1914 | 27,500 1985
Oct. 18,1013 | 27500 | 11,016
Nov. 26,1913 | 27,500 057
-| Sept. 3,1013 | 23,000 1,130
Nov. 12,1913 | 25,000 1905
Oct. 24,1612 | 25,000 1095
T oet. 121012 25,000 905
..| Mar. 21,1912/ | 23,000 915
Nov. 18,1911 23, 000 812
Oct. 01011 | 23000 1849

1 Flagship.

The above table shows the British war complements on 18 of
her great battleships, as carried in September, 1918—6 of the
ships included in the list being flagships. The total number of
officers and men carried on these 18 British ships during the
war was 17,409, and the total number which the pending bill
provides for our 18 capital ships during 1923 is 19,501. In other
words, the pending bill provides for our 18 battleships as peace
complements in 1923, 2,182 more enlisted men than the total
number of officers and enlisted men carried on 18 British battle-
ships during the war, [Applause.]

And in this connection, it is proper to say that the statement
has been invariably made that the British war complement was
at least 10 per cent greater than her peace complement,

Who will now deny that the pending bill provides for all of
our 18 battleships, first, a complement in excess of the actual
number carried on these same ships in January of this year;
second, a complement largely in excess of the number fixed by
the General Board and the Bureau of Navigation, when the
ships were originally designed ; and, third, 2,182 more men than
were carried on 18 of Great Britain's largest and best battle-
ships in September, 1918, during war. If these claims be con-
ceded, then what reason can there be for providing 23,369 men—
the number which the Navy Department now insists should be
carried on these 18 capital ships? The mere statement of the
question, it seems to me, carries its own answer,

Now, if it is the desire of the House to provide this large
peace complement for 18 battleships, 6 of which have no real
military value, and to provide more than 28,000 men for shore
stations, then, of course, you should vote for the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. VARe]. It is
well to remember, however, when you add useless personnel in-
creases to the Navy for 1923, that the hope of the people of our
country that the peace conference would result in substantial
reductions in naval appropriations can not be realized.

Already we are told by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MappEn], chairman of the Appropriations Committee, that if
the enlisted personnel is increased to 86,000, and the amount
necessary for scrapping the 28 ships provided for in the treaty
is appropriated, that the total amount expended on the Navy
for 1923 will total about the same as was appropriated for in

1922, 'With 28 capital ships to be scrapped, with a large number
of submarine chasers, Eagle boats, and other small eraft of no
military value to be either sold or put out of commission, with
a large number of destroyers and other auxiliary craft to be
put in reserve, surely the House must know that the Navy
enlisted personnel can and should be greatly reduced, and the
pending bill undertakes to do this.

I respectfully submit that we have provided an adequate
number of men to man our ships and care for all naval activi-
ties during 1923, and out of the savings thus effected we should
prgv:de {or the immediate construction of two aero-carrying
ships, which I have attempted to show are now urgently needed
in the fleet and the building of which should not be longer
delayed.

In conclusion, sinee strong oppesition has now developed in
the House, in the administration, and in the Navy and War
Departments against any reduction in either the officer or en-
listed personuel of these services, it may be well here to set
ont some facts showing a comparison between our Military
Establishment prior to the war and at the present time, In
1916 we had approximately 8,694 officers in the Army, Navy,
and Marine Corps and the other allied services. We now have
in these same services 21,558 officers. The enlisted personnel of
the Army is now twice what it was in 19106, that of the Navy
is about double the size of what it was in 1916, and the Marine
Corps is more than one-half as large again. We have at our
universities and colleges 95,000 young men in the Reserve Offi-
cers’ Training Corps units and a large number under the War
Department in training at high schools and other institutions in
addition to this 95,000.

The abnormal increase in the number of generals, colonels,
lieutenant colonels, and captains of the Army, of admirals, cap-
tains, commanders, lieutenant epmmanders, and lieutenants of
the Navy will later furnish interesting information to the people
of our country, especially to our farmers, when they study the
cost of maintaining the Army and Navy for 1923,

It is evident now that strong pressure is being brought to
bear by the administration to maintain the Army at 150,000,
notwithstanding the House by a Iarze vote favored its reduction
to 115,000, and we have seen and [clt in the House during the
week the hand of the administration in the increase now pro-
posed for the Navy. Well may we ask: When will the time
come that our Military Establishment is to be placed on a peace-
time basis?

It would seem that with a strong federalized National Guard,
now numbering about 150,000 in its enlisted personnel, and
with about 8,000 officers, this country can well afford to mate-
rially reduce its regular standing Army, and the recent peace
conference certainly gave promise of large reductions in the
Nayy.

The CHAIRMAN.
has expired.

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the REcorp,

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. OLIVER. Under leave to extend I wish to insert a fur-
ther statement read to the House Naval Affairs Committee by
Secretary Daniels on December 30] 1918, as set out on page 912
of the hearings. The statement is as follows:

It seemed to be universally agreed h{y all paval experts that in pass-
ing from the predmld:muf t class of battleship to the dreadnonght
a reduction in the ecost of maintenance would result because of two
factors: (a) That the small ship with a great number of small-caiiber
guns required more men and officers than a larger ship with large-
caliber guns only, therefore the complement of a dreadnought would be
less than the complement of the redreadnousiht + (b) the change [rom
the coal-burning to the fuel-oil burning batileship would reduce the
complement of the dreadnought as compared with the predreaduongiit,

While onlﬁ the latest battleships have been ofl burners exelusively,
and aithough a reduction in the engineers’ forces has resulted, mever-
theless the comglements of the ships of the Navy bave.been constantly
increasing and have been increased far beyond the designed complement
at the thme the ships were laid down.

On January 11, 1907, President Roosevelt, in advocating the authori-
gation of the “ 11 big-gun ship " In his message to Congress, stated as
follows upon recommendations of the experts of the Navy Department :

“ Moreover, though a large ship consumes more coal, a small ship
having a large number of small guns—~&-inch, ete.—actually requires
more 1men and officers than a large one having heavy guns only, and
eonseguently each small ship costs at least as much to maintain and
repair. For example, the complement of a dreadnought of 18,000 tons
is 690 officers and men, while that of the Lowisiena of 16,000 tons is

bout 850.”
= In 1910 the war complement of the Louisiana was stated as 954 men
and the peace cumflement a8 834 men, while in 1915 a report from the
fleet itself placed the peace complement of the Lowisiane at 1,137 men,
The Louisiuna is clted beeause m 1907 the experts In advising President
Roosevelt placed the complement at 850 o and men.
For instanee, the New York; the designed complement is 902 enlisted

men, In 1915 the complement was stated at 1,004 as n flagship, and
to-day she has on board 1,444 men as a fagship, and the peace comple-

The time of the gentleman from Alabama
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ment, as determined by a board now in session in the fleet, will be
probably 1,410 men. Another instance is the Delaware, whose designed
complement was 830 men; in 1915, 981; to-day, 1,094; and the board
in session in the fleet will probably recommend a peace complement of
1,247 men. When the plans for the modern dreadnmoughts were laid
down such ships as the Pennsylvania and Arizona were designed to
carry 937 men, but the number of enlisted men actually on board to-day
is 1,440 for the Pennsylvania and 1,540 for the Arizona. While it is
true that the battleship force has been used for training purposes during
the war, there is, nevertheless, a board in the fleet now in session to
recommend the complement of the battleships, and it is probable they
will recommend a complement of about 1,420 men for the Pennsylvania
and 1,490 men for the Arizona. This is an increase of 5566 and 626
men, respectively, over the designed complements in time of peace.

The complement of enlisted men of the ships of the Navy has in-
creased to such an extent that the crowded condition becomes a matter
of concern as regards efliclency and sanitation, The division com-
mander of the American forces operating with the British Grand Fleet,
Rear Admiral Hugh Rodman, has forwarded a criticism to the depart-
ment relating to offices, compartments, and sleeping space, stating
that the men are crowded and are * packed in like sardines in a tin,
two and three deep at timres, in close, poorly ventilated berth deck
compartments,” and recommends that no more changes be made in the
ship where the change will encroach ulpon the space for the crew, as it
tends to canse more men to find sleeping billets on the " already
crowded berth deck.” :

The number of men on the ships to-which Admiral Rodman
made reference in his letter to the Secretary were war com-
plements carried on the ships, consisting of about 1,400 men to
the ship. This, strange to say, is the peace complement now
recommended by naval officers for many of our capital ships.
The admonition of Admiral Rodman should be sufficient to warn
Congress against placing large peace complements on these ships.

Secretary Daniels, continuing to read from the prepared
statement, said:

While it is conceded that the complement of the ship might be neces-
sarily increased in time of war to care for casualties, additional look-
outs, and fire-control stations, and even in tinre of peace, because of
additional stations that may become necessary from time to time in the
development of modern naval warfare, yet, after careful investigation,
I am of the opinion that the complements of the battleships of to-day
can be operated efficiently with smaller complements. In December,
1914, a memorandum was filed with this committee setting forth a com-
parative statement of the commissioned line personnel and of the en-
listed gersonnel of Great Britain and the United States. The state-
ment showed as follows :

Enlisted personnel :
Great Britain, per thousand tons_
United States, per thousand tons &
Commissioned line personnel:
Great Britain, per thousand tons_ = 2.21
United States, per thousand tons -. 2,081

It is therefore submitted that as far as the manning of the fleet is
concerned efficient work can be done with smaller complements,

Mr, KELLEY of Michigan. Mr, Chairman, I yield 10 minutes
to the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. FrReENcH].

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I must ask not to be inter-
rupted during the brief 10 minutes that I shall have. There are
a few questions that I want to take up in rapid fashion by way
of summary. In the first place, much has been said on both
sides of this question upon which there is no difference.
We all love our country, we all love our flag, we all love the
greatest Navy in the world, and I can join in that wonderful
encomium paid our Navy a little while ago by the gentleman
from New York, Mr. Macee. I agree with everything that he
said in tribute about what it has been, what it is, and what its
officers and men always will be. What, then, is the question?
The question is whether or not under the pending bill we are
protecting the 5-5-3 program. Three factors enter into that
program in large degree—ships, officers, and enlisted personnel.
As for ships, your committee stand for 18 capital ships, 103 de-
stroyers, and enough auxiliary craft to meet the situation
under the agreement. Second, we stand for officers to man
these ships, and no one challenges our conclusions,
with regard to the men, after the most careful analysis that
your subcommittee could make, we believe we have taken care
of the situation in comparison with that which will be provided
for the navies of Great Britain and Japan. We fixed the en-
listed personnel as that upon our ships upon the 1st of Feb-
ruary last. We provided for shore stations and we added
some seven thousand to take the place of men in transit, in
hospitals, and away from posts of duty. So figured, we have
shown that the enlisted personnel will be approximately 67,000
men. v/

Then we have cross checked on our figures, We took the
complements that were prescribed for the ships eight years
ago and increased these complements by men required by
reason of new devices and new services and it gave us slightly
less than 67,000 men. We went further than that. We sub-
tracted the men now assigned to ships that are to be scrapped and
to stations and duties that are to be abandoned from our present
enlisted personnel of 96,000 and it gave us 66,000. Further
than that, compared by the number of nren on the ships making
up the capital ships and other craft of Great Britain and
Japan to-day, our figures are wholly adequate and comparable,

55
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Third, |

Why should we provide more? Those who oppose, who want
to raise the number up to 87,000, say that we need more men.
For what purpose? They do not say. What is the purpose?
As has been said by the gentleman who preceded me, there is
a certain very definite minimum for men during peace times to
be upon the different battle eraft. Upon the capital ships it
is something like 900 or 1,000. We have gone beyond that. You
would have something like thirteen or fourteen hundred, if you
please, in time of war. Between that upper line and this lower
line you will find something like three or four hundred men,
Why should we have a war-time complement upon our ships
or anything that would approach it?

What are these men? They are electricians, some of them ;
some of them machinists, mechanics, laborers. The electrician
that is working in the electrical plant to-day in any city in
this country is ready, for the most part, with experience neces-
sary to which will be added a short preliminary training as he
goes upon shipboard to care for the electrical work upon the
battle craft. The man who is at the lathe, the man who is the
engineer, the man who is the laborer performing work for which
he will receive pay in civil life in any of the industrial concerns
of this country is doing that which gives him the experience
necessary with a very little adaptation to the work upon the
ship that will make him capable of carrying on as a member
of the American Navy in war or in the event of an emer-
gency. That is all there is to the proposition. You have that
great reservoir of men who are electricians, machinists, mechan-
ies throughout this country and you can draw upon them, and
in a few months they can be trained fully to meet the work upon
shipboard.

Aside from the quotas we have provided, these men had better
be employed in private industry.

You can not do that with officers. It takes time and years to
train officers. Therefore, as to them, we have given the high
number. You can not do that with regard to ships; it takes
years to build them.

ADDED COST.

Several men have spoken to me in respect to the cost of the
additional men under the proposed amendment. Figure it up
any way you please, and the very minimum cost for the addi-
tional men in my judgment, and I think that rests upon esti-
mates of the Navy Department, will fall somewhere near $57,-
000,000, That assumes that they will be placed in much the
order that the personnel we have allowed are placed at this
time. But if you intend to bring more of the destroyers into the
service—add another 200, say, of the destroyers and put the
men on those ships—you will immediately add to the cost, and
instead of its being $57,000,000, it may be $60,000,000, $75,-
000,000, or even more, because vast quantities of money will
have to be expended for fuel, for repairs, and for other pur-
poses, to maintain these added craft.

THE RATIO OF UNITED STATES AND JAPAN,

There is another criticism I must mention. We are told that
the enlisted personnel for Japan will be from 68,000 to 71,000
men. We are told that if we provide an enlisted personnel of
67,000 we will fall in ratio below the ratio of Japan. But gen-
tlemen who so urge are proclaiming the 5-5-3 ratio and them-
selves apparently contend that 86,000 enlisted personnel for our
Navy will maintain the ratio indicated as against the enlisted
personnel of Japan.

Is it not apparent that there is sophistry in the contention
of these gentlemen? They make the ratio depend entirely upon
enlisted personnel when they consider the figures of 67,000 pro-
vided by the committee, while, on the other hand, when they
consider the proposed figures of 86,000 they evidently include in
menasuring their ratio the number of ships and the number of
officers that will be provided by the United States and that
will be maintained by Japan. If gentlemen would be consist-
ent, instead of supporting an amendment for 86,000 enlisted per-
sonnel, they would support an amendment that would bear a
ratio of 5 to 3 to the Japanese alleged enlisted figure of 71,000,
and they would be asking in their amendment that the enlisted
personnel for the United States be 118,330.

OPPOSITION TO THE COMMITTEE FIGURES.

The most vigorous opponents of the proposed enlisted person-
nel offered by the committee of 67,000 are the officers of the
Navy Department, on the one hand, and groups that represent
navy yard and navy station activities upon the other. These
latter groups are not limited fo the Representatives upon this
floor from the States where are located navy yard and other
activities, but the opposition is reflected through chambers of
commerce, commercial clubs, newspapers, and groups of work-
men from cities where navy activities are found. During the
last few days Representatives from States have come to me
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and asked me frankly whether or not, in my judgment, a reduc-
tion of the enlisted personnel to 67,000 men would reduce the
activities of the navy yards, I have been compelled to tell
these men that I believed it would; that the navy yard activi-
ties would necessarily shrink with the removal of naval craft
as provided in the treaties, and with the abandonment, as we
propose, of battle craft of various kinds that can serve no use-
ful purpose. These men are between what they conceive to be
two duties; they want to serve their country, they want to serve
the districts they represent, where men are employed in navy
yards; they hope that their two duties will not conflict, and, like
the faithful Achates of old, they feel that they must serve those
who have sent them here and whose Representatives they feel
themselves to be. More than this, the members of your sub-
committee have been appealed to by these workmen; they have
been appealed to by business men and civic organizations to
maintain their navy yards.

A vear ago, when your subcommittee refused to appropriate
$670,000,000, approximately, asked for by the departnient, and
scaled the appropriation down in the House to approximately
$390,000,000, the same fight was waged by people within the
navy-yard districts. And not only did the groups to which I have
referred urge upon the committee the carrying forward of
projects that could not be defended except in war, but the wives
of employees of navy yards themselves appealed to the com-
mittee, They urged the committee to permit the construction
of naval craft for which we had no use in order, as they said,
that their husbands might not be thrown out of work and the
bread taken from the mouths of their children.

Gentlemen, the American people support the Limitation of
Armament Conference and its results The agreements we are
entering into for the limitation of naval craft must necessarily
decrease the building of ships as units of our Navy. Do gentle-
men believe we shonld continue to build ships in order to sink
them, or in order to salvage them? The agreements of the
Limitation of Armament Conference will mean the discon-
tinuance of guns in such quantities as had been anticipated; it
will mean that guns of the largest caliber plan will not be built.
Do gentlemen believe that notwithstanding all this we should
vote the people’s money for the building of guns, for the con-

struction of naval materials, in order that employees of the
navy yards may be continued in their employment? The appeal
that was made to me not to throw these men out of work touches
my deepest sympathy, but better a thousand times that we
adhere to the plan of limiting our armament and permit these
machinists and skilled employees to enter into profitable and
productive activities In private life. /

Mr, Chairman, those who urge these larger appropriations are
sincere in their purpose, but as I see it, they are as incapable
of getting the true and entire perspective of the situation as
would be a man in the jury box if asked to deliberate upon a
case in which he was involved, and so I say of the officers of
the Navy. They are honest, they are sincere, but they are
enthusiasts, and with that enthusiasm they want to see the
Navy Department magnified beyond that which appears to be
sustained by sound reason, The enthusiasm on the part of the
Navy officers for their work is the same enthusiasm possessed
by the successful officers of every bureau in every department of
our Government, who somehow feel that their own particular
work is after all the reason almost for the existence of govern-
ment. If your Appropriations Committee were to accept the
estimates of the heads of bureaus of the Navy Department and
of all the other departments of our Government, the Budget for
next year for the United States would be not less than $10,000,-
000,000.

Mr. Chairman, the other day when I discussed this bill, and
again to-day, I referred to the conditions confronting us six
and eight years ago and at this time. I have called attention to
the financial, the military, the economic wealth, if you please,
of Europe and the gountries of Europe, and the same factors
pertaining to the United States. I think you should have before
you a chart that will indicate to you more graphically than
words can tell it the ratio of economic strength, the ratio of
burdens borne by the several nations, the ratio of the factors
that will enter into just comparison between nations as you
consider what should be the policy of the United States in the
maintenance of a Navy. Therefore I want to place at this point
in my remarks a table that will show the essential factors
touching the leading nations of the world approximately eight
yeuars ago and touching them to-day :

United States. Greal Britain. France. Japan.
(101-3) (1920) (1911) ’ (1920) (1811) (1920) (1913) (1918)
Population............ 195,000, 000 105, 710, 620 45,370, 330 | 150, 000, 000 39, 601,500 140, 000, 000 52,935, 423 57,070,935
(1913) | (1920) (1913) I (1920) (1913) (1920) (1913) (10‘”)
Debts.uuninnannnnsnan| $1,028,564,000 | $24,062,510,000 | $3,485 818,000 | $37,010,000,000 |  $5,346, 249, 000 , 025,000,000 | §1, 241, 097,000 $1,300,000, 000
(1914) (1922-23) (1914-15) ‘ (1922) (1914) (1922) (1914) (1922)
Army. - . 105, 2126,000 181, AR 3790, Jesnsnumanmehainmen 1250, 000 1250, 000
Navy: (1914) : (1914) 1914) (1914)
s bl et 765, 133 2,157, 850 ega, 840 519,640
(1922) (1922) (1922) (1922)
7 ek i 1,285, 343 1,787,932 538, 42 584, 235
Tons built and (1922) 1922) (1922) 1922)
building program 2,063,173 1,%34, 252 606, 842 l,goa, 642
Ttaly. Russia. - Germany. Aunstria.
(l!‘lga (1918) (1912) (1920) (191&%5 (1920) (1914) (1920)
Population............ 35,238, 007 36,740,000 LITL 000,000 .. o ceisicainians B4 925,008 |- o rssncvivornes 150,000,000 [ueeasanncnaannnnes
(1913},1 (1920) (1913) (1920) (1913) (1920) (1913) (1920}
DehlE. St $2,021,153,000 | $18,330,000,000 |  $4,537,861,000 |......o’.v...nn sod] BLI052,000 |oiiies i ain st $2,152, 400,000 |02 oeianin s
(1914) (1922) (1913) (1922) (1913) (1922) (1913) (1922)
K I I ol 34873 ). ansieen 1o "“to 1,000,000 A0 |2 et 7T b LS Ml
1,800, 000
Navy: (1914) 1914 (1914) 1014)
‘fonsbuﬂt.......“ 253, 460 él’ﬂ,.%él 051,713
(1922) ;
b e e Fo o B P R oo e e . 3
Tons built and (1922)
building program! 383,219 m ARz B Ree ST T E T T i = 5
1 Estimated. 3 Approximately as carried in House military appropriation bili. # Including colonials, 1 Peace Army.

"WHOM DO YOU FBAR?

Now, I have only a couple of minutes more. Gentlemen, the
question has been asked before, of whom are you afraid as a
Nation? I pointed out the other day the different nations of’
the world, their condition eight years ago, and their condition
to-day, Let me ask the question again, Of whom are you

afraid? Are you afraid as you look across the water to Great
Britain, the only country that has a navy comparable to ours?
There is a country where every individual, man, woman, and
child, is under an indebtedness to-day, owing, by their Govern-
ment, of from three to four times per capita the indebtedness
of the United States, Are you afraid of France? France,
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poor, stricken France! As you wallk down the streets of her
villages or go through the couhtry and see her thousands of
wounded men, with the country under a load to-day that is
five or six times per capita the indebtedness of the United
States, do you fear her? Go to Italy and you find another
country similar to France. Go to Germany and Austria, with
no navies; countries that are practically on the verge of bank-
ruptcy. Or is it Russia that you fear, a country that was a
powerful nation eight years ago, and yet to-day a couniry
that is finaneially bankrupt; a country, if you please, of splen-
did people, dominated and impoverished to-day through a cruel
and tyrannical minority. Gentlemen, do you fear that country
to which we are gending from our abundance the bread and
butter that her people may not stave? [Applause.] Whom do
you fear?

In the other direction, is it China, a better friend of the
United States to-day than ever in times past? Is it Japan that
you fear—a country with half the population of the United
States, a country with a navy that is about 3 to 5 com-
pared with ours; a country that does not have the material
wealth that can be found in some of the great American States
of our Republic? Now, gentlemen, whom do you fear?

One word in eonclusion. If the Limitation of Armament
Conference is to bear the fruit we fondly hope, we must show
the world that we respect the letter and the spirit of the agree-
ment. There ig no prohibition in the agreement touching vari-
ons kinds of battle craft, yet for us to engage in building such
eraft would be to proeclaim that though we may keep the letter
of the treaty we shall forget the spirit. There is no limitation
against submarines, so far as their constrgetion may be con-
cerned, and yet in my judgment we would blight the fruit of the
conference were we to compete in submarine construction. The
agreement of the conference carries dual responsibility; it car-
ries responsibility to the nations of the world besides our own,
and it earries responsihility to our people. We must keep faith
with fereign countries by refusing to go above the 5-5-3 agree-
ment. We must keep faith with the people of the United
States by refusing to go belew, except as we may do so through
the concert of supplemental agreements. This I hope we may
be able to do.

Gentlemen, I believe we have given you a bill that respects
the treaty and that will challenge the admiration not only of
our ewn people but of foreign countries as well.

I heard the address of Premier Briand at the second, I believe,
of the Limitation of Armament Conferences. He said, in sub-
stance, that peace between nations is not insured by destroy-
ing arms and tearing down forts, it is not insured by scrapping
ships; there must be more than that, said this eminent states-
man ; there must be the will for peace.

We have given you a bill, in my judgment, that maintains at
once the dignity of our country, the dignity of our Navy, the
dignity of our place in the ratio of navies, but that must be
calculated to let the nations of the world know that with the
American people there is the will for peace. [Applause.]

Mr. VARE. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY].

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr, Chairman, as I understood the gentle-
man from Idaho [Mr. FreEncH], in the very eloguent address
that he has just delivered, and which he is so capable of al-
ways making, he said that one man’s guess at the present time
is as good as another’s in the distribution of the men to be
used by the Navy. On the one hand, then, we find the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. KELLEY], the gentleman from Idaho
[Mr. FrENcH], the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. OLiver], and
the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. Byrwes] are doing
part of the guessing, and, on the other hand, we find that the
department itself, the Secretary of the Navy, the Secretary of
State, and the President of the United States, the ones which
vou are to put in the scales, are also guessing. Now, if that is
in the form of a guess, I for one want to be on the side of the
President of the United States. [Applause.]

It seemed to me that this debate was over yesterday when a
letter was read from the President of the United States stating
that anything less than 86,000 men in the personnel of the
Navy would not be sufficient to keep up what we have agreed
to as a 5-5-3 limitation among nations. So it seems to me, Mr.
Chairman, we not only have it as our duty toward the admin-
igtration itself but, further than that, and far above that, we
are under obligations to the administration as part of the agree-
ment among the great powers. We can not afford in any sense
to have this question settled on other than the basis which the
Government itself desires. And when one speaks of using any
financial eonsideration, it seems to me that we ean almost, from
the way in which money has been spent, not only in this Con-
gress but in preceding Congresses, regard this difference of

$14,000,000 between the two figures as presented to us as in
the light of practically nothing more than a financial bagatelle.
It is true that $14,000,000 is a lot of money, but in proportion
to the amount that Congress has been gpending for other pur-
poses it is very little with which to maintain the integrity
among nations. [Applause.] :

Why should we speak of “being afraid” of some other na-
tion? For my part, this additional number is not required in
anticipation of any trouble with other nations, but rather that
we may continue to maintain an éguality with them in line with
the recent limitation agreement.

Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minuntes to my
colleague from Massachusetts [Mr. TAGUE].

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commitfee,
many of the arguments made here to-day and advanced to the
Members of this House are followed by the questions: Of whom
are you afraid? Who are we going to fight? In answer to that,
Mr, Chairman, let me say that it does not make any differ-
ence who we are going to fight. We are not afraid of any
nation in the world. We never were afraid of any nation in
the world, because heretofore we have had a Navy provided
by former Congresses of the United States made up of red-
blooded men who never measured the American dollar with
the lives of the young men who make up our Navy and who
would not be swayed from their duty. [Applause.]

Mr. FROTHINGHAM. Can the gentleman tell me whom
Engiland and Japan are afraid of? They are keeping up their
navies,

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, the only one that England or
Japan will ever be afraid of is the American Navy. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I venture to say, coming as I do from one of
the districts which has been referred to as having in it a navy
yard, that I will be charged with selfish motives and trespass-
ing on the rights of this House when I advance in a humble
way my reasons for advocating a larger Navy. I want to say
that our motives are just as honest and just as clean as the
motives of those who are advoeating the other side of the
question. We are not looking upon it from a selfish peint of
view, because we in those districts have seen the Navies of the
United States grow to the size that they were during the late
war. We have seen the boys from your disfricts in the Middle
West, we have seen them from the far West, come to the eastern
coast, there to make up the red-blooded men of the American
Navy, and there they were received by men who had been
trained in the service, men who were a credit to the Nation.
They were experts, Mr, Chairman; yes, experts of the Navy. I
am willing to follow in the wake of those men who have given
their lives to the building up of the American Navy.

I am willing to follow men like Admiral Coontz rather than
my distinguished friend from Michigan [Mr, Kertiey], and I
am willing fo follow Admiral Taylor rather than the distin-
guished leader from Wyoming, as to what I think should con-
stitute the Navy of the United States.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has expired.

Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the
gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. BUBROUGHS].

Mr. VARE. And I yield him the same.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New Hampshire is
recognized for four minutes.

Mr. BURROUGHS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman’s
request?

There was no objection.

Mr, BURROUGHS. Mr. Chairman, I am going to vote my
own honest convietions on this bill and I am going to vote for
£6,000. men, [Applause.] In doing this I am very glad that I
am supporting the recommendations of the President of the
United States, the Secretary of the Navy, and every single naval
official who has voiced an opinion concerning the matter. I am
not ashamed to be found in this company.

Mr. Chairman, I am very glad to vote for every dollar of
appropriation that is necessary in order to maintain our Navy
on an exact equality, both in ships and personnel, with the navy
of the British Empire and in the ratio of 5 to 8 in comparison
with the navy of Japan. I understand the Congress of the
United States is entirely within its rights under the treaties
adopted at the recent conference in Washington in providing
exactly that kind of a Navy. From all the information I can
get—and I have sought information wherever it was available—
I do not believe the present bill, which is being so ably defended
by the chairman of the subcommittee, the distinguished gentle-
man from Michigan, will give us that kind of a Navy. I under-
stand that this bill gives us not more than 13 battleships with
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full complement, when we are entitled under the treaty to have
18, and the British Empire is going to have 18. I understand
that this bill will give us not more than 10 cruisers, when we
are entitled to have 13, I understand that this bill will give
us not more than 65 destroyers in full commission, when we
now have more than 300, and the very least number that the
Secretary of the Navy has recommended is 103 in full commis-
sion and 23 in half commission. I understand that this bill
will give us a total enlisted personnel of only 67,000, when the
British Empire will bave not less than 104,000 and Japan will
have not less than 68,000. These figures are obtained through
the Navy direct from our naval attachés at London and Tokyo.
If any other or different figures are given, they seem to be based
on nothing more dependable than common rumor or newspaper
report. It is therefore my belief that this bill, if enacted into
law, will inevitably reduce our Navy in point of efficiency and
strength far below the British Navy and probably somewhat
below the navy of Japan., It is because of this belief that I
shall vote for the motion to increase the enlisted personnel to
86,000 men.

The gentleman from Wyoming, the distinguished leader of the
majority, asks with much dramatic effect why it is necessary
to accept as gospel truth the recommendation of the naval ex-
perts. I think there is no necessity for it. I know of nobody
who has suggested doing so. What I do say, however, is this:
I see no sense whatever in spending weeks in the examination
of experts before the committee if these experts are all to be
regarded as prejudiced witnesses, whose testimony in the end
is not to be relied upon at all, and whose recommendations and
conclusions are to be summarily thrown on the ash heap.
Doctors, of course, sometimes make mistakes. But, after all,
in time of sickness most of us go to a doctor rather than to u
blacksmith. 1 want to call attention to the fact that these
naval experts, whose recommendations seem to be regarded with
so much distrust and suspicion, and whose testimony is thought
to be so wholly unreliable, are the very same men upon whom
our delegates to the arms conference relied entirely in all matters
involving expert opinion or advice in framing the treaties. Our
brilliant Secretary of State, Mr. Hughes, and Senator Lodge
and Senator Underwood and Mr. Root found them to be en-
tirely trustworthy. I wonder what has happened in the short
space of a few weeks that the chairman of this committee now
finds himself unable to trust these same men to advise him as
to the proper number of men to serve as the complement of a
battleship. I confess I do not exactly understand.

The distinguished leader of the minority, the gentleman from
Tennessee, has just told us that he sees no obligation upon us
growing out of the treaty to maintain a Navy in accordance
with the so-called 5-5-3 ratio. I am inclined to agree with the
gentleman on that proposition. But, Mr. Chairman, I say that
we do have an obligation to maintain our relative position in
exact accord with the terms of the treaty. That obligation
arises out of the oath which each one of us took in front of this
desk. Our duty, as I look at it with reference to this matter,
has a twofold aspect. We owe a duty to the rest of the world
with whom we have entered into treaty relations to keep at all
times within the limitations preseribed by the treaties. But in
addition to that we owe a duty to our own people not to allow
the fighting strength of the American Navy to fall below the
position accorded us in the treaty. I have a very firm convie-
tion that the American people expect this Congress to do its
full duty in both aspects as I have described them.

There is not a man in this House who does not know that if
our delegates at the arms conference had been willing to accept
a position of inferiority to any other nation in the world in
respect to naval strength, the freaties they formulated would
never have been ratified by the Senate or by the people, and they
themselves would have been quickly swept info oblivion by a
thoroughly aroused and offended public opinion. If that is so,
it seems to me equally clear that the same public opinion, when
it understands the true situation, will condemn any man or
any party that is responsible for the weak, timid, pusillanimous
policy now for the first time proposed in a great naval bill in
the American Congress that would put our Navy into a perma-
nent position of inferiority among the naval powers of the world.
1 said “permanent,” Mr. Chairman, and I use the word ad-
visedly, because it must be plain to everybody that if once we
accept a second or third rate position it is going to be most
difficult, if not, indeed, impossible, at a later time to take our
rightful place. Any subsequent action by Congress looking in
that divection will at once excite among the cther powers the
greatest suspicion, if, indeed, it be not regarded as a hostile act.

Mr. Chairman, I was a strong believer in the so-called Limi-
tation of Arms Conference. I saw in it a real effort along what
seemed to be perfectly sane and practical lines to put a stop to

the race for naval supremacy among the nations, that was
bound to be an ever increasing burden upon every people and
nation that participated in it. I believed then and I believe
now that the only practical, sensible way for the nations to
disarm is by agreement. I most assuredly do not believe in dis-
armament by example. I gm unwilling to see my country dis-
arm either on land or sea as long as all the other nations of the
world remain armed to the teeth.

I was proud to see my country take the first step toward
disarmament. How was she able to do it? It was only because
she had at the moment a Naval Establishment potentially, at
least, the most powerful in the world. When the.right time
comes I want fo see her take another step in the same direc-
tion, but her success then, as before, will depend upon her
having a strong, eflicient Navy, the equal of any that sails the
seas. If we are to expect others to follow, we must see to it
that we mraintain our position of leadership. Any other policy
spells inevitable failure.

I would go very far indeed fo bring about a condition in the
world wherein war would no longer be tolerated and when any
n#ation that engaged in it would be considered an outlaw nation.
But, Mr. Chairman, while that is true, it is also true that I will
never, if I know it, favor or vote for any measure the effect of
which is to put the control of American naval policy into the
hands of the little group of extreme pacifists that seem to fol-
low the leadership of that other son of Michigan whose chief
title to distinetion lies in the fact that he has put the *tin
Lizzie " into thousands of American homes, So far as I am
concerned, I will never vote for any policy or any measure the
inevitable effect of which is to cripple and hamstring and dis-
mantle our Navy in order to meet the views of men who, how-
ever noble and fine may be their ideals for their country, fail

| utterly to grasp the fundamrental truth that such ideals amount

to nothing in the present state of civilization unless we possess
the will and power to make them effective,

I appeal to you, my colleagues, not to cripple and destroy
our splendid Navy. Its noble traditions are the pride and glory
of America. It is and must always remain our first line of
defense. It is both our right and our duty to keep it on a basis
of equality with the best. In the name of John Paul Jones and
Perry and Decatur and Farragut and Dewey I ask you to-day
to maintain that right and perform that duty. [Applause.]

Mr. VARE, Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. NEwTON].

The CHATIRMAN. The gentlenran from Missouri is recognized
for three minutes. ;

Mr. NEWTON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe
that any event of the past half century has met with such
universal approval as the achievement of Secretary Hughes
and our American representatives at the disarmament con-
ference called by President Harding, which convened in Wash-
ington on the 12th day of November last. I believe that 95
per eent of the American people are in favor of some kind of an
international understanding fo prevent a race in armaments
and to minimize the dangers of war. Many Americans were
in favor of the League of Nations for this reason. The last
election, however, demonstrated that a vast majority of the
American people were afraid that the covenant of the League of
Nations went foo far and threatened to involve this country
in Buropean conflicts. I am persuaded that the overwhelming
sentiment among those who opposed the League of Nations is
in favor of an understanding, such as President Harding and
the American peace delegates brought about through the
disarmament conference.

Prior to the World War Great. Britain stood first in naval
strength among the nations of the earth. Great Britain .
was the mistress of the seas, and under the protection of her
navy her commerce entered with security into every port
around the world. Next to England came the navy of Ger-
many, and under its protection the commerce of Germany be-
came a strong rival to the commerce of Great Britain, while
the commerce of the United States, lacking the protection of
an adequate Navy, was greatly retarded in its development.

Our representatives at the Disarmament Conference sue-
ceeded in getting an amicable arrangement whereby the navies
of the three great naval powers should be limited, and pro-
viding that the navy of Great Britain at the end of 10 years
should be no greater than that of the United States, while the
size of the navy of Japan, as compared with that of the United
States, should bear the ratio of 3 to 5.

What was it that made this achievement possible? What
wag it which made England willing to surrender her proud
position as mistress of the seas and to consent to a limitation
of her armaments which made it possible for the United States,
without excessive expenditures, to have a Navy equal to that
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of any nation upon the globe? What was it that made Japan,
proud as she is, with an extensive navy building program, sub-
mit to a naval ratio of 5 to 37

It was the fact that America had undertaken with deter-
mination to carry out a program which by 1926 would give
America the greatest Navy afloat, coppled with the further fact
that both England and Japan kned“ that the resources of the
United States were such as to insure victory for America in an
international race in armaments. 1 believe that every patriotic
American feels that the establishment of this naval ratio by
amicable agreement—a ratio which makes the naval strength
of the United States at a moderate cost equal to that of Great
Britain and vastly superior to Japan—was the greatest achieve-
ment of this age. What would the American people have said
of the work of our delegates at the arms conference if they
had consented to a naval strength between Great Britain and
the United States upon a ratio of 5 to 3 and a naval strength
of the United States less than that of Japan? And yet that is
the thing which the bill now under consideration proposes to do.

Why do I make this statement? What evidence have I to
sustain it? The chairman of the subcommittee, Mr, KeLrEY of
Michigan, and our leader, Mr. MoNbELL, declare that the pro-
vision of the bill providing for an enlisted naval personnel of
67,000 men is fully adequate to take care of our Navy's needs.
But what are the facts? Great Britain has provided in her
naval budget for enlisted personnel, exclusive of marines,
amounting at the end of the next fiscal year to 98,000 men.
Japan has provided in her naval budget for next year for a
personnel of 68,252 men, and yet this committee tells us that
an enlisted personnel of 67,000 men for the American Navy
will maintain our ratio equal to that of Great Britain and as
5 to 3 when compared with the navy of Japan. The fallacy
of ‘such a contention is obvious. To begin with, the training
of England’s naval personnel is far superior to that of ours,
because her enlistment is for a period of 12 years. The train-
ing of Japan's naval personnel is superior to ours, because her
enlistment is for a period of six years, while the enlistment
of the personnel in our Navv is for an average period of three
years:
© On June 3, 1921, out of 119,000 men in the American Navy,
98,000 had less than 4 years' experience and 87,000 of them
were less than 24 years of age. Experience shows that it takes
at least one year to make any sort of a sailor out of enlisted
men and that it takes at least three years' training to prepare
men for eflicient service in operating a battleship. Further-
more, our naval records for the last year show that we had
55,000 new enlistments of young men who had never seen naval
service, while we had only 16,000 reenlistments.

Thus it will be observed that at least one-third of our en-
listed men must necessarily be in training all the time and thus
incapable of active naval service, while a considerable per-
centage of the remaining two-thirds must be engaged in train-
ing the one-third raw material. This handicap does mot apply
to the British and Japanese Navies under their long enlistments.

Thus it is evident to any reasonable man that the contentions
of the chairman of the subcommittee [Mr. Kerrey of Michigan]
and the floor leader [Mr. MonpeLL] that this bill provides for our
complement under the terms of the treaty is totally without
foundation. Battleships do not make navies, and the finest
battleship in the world is of no value as a fighting force unless
it is manned by trained, intelligent, and skillful seamen. You
can not have a 5-8 ratio between the United States and Japan
so long as Japan has 68,252 men, seasoned and trained under
long enlistment, while the United States has only 67,000 men,
* one-third of whom are not trained at all. And you can not
maintain a 5-0 ratio between Great Britain and the United
States so long as Great Britain has 98,000 enlisted men, sea-
soned and trained under 12-year enlistments, while the United
States has only 67,000 enlisted seamen, one-third of whom are
not trained at all.

If we are to keep up our complement and help to insure peace
by maintaining our ratio with England and Japan, as provided
in the treaty, we can not do so with a personnel of enlisted men
such as that which is provided in the bill now under considera-
tion. If we are going to disarm alone and ignore the splendid
ratio which caused the American people to hail the achieve-
ments of our delegates at the arms conference as a great suc-
cess, then what did the accomplishments of the conference
amount to? If we do not maintain the strength allotted to us,
in order that America's views and ideals might be respected
over the world, then what advantage was there in having a con-

ference? No other nation is going to interfere with us in dis-

arming alone. We had a right to do that without a conference.
But the American people know that to do this means to invite
trouble, and I do not believe that they will approve of any such
program.

‘| years that unpreparedness invites conflict.

The American people have learned by experience in recent
They have learned
that such a condition of our Army and Navy, coupled with an
election in this country, strongly declaring in favor of peace,
regardless of the imsults which we endured, resulted in our be-
ing hurled into a world conflict which cost this country $40,000,-
000,000 and 70,000 lives, and placed a responsibility upon this
Government to care for sick and wounded soldiers amounting to
more than $500,000,000 a year.

I do not believe the American people want this mistake re-
peated. I believe that they approve of the achievements of
President Harding and Secretary Hughes. T believe that they
feel that a great step has been made toward permanent inter-
national peace by agreement, and I believe they want us to
keep our complement up to its full strength, as Great Britain
and Japan are doing, until the time comes when further decla-
rations by agreement can be made. If we ignore the provisions
of the treaty and take our place in naval strength in the rear
of Great Britain and Japan, it is reasonable to assume that at
the end of the 10-year period the agreement for the limitation
of arms will not be renewed and we will azain be off on another
international race in the construction of machines for war.

I am eonvinced not only from the faects which I have pre-
sented to you that the provisions of this bill are totally inade-
quate to provide for our complement under the arms conference,
but even if I did not have these facts I would vote to increase
the enlisted personnel of the Navy to 86,000 men. Why do I
say this? The chairman of the subcommitted, who served for
some years upon the Naval Committee of the House, has de-
clared that the enlisted strength of 67,000 men is adequate.
The Republican floor leader [Mr. MoxpELL] has declared the
same thing. Why should I not follow them? I will tell you
why. Because the Naval Affairs: Committee of the House, con-
sisting of Members of this Congress who have devoted years of
study to the naval problems of this country, say that we can
not keep up our complement and maintain the ratio provided by
the treaty with less than 86,000 enlisted men; because the Sec-
retary of the Navy and the naval experts who have devoted
their lives to the study of naval problems and who so success-
fully advised our delegates to the peace conference tell us that
we ought to have at least 96,000 enlisted men and that we can
not maintain the 18 first-line battleships allotted to us by the
treaty, together with the necessary auxiliary equipment, with
less than 86,000 men; and because the Secretary of State, who
so successfully led our delegation at the peace conference in the
greatest achievement of world peace yet known, and who, as
the head of the State Department, together with the Secretary
of the Navy, is in a position to have in his possession informa-
tion upon international questions which are not and ean not be
available to Members of Congress, urges that we must not pro-
vide for less than 86,000 men; and because the President of the
United States, who is acclaimed by the nations of the earth as
the great leader for international peace, and who is in a posi-
tion to have information and to understand far better than we
the complicated angles of this great international problem, said
to us in a letter yesterday:

I shall be gren;ljy disappointed, and I believe the country will he
greatly disappointed, if the appropriation, to which the Navy must and
will adhere, is redueed to a &ooint where the limitation of enlisted men
and aPprentices is below 86,000,

Ultimutely, perhiaps, the lower figures proposed may be reached, and
I hope it will be possible through later international concert, but the
trend toward peace and security ought to be more firmly established
before going bedl'orld the limitation to which we were gladly committed
at the international conference.

There is no official of this Government more insistent upon
national economy than President Harding; no one more deter-
mined that the tax burdens of the people shall be reduced. It
was under his leadership that this great achievement for peace
was accomplished ; it was under his guiding hand that this in-
ternational race in armaments was stopped. He is in a position
to understand better than we the purpeses and inclinations of
the other nations of the earth. No man in this Government
carries greater responsibility than he; no man in this country
is more patriotie than he; no man in the Government is more
concerned about the welfare of the Nation and its future than
he. He is the commander in chief of the Navy, and when he
tells me, as he did upon yesterday, that he will be greatly dis-
appointed if we fail te provide for an enlisted naval personnel
of 86,000 men, I, for one, will not cast my vote to hamper him
in his fight for world peace. He is the head of our Nation, the
leader of my party, and when he appeals to me, as he did upon
yesterday, you may depend upon me to respond. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to recognize any
gentleman.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, how much time
has the gentleman from Pennsylvania?
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Mre. VARE. Twenty-three minuntes.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. How much time has the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. GATLIVAN]?

Mr. GALLIVAN. A little over 30 minutes.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. I suggest that the gentleman
use some of his time.

Mr. GALLIVAN. I would prefer to have a vote, but I yield
myself three minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Massachusetts for such time as he desires to use.

Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I approach once more the
consideration of this tremendously important bill with some
fear and trembling. In the general debate we progressed as one
happy family until the closing hour; then almost in the closing
minute the meotives of the men who come from the big cities on
the Atlantic coast and the Pacific coast who advocate a larger
number of enlisted men in this bill were questioned. I come
from a city which has within its limits the oldest and the finest
navy yard in all the land. It has helped to make the histery
of this Republic, and we in Boston are proud of its achieve-
ments and glory in its record. But do you men believe that the
three Congressmen from Boston who favor the larger number
of men proposed in the amendment are interested solely because
of that navy yard? Does any man within the sound of my
voice believe that we are made of that kind of stuff? Yet
our motives were attacked openly, and, as I say, it is with fear
and trembling that I dare return to make another appeal for the
flag. [Applause.] The other day I told the House of the
newest nayy in our land, the prohibition navy. I see, by the
way, that it got into operation yesterday and it fired its first
shot, and it was a wet shot. [Laughter.] I said then that this
Congress was at all times ready to vote millions for prohibi-
tion, but in this hour pennies for the flag. What of it if it is
going to cost $47,000,000 more to put this amendment on the
bill? What of it? Is it the cost of your Navy that you are
gitting here to estimate? Is it the cost or is it the eharacter of
your Navy and the kind of a Navy you are going te have? Oh,
let me say to my friend King Keriey of Michigan, whom I
love [laughter and applause], I want to read to him some lines
from Rudyard Kipling. I should have opened my brief speech
with these lines. 1 know he will applaud.

No doubt but ye are the people—your throne is abeve the king's,

Whoso speaks in ﬁur presence must say aceeptable things:

Bowing the head worship, bending the knee in fear—

Bringing the word well smoothen—such as a king should hear.

Such as a king should hear!

1 do not want to take up any more time of this House, but
this is going to be my last word on this propoesition. I was
ready at noon to submit the question to a vote without any fur-
ther debate, and I appeal to the men of Congress to realize that

at no time in their career, in my judgment, have they had a

more important question handed to them; and I appeal to them
to go slow before they follow the recommendation of a com-
mittee of five men, coming from the States so well pictured as
my colleague from New York [Mr. Mager] pictured them. In
closing again T go back to Rudyard Kipling, and this is for
the whole House:
No doubt but ye are the people—abseolute, strong, and wise;
Whatever your heart has desired ye have nbt withheld from your eyes,
On vour own heads, in your ocwn hands, the sin and the saving les!

[ Applause.]

Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina.
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Brack].

Mr., BLACK. Mr. Chairman, our genial and distinguished
colleague from Massachusetts [Mr. GALLIVAN] in the speech
which he has just concluded, made one of those striking state-
ments for which he is talented when he said, * Congress is will-
ing to vote millions for the enforcement of prohibition but pea-
nies for the support of the Navy.” In the first place, the genial
gentleman from Massachusetts might as well recognize that
prohibition is now a part of the Constitution of the United
States, and Congress, which is swern to uphold and defend the
Constitution, is going to appropriate whatever meney is neces-
sary to enforce the prohibition laws. All gentlemen who are
advocating light wines and beer and who would like to see an
abandonment of efforts to enforce prohibition might as well
recognize the eighteenth amendment as part of the law of the
land and join hands to bring about its effective enforcement,
In the second place, the gentleman from Massachusetts is en-
tirely mistaken when he says Congress is only “ spending pen-
nies for the Navy.” He should reeall that if this pending naval
appropriation bill is passed witheut any additions, coupled with
the amount already appropriated for the support of the Army,
the Government of the United States will be appropriating for
the fiseal year 1923 upwards of $500,000,000 for the support of
the Army and the Navy. And yet the gentleman from Massa-

I yield five minutes to the

chusetts says, “ What does it matter if you add $47,000,000

more?” Well, gentlemen of the Congress, what does it matter?
Is it no matter if you add fifty million more deliars tax burden

to the already bended back of the taxpayer? I believe I reeall

that some one has said that there is one thing that is stronger

and more powerful than armies, and that is an idea when its

hour has come. The hour for the relief of struggling humanity

from the cruoshing burdens of military and naval armaments

has come, and happily it has fallen to the lot of Ameriea to lead

the way. [Applause.]

It is not the first time that the forces of destiny have be-
stowed upon us the power of a great opporfunity. Our Revolu-
tionary fathers of 1776, when they declared by the pen of
Thomas Jefferson that all men are created equal and endowed
with certain inalienable rights, among whieh are life, liberty,
and pursuit of happiness, and that governments derive their
just powers from the consent of the governed, set in motion
forces which have crumbled thromes and empires and have
scattered the emblems of despotism and tyranny like as a sand
storm seatters before it the dust of the desert. Those who
have visited Washington’s home at Mount Vernon will remem-
ber that hanging on the wall of one of the halls is the key to
the Bastile which was sent by Lafayette to Washington
through Thomas Paine. In the glass ease where the key rests
is the note which Paine wrote to Washington upon delivery of
the key. It reads thus:

Our very good friend, the Marquis de Lafayette, has intrusted to
my care the key of the Bastile and a drawing handsemely framed
representing the demolitions of that detestable prison as a present to
Your Excellency, of which his letter will more particularly inform. I
feel myself happy in being the persen through whom the  marquis has
conveyed the only tr of the spoils of despotism and the first ripe
fruits of American principles translated into Europe to his great master
and patron. When he mentioned to me the present he intended gu
my heart leaped with joy. It is semething so truly im character t
no remarks can illustrate it and is more happily expressive of his
remembrance of his American friends than any letters can convey.
That the rintig}es of Amerfca opened the Bastile is not to be doubted
and therefore the key comes to the right place.

When the news reached England of the fall of the Bastile
the great statesman Fox, perceiving its significance for liberty,
exclaimed :

How much is this the greatest event that ever happened in the
struggle for liberty and how much the best.

And now, at another epoch in the world’s history; Ameriea is
again privileged to lead the way, and by her own unselfish ex-
ample at the recent Limitation of Armament Conference has
laid out a path for other nations to follow which they can not
afford to ignore. The American people heartily approve and
support the work of that conferenee and expect Congress to
give effect to its program by real reductions in expenditures.
If Congress votes the increase in naval persennel, as proposed
by the pending amendment, from 67,000 enlisted men to 86,000
mren, and follows it up by inereases in other items of appropria-
tion made necessary by the increase in persommel, will we be
giving to the American people any substantial reduction in
naval expenditures? I say no. Gentlemen, we must avoid that
sort of a situation, The people are entitled to have some of
the burdens lifted.

NATIONS SHOULD PAY AS MUCH ATTEXNTION TO TRAINING FOR PEACH AS 1S
PAIDF TO TRAINING FOR WAR.

Now, I am not laboring under any delusions as to the effect
and benefits of limitation of armaments. I realize that it is not
a sure and certain guarantee of peace. Causes of war run
deeper than armaments. Men went to war long before gun-
powder and firearms were invented, and when there were only
clubs and sticks and crude spears for weapens. There must be
a moral reformation, a universal will and purpose for peace
among the nations of the world before we may expect perma-
nent peace. I would hardly be optimistie enough to say that we
have reached that millenmium yet. But while I realize that hu-
manity is yet very far from the perfeet ideal, I would hate to
see its shortcomings and imperfeetions made the basis for a do-
nothing policy.

A poliey of just sit back and say human nature is selfish and
men are grasping, and therefore nothing can be done except
to let things drift along until another erash comes and the
world is plunged into anether war more horrible than the one
through which we have just pussed. No; eivilization has never
made any progress that way.

We rise by things that are under our feet:

By what we have mastered of good and gain:
By the pride depesed and the passionm slain
And the vanquished ills that we hourly meet.

A nation should pay as much attention to training for peace
as it does in training for war. If the Neitches and Bernhnrdis
and Kaiser Wilhelms of Germany had devoted their attention

to developing a spirit of peace and good will among their people
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instead of a harsh and intolerant military spirit, in all prob-
_ability the world would have been spared the horrible holocaust
of the recent war,

One of the best ways to train for peace is to lay aside some
of the burdens of military and naval armaments and enter into
treatic® of arbitration and understandings with other nations
to which we ean vesort when the war clouds do threaten, in-
stead of resorting to an appeal to the sword. Men who take
time to think and nations who take time to think, usually find
that they have acted the part of wisdom. The man who is al-
ways thinking about achieving his rights and nothing about
fulfilling his obligations is likely to come to grief, and the rule
is not different among nations. So while T want to see the
United States protected in all of its rights, I am equally
anxious that it recognize and fulfill all of its obligations.

The agreements entered into at the recent Limitation of
Armament Conference are distinctly forward steps in training
the world for peace, therefore I favor observing these agree-
ments in letter and in spirit, and it is for this reason that I will
vote against the amendment fo make the proposed increase in
naval personnel,

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, how does the time
stand now?

The CHAIRMAN,
minutes.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Wyoming [Mr. MoxperL]. [Applause.]

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, it is my unalterable determi-
nation to uphold the hands of the President of the United States,
of his great Secretary, and of the American delegates to the
Conference on the Limitation of Armaments, by voting for that
reduction in naval personnel and naval cost contemplated by
the treaty they negotiated, and faithfully reflected in the pro-
visions of this bill. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, it is true that the Washington conference does
not bind us in the matter of personnel or cost of the Navy. It
does bind us in the number of effective fighting ships. It is
true that we could maintain our present personnel of 96,000
enlisted men; we could increase that to the 120,000 which the
naval board recommends; we could maintain our present ex-
penditures, we could increase them, as the Naval Establishment
desires, without violating the letter of the treaty. But is there
anyone so dull, so insensible to national obligations as to believe
that we could do that or anything approaching it without vio-
lating the treaty in every phase and factor of its essential
principles, without making it a mere scrap of paper begrudgingly
adhered to in the letter, flagrantly violated in the spirit? [Ap-
plause.]

Gentlemen express a desire to follow the naval experts. How
far do they expect to follow them? The officials of the Naval
Establishment, civil and military, have never budged from their
insistence upon a Navy of from 94,000 to 120,000 enlisted men,
or qualified their demand for naval expenditures as great or
greater than those of the days before the ratification of the
treaty. Is this to be wondered at? Not at all. I challenge
anyone to find in all the history of the world a time or place
when a professional fighting establishment ever voluntarily or
willingly reduced its costs or forces by a single man or a single
dollar. [Applause.]

We have heard much of the importance of maintaining a
treaty fleet, 18 battleships in full commission and their neces-
sary auxiliaries. With that thought and purpose I am in com-
plete accord, and it is accomplished by the provisions of this
bill. There was no other thought or purpose in drafting it;
but, Mr. Chairman, there is a wide difference between the
reasonable and proper maintenance of a treaty fleet and the
continuation of the unhappy and unholy competitive naval race
for supremacy which it was hoped the Washington treaty had
brought to an end. [Applause.]

If it were true—which, in my opinion, it is not—that Great Brit-
ain was, with her wide-flung empire, malntaining under arms a
few more men than we, must our sole effort and endeavor be to
hunt out and count the last man she has in order that we may
match him with another? If that is the theory on which we are
to carry out the treaty, then it were just as well that the treaty
had never been negotiated. Save for the fact that we have sur-
rendered and propose to sink our finest fighting ships, we have
come out of the conference just where the nations went in—
suspicious and determined to outrace and outclass each other.
If it be true that Japan, following the usual oriental custom of
having two men do the work of one, is maintaining in training
or otherwise a few more than the forty or fifty thousand men
which might properly man her fleet, would that fact alome
justify us in maintaining a larger establishment than is neces-
sary to keep our treaty Navy in fighting trim?

The gentleman from Michigan has 40

Mr, Chairman, this committee undertook in good faith the
task of preparing a bill which, while making sufficient provi-
sions for our Navy under the treaty, does at the same time—
and what is equally important—translate into legislation and
in the figures of appropriations the spirit and purpose of the
treaty in the reduction of naval costs and naval establishments.
Notwithstanding the committee's best efforts, this bill, without
any increases, with the necessary additions which must be made
to it in pay and in provision for aircraft and for continuing
construction, will involve a cost of upward of $300,000,000, as
compared with a naval cost of less than $150,000,000 for the
years immediately preceding the Great War. No one knows
how much more must be added to this cost through the cancel-
lation of contracts on ships now building and to be abandoned.
Some have placed it as high as $50,000,000. I trust that figure
is excessive, and yet it is possible and would result in an out-
lay of approximately $350,000,000 for the Navy the first full
yvear after the treaty and within a few millions of the cost of
the Navy before the ratification of the treaty.

That is the bill as it is now before us. Add the 19,000 men
proposed and the cost increases by from $40,000,000 to $50,-
000,000, or to at least $400,000,000; or about the cost of the
Navy this year. Add another $10,000,000 or $15,000,000, as your
naval experts will all demand when this bill goes to the Senate,
and your naval costs and your naval personnel will be greater
after the treaty is ratified than it was before. 'This is no
fanciful suggestion; this is what I know to be not only in the
minds of naval men but, unhappily, I regret to say, in the
minds of men on this floor. I am for a treaty Navy but I am
also for the spirit of the treaty. [Applause.]

The crowning achievement of our great President and of our
great Secretary of State, the crowning glory of this administra-
tion is the Conference on the Limitation of Armaments and
the treaties resulting from it—if they be adhered to in their
spirit and their purpose. It is our duty, regretful as we are,
that we may seem fo differ from the view of those in high
places, here and now to sustain the President and his ad-
ministration, to meet the expectations of the people of the
country by crystallizing into law and appropriations the pur-
pose and triumphant accomplishment of the conference through
the reduction in the Navy and naval expenditures proposed by
this bill. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, if we make the increases that dre now asked
of us we shall raise the cost of the Navy and the Naval Estub-
lishment higher after the ratification of the treaty than be-
fore it, and shall in so doing violate the spirit of the treaty we
profess to desire to observe. [Applause.]

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I yield three min-
utes to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NEwToN].

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen,
ordinarily I have great respect for the judgment and opinion
of the gentleman from Wyoming. Generally I follow his judg-
ment as the floor leader of my party, but I can not follow him
to-day. He has just told us that if we pass this amendment
and provide for 86,000 enlisted men in our Navy that we will
thereby scrap the naval treaty which was but recently entered
into at the Washington conference. He has so informed us
notwithstanding the fact that the President of the United States
has requested this number of men. Does the gentleman contend
that the President, who has so successfully negotiated this
treaty, now intends to serap it? I wish fo say to the gentleman
from Wyoming that, so far as I am concerned, as to the effect
of this amendment upon that treaty I prefer the judgiment
of the Secretary of State and the President of the United
States. [Applause.] ¥

The people of the great Middle West who furnished some
two millions to our Army and Navy during the late war believe
in the treaties negotiated at the Washington conference. They
believe in the naval freaty and in maintaining the strength of
our own Navy at the 5-5-3 ratio agreed upon. That ratio places
our Navy as second to none in the world, and they want no
Congress to change that position.

A navy is made up of ships, guns, and men, and one might
almost say that the greatest of these is men. This treaty au-
thorizes us to maintain a Navy based on 18 ecapital ships, plac-
ing us on a-par with Great Britain and making us second to
none among the naval powers of the world. In negotiating the
treaty and providing for the necessary capital ships the question
of the guns upon the ships was fully considered. The treaty
therefore considered the first two elements—ships and guns—
and it is up to this Congress to provide the necessary men to
maintain that Navy and to keep it up to a high state of cffi-
ciency.

The bill before us does not provide a sufficient number of
men. I have great confidence in the gentlemen in charge of
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this bill, but their statements are disputed by the naval officers,
the Secretary of the Navy, the Secretary of State, and the
President of the United States. It seems fo me that the pre-
ponderance of the evidence submitted before us is on the side
of those in faver of this amendment for 86,000 men. [Applause.]

1 want to make this further observation: If this Congress
should adopt this bill as it is and fix the Navy enlisted person-
nel at 67,000, we would, in effect and for all practical purposes,
fix that fizure as a maximum for the full 10-year treaty period.
For al praetical purposes it would be impossible in the future
to come in with a bill increasing that number, for the very
moment that we did so it would be charged, and with some
reason, that we were violating the spirit of the naval treaty
by increasing its strength. To-day we are just commeneing
upon the first year of this treaty period. No such situation can
now confront us in fixing the number of men for this year.
With a Navy of 18 capital ships properly balanced we require
some additional ships, such as two airplane carriers of 27,000
tons each. There is a bill before us authorizing the conversion
of two battle ernisers now under construetion—which construc-
tion is to be abandoned under the treaty—into two airplane
carriers.

The construction of these and two more additional carriers |

is contemplated under the treaty. Furthermore, we should
complete the 10 scout cruisers that are under construction. The
Committee on Naval Affairs has recommended to the House
the completion of these auxiliary ships, and their completion is
necessary if we are to have a properly balanced Navy and to
maintain our position as a coequal naval power of Great Britain.

Now, then, those ships have not yet been completed. No pro-
vision has been made in this bill for manning those ships with
tlie proper number of men. When the ships are completed those
ships will, of course, have to be manned with the proper com-
plement of both officers and men. If, therefore, we now limit
our Navy to 67,000 enlisted men, where are we going to get the
men to man these additional and most necessary units to our
Navy? If after fixing the Navy at 67,000 enlisted men we then
seek to raise that number, it would be claimed at cuee that we
were violating the spirit of the naval agreement. It seems to
me, therefore, with this conflict of opinion and conflict of fig-
ures, and the necessary additions to the Navy that must be pro-
vided for, that we had better play safe and adopt the amend-
ment fixing the Navy at 86,000 men, for if that proves to be
more than sofficient in the future it will be easy for us to
reduce that figure, whereas if 67,000 men proves to be too few
it will be embarrassing and exceedingly difficult to raise that
figure,

Mr. Chairman, to me there is but one thing to do, and that is
to support the amendment for a Navy in accordance with the
desires of the President, backed up by his able Secretary of
State. [Applause.]

Mr. VARE. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. OsBorNE].

Mr, OSBORNE. Mr. Chairman, one who has not partici-
pated with the committee in the formation of this bill can only
give impressions rather than produce any very solid informa-
tion on the proposition. My own impression is, Mr, Chairman,
that in framing this bill, with a purpose of cutting expenses, a
very worthy purpose, the committee have cut too deep—they
have cut the Army too fine and the Navy too fine. The ques-
tions have been asked on the floor, Where are we expecting
trouble? Who will make war on us? We can not fell where
trouble is coming from. In 1912 nobody would have believed
that it was possible te have a war with Germany in 1917. We
are in this position: That this country is a very rich country.
Human nature is the same all over the world. We have the
a¢cumulation of the gold of the world. We have lots of prop-
erty, lots of riches, and lots of prosperity as compared with
other countries. Undoubtedly we excite the envy of ofher
powers, as wealth and success always excite envy. The possi-
bility always exists that we may find ourselves in trouble from
unexpected sources. So far as I am concerned, I am going to
vote for a Navy that I think is as near as possible to the limit
of what we are permitted to maintain under the treaty of the
Conference on Limitation of Armament. We ought not to fall
behind the naval strength of any other power, [Applause.]

Mr., VARE. Mr. Chairman, I yield now to the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. MoxTtovaA].

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr, Chairman, I am in favor of an efficient

Navy. It happened that during the war I had three of my boys.|

in the service. One of them was in the Navy. He was shifted
from training in California to Hampton Roads. He wrote to
me from there and said, * Father, I have been here two days
and I have looked all around, and I see over in the bay 12 or 15
American warships and cruoisers. I shall be on one of them

in a few days, and I assure you that I know that we will lick
the whole world.” [Laughter and applause.]

I want to keep faith with my boy and I want fto keep faith
with the American people. I shall vote for a bigger Navy.
[Applause.]

Mr. VARE. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. KLiNg].

Mr. KLINE of New York. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
from Oregon and the gentleman from Massachusetts have most
ably stated to you their reasons why we should not pass the
naval bill carrying 67,000 enlisted personnel as reported by the
Committee on Appropriations. I heartily agree in all that they
have said. There are, however, certain aspects which they have
not covered. They have dealt with the Navy afloat, but to keep
| the Navy afloat there is necessary a large and highly developed
force ashore. We have at this time throughount the United
States navy yards and stations where there are employed about
53,000 civilians. We have an investment in these navy yards
. exceeding one-half a billion dollars. The corps of navy yard
workmen is not a mushroom growth. It has been built up
through years. It is composed of men of training and skill,
many of whom have given the better part of a lifetime to this
Government work. Should this bill carrying 67,000 personnel
prevail, this shore organization will of necessity have to be
in large measure discontinued. For example, I am reliably
informed that with a 67,000-men Navy a great majority of the
yards on the east coast would have to be closed. The business
of yards is repairing the ships. If the ships are put out of
commission, there is no work for the yards. Under these cir-
cumstances they conld not be continued. The disecontinuance of
tle yards will not only involve a great hardship upon the em-
ployees, who would thus be left without work, but would also
destroy at a blow the very specialized organization which has
been built up through so many years and which is an abso-
lutely necessary integral part of the Nation's defense. Such an
organization can not be assembled overnight. It is of neces-
gity the produect of long years of work, I therefore bespeak
your consideration for this very important aspect of the bill,
[Applause.]

Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr, Chairman, I now yield four minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BRENNAN]. ~

Mr. BRENNAN. Mr. Chairman, one day about six years
| ago I sat in the balcony of this House as a spectator and lis-

tened to a portion of a debate on what was then known as one

of the preparedness bills. One of the Members who opposed
| that measure made the argument: “ With whom are we going
| to fight? Is it with England, our friend of a century? Is it
| with Japan, an island smaller than many of our States? Can
| it be with Germany, with an ocean lying between us?” Within
| & year from that time we were plunged into the World War.
i Yesterday I sat in the same balcony with some visitors and

heard the identical argument delivered against the amendment
| now before us, and delivered with the same vehemence and
| eloquence: *“Whom are we going to fight, England, Japan, Rus-

sia?” It is as unthinkable to-day as it was in 1916 that this
country should ever again engage in armed conflict. But the
inconceivable happened onece. It can happen again. We fer-

vently hope and pray that it will not, but no one can issue a
guaranty.

But we are asked: “ How about the treaties that you have
ratified? Do they not gunarantee this country against war?”
No one has claimed for them that extravagant virtue. No
country to-day, in the present state of civilization, is war proof
any more than the most skillful engineers or builders have been
able to construct with all their ability a building which is fire-
proof. We hear occasionally of some new marvel of engineer-
ing construction which is heralded as {ireproof, but we have
never yet heard the architect or the builder tell the owner of
the building not to carry any insurance on it because it could
not burn. In this instance our architect and engineer is the
Commander in Chief of the Military HEstablishment of the
United States [applause], and he has given us a solemn warning
that the bill as proposed by the subcommittee does not furnish
adequate insurance and protection for the building of which
we are the custodians, and which houses 110,000,000 of Ameri-
can men, women, and children. [Applause.]

My genial colleague and neighber from Michigan [Mr. Ker-
1EY] on Monday last said that the President i8 a man who has
| upon his shoulders the weight of the world, and that he had
something else to do besides going out and counting up the
| number of men required for the operation of the Navy. Mr.

Chairman, by his letter of yesterday the President has given
us to know that with all of his multitudinous cares, responsi-
| bilities, and obligations he deems it essential to give his atten-
tion to the size of the Navy personnel, and that there is wno
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responsibility weighing upon him which is greater than that
which has to do with the security and the safety of the people
who look to him for guidance, [Applause.]

It has been said that this amendment is sponsored by those
who live upon the coasts. 1 come from the Middle West, and
I intend to vote for the amendment. It has been said that
the amendment is backed by only those who have navy yards
in their district. There is not a navy yard within 500 miles of
Michigan, so far as I know. It is with reluctance that I find
myself unconvinced by the able and plausible argument of my
colleague, but I take solace in the thought that I am in accord
with another gentleman from Michigan, a man who in the ear-
liest days of the war, at the age of 49, enlisted ds a private in
the Marine Corps, and who served throughout the war with
distinction, and who sits to-day as Secretary of the Navy, not
with a smile upon his lips, but fearful, and yet hopeful, that the
American Navy will not be destroyed by the American Con-
gress. [Applause.] 2

Mr. VARE. Mr. Chairman, I yield six minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Hicks].

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Chairman, I have no letter to read from
any man in high official position, and I have none to read from
naval experts and none to read from navy-yard employees,
But if I were to read a letter I would read one of many I
have received from persons of position in my district, in humble
station and in high, the one letter expressing the sentiment
of the many, and the many expressing the sentiment which I
feel prevails in my district, in my State, and in this Nation—
the sentiment that this Congress should give to the Nation a
Navy worthy of the flag it bears. [Applause.] A naturul
corollary of the Washington conference, so happily and so suc-
cessfully terminated, prompts us to curtail the human as well
as the material forces of the Navy if we are to keep abreast
of the advanced thought of the hour and are to meet fairly
and squarely the spirit of that conference. To make effective
this curtailment the Naval Affairs Committee, after very ex-
haustive hearings, determined to recommend to Congress that
the authorized strength of the Navy be reduced to.86,000 men,
believing that while this number would represent a substantial
reduction in personnel it would not render the Navy impotent
nor ineffectual. I am glad to say that the prevailing opinion
of the Naval Affairs Committee was and is that the actual
strength shall approximate the authorized strength, and there-
fore it is with a clear conscience and a firm conviction that I
am willing to vote for the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania. [Applause.]

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HICKS. I regret I can not yield. My colleagues, as we
approach the subject and as we vote upon if, let us remember
that the American people feel kindly toward the Navy; they
appreciate its value for defense; they appreciate its value for
protection to our commerce; they appreciate its value in main-
taining our national policies, and I believe they are willing to
pay the cost of keeping it well equipped, well maintained, and
well manned. [Applause.]

As the nations of the world, in the arms conference, followed
President Harding, a man of sympathy, a man of world vision,
a man whose heart is attuned to the aspirations and the hopes
of humanity, let us, his fellow citizens, follow him to-day in
his patriotism and in his statesmanship as he has interpreted
that conference by pointing the way to a Navy worthy of a
mighty people. [Applause.] Colleagues, let us vote for the
amendment [applause], let us have a Navy worthy of the name,
worthy of the glory, worthy of the deeds of that Navy which
throughout the years has been the pride and the bulwark of the
Republic. [Applause.]

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, how much time is there
remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. There are 393 minutes remaining between
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. VAre] and the gentle-
man from Michigan., The gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. Byr~es] has 23 minutes, and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Garrivan] 25 minutes.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes
to the chairman of the committee, Mr, MappEN. [Applause.]

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the Appropria-
tions Committee recognizes itself as the servant of the House,
and we recognize the House as the servant of the people, and
we believe the American people are in favor of decent economy
in the conduct of the Government. [Applause.] We give as
conscientious study to every problem that comes before us as it
is possible for disinterested minds to give. We have no pre-
conceived notions about anything. We have no special interests
to serve. We serve only the American people, and we believe

when we come to you with a recommendation seeking to pre-
serve the integrity of the economic side of the American Gov-
ernment we have a right to expect reasonable and decent
congideration at your hands. [Applause.]

There has much been said to-day about the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Keirey]. I think he has no peer anywhere,
[Applanse.] For integrity of purpose, useful, unselfish devotion
to duty, industry, knowledge, and experience no man of my
acquaintance surpasses the distinguished gentleman from Michi-
gan. [Applause.] As chairman of the subcommittee which pre-
pared the pending bill, he has shown that he possesses an
amazing fund of naval knowledge, more knowledge of naval
affairs than any naval officer that came before us. [Applause.]

It has been said that we have acquired no information. Well,
if we acquired no information, it was because there was no
one in the Navy who had it [applause], for we had every man
presumed to have any knowledge before us, and we made up
our minds we were going to acquire the knowledge if it could
be obtained. A

Why, the distinguished Seecretary of the Navy was before the
Committee on Appropriatons for three weeks every day; so was
the Assistant Secretary of the Navy, and they learned more
about the Navy during their sessions with the Committee on
Appropriations than they would have learned if they had been
in these positions for a thousand years. [Laughter and ap-
plause.] Why, that is the place where we compel men from the
departments to expose their ignorance or their knowledge or
experience, as the case may be. Oh, we frequently have been com-
pelled to send them back to learn their lesson. You talk about
the Navy and about the expert knowledge which the men in the
Navy possess. Everybody else has been telling tales out of
school, and I presume it is no crime for the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations to tell his tale, and I propose to
tell it. Why, it is not long since, as you all know, that the Navy
was before us for $12,500,000 of a deficit for fuel for the ships.
They withdrew. They came again. We had further hearings.
They reduced from $12,500,000, as the hearings went on, to
$10,900,000, and, as the hearings proceeded, from $10,900,000
to $9,900,000. We gave them $6,283,000 for the rest of the fiscal
year, They said that the Navy would be tied to the docks,

Mr, MONDELL, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. Yes.

Mr. MONDELL. Does the gentleman remember that the floor
leader, yielding to the importunity of the experts, begged the
chairman of the Committee on Appropriations to give them this
sum which they said they must have?

Mr. MADDEN. I do, very well indeed.

Mr. MONDELL. I believed in them for the moment.

Mr. MADDEN. But I did nof. [Applause]. And we gave
them $6,283,000, It may be of interest to the House to know
that only a few days ago I received a letter from the Secretary
of the Navy saying that in the original instance they made a
mistake ; that they only should have asked for $7,700,000 instead
of $12,500,000. [Laughter and applause.]

There is your expert knowledge taken from the Navy
books by the Secretary of the Navy. Why is their expert
knowledge more valuable as to the men on the ships? No two
men in the Navy will tell you the same thing about the number
of men on the ships. We have agreed on every ship except 23
destroyers, which they wanted in half commission, Twenty-
three destroyers in half commission would mean 50 men to a
destroyer. Fifty men to 23 destroyers would mean 1,150 men.
They have 18 battleships. They had on board on the 1st of
February, 1922, 18,258 men. They said they wanted 21,158
men as the extreme maximum. That would be only 2,900 men
more; 2,900 and 1,150 would be 4,050 men. If there is any
difference at all between the Committee on Appropriations and
the Navy, it is 4,050- men., That is all there is to it. They
said they would be able to function these ships if they had
these men.

We had 301 destroyers built during the war, Hverybody
knows we do not need 301 destroyers in time of peace. Even
the Navy says they do not need them. They say they are going
to lay up 198 of them. They have laid them up. Why, the
destroyers cost $75,806,000 last year, within $4,500,000 of the
total cost of the Navy before the war, except for repairs and
construction.

Do you want to maintain this sort of a Navy forever? The
American people, I believe, are waiting, anxiously waiting, to
see whether we are in earnest in the promise we made of
economy in the conduct of the Government. Why, the total
cost of the Navy and of the Army in 1916 was only $280,000,000,
The total cost of the Army and Navy for the current fiscal year
is $800,000,000. The total cost of the Army and Navy for the
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venr 1923, if the House and the Senate will concur in the recom-
mendations made by the Committee on Appropriations, will be
$500,000,000. [Applaunse.] :

That is 100 per cent more than before the war. Why, the
Navy had in 1916, 51,000 men. They had then as many battle-
ships as we have now. If they could conduct the affairs of the
Navy with an equal number of battleships then on an expendi-
ture of $147,000,000, in God's name is there any reason why they
can not conduct it now on the basis of $233,000,0007 [Ap-
plause.] )

Do you know, gentlemen, that if your amendment is adopted
it will add $60.000,000 to the recommendations of the com-
mittee? That is not all; oh, no; that is not all. There is a
bill pending here to-day for increased pay for the Navy which
will mean, when passed, $15,000,000 more. There is a bill pend-
ing for $8,000,000 for the Navy for Air Service constmction.
That will have to be added to this bill. There is a bill pending,
or one that will be pending, for the cancellation of the contracts
due to the couference limitation, which requires the cessation
of construction on several battleships now under way. That will
cost $75,000,000 more. This program, then, would read like
this: The bill instead of $233,000,000 would mean $3_591,000,000.

Are vou ready, gentlemen, to go before the Amer:ca:; people
and say that you are willing to keep this load upon their bm:-ks
forever? We supposed when the Conference for the Limitatmt}
of Armaments was called that that would mean economy. But
does it? Not if this program goes through.

What we maintain is this: That we give the Navy every
man and every ship except the 23 destroyers in half commission
thut they ask for, and we maintain that what we have given
them is compliance with every line of the naval treaty. [Ap-
plause.]

Now, we are your servants. You will do what you please.
We come here to recommend. You have the power to act
Whatever your action may be, it will be our action when it is
over,

But we plead with you on behalf of an overburdened gaxpﬂl?-
ing publie to stop, to think, to listen, to wait for the verdict: ft_)r
the verdict if it does not come to-day, gentlemen, will come in
November. [Applause.] And I would like to know how any
Republican can go back home and make any claim for the sup-
port of his constituents on the ground that he has voted for
economy when he must make that claim in view of extreme
extravagance; and that is what your proposal with respect to
this bill means,

The Budget submitted to the Congress was £167,000.000 more
than the revenues, and since that time we have $85,000,000 more
of estimates, That makes the Budget to-day $252,000,000 more
than the revenue. The Budget did not contain any estimate
for carrying out the pending reclassification act, which will
cost several willion dollars more, and likewise it did not contain
the probable action that will be taken by the House under the
so-called $240 bonus, which will cost you $35,000,000; and it did
not provide for the $17,000,000 bill that you passed a few days
ago for the veterans’ hospital fund; and it did not provide for
the $65,000,000 road bill, which is pending, and which un-
doubtedly will be passed. And it did not provide for the pend-
ing river and harbor act amounting to more than $31,000,000.
The items for which the Budget did not provide amount to
$163,000,000, and $163,000,000 added to the $252.000,000 to
which I have called your attention will make a deficit on the
face of the case of $415,000,000. If you add the figures which
it is proposed to be added to this bill you will not only eat up
all the revenues but you will leave the Government with many
hundred millions of deficit, and we shall be compelled to go to
the American people with a new tax bill. Do you want to do it?
Do not do it. I plead with you,

There is no man living who loves the President of the United
States more than 1. 1 am his friend; T am unselfishly devoted
to him. I love him with a love that knows no turning, I
would go further for him than any man I know. I was one
of the first seven or eight men in the United States who declared
for Mr. Harding for President. There is nothing in the world
that he could ask me to do—and I know he would not ask me
to do anything that his conscience would not tell him was
right—that I would not do.

He has asked me for nothing in this. He has asked no one
for anything in this. He has expressed an opinion as to what
he thinks, but the expression of that opinion does not disclose
the facts as they exist. We have obtained the facts from a
close, earnest, untiring, unselfish devotion to and study of the
case. I come to-you, gentlemen, pleading with you to sustain
the Committee on Appropriations and to let the party go to
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the country with a fulfillment of its promises for decent economy
in government. [Applause, the Members rising.]

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. VARE. I yield to the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. RogErs] two minutes.

Mr, ROGERS., Mr, Chairman, a sentence spoken by a very
great American:

But there is something we need even more than ships, and this is
officers and men. To provide battleships and  cruisers and then lay
them up with the expectation of leaving them unmanned until they are
needed in actual war would be worse folly. It would be a crime
against the Nation. ¥

Those are the words of Theodore Iloosevelt. [Applanse.]
They were expressed to this Congress of the United States on
December 3, 1901, Roosevelt had the gift of vision; we should
follow him to-day. [Applause.]

Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to a real
expert, the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Paveerr]. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, on last Tuesday it was my pleasure and privilege to sub-
mit to the House some remarks on this bill. So deeply im-
pressed am I with the gravity of the situation, so serious are the
conditions that are threatened, not alone to the Navy but to the
country, by the provisions of the pending bill that I feel justi-
fied in appearing before you again,

Before the armistice was called we had built and building
the finest and best Navy in the world. In military and naval
efficiency and value it stood number one. With a generous re-
sponse the people of the Unifed States said through the con-
ference, “ We are willing to yield our first position and come
down and put ourselves upon an equality with another country,”
when we had a position of superiority over that country in the
military value of our Navy.

The other day I called your attention to the faet that this
agreement for a 5-5-3 ratio was based alone upon tonnage of
battleships., It ignored every other consideration. It left out
gun power and it left ont speed; and I submitted to you facts
showing that in speed England had many ships faster than our
battleships that we retain, because in our generous response, in
the overflowing generosity of our country and our people we
scrapped 13 of the finest, greatest, strongest, and best ships
that were ever planned and put in the course of construction
in all the history of the world. That is what we did. We sur-
rendered gun power, we surrendered speed, and took ships with
inferior gun power and with inferior speed, and put ourselves
upon an equal basis of tonnage alone,

My friends, I call your attention to that to emphasize the fact
that it does not behoove us, it does not become the American
Congress further to sacrifice the efficiency and the ability of the
American Navy. [Applause.] The responsibility rests upon
us to see to it that the proper standing, the proper ratio, of the
United States is maintained. [Applause.]

A moment ago the distinguished leader of the majority, the
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MoxpeLL], came before the
House and said that it was always his proud pleasure to sup-
port the President of the United States. When I heard him
say that I could not withhold the reflection that if the Presi-
dent heard that expression he would say, “ From'such friends
and supporters, good Lord deliver us.” [Laughter and ap-
plause.] Again, the gentleman said that he was maintaining
the treaty, that he wanted to save the treaty that had been
agreed upon, that the treaty should not be sacrificed, that the
treaty should not be salvaged; and I thought to myself, “ Does
he think that the President of whom he is so proud has not
good sense enough to know whether or not he is sacrificing and
salvaging the treaty?"” [Applause.] But, my friends, do not
forget that the President of the United States has not only a
personal but he has a historical interest in this transaction.
The President of the United States is interested in preserving
this treaty, and he understands it, and I dare say that the
President is as proud and is as jealous and is as deeply in-
terested in the preservation of the treaty as is the genfleman
from Wyoming, and 1 dare say that he understands our inter-
national relationships, that he understands the purposes of the
treaty and its intertwining relationships with all the countries
of the world as well as does the gentleman from Wyoming. I
want to say also that I think the Secretary of State, Mr. Hughes,
understands the details and the particulars and the ecircum-
ference and the center and the whole of that treaty as well as
does the gentleman from Wyoming. [Applause.]

I think he is as deeply interested in if. 1 think in the history
of these days that is to be written hereafter his name will be
coupled with it as proudly and as intimately as that of the
genfleman from Wyoming, and he will be accredited in history
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as having as deep and abiding an interest in its preservation,
and he would as deeply protest against its salvage and its
sacrifice, as would the gentleman from Wyoming. [Applause.]
And vet, my friends, we find the President, of the United States
so deeply impressed, so thoroughly aroused, over the tremen-
dous consequences of this pending bill, so aroused over the
disastrous results that will come to the American people, that
he has not been content to have the purported interviews that
have come out in the press of the country fo give his views
and his ideas of this matter, but in answer to a letter from a
Member of this body he comes out and in specific terms warns
thizs Housge and warns the people of this country of the disaster
threatened by this legislation. And more than that, my friends,
if you will read that letter in the spirit and the motives in which
it was written, you can not escape the conviction that the Presi-
dent was coming and even pleading and begging the member-
ship of this House in the name of the history of this country
and the preservation of its standing and its relationship with
all the countries of the world to maintain and preserve the
standards and the integrity and the relationship of the Ameri-
can Navy. [Applaunse.]

My friends, the chairman of the Committee on Appropria-
tions [Mr. MappeN] said that the people of this country were
in favor of economy. Exactly so. We are all in favor of it.
But what is economy? I want to say to you and to say to him
that withhelding money is not always economy. Economy is
the judicious and rightful use of money for a necessary and
a proper purpose. [Applause.] I called your attention the
other day to the fact that as the result of the Hughes confer-
ence that just closed we had 812 ships, and under the pro-
visions of this bill we will have in operation 277, and we will
have in ordinary and reserve 535. I called your attention to
the fact that the initial cost of these 535 ships that it is pro-
posed to put out of commission and allow to go to waste and
ruin was $541,000,000, I ask you, my friends, is that economy?

I want to say more, The people of the United States are not
only in favor of eeonomy, but I want to say to you what you
know and what everybody in this country kmows, and that is
that the Ameriean people are in favor of and honor the American
Navy. [Applause.] They do not want the American Navy
scrapped. I have noticed as I have gone among the people
and have met the plain man that he says, “ I want a good Navy.
It is our first line of defense. It keeps our enemies from our
shores. They can not set foot upon our soil to meolest us and
to aftack us. We want a great and a capable and an efficient
Navy."

Now, my friends, these gentlemen say that they are pro-
viding for that; that is their ipse dixit. But on what do they
base it? It is simply just that, for if they had put in any
other fizure they could say the same thing, “We have pro-
vided for all the necessities of the Navy.” But what do youn
say? The President of the United States says it is inadequate,
that it is insufficient and not providing the proper personnel for
the Navy. As Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy, as
President of the United States, as an interested, honorable,
upright citizen, is not his judgment and his word entitled to
some consideration and weight? Charged with the duty and
responsibility as Commander in Chief of the Army and the
Navy in this country, shall we give no weight, no credence, no
credit to the statement of the President of the United States?
And, more than that, my friends, the Secretary of the Navy,
who is charged with the duty and responsibility of executing
the laws and maintaining a Navy and distributing the per-
sonnel that goes into details, he has submitted figures and
details in the hearings and says that if you provide for 67,000
men he will have to put out of commission in ordinary and
reserve 535 of our ships, and can equip only 277 of them; and
of those ghips, the 18 battleships constituting the basis of the
tonnage agreement, we have got to scrap 5 of them and put
them in ordinary with only one-sixth of the personnel, barely
enough to look after them and keep them cleaned up.

" Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PADGETT. No, I can not; I have but little time, Then
comes the Assistant Secretary of the Navy, who has given the
matter close personal investigation, and he corroborates the
others, Then comes every responsible maval officer in the
Navy, every single one without exception; they have not a
single man on whose statement they can predicate their asser-
tion. They say to you that if you only give us 67,000 men,
‘here is the distribution that we will have to make of them;
‘here are the ships that will have to go into ordinary and into
reserve ; and here are the only ones we can equip in commission
and operate.

Now, when you come to think of the vast investment that is
“in this, when you come to think of the morale, when you come

to think of the fact that it has taken generation after genera-
tion to build up the American Navy, that it represents strug-
gle, that it represents contest, that it represents the education
of the masses of the people in which they can build up a great
and honorable history; history the tradition of achievement in
results that you have built up. and now they comwe and say it
will be economy to starve it to death,

My friends, I do not believe in that sort of economy. I be-
lieve that the American people want a navy that is provided
for of 5-5-3, and they want it 5-5-3. I stand before you to-
day to say that if that conference had agreed or submitted a
proposition that the English Navy should be 5, and the Ameri-
can Navy should be 4 or 3, and Japan’'s Navy should be 3, every
man in this House, every man in this country that has one
drop of patriotic blood in his veins would rise up and damn
them beyond recognition. [Applause,]

Our people would not have stood for it one minute. These
gentlemen are proposing to put us on a basis of Japan, and
Japan has 1,252 men more than we are providing for our Navy.
[Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Tennes-
see has expired.

Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina. Mr, Chairman, if a Member
of the House reaches the conclusion expressed by my good friend
from Nebraska [Mr. Reavis] that he must follow the advice of
the experts in fixing the number of the enlisted men, and he has
the courage of his convictions, then he owes it to himself to
vote either for 120,000 men, recommended by the General Board,
or for 95,000 men, recommended by the Secretary of the Navy,
upon the advice of his experf advisers. [Applause.] If he
refuses to do that, then he must admit that he is casting a
vote in defiance of the advice of all of the experts. If gentle-
men reach the conclusion expressed by the gentleman from
Nebraska, that this bill does not provide for a 55-3 Navr,
they may well suffer some disturbance of mind; but the mem-
bers of the committee who listened to the testimony of the
experts of the Navy Department, of the Secretary of the Navy,
and the Assistant Secretary know that this bill provides suffi-
cient men to man a fleet that will provide us with our part of
the 5-5-3 ratio. [Applause.] 3

Regardless of the statements that have been made, no intima-
tion was given to representatives of the department of the men
that would be allowed to them when they were asked to outline
the ships which under the treaty they would put in commis-
sion next year. We simply asked them to indicate the ships
they would retain and they outlined that list. I cheeked them
off one by one, as did other members of the eommittee. Then
we asked'them to give us the number of men on those ships.
They said they did not have that number as of that date, but
would furnish the list reported as of January 1, and it amounted
to 49,492 men. We said, then, that we would allow for the
ships 49,492 men, but they said that they wanted more than
49,492 men for next year; that for the same ships they wanted
61,000—after the peace pact had been sigmed and after the
naval holiday had been agreed to. Mr. Chairman, I wish the
newspapers would state to the country that for the next vear
the Navy Department wants 12,000 more men than they had on
the same ships this year on January 1. [Applause ]

Oh, but thev say it does not provide a 5-5-3 Navy. The gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. Reavis] thinks that for us it means
a two and a half Navy. Does the gentleman mean what he says?
My friend from Ohio [Mr. LoNneworTH] said the same thing yes-
terday. Then, if 67,000 men means a two and one-half Navy, in
order to be five you would have to vote for 134,000. If you do
not, then you sacrifice the ratio of 5-5-3. Bacrificing the ratio
of 5-5-3 is what they charge us with, but they advocate the
sacrifice themselves when they vote for 86,000, I say that we do
not sacrifice it, and all of the correspondence schoal that we
have had thrust upon us in the last few days—the letter from
the President, the letter from the Secretary of the Navy, the let-
ter from the Secretary of State, from the chamber of commerce,
and from all of the other inhabitants of the correspondence
school—every last one has been based upon the statement of
the Navy Department that under the personnel provided we
will have a Navy less than that of Great Britain and only equal
to Japan. I deny it, because the figures do no& support it.

Gentlemen say that this committee did not ask the Navy De-
partment for a statement as to the personnel figures of other
navies. That statement, too, is untrue. When the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Rocers] and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. KNursox] and others were charging the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. KELrey] with that fact I knew that
one week before the gentleman from Michigan made a report
to this House I went to the office of the Chief of Operations to
ask him to authorize the intelligence office to give me the latest
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figures they had on the British and Japanese personnel. His
aid, Commander Hill, very courteously stated that he would
present the figures to me there, and he gave them to me, and
I hold in wy hand a statement signed by the aid to Admiral
Coontz, the Chief of Operations, which is based on the March
report, but yet differs from the statement furnished by the Navy
Department, and which has been placed in the RECORD.

In this statement placed in the Recorp the figures as to
total personnel exclude marines and officers. Why did he not
exclude the Coast Guard? I have a statement here in which
they do that, Did he exclude the midshipmen? No. He says
heve in the statement which has been put in the Recorp that
the total enlisted force on March 31, 1923, will be 94,500 men ;
and in a statement furnished me, based on the same report, on
March 25 it is 97,450. And then in order to secure the figure
of 104,000 he adds 111,000 of last vear to the 97,000 for this
year and divides it in two. No two figures furnished us being
the same, we determined to check up these figures. 1 have
here the debates of the House of Commons on the naval esti-
mates, the statement of the parliamentary secretary of the
Admiralty of Great Britain. I have read every available serv-
ice paper of Great Britain, and I find that the fizures furnished
by the department are inaccurate and misleading. I charge
nothing venal.

I do charge that the statements upon which the President and
the Secretary of State and others have reached the conclusion
that Great Britain would have in its personnel next year a much
greater number of men than we have is wrong. I can not go
into all the details. Here is one glaring misstatemnent. They
told you that next year Great Britain would have in the
Roval Air Force 30,000 men and that one-third of them would
be devoted to naval aviation. Knowing how inaccurate their
statements were, we determined to investizate. We learned
that Brig. Gen. William Mitehell, Assistant Chief of Operations
of the American Army, as splendid an officer as ever wore the
uniform, had just returned from ‘Great Britain, where he had
been studying aviation. We summoned him before the commit-
tee. Here is the-transcript of his festimony. He says while
the authorized strength of the Royal Air Foree is 30,000 that they
have not recruited more than 23,000, Instead of one-third of that
foree, or 10,000, being assigned to the naval service that ounly
2,500 men are assigned to the naval service. [Applause.] And
he did not make any general statement. Here is his testimony.
Because of his service during the war lLe is very intimate with
the English aviation officers, and he bad excellent opportunity
to acquire information, not from newspapers but by personal
vigits to their headguarters and to practically every important
aviation station, and he sets forth here station by station the
number of men and the number of officers. He says that as-
signed to the fleet there are only 850 men—that there are
located at training stations only 1,197 men, making 2,047 men,
To be liberal he allows 500 mechanics, giving every doubt to
the naval service, making the total number of men of the Royal
Air Force assigned to the navy only 2,547 men in time of peace.
In time of war one-third would be assigned to the fleet and
coast defenses, only one-sixth going to the fleet,

Now, let me ask you, if the Navy Departnent can send through
this entire country, sticking in every newspaper this chart
which is based upon the statement that there are 30,000 men
in the Royal Air Force and one-third assigned to the naval
gervice, when there are only 2,500 assigned to it, how can you
depend on any figures that they give you on this subject?

Nowy you have been told that the English complement on bat-
tleships is going to be greater next year. Have they nof told
vou that every day here? Here is the statement of the First
Lord of the Admiralty, explaining the naval estimates, that be-
cause of the improved international situation, they will this
vear reduce the complements on their battleships by 15.7 per
cent.

Inktead of inereasing if, they are going to reduce their com-
plement 15 per cent becauuse of the improvement in the interna-
tional situation. If the international situation has improved for
Great Britain, what has occurred to so menace the security of
this country that the Navy of the United States wants 12,000
more men on the same ships than they had on January 1 of this
year? The militarists of one country act very much like the
militarists of another couniry. Here are the debates of the
House of Commons, It may remind you of what you have heard
here this week:

The parlinmentary secretary of the Admiralty, Mr. Amery: The
American Navy, following the same policy as ourselves in reducing
strength, proposes to reduee from 139,000 to 115,000; that is to say,
to a strength slightly above ours. The position of the Japanese Navy

is that their figure stood at 82,000. The latest figure stood at 80,
I am not aware of auy suggestion for still further reduction.

This statement was made as late as 24th of March, 1922, We
could have told him better than that. But Great Britain is told
that we contemplate keeping 115,000, a force greater than theirs,
and Japan is to keep 80,000. In Japan doubtless the people are -
being told that Great Britain and America are increasing their
enlisted men, and here we are told that Great Britain is to re-
tain a superior force and Japan an equal force.

Can not you imagine a scene similar to this in London, a
debate along the same lines? But the secretary to the Ad-
miralty did make one statement which should be interesting to
the gentlemen who claim that we are providing so small a force
compared to that of Great Britain. He said of us:

The committee of their lower House has made suggestions which,
when you include all the different items comparable with the items
which come under our vote A, would reduce the total to something over
99,000 men, or a figure very slightly in excess of our own.

Now, remember, that while the Navy Department asserts
that the British intend to keep in the service 104,000 men, the
secretary of the Admiralty time after time in this debate states
that they intend to reduce the total force to 98,000 at the earliest
possible date in this fiscal year. Now, let us see how he
figures that with comparable figures our total will exceed that
number, Their 98,000 will include marines, officers and men,
officers of the navy, and officers and men of the coast guard.
This is admitted by the statement I have from the office of
Chief of Operations. It appears from the English statements.
It does not indicate whether midshipmen, numbering approxi-
mately 2,500, should be included. But take our 67,000 and add
19,500 marines, 6,156 officers of the line and staff, 1,244 war-
rant officers, 1,000 marine officers, approximately 4.000 Coast
Guard men and officers, and 2,500 naval cadets, and you have
a total of 101,400. This evidently is how the secretary to the
Admiralty figures our force in excesg of theirs. Does it im-
press gentlemen at all that while they are charging that we
have reduced the forse so much below Great Britain's that the
British Admiralty is asserting that the force proposed in this
bill when properly compared with theirs is greater?

One very pertinent remark was made by Lieutenant Com-
mander Kenworthy. As gentlemen argued for increased appro-
priations for the navy yards of Great Britain, he said:

The navy does not exist for the dockyards but the dockyards for the
navy.

Let me call attention to this statement by the Secretary of
the Admiralty :

1 omitted to answer the question put by the right honorable gentle-
man the member for the eity of London as to the numbers in the Navy
in 1914. The figure is 150,300, which we are now reducing to 98,000,

So that while Great Britain can reduce its force from 150,300
to 98,000, including marines, officers, coast guard, and all, which
would really bring the met down to 70,326, including aviation,
this peace-loving country of ours must increase its foree from
54,000 in 1916, after the sinking of the Lusitania, up to 67,000,
and if some of you have your way to 86,000, And remember
that under the treaty Great Britain is allowed for the next vear
580,450 tonnage as against our 500,650, and manifestly if they
are to keep in commission their treaty navy it would require a
few thousand more men than it will require to keep ours.

But the gentlemen who have not studied this question assert
that the force provided could not keep the 18 batileships in
commission. If, with 54,000 men in 1916, they could find 18,000
men to keep battleships in commission, why can not they find
18,000 men for the battleghips out of the 67,000 men provided
by this bill? They say it can not be done. Before the com-
mittee the Secretary stated that with 67,000 men he could %eep
in commission only 12, and the table on page 232 so shows.
But the table, when prepared by the Secretary and inserted in
the Recorp yesterday, shows that with the same number he now
says he can keep in cominission 13 battleships.

And my good friend from Tennessee [Mr. PApGeETT] ®ays that
if you provide 67,000 men you can keep in commission but 12
battleships., I love him, but he is not always the best prophet.
Last year when we had the appropriation bill up the Navy
swore if we gave them 100,000 men we were going to scrap the
whole shooting match, and on February 10, 1921, Mr. Pancerr
said :

The fr»m]omun from Michigan [Mr. KeLLky] stated that it would
keep all of our dreadnoughts in commission. I must disagree with him.
I have a statement, received thiz morning, to the effect that if the per-
sonne]l were reduced to 100,000 men the ships of the Navy will be in
the following status: Bettleships, first line, in commisslon, 13.

[Laughter.]

That is the high-water mark. They can not exceed 13. Last
year they could not. This year they say they can not. When
we passed the 100,000 provision, instead of putting in commis-
sion 13, as Mr. Papcerr predicted, they put in 18, and they
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have 18 to-day. So what becomes of the prophecy of my good
friend from. Tennessee?

Oh; they say, “ We ought to follow the experts on the ques-
tion of personnel for battleships,” Well, the General Board
says you ought to put 22,000 on them. The Chief of Operations
says you ought to put 21,000 on them: And they have to-day
18,000. They ought to have 18,000. And when we give them
that 18,000, when we give them the exact number they have on
the ships they want to keep in commission, then if they do not
keep them in commission it is not your fault, but the fault of
the naval ofiicers, and the President ought to remove some of
them. [Applause.]

Now,. let me say a word to this side of the House. We have
heard much of the Limitation of Armament Conference. We
Democrats believed in limiting armament. During the World
War we told the people that we fought that war in order that
war might be no more. Then, under the leadership of our
President, we endeavored to provide for a limitation of arma-
ment on land and sea through the League of Nations. When
the last naval bill was considered Members on this side fought
for an amendment providing for a limitation of armaments,
among them being the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore]
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr, CONNALLY].

When the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram], against the
wishes of the Republican leaders of the Senate, placed his
amendment on the naval bill, this side of the House with only
one or two exceptions stood for it and fought for it.

Now, after this conference has been held up to the world as a
success, shall we vote for an amendment here that will mean
increased naval appropriations instead of decreased appropria-
tions: in the next fiscal year? If I wanted to play politics with
You gentlemen on the Republican side, I would advocate it; I
would help pile up appropriations, so that when you went before
the people we could say the Limitation of Armament Confer-
ence was a fraud. But a man's duty is not to his party but to
the people of America. In every hamlet they prayed for the
success of this conference, and they thought they were getting
something., Shall we tell them before the ink is dry upon the
peace treaty that we have only distrust for the signers and that
the people, instead of getting reduced taxation, will get a gold
brick at the hands of the American Congress? [Applause.]

We have heard from all the lobbies, the naval lobby, the steel
lobby, the newspapers in communities where naval activities
exist, some unselfish and some selfish. But back home there are
people from whom you have not heard, people who do not write
you letters, but who stay upon the farms and in the factories of
America and place their trust in you. Among these people who
sent you here there is unemployment and distress. The people
are sorely oppressed by taxation. Will you listen to the plea of
the specinl interests, or will you consider the interests of the
people who sent you here, and vote to reduce to some extent the
taxation which now threatens to exhaust the rich and beggar
the poor? [Prolonged applause.]

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, has the time all
been consumed except what I have reserved for myself?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
GArLivax] has five minutes.

Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, T yield five minutes to the
great old patriarch of national defense, the real hero here of
the World War [Jurivs Kaux]. [Applause.]

The COHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California is rec-
ognized for five minutes.

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, T thank the Lord that I have
learned and remembered some lessons of the World War. On
the 6th day of April it was only five years since we got into
that war. We were absolutely unprepared for the war. In
1916 the national defense bill was up before this House, before
this committee; I had the pleasure of supporting that measure,
I repeatedly called the attention of the House to the fact that
we were not prepared for war.

Unfortunately the House was not willing to vote for all the
amendments that I had proposed at that time. Gentlemen then
asked me on this floor the very questions or, rather, questions
similar to the ones that have been asked here to-day. Repeat-
edly I heard men on this floor say, “ Whom are you going to
fight? Whom are you going to prepare for? What is the need
of getting ready? There is no enemy in sight.” I told the
House frankly that I did not know who would be our enemy;
I did not know when war would come; but I believed in keep-
ing this country of ours measurably ready to meet any country
in the world. [Applause.] And after an interim of six years
I still feel that way regarding the United States of America.
[Applause.]

Now, the Members in charge of this bill speak of the econo-
aies that should be practiced at this time because of the great

burden of taxation. I agree that the taxes are terrific, but what
Brought them upon the shoulders of the people of this country?
The war, for' which you would not get ready in 1916, [Ap-
plause.] Practically $1,000,000,000 a year is the amount that
the people of the United States are called upon these days to
meet in the Treasury of the United States our annual war ex-
penses. That is a terrific amount; that is what our unpre-
paredness in 1917 cost us. Yet the people are paying the in-
debtedness cheerfully. But they expect this House to do those
things that will prevent the possibility of any future war,

The Democratic President was elected in 1916 on the score
that “he kept us out of war.”” It was at that time a pacifist
country. A few months later, when we took up those very
questions of preparedness on' this floor, we could not induce
the Members of the House to make appropriations for neces-
sary preparation. And yet in less than seven months after-
wards we were in the war up to the very hilt. We had to pour
out §24,000,000,000 to meet the expenses of the war. Our in-
terest charges alone cost us a billion dellars a year. It took
us 13 months to get ready for that war. Fortunately for us,
England and France and Belgium were able to hold the lines
while the Americans were being trained and put in a condition
to help win the war.

That kept on for some little time; in those days we were
not prepared to fight. But our Navy was able to help the bring-
ing of 2,000,000 American soldiers to the war areas of Europe.
Finally, in: May, 1918, we were able for the first time to send
our forces to fight. America needs make no apology for the
work of our soldiers. But no loyal patriotic citizen wants our
boys to go through such another experience. That is why I sup-
port the amendment for 86,000 men. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

The gentleman from Bouth- Carolina yields one minute, hiy
unexpired time, to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KeLrey],
so that the gentleman has 21 minutes. [Applause, the Members
rising.]

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, we have debated
this bill now for an entire week, and we have at last reached
the point where we are to make a decision. The bill is im-
portant in the highest degree, both because it directly relates
to the national security, which must always be our first concern,
and also because it carries an appropriation of nearly a quarter
of a billion of dollars. It has been asserted that the amounts
carried in the bill are insufficient and that the number of men
provided will not properly man the ships which we are to re-
tain under the agreements reached at the Conference on
Limitation of Armament. If I believed that this were true
I would not vote for the bill myself. The amounts carried are
based entirely upon the theory that they are adequate to meet
all the requirements of the treaty navy. I do not believe that
the position of the commitiee as to this has been shaken in the
slightest degree during the entire week of debate. The propo-
sitions laid down at the beginning of tlhe debate have not been
successfully met, The most serious criticism of the work of
the committee, apparently, has been that we were not willing
to accept without challenge the views of the Navy Department,
particularly with regard to the size of the enlisted per-
sonnel necessary to operate a navy based upon the 5-5-8 ratio.

I need not say in this connection that the conmittee has at
all' times been eager to obtain the viewpoint and the opinion
of the Navy Department, but we have been just as eager to
ascertaln the reasons as we have been to learn their conclu-
sions. An opinion, no matter from what source it may come,
is of little value unless tlie reasons lying at the bottom of such
opinion appeals to the judgment. 1 am frank to say that we
have not accepted statements and opinions without question,
and I may say we have scrutinized every demand for money
with more than usual severity, We believed that the conditions
of business in the country and the state of the finances of the
Government demanded such a course, We proceeded upon the
theory that no person under the Government, high or low, was
entitled to a single dollar for his department unless he could
sit on the opposite side of the table and show with a reasonable
degree of certainty where that dollar was to be spent and why
it was necessary to spend it, [Applause.,] We assumed that
you wanted us to pursue this course. If we were to accept

‘without question whatever was laid before us in the form of

demands for money, the labor of the committee might as well
have been eliminated and the estimates brought directly to the
House. We regarded ourselves as the agents of the House, to
inquire inte all the facts, and felt ourselves charged with the
duty of making a most searching inquiry and examination into
the needs of the Navy in the light of the Conference on the
Linritation of Armament before bringing for your consideration
this great bill, carrying more than $230,000,000. We have kept
the faith to the very best of our ability. [Applause.]
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I will admit at the outset that the committee and the Navy
Department have not always been in accord, and that we have

not aeccepted in every instance the views of the advisers of the

Navy Department. There is in the Navy the same difference of
opinion with reference to naval matters as exists in the profes-
sions of medicine or the law as to legal and medical affairs.
The committee did not, therefore, expect to find that every
naval officer agreed with every other naval officer. If it were
merely a matter of disagreement between two officers of equal
rank and experienee, the committee could choose between them
or disregard either or both. But the thing that has disturbed
the committee more than anything else has not been the vary-
ing opinions of different men but the widely differing state-
ments of fact made by the same naval officer under exactly the
same conditions and within a comparatively short period of
time. [Applause.] The committee has been obliged to adopt a
most searching attitude because of this fact. The military head
of the Navy under the Secretary is the Chief of Naval Opera-
tions.
it now. During the course of the hearings last year the Chief
of Naval Operations was asked to state to the committee of
the House the number of capital ships and necessary auxiliaries
which could be maintained in full commission with an enlisted
force of 100,000 men.

In this table it appears that he could keep in commission 1T
battleships and the necessary auxiliaries with an enlisted force

of 100,000 men. The bill passed the House carrying approxi- |

mately $400,000,000.

The Senate added approximately $100,000,000 more. During
the eonsideration of the Senate increases this same officer testi-
fied before the Naval Affairs Committee of the Senate, on the
18th of February, 1921, with the same bill under consideration
and with no change in world conditions; that he could keep in
commission only 15 battleships and necessary auxiliaries with
120,000 men. [Applause.] At the same time, and while before
the same eommittee, he put in another table showing that with
110,000 men he eould keep in eommission only 13 battleships.
[Applause.] We gave himn 106,000 men and he has kept in com-
mission 18 battleships. [Applause.]

I am going te make a statement which I fear may sound
somewhat harsh, but I believe that it should be said. Ne exeen-
tive departinent of the Government should permit its efficers to
jugele with facts in the manner above stated. [Applause.] I
do not believe that any officer ought to be continued as the mili-
tary head of the American Navy who appears before two dif-
ferent committees of Congress within a month and makes such
varying and contradictory statements as a basis for increased
appropriations. [Applause.] T have always been glad to be
guided by the counsel of the oflicers of the Navy Department
whenever such counsel has been consistent and appeals to the
judgment and can be defended in reason. The experience of
our commitiee, however, last year made it necessary to adopt
more searching methods of inquiry this year than heretofore in
determining the requirements for the Navy. We did not believe
that the House would be satisfied with the mere statement of
the Chief of Naval Operations that any particular number of
ships could be kept in commission with any particular number
‘of men. :

We therefore decided to determine the needs of the Navy in
a more detailed and thorough manner. Instead of inquiring as
to the number and type of ships that could be kept in com-
mission with a particular number of men, we decided, first, to
require the Navy Department to furnish us a complete list
of all ships of every type, by name, which in the judgment
of the department would be necessary to-a properly balanced
1S-battleship fleet. This list the eommittee has printed in its
report. We then assigned to each ship the number of men now
carried on that particular ship, as furnished us by the Navy
Department itself, as of February 1, 1922, The bill, therefore,
provides for all the ships of the treaty Navy, with as large a
personnel carried thereon as was on board on the date above
mentioned. I do not see how a fairer or more accurate method
could be devised. [Applause.] But they say we fook advan-
tage of them. I suppose that what they really mean is that
had they known that we intended to base our appropriation
upon the number of men upon the ships on a certain day the
results might have been quite different. [Applause and laugh-
ter.] Be that as it may, it is claimed the number was not
normal, This debate has been going on now for a full week,
Officers from the Navy Department have been in constant con-
sultation with Members of Congress, supplying information and
making suggestions relative to the various proposals carried
in this bill

I have no criticism whatever on account of their doing this,
but I am sorry that some of them thought it necessary to ex-

The same officer who held that pesition a year ago holds |

He put into the hearings a table en Jan- |
uary 10, 1921, which appears on page 65 of last year’s hearings. |

change their uniforms during the past week for civilian clothes,
whenever they came to the Capitol. [Laughter,] If the num-
ber of men carried on the sghips, as of February 1, 1922, was
abnormally low, if there had been an hour during the last 12
months when the records would show a larger number carried
on the ships than were carried on that date, have you any idea
that my good friend from Massachusetts [Mr. Rocers] would
not at least have had a lefter from the Navy Department advis-
ing him on this fact? [Laughter and applause.] But we go
through the whole debate for an entire week, the department
claiming that the number of men on the ships was below nor-
mal on February 1 last, with all the records in their office to
show this fact if it were true, but we come to the very hour of
voting and no such proof has been furnished. [Applause.] No
other proof is necessary, in my judgment, to convince the House
that the number of men earried on the ships on February 1,
1922, represented a fair average of personnel afloat on these
particular ships for the year. The number of men we have,
therefore, allowed for the treaty navy stands upon as solid a
ground as to aceuracy and sufficieney as when printed in the
report and laid before Congress. So much, then, for the Navy
afloat. They have not shown that they need another man. We
l-have provided for 50,000 men for the treaty Navy afloat—2,000

more than were earried upon these identical ships before the
great nations of the earth entered into a solemn compact to
| keep the peace of the world and to maintain friendly relations
with one another. [Applause.]

No one has yet given any reason why a larger number of men
should be supplied than the ships actually carry at this time.
The ondy other question, therefore, is, did we give them men
enough en shore? My answer is that it gave them a man on
| shore for every job on shore, and 7,000 men besides. [Ap-

plause.] But it did not seem to be sufficient. They had on

February 1, last, only 12,600 places on shore where théy could
legitimately puf men, and yet they are asking this Congress for
32,000 men on shore to fill 12,600 jobs at a time when farmers,

merchants, and manufacturers are borrowing money to pay
| their taxes. [Applause.] If the Committee on Appropriations
| had actually followed any such advice as that, then, indeed,
| the suggestion of the gentleman from New York [Mr. McGeEe]
that the Appropriations Committee might well be abolished
would be timely. [Laughter.]

Why do they desire this large number of excess men on shore?
I am sure that question has been running through your mind
constantly during this week of debate. I asked the distin-
guished gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TinkEAM] the
other day if he, as a business man, was willing to say that we
ought to appropriate for 32,000 men to fill 12,000 jobs, and he
said that he thought so if the Navy Department wanted them.
[Laughter.] But the other gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Garnrrvan], with a mind as sharp as a razor's edge, was not so
easily satistied, and he pressed me for an answer as to what
the department could do with all these extra unassigned men.
And the question is still unanswered by any proponent of this
irilcrease of 20,000 men above the amount provided in the
bill.

In my judgment there is only one possible reason for asking
for these 20,000 extra men. It ean not be beeause they are to
be added to the ships of the treaty Navy. Those ships already
carry enough, as has been shown by Mr. OrLiver, Mr. BYyrxes of
South Carolina, and other gentiemen on this floor. They are not
needed on shore beeange we have given them a man for every job
and 7,000 unassigned men for training or to take the place of
men who are sick, on leave, or in transit in the service. But
that was not enough. They come here and want 20,000 more.
What for? The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, DALLIN-
GER] on yesterday asked to have the navy yard items passed
over until the number of enlisted men were agreed upon. In
answer to a question by me as to the theory upon which his
request was hased he replied that an increase in the number of
men, of course, would mean an increase in the number of ships
and a consequent increase in the item of repairs. Inasmuch as.
the committee had provided for the treaty navy, it becomes ap-
parent that those who demmand the inereased number of per-
sonnel expect a larger Navy to be kept in commission than that
required under the treaty, The oth‘er gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Rocers] also let the cat out of the bag a while
ago when he condemned as unwise the policy of not keeping all
our fighting ships in full commission. And the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. Parger], more frank than all the rest, urged
that all our destroyers should be kept in full commission. And
at last we have the reason why the 20,000 extra men de-
manded. It proves ount with almost mathematical p ion,
We have 200 surplus destroyers and it takes 100 men for each
destroyer. So that if we keep them all in commission it will
require exactly 20,000 men to man them. This is the only

.
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logical reason which has been given by anyone for increasing
the personnel provided in this bill from 67,000 men to 86,000
men. But what does this proposal mean?

Are we ready to send this challenge out to the world, that we
intend to keep in commission 200 warships over and above the
number required to maintain the treaty Navy? How does such
a performance on the part of Congress harmonize with the lofty
ideals enunciated by America at the time of the assembling of
the Conference on the Limitation of Armament? What will
the world say to-morrow morning as the Christian people of the
earth assemble for worship on the Sabbath day if they are
told from the pulpit that the American Congress has just ap-
propriated $54,000,000 to keep in full commission and ready for
instant war 200 ships of war in addition to those permitted
under the treaty? [Applause.] Such & proposal as that would
strike at the heart of civilization everywhere throughout the
world. [Applause.] The mischief that such a course on the
part of Congress might do can not be calculated. But it is said
that the President and the Secretary of State have advised this.
If they have been misled as to the effect and the purpose of this
increase in personnel, the responsibility upon Congress to pre-
vent the mischief is only thereby increased. [Applause.]

Why have our naval officers taken this position? Why do
they desire all these surplus warcraft to be kept in commis-
gion? They have simply fallen into a panic. The 200 surplus
destroyers require 1,600 officers, and if we lay up the 200 de-
stroyers the officers are lying awake nights wondering what will
be done with the officers thus released. I think the officers have
made a mistake,

Personally, I have not been in favor of greatly reducing the
number of officers. In faect, I am willing that we should have
a surplus of officers. I believe that should be the policy of the
Government. If we have the officers and the ships, the enlisted
personnel is not so serious a problem and could be quickly
supplied. There is no provision, therefore, in this bill for any
reduction in the number of officers, although it is possible that
some reduction may be necessary at an early date. Thus through
fear of losing promotion or perhaps through fear of being severed
entirely from the service, I fear the officers of the Navy have
made common cause with the various localities of the country
whose business interests have been adversely affected by the
agreements reached at the Conference on Limitation of Arma-
ment., We therefore find arrayed against this bill all the
local influences from Maine to New Orleans on the Atlantie
and from San Diego to Seattle on the Pacific. I do not say that
this is not a natural attitude for these various navy-yard com-
munities to take. They naturally feel the loss of business as a
result of smaller naval activities. I can well sympathize with
the employees here in the Washington Navy Yard. Some of
them have been employed by the Government for 20 years.
They have been manufacturing the great 16-inch guns that were
4o be placed on ships that are never to be built. These guns
will never even fire a salute.

When the agreement was reached at the conference the major
portion of the work in the Washington Navy Yard came to an
end, and the thousands of employees had to look for employ-
ment elsewhere, There is a great navy yard in Boston. I do
not censure Representatives from that locality who reflect the
opinion of the city which they represent. There is a great navy
yard in Philadelphia, and I do not censure Mr. Vare for looking
after the interests of his constituents who will suffer financial
loss because of reduced naval activities at that point. But the
fact that new adjustments will be necessary, and that tem-
porary losses must be sustained in certain localities, must not
be permitted to retard the work so gloriously begun at the
Washington conference.

Gentlemen of the House, it is very well to sympathize with
those who may be financially or professionally affected by the
great world movement having for its object a reduction and a
limitation of armament. Where it is possible and proper, no
doubt some temporary adjustments should be made until em-

_ployment in civil lines can be obtained. I want to say, how-
ever, in conclusion, that the American Congress must not per-
mit any group of individuals or any combination of localities
anywhere under the flag to throw themselves across the path
of the world’s progress in its onward march toward the goal of
international understandihg and good will. [Prolonged ap-
plause, the Members rising.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Varg].

Mr. HICKS. Mr, Chairman, let the amendment be again
reported.

The CHAITRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will again
report the amendment.

There was no objection, and the Clerk again reported the
Vare amendment, ;

i Tll)le question was taken, and the Chair stated that he was in
oubt,

Mr, VARE. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and Mr. Vage and Mr. KELLEY of Michi-
gan were appointed to act as tellers.

The committee divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 177,
noes 130,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr, Chairman, I ask unani- -
mous consent that the gentleman from Texas [Mr, MANSFIELD],
who is present in a wheel chair, be permitted to be counted in
the negative.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan., Mr. Chairman, I move that the
committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. TownEer, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill H, R. 11228,
and had eome to no resolution thereon.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. M. Speaker, I move that the
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further consideration of the
bill H. R. 11228, the naval appropriation bill.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
gideration of the naval appropriation bill, with Mr. Tow~NER in
the chair,

The Clerk reported the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. MCARTHUR].

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
from Oregon please state where the figures which he has in his
amendment came from?

Mr. McARTHUR. Mr. Chairman, the figures in my amend-
ment were prepared at my request by the Paymaster General of
the Navy.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Do they provide for taking 10,000
men out of the lower grades of the Navy and keeping all of the
high ones in, or are they proportional?

Mr. McCARTHUR. They are proportional. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan.
own knowledge?

Mr. McARTHUR. I can not say so of my own knowledge,
That is my understanding.

Mr. KELLEY of Michizan. Are the amounts carried based
upon present law or the law of 1916 and prior to that?

Mr. McARTHUR. They are based upon the same law that
the bill is drawn upon. They are presented to the House upon
the theory that the increase would be made which the House
has just voted to make in Committee of the Whole.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Oregon.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr, Chairman, I move that the
committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. TownNER, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 11228,
and had come to no resolution thereon.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS,

By BYRNES of South Carolina. Mr. Speaker, T ask unani-
mous consent that gentlemen who have spoken upon the bill
have permission to revise and extend their remarks in the
Recorp for five legislative days.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection, :

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Speaker, availing myself of the privilege to
extend my remarks on the Navy appropriation bill, I desire to
submit a telegram from Myer C. Rubin, adjutant of the San
Francisco chapter of the Military Order of the World War:

Resolution adopted by San Francisco chapter, Military Order of the
World War, Wednesday, April 19, 1922, at San Franecisco, Calif.
Whereas it has come to the attention of the Ban Francisco chapter
of the Military Order of the World War that certain Senators and &m-
gressmen intend to legislate for the further reduction of the personnel

Does the gentleman say so of his
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of the Army and the Navy and to curtail the Navy building program.;

and
Whereas the excuse given for the proposed legislation is fof economy

of administration funds and a consequent lessening of the burden of
taxation now being carried by our people: Be it

Resolved, That it is the opinion of the SBan Franciséo chapter of
the Military Order of the World War that the sum so saved would be so
small as to be insignificant in proportion to the danger invelved in
reducing the already inadequate number of the armed forces of this

country; and be it further
Resolved, That this order is most emphatically opposed to any reduc-

1

tion in the numrerical strength of our Army nndy Navy a8 now
?nd ]}nsisted upon by the departments of the Army and Navy; and be it
urther

Resolved, That this chapter of the Military Order of the World War
use every endeavor to prevent the ill-advised legislation mentioned in
the first paragraph of this resolution and that copies of this resolution
be forwarded to the representatives in Congr from California, and
that they be requested to reply by formal let getting forth their atti-
tude in this matter.

{Please transmit copies to chairmen Senate and House Committees of
Army and Navy Affairs and Members of Congress from Californis. )

LEAVES OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to—
Mr. DuNBAR, for six days, on account of important business.
Mr. Haxoen, for four days, on account of business.

ORDER OF BUSINESS..

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gentleman from
Wyoming if it is the intention to eall up the naval bill for con-
sideration on Monday?

Mr. MONDELIL. The Unanimous Consent Calendar will, I
assume, be considered on Monday, unless the House determines
" otherwise by vote. Later in the afternoon, if it is desired, if
we get through with, the Calendar for Unanimous Consent
early, we might take up the naval bill, but I should think it
would be doubtful. i

Mr., SNELL. Does the gentleman not think it would be
well to have it thoroughly understood to-night when the final
vote will come on the bill—that it will not be on Monday?

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I think the gentlemen ought
to know, and I doubt if under the circumstances we ought to
take up the naval bill at all on Monday. I think we should
adjourn after consideration of the Unanimous Consent Cal-
endar is concluded. I make that suggestion, because there
are gentlemen who desire to go home who would not rettrn
Monday if the naval bill is not to be taken up at that time.

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 6 o'clock and
5 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Monday, April 17,
1922, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

500. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the Secre-
tary of War, transmitting, with a letter from the Chief of
Engineers, report on preliminary examination and survey of
Lake Washington Ship Canal, Wash., was taken from the
Speaker’'s table and referred to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

NMEPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS,

Under clause 2 of Rule XITII,

Mr. ELLIS: Committee on Claims, H. R. 8615. A bill for
‘ the relief of Sarah Green, Virginia Green, and Henry Green,
nest of kin of Lydia Rivers; with an amendment (Rept. No.
906). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were intreduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. PURNELL: A bill (H. R, 11322) to amend paragraph
(11) of section 6 of the interstate commerce act; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. WARD of North Oarolina: A bill (H. R. 11323) to
provide for a post-office building at Williamston, N. C.; to’the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. UPSHAW : A hill (H. R. 11324) to amend the Fed-
eral farm loan act so that branch banks shall be established in
the capital of each State; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CANTRILL: A bill (H. R. 11325) granting an in-
¢regse of pension to Margaret Kirkpatrick; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CROWTHER: A bill (H, R, 11326) granting a pen-
sion to Judson B. Luckhurst; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FAUST: A bill (H. R. 11827) authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to pay a certain claim as the result of
g?mjgge sustained to Leslie J. Kennedy; to the Committee on

aims,

By Mr. FORDNEY : A bill (H. R. 11328) granting a pension
to Lucy E. Porter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FOSTER: A bill (H. R. 11329) granting an increase
of pension to Mary H. Waddell; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. KELLEY of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 11330) granting
i pension to Delinette Bruno; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. LINEBERGER: A bill (H. R. 11331) for the relief
of Rudolph Ponevacs; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. LITTLE: A bill (H. R. 11332) granting an increase
of pension to Amanda B. Pollard ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. McDUFFIE: A bill (H. R. 11333) for the relief of
Francis Leo Shea; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R. 11334) granting a pension to
Sarah Anderson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. MOORE of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 11335) for the
relief of the widows of certain officers and enlisted men of the
United States Navy; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. O'CONNOR: A bill (H. R. 11336) for the relief of
Joseph L. Galle; to the Cominittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. YOUNG: A bill (H. R. 11337) for the relief of Anna
Volker; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXIT, petitions and pape:; were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

5128, By the SPEAKER (by request) : Petition of the Union
League Club of Chicago, opposing the proposed reduction of the
Armry and Navy as provided in bills now pending and in-
dorsing the President’s stand on same; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

5129. Also (by request), petition of the Grand Army of the
Republie, Department of Massachusetts, opposing the reduction
of the Army and Navy as proposed in bills now before Congress;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

5130. By Mr. CULLEN: Petition of the president of the
Chamber of Commerce of the United States of Ameriea, sup-
porting the conclusions reached by the digarmament conference
and later embodied in the four-power naval treaty and the
President’s recommendations regarding the Navy; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. . ¥

5131. By Mr. DARROW : Petition of more than 200 members
of Trinity Presbyterian Church, of Philadelphia, urging the
passage of House bill 2198, regulating the export of opiates; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

5132. By Mr. FAVROT: Petition of sundry citizens of Baton
Rouge, La., opposing the passage of the Fitzgerald Sunday
ohservance bill for the District of Columbia; to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

5133. By Mr. GALLIVAN : Resolution adopted by the United

| Veterans of the Republie, Unit No. 12, of Charlestown, Mass,,

relative to the Navy personnel and the Boston Navy Yard; to
the Comnrittee on Appropriations. :

5134. Also, petition of Charles A. Waterman, of 18 Ethel
Street, Boston, Mass,, urging the passage of House bill 2894,
calling for a 25 per cent reduetion in interchangeable mileage;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

5135. Also, petition of the New England Confectionery Co.,
of Boston, Mass., urging passage of House bill 10159, known as
the * commercial bribery bill™; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

5186. By Mr. HADLEY : Petition of sundry cifizens from the
dtate of Washington opposing the Sunday blue la - ; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbisa.

5137. By Mr. KEARNS: Petition of Mrs. Burt L. Knofts and
others of Lewistown, Ohio, opposing the passage of Honse bill
97563, or any Sunday bill; to the Committee on the Distric of
Columbia.
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5138. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of Leon Dickinson, Esq., of
Brooklyn, N. Y., protesting against the reduction of the Navy
from 86,000 to 65,000 men; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

5139. By Mr. MANN: Petition of sundry citizens of Chicago,
111, opposing the passage of pending compulsory Sunday ob-
servance bills (S. 1948 and H. R. 4388 and 9753) ; to the Com-
mittee on the Distriet of Columbia.

5140. By Mr. MORIN : Petition of the First Baptist Church
of Pittsburgh, Pa., Rev, James K. Kirtley, acting pastor, urging

. immediate action on the Miller bill (H. R. 2193), as it will pre-
vent all improper exportation of opium and other harmful
drugs; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5141, By Mr. RAKER: Petition of F. W. Delventhal, secre-
tary of Lodge No. 1246, United Brotherhood of Maintenance of
Way Employees and Railroad Switchmen's League, indorsing

" House bill 10798 and urging its passage; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

5142, Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the State
of New York, indorsing The Hague rules regarding ocean bills
of lading and urging legislation looking toward its adoption;
also petition of the Dried Fruit Association of California, of
San Francisco, Calif., indorsing the McKellar amendment to
the Harter Act, permitting ocean carriers to make contracts in
accordance with The Hague rules, 1921; to the Committee on
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

5143. Also, petition of John R. Quinn, department commander,
American Legion of California, of San Francisco, Calif., protest-
ing against the reduction of the naval forces of the United
States below 90,000 men ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

5144, Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the State

" of New York, relative to Federal taxation; also, petition of
Ray Hays, of Nevada City, Calif,, protesting against a tax of
$2.35 a pound on imported wrapper tobacco; also, petition of the
Foreign Mission Society of Vincent Methodist Episcopal Church,
of Los Angeles, protesting against the proposal to tax wine and
beer to raise revenue for the soldiers’ bonus; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

5145. Also, petition of J. J. Borree, brigadier general, Na-
tional Guard of California, indorsing Senate bill 3325 and
House bill 10972, the Army pay bill, as amended ; also, petition
of Snow Shed Lodge, No. 743, Brotherhood of Railroad Train-
men, of Roseville, Calif., indorsing House bill-6432, for the relief
of the Russian Railway Corps; also, petition of George M.
Krone, of Los Angeles, urging action on the Bursum bill; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

5146, By Mr. SNYDER: Petitions of J. T. Smith, William
Zeiter, Frank E. Marshall, Morris Rosenthal, and J. W. Shott-
hafer, of Utica, N. Y.; W. J. Doyle and Parker L. Scripture,
of Rome, N. Y.; and Alvie Carlstran, of Oriskany, N. Y,,
favoring the passage of the Chandler bill (H. R. 9198) provid-
ing for an increase in pension for veterans of the War with
Spain; to the Committee on Pensions.

5147, Also, petitions of granges at Lee, Columbia, and Steu-
ben, N. Y., favoring equal privileges in granges and land banks
which other American banks enjoy; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency. :

5148. By Mr. WILLIAMSON : Petition of sundry citizens of
Hot Springs, 8. Dak., opposing the passage of the bill to secure
Sunday as a day of rest in the Distriet of Columbia ; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

SENATE.
Moxvay, April 17, 1922.

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

Our Father, we thank Thee for yesterday and all that it
means, for the hopes stimulated, the desires realized in the fact
that there was an open tomb emptied, and that through the life
of Him who lived and wrought so wondrously and died, was
buried and rose again, life and immortality have been brought
to light.

We bless Thee this day for all its associations and ask that
our lives may be ennobled by the thought that the Risen One
lives and loves to-day as ever. Grant Thy blessing upon the
work of the day and glorify Thyself in every act and word.
Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen,

The reading clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the pro-
ceedings of the legislative day of Friday, April 14, 1923, when,
on request of Mr. Curris and by unanimous consent, the further
reading was dispensed with and the Journal was approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quo-
rum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

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

Ashurst Gooding MecCormlick Bheppard
Broussard Hale McKinley Simmons
Bursum Harreld MeNary Smoot
Calder Harris Moses Bpencer
Capper Ha n Myers Btanley
Caraway Heflin Nelson Sterling
Colt Hitcheock Newberry Sutherland
Culberson Jones, N. Mex Norbeck Swanson
Curtis Jones, Wash, Norris Townsend
Dial Kellogg Oddie Walsh, Mont.
du Pont Kendrick Overman Warren
Edge Keyes Owen Watson, Ga,
Fernald King Phipps Weller
Fletcher Ladd Pittman Willis
France La Follette Poindexter
Gerry Lenroot Pomerene
Glass Lodge Rawson

Mr. HEFLIN. I wish to announce that my colleague [Mr,

Uxperwoon] is absent on account of illness in his family.
that the announcement stand for the day.

Mr. DIAL. I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr.
SyrTH] is detained on account of illness. I ask that this an-
nouncement may continue through the day.

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

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

The VICE PRESIDENT announced his signature to the fol-
lowing enrolled bills, which had previously been signed by the
Speaker of the House:

H. R. 2556. An act to advance Maj. Benjamin S. Berry to
the permanent rank of major; and )

H. R. 7589. An act for the relief of Maj. Ellis B, Miller,

SBPECIAL CANCELING STAMPS,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the action of
the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10740) authorizing the use of spe-
cial canceling stamps in certain post offices, and requesting a
conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, ;

Mr. TOWNSEND. I move that the Senate insist upon its
amendments, agree to the conference requested by the House,
and that the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the
Senate,

The motion was agreed to, and the Vice President appointed
Mr. Townsenp, Mr. SteruiNg, and Mr. Warsu of Massachu-
setts conferees on the part of the Senate.

SOUTHERN TARIFF ASSOCIATION,

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, on Thursday of last week a
committee known as the schedule- committee of the Southern
Tariff - Association met in this city for the purpose of urging
increased protection for southern industries. They asked for
a meeting with a number of Republican Senators who have been
urging proper recognition and protection for the agricultural
industries of the country., A very interesting communication
addressed to those Senators at that meeting was read by Mr,
Woodall, of Texas. I ask that the communication may be read.

Mr. KING. Does the Senator desire to have it read?

Mr. GOODING., Yes; I desire to have it read.

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

The reading clerk proceeded to read the communication.

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, may I ask from whom this com-
munication comes?

Mr. GOODING. I ask that the names attached may be read
so that Senators from the Scuth may understand from whom
the communication comes.

The reading clerk read the signatures attached to the com-
munication.

Mr. GOODING. I ask that the reading of the communica-
tion may be proceeded with and concluded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will continue the
reading. ;

The reading clerk resumed and concluded the reading of the
communication, which, entire, is as follows:

WasHINGTON, D. C., April 13, 1922,
To- the Republican Benators representing agriculture and afiliated
industries:

The schedule committee of the Southern Tariff Association appreciates
the opportunity to apﬁear before you and present its case. HJ is con-
scious of the deep solicitude of all of you for the well-being of the
Nation as a whole, and is grateful that the vital interests of a great

I ask
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