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By Mr. WYANT: A bill (H. R, 11609) granting an increase
of pension to Elizabeth Clark; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Algo, a bill (H. R. 11700) granting an increass of pension
to Mary L. Deemer; to the Committee on Invalid Penslons.

By Mr., ENUTSON: Resolution (H. Res. 405) to pay to
Walter C. Neilzon $1,500 for extra and expert services to the
Commitiee on Pensions by detail from the Bureau of Pensions;
to the Committes on Accounts.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's-desk and referred as follows:

8456. By the SPEHAKER (by request) : Petition of Federation
of Oitizens' Associations of the District of CUolumbia, asking for
a more definite proportionate contribution by the Federal Gov-
ernment and the Distriet of Columbia in appropriations for the
maintenanece, upkeep, and development of the Federal territory;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

3457. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of T. C. Thatcher, vice
president of Oklahoma City Mill & Elevator Co., Oklahoma
City, Okla., relative to the interpretation of the milling in bond
and the tariff treaty between the United States and Cuba on
wheat produced in Canada and milled in the United States;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

8458, Also, petition of Idieut. Bernard A. Kellner, favoring
adequate appropriations for making the national defense act
of June 4, 1920, a practical reality; to the Committea on Mili-
tary Affairs. i

3459. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Boston Real Estate
HExchange, Boston, Mass., protesting against the creation of a
rent commission for the District of Columbia, as proposed by
United States Senate bill 3764 and House bill 11078; to the
Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

3460. Also, petition of General Committes on Army and Navy
Chaplains, recommending favorable action on Senate bill 2532
and House bill 7038, which provide for the same statns as to
pay, allowances, advancement for Army chaplains as for Navy
chaplains; to the Commitfee on Military Affairs.

3461. By Mr. HUDSON : Petition of Highland Park Women’s
Clubs, urging the participation of the United States in the
World Court on the terms of Warren G. Harding and Secretary
Charles Hughes ; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

8462. Also, petition of officers of organizations of Rochester,
Mich., urging the Foreign Relatlons Committee of the Senate
to report a resolution providing for participation of the United
States in the World Court on the Harding-Hughes terms, in
order that it may be voted upon by the Senate as a whole: to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs:

2463. By Mr. KIESS: Petition of citizens of Shingle House,
Pa., protesting against the passage of Senate bill 3218: to the
Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

3464, By Mr. KINDRED : Petition of Community Councils of
the City of New York, advocating the immediate enactment
of the rivers and harbors bill; to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

3485. Also, petition of Thomas W. Shelton, chalrman of the
Committee on Uniform Judiecial Procedure, American Bar Asso-
ciation, nrging immediate consideration by Congress of Senate
bill 2061 or House bill 11071 ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3466, By Mr. RAKER: Petitions of Lars Stai, of Mount
Shasta, Calif., urging the passage of Honse bill 8938, allowing
travel pay from the Philippines to volunteer soldiers of the
Spanish-American War and disabled veterans of the World
War, state department, Los Angeles, Calif., urging passage of
House bill 68484 and Senata bill 83; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

3467, Also, petition of Lincoln Post No. 1, Department of Cali-
fornia and Nevada, G. A. R., San Francisco, Calif,, urging the
repeal of the Stone Mountain Memorial 50-cent pieces; to the
Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures,

3468. Algo, petitlons of El Dorado Oil Works, of San Fran-
cisco, Calif., indorsing postal legislation recommended by the
President and Postmaster General; and the Haslett Warehouse
Co., San Francisco, Calif,, indorsing postal legislation recom-
mended by the President and Postmaster General; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads,

3469, Also, petition of Executive Committee of Massachusetts
Bar Association, indorsing legislation to increase the salaries
of the Federal judiclary; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

3470. By Mr. SINNOTT: Petition of Mr. Ross Dustin and
others, of Bend, Oreg., protesting against the Sunday obsery-
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-ance bill (8, 8218); to the Committee on the District of
Columbia,

8471, Also, petition of G. H. Martin and others, protesting
against the Sunday observance bill' (8. 3218); to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

SENATE
Frioay, January 16, 1925
(Legislative day of Thursday, Januery 15, 1925)

The Benate met in open executive session at 12 o'clock
meridian, on the expiration of the recess.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the
Benate the treaty with Cuba. :

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

olil’.he PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Clerk will call the
r

The prineipal legislative elerk called the roll, and the follow-
ing Senators answered to their names:

Ashurst Edge Kendrick Reed, Pa.
Ball Fernaild- Keyes Sheppard
Bayard Ferris Shipstead
Bingham Fess Lad Shortridge
Borah Fleteher McKellar Simmons
Brookhart George McKinley oot
Broussard Gerry McLean Sgncer
Bursum (Glass McNary Bterling
Butler Gooding Menns Swanson
Cameron Greene Metcalf Underwood
Capper Hale Moses Walsh, Mass,
Copeland Harreld Neely Walsh, Mont,
Couzens Harris Norris Warren
Cummins Harrison die Watson
Curtis Heflin erman Willis

Dale Howell Pepper

Dial Johngon, Calif,

Dill Jones, Wash.  Ransdell

Mr. FLETCHER. I desire to announce that my colleague,
the junior Senator from Florida [Mr. TrammELL], is unavoid-
ably absent. I ask that this announcement may stand for the
day.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-nine Senators have
answered to the roll call. There is a quorum present. The
Senate, as in legislative session, will receive a message from
the House of Representatives.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr, Halti-
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed
a bill (H. R. 11472) authorizing the construction, repair, and
preservation of certain public works on rivers and harbors, and
for other purposes, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

POSTAL SALARIES AND POSTAL RATES

Mr, MOSES, Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent, as in
legislative session, to move that the bill (8. 3674) reclassifying
the salaries of postmasters and employees of the Postal Service,
readjusting their salaries and compensation on an equitable
basis, incredsing postal rates to provide for such readjustment,

and for other purposes, be set down as a special order for con-_

sideration at the conclusion of the routine morning business on
Thursday, January 22.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection?

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may we have the request restated?

Mr. MOSES. I have requested nnanimous consent as in legis-
lative session to move that the bill to which I have referred be
set down as a special order to be taken up for consideration at
the conclusion of routine morning business on Thursday, Janu-
ary 22.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objec-
tion, and leave is granted by unanimous consent to the Senator
from New Hampshire to make the motion.

Mr. MOSES. I make the motion.

Mr. OVERMAN. May I know exactly what the motion is?

Mr. MOSES. My motion 1s to make Senate bill 3674, which
is the postal salaries and rates bill, a special order to be taken
up for consideration at the conclusion of routine morning busi-
ness Thursday, January 22, I understand that it requires a
two-thirds vote.

Mr. OVERMAN. I object.

Mr. MOSES. I had already obtained unanimous consent to
make the motion.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from North
Carolina can not now object. The Senator from New Hamp-

ghire has been granted unanimous consent to make the motion.
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Mr. OVERMAN, T did not understand that unanimous con-
sent had been granted.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It had been granted and the
question now is upon the motion of the Senator from New
Hampshire,

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it.

Mr., BORAM. I have not any objection to the bill being
mude a special order if I may understand the effect of it
What is the effect of it? %

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The effect of it is to set
down the bill to which the Senator refers as a special order
at the conclusion of morning business upon Thursday, Janu-
ary 22,

Mr. BORAH. That would not interfere with taking up other
matters in case there are the votes to do it.

Mr., WARREN. Mr. President, I do not desire to oppose
tlie motion except that I want to ask the Senator if the motion
is subject, as such motions should be, to the taking up of
appropriation bills,

Mr. MOSES. If we can get the measure made a special
order 1 shall not seek unduly to interfere with the progress
of the regular appropriation bills. What 1 am especially
seeking is to get the bill set down as a special order so that
all Senators may be upon notice.

Mr, WARREN. I make no objection.

Mr, OVERMAN. Does not that require a two-thirds ma-
Jority?

AMr. MOSES. Yes, it does. The Senator will have an op-
portunity to record himself if that is what he means.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, It is of course understood
that the motion requires a two-thirds majority to make the
bill a special order.

Mr, WILLIS. I did not object to the request for unanimous
comsent and I shall not oppose the motion, of course, because
I am in favor of the consideration of the bill and in favor of
the measure. I simply want to state, though of course I am
not asking the Senate to change its plans because of it, that
unfortunately I can not be here on the 22d, and it embarrasses
me to have the bill come up then. Of course I shall not
attempt to influence the action of the Senate to suit my con-
venience, though 1 would rather be here to support the Sena-
tor's bill.

Mr. BORAH.
the 22d.

Mr, STERLING. Mr. President, I simply wish to express
the hope that there will be no cbjection to the motion of the
Senator from New Hampshire. 1 myself feel under a kind
of pledge, and I think many Senators do, to take up and con-
sider the proposed legislation. It is a very important measure,
and 1 hope it will have the consideration of the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Clerk will call the
roll on agreeing to the motion of the Senator from New
Hampshire,

The principal legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. FERNALD. I have a general pair with the senior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Joxes]. Not knewing how he
would vote on this question, and not being able to secure a
transfer, I withhold my vote.

Mr., STERLING (after having voted in the afiirmative).
I am paired with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Syiru]. I transfer that pair to the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Sraxriewp], and will allow my vote to stand.

Mr. SIMMONS. I wish to inguire whether or not the
junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Harrerp] has veted?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is informed that
that Senator has not voted. Rt

Mr. SIMMONS. I have a pair with that Senator. In his
absence, I withhold my vote, If I were at liberty to vote, I
should vote * yea." .

Mr., CURTIS (after having voted in the affirmative). I
have a pair with the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBixsox],
but I am at liberty to vote upon this question, and therefore
shall let my vote stand. If present, the Senator from Arkansas
would vote as I have voted.

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to announce that my colleague,
the junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. StepHENS], is paired
with the junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Jorxsox]. If
my colleague were present, he would vote “nay,” and, I
understand, that the Senator from Minnesota, if present, would
vole “ yea.”

It is not likely that it will be disposed of on

Mr. JONES of Washington.
ing pairs:

The junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Erxst] with the
senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. STANLEY];

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Ergins] with the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OwEens]; and

- The Senator from Colorado [Mr. PEires] with the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. Diavr].

Mr. LADD. I desire to announce the necessary absence of
the junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Frazier], and to
sta{ia that, if present, he wounld vote “yea” on the pending
motion.

The result was announced—yeas 57, nays 9, as follows;

I desire to announce the follows<

YEAS—57
Ashurst Din Keyes Reed, Pa.
Bnll Edge Ladd Sheppard
Bingham Ferrls MceKellar Shipstead
rah Fess M¢Kinley Shortridge
Brookhart George McLean Smoot
Broussard Gerr; McNury Spencer
Bursum Gooding Means Sterlin
Butler Greene Metealf Walsh, Mags,
Cameron Hale Moses Walsh, Mont.
Capper Harris Neely Warren
Copeland Hefiin Norris Watson
Couzens Howell Oddie Willis
Cumming Johnson, Calif.  Pepper
Curtis Jones, Wash, Ralston
Dale Kendrick Rangdell
NAYS—9
Bayard Harrison * Norbeck Bwanson
H}etcher King Overman Underwood
a8s
NOT VOTING—30
Bruce Harreld I'hipps Stanley
Caraway Johnson, Minn, Pittman Niephens
Dial Jones, N, Mex, Reed, Mo, Trammell
Edwards La Follette Robinson Wadsworth
Elkins Lenroot Shields Weller
Ernst McCormick Bimmons Wheeler
Fernald Mayfleld Smith
Frazier Owen Stanfield

So the motion of Mr. Moses was agreed to, two-thirds
of the Senators present and voting being recorded in the affirma-
tive.

Mr. HARRISON, Mr. President, I rise to a parliamentary
inquiry. I did not hear the motion when it was made, and I
desire to obtain some information about it. Is it the order
now that on the day certain mentioned in the motion the bill
referred to is to be made the special order; that the order
applies only to that day; and if the bill shall not be completed
on that day, then the order shall not operate any further be-
yond that time?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair does not antici-
pate what the situation will be at that time, and is unable to
answer the inquiry of the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. HARRISON. I ask unanimous consent that the motion
be stated from the desk, then, so that we will know what it is,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion made by the
Senator from New Hampshire was that Senate bill 3674 be set
down as a special order for Thursday, January 22, The rules
provide what shall become of the bill after that time.

MAY ADELAIDE SBHARP

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, it will be recalled that on
vesterday the Senate, at my instance, passed House bill G498,
and the bill has been sent to the House, It provided for the
payment of $5,000 to Mrs. Sharp, the widow of Hunter Sharp,
late consul of the United States, The bill was on the calendar;
it never had been passed, and I naturally called it up on yes-
terday. This morning my attention has been called to the
fact that the appropriation bill for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, passed May 28, 1924, provided for the
payment of $5,000 to Mrs. Sharp, and the money has been paid.
I therefore wish to enter a motion to reconsider, and in the
meantime I ask that the House be requested to return the bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from North
Carolina asks unanimous consent, as in legislative session, that
the House be requested to return the bill referred to by lim.
Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and the House will
be so requested.

AMERICAN BHIPPING

Mr. STERLING. Mr. I'resident, I have before me a copy of
an address by Commissioner W. 8, Hill, of the United States
Shipping Board, delivered at the annual meeting of the Ameri-
can Farm Bureau Federation at Chicago on December 8, 1924,




1925

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

1947

I think it an excellent address, and, as in legislative session, I
ask unanimous consent that it may be printed in the REecorp.

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

ADDRESS OF CoMmMIssioxerR W. 8, Hivn, o TnE UNITED STATES SHIP-
PING B0OARD, BEFORE THE ANNUAL MEETING OF THE AMERICAN FArM
Brreau FEDERATION, CHicAco, ILL., DECEMBER 8, 1924

The United States Shipping Board was organized by the shipping
act of 1916, It was formed to meet a condition that was found to
exist when the World War broke out in Europe. We then awoke to
the fact that onr commerce was being carried by forelgn vessels under
foreign flags. We were made to realize that we had comparatively
few ships under the American flag, In fact at this time we were
carrying litile more than 8 per cent of our own foreign shipping.

The foreign ships that had been doing our earrying trade were called
away fromy this trade by the military necessity of their respective
countries. In a short time there existed a congestion of exportable
products, not only at our seaports but in our great railroad centers
also, The business interests of the country demanded that something
be done to remedy this condition. Europe wanted our products at a
good price and we must be able to get them to these markets. There
was no time to dally, and Congress passed the act that created the
Shipping Board. The first purpose of this board was to have ships
built as fast as possible that there might be American bottoms in
which to carry on our foreign trade.

It was only a few short months after the Shipping Board was
created until we ourselves hecame involved in the great World War.
More than ever now must we bave ships. They were necessary for
carrying on the war, We needed them to transport our troops abroad
and to provide our Army with munitions and supplies. The enenry
was sinking the ships we did have on the sea and also those of our
allies. The cry went up for * ships and more ships.” A campaign
of shipbuilding was launched and carried out, such as the world had
never known before. Ameriea amazed the world in the rapidity with
which she built ships. In fact a common expression of the time was
that we would bridge the Atlantie with ships.

With true American enterprise, the Government rnshed the produe-
tion of ships that we might have a fleet commensurate with the de-
mands on our shipping. Then came the sudden termination of the
war. This found us with a great number of ships on our hands—
some finished, others partly finighed, and others just started.

But the men to whom had fallen directly the burden of transporting
our soldiers and military supplies and of keeping our commerce moving
during the war realized that our lack of a merchant marine at the
_beginning of the war had cost our Government many millions of
dollars, Part of this cost was in the waste that Is always involved
in production when the one factor considered is rapidity of output.
The rest of it is found in the liberal charges listed against us by our
allies for transporting our troops and supplies. Dut if these countries
had not been our allies, they would not have done our transportation
for us at any price. What might have been the consequence if Eng-
land and France had been fighting against us? Fresh from this ex-
perfence, the Government believed the Shipping Board had much im-
portant work yet to do and that a nrerchant marine might be built
out of this fleet of ships so hastily created.

At the present time we have, roughly speaking, about 1,200 Govern-
ment-owned steel ships. About 300 are being operated as Government
ships, while about 900 are idle.

The merchant marine act was passed in 1920, which impoee«] upon
the Shipping Board the duty of handling this fleet. They are to operate
the fleet in foreign commerce until such time as it ecan be sold to
Amerfean citizens to be operated under the American flag. The task
of doing this is a tremendouns one, Ocean shipping since the war has
been greatly depressed, and there has been about as much sale for
ghips as there has been for farm lands.

The act which created the Shipping Board says It shall be composed
of seven members, shall be nonpolitical and regional in its selection ;
that fs, not more than four members can be of onespolitical party, and
the different sections of the country must be repregented in the appoint-
ment of the members. The act expressiy states that two members must
be from the Pacific coast, two from the Atlantic coast, one from the
Gulf region, one from the Lake region, and one from the interior. For
the first time gince the organization of the board agriculture is repre-
sented in its membership by the appointment last January of the mem-
ber from the interior.

The wisdom of this regional representation was apparent during the
late summer and early fall of this year. The Middle West produced a
large crop of small grain, and particularly wheat. There was a good
demand for this grain in Europe ut good prices. MAnch of it was sent
to the Gulf for export. There were not enough ships sailing regularly
from these ports to begin to meet this unusual demand, and the ports
became congested. Elevators were filled to the roof, and thonsands of
ears waited on the sidings to be unloaded. This congestion was threat-

ening to depress the rise in price which had begun to show in the
wheat market. The Shipping Board was asked to supply additlonsl
ships to relleve this condition. Beecause of his special knowledge of tha
situation, the representative of the interior was able to bring the
seriousness of the matter to the understanding of the board, and addis
tional Government ships were placed in service. The congesiion was
relieved, and a rise in ocean-shipping rates was prevented ; consequently
the threatened depression of grain prlces did not occur.

Some i{nformation about ocean rates may be of interest. Ocean rates
are not and ean not be controlled like rallroad rates. This for the
sgimple reason that the sea is a highway open to anyone who owns or
operates a vessel, The rate is controlled to a great extent by the rela
tive supply of ships and cargoes, When ships are scarce the rate goes
up, and when there is a plentiful supply of ships the rates work lower,
The ehipowners endeayor to regulate and stabilize rates by means of
conference agreements. But these conference rates usually apply to
certain types of eargo and do not apply to grain, a commodity we from
the Middle West export in large guantities.

The grain rates fluetnate and are largely a trading propesition.
Grain 18 easlly loaded and discharged, gives welght to a eargo, and i3
used to trim it up. And so, often, shipmasters are glad to get it for
ballast and will take it for very low rates. But the producer of the
interior has sold his wheat subject to a fixed rate fo Liverpool and
does not share the least mite in this cut of rates. Exporters have
made fortunes because of this differential in rates, while the farmer
has not benefited at all by this advantage. Surely the producer of
grain is entitled to any advantage aceruing from such low ocean rates,
But the method of markeling in the past has not permitted him to
ghare in these breaks,

Our cooperative grain-marketing organizations should be so organ-
jzed and conducted that they secure for the producer this advantage
on the grain we export. It is my understanding that the Grain Mar-
keting Co., recently organized under the American Farm Burean Fed-
eration, is doing this service for its patrons. This feature should
especially commend the Graln Marketing Co. to the producers of grain.

To be able to share in any possible favorable ocean rates on our
export business is a new idea to the actual grower of the grain, but
farming can not be dome in a hit-or-miss way and yield a profit any
more than other business, -

The farmer is vitally interested In transportation, e is interested
in his products from the time they leave the farm untll they reach the
consumer, This means that on such products as are exported he is
affeécted by ocean carriers and their fluctuations in rates, He is inter-
ested in a regular, dependable seryice that is primarily Interested in
moving American products at fair freight rates. Notwithstanding he
may live a thousand miles from the sea, he is interested just the same.
And the time has come when he must know thiz and when he must
inform himself concerning the things that are to his advantage or dis-
advantage in this ocean carrying trade. He should know that for
almost two generations he has been at the mercy of a foreign carrying
trade which did his exporting for him when the home country did not
need their service. We of the interior have produced our grain and
our livestock. We have sent it blindly out to market and lost sight
of it long before it reached the place of export. We have thought
we were not interested in ocean shipping or oceam rates because we
did not live beside the sea. And so always we have worked only one
end of this food-production business of ours and thought nothing about
the other end where profits or nonprofits are made. We have not
known who dild our export carrying or what it cost, and we have
cared less, Not so has the induostriallst conducted his business. Ila
has watched as closely the exporting end of his business as the
manufacturing end, and when a short-sighted policy of government
failed to provide a merchant marine for his use he provided one of
his own in many cases,

Time was when Amerlca was mistress of the seas. That was In the
days of the sailing vessel and the wooden ships. Her great forests
enabled her to build ships better and more cheaply than they counld
be Dbuilt anywhere else in the world. The spirit of enterprise and
adventure inherited from rogged forebears made the American seaman
the most intrepld of his kind during thé first half of the nineteentl
century., During much of this time we were doing 90 per cent of all
our carrying trade. That we were cutting so tremendously into Eng-
land's shipping trade was her real reason for foreing us into the War
of 1812, and the victories that made her bring that war to a close
were won by us on the gea and not on the land.

With the advent of the steel ship America began to lose her prestiga
on the sea. This was about the fime of the Civil War, At first
America would not recognize the possibility that the steel ship would
replace the wooden ship. Her shipbuilders knew how to make wooden
ghips and had an abundance of material with which to build them.
England saw the possibility of the steel ship. She could not build
wooden ships as cheaply as Amerlea, so she fitted herself to mike the
steel ships,
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With the Clvil War, Anierican enterprise became intervested in the
fevelopment of our great inland resources. Soon the money and the
man power that had supported our great sea-carrying trade was turned
to building railroads, developing coal mines, opening up agricultural
lands, and building populous cities. American enterprise had faced
about and moved out across this great continent, finding there more
than emough resources to absorb its emergy. We depended more and
more upon foreign flagehips to move our commerce until we were
carrying but a vestige of our exports and imports.

This was very pronounced at the time of the Boer War, and we <
realized It in & very emphatic way when the British ships were with-
drawn from our service. This resulted in interference with our traffic
and in excessively high ocean freight rates. It is stated by those in a
position to know that it ¢ost America in advanced freight rates as much
88 the entire cost of the Boer War. The merchant marine flying the
American fiag became negligible, Certain interests in this country to
which a merchant marine was a necessity found it to their advantage
to operate thelr privately-owned lines under foreign flags.

And so the United States found herself in 1014 as she had found
berself in the Boer War—only more so. Her sea-carrying trade was
broken into and congested. When she herself was forced into the war,
the sudden overwhelming necessity for a merchant marine cost her
many millions of dollars which might have been saved by a wiser ocean-
shipping policy through the preceding years. It would seem that it
wonld be a decidedly shortsighted policy for us ever to. allow that con-
dition to exist again.

As a result of the war we have a large fleet. These ships were built
under war conditions and at very great cost. We are bound to suffer a
great loss on them which is directly chargeable to the waste of war,
The paramount guestlon before the Government and the Shipping
Board with regard to this fleet is what ¢an be done with it.

The merchant marine act of 1020 says that it is necessary for the
national defense and for the proper growth of its forelgn and domestic
commerce that the United States shall have A merchant marine sufficient
to carry the greater portion of its commerce and to serve as a naval
and military auxiliary in time of war or national emergency. It further
says that these ships ahall nltimately be owned and operated privately
by citizens of the United Btates under the flag of the United States.
The Shipping Board is striving to that end. Until such time as this
fleet can be gold to private American citizens so much of it as can be
used is being operated by the Government by managing operators.
Definite routes have been established and regular dependable service
bas been arranged. This is being done at some expense to the Govern-
ment, but the loss 1s gradually being reduced. When the saving to
onr country jn better service, in extending our commerce, and in the
stabilizing of ocean ratea is fully considered, it is doubtful if there is
any actual loss to the entire country,

Commerce follows the flng. This Is proven In a very practical way
by the large corporations in this country, such as the Steel Corporation,
Standard Ofl, and others. Very marked in this respect is the experi-
ence of the Steel Corporation, who by the operation of their own ships
have been able to extend their trade to places and in ways that would
have been otherwise impossible.

As farmers, we are Interested In America’s extending her commerce
to the uttermost parts of the earth. Ready markets for our foodstuffs
are what we need to make the prices such that we will profit in the
production. Foreign countries are our competitors In these markets.
If we depend on foreign ships to carry our exports our products will
not be the first to these markets. We should have our own merchant
marine for this work. It should be galvanized into life so that it
would have the energy and enterprise of our carrying trade of the
nineteenth century., Then we could depend on our products being
early in the foreign ports to claim their share of good prices. Also
our ships would open new maurkets and make good their claim to pref-
erence in these markets by precedence and efficiency of service. An
American merchant marine ably supported and equipped is necessary
to do this,

I wish to répeat that the American farmer {8 an exporter and as
such should be vitally interested in a merchant marine. I wish to
say also that I firmly believe he will continue to be an exporter of
farm products for many years fo come. The manner in which we
were able to Increase production along all agricnltural lines during
and following the war convinees me that we are a long way from our
limit. With improved machinery and Inerease in yield yet possible,
together with the operation of our immigration laws reétricting immi-
gration, we will not soon reach the point where the home market will
consume what we produce.

Bo the farmer will conmtinue te need ships to move his surplus.
When the time does come that we have no surplus of agricultural
products our population will bave increased, and we will have increased
industrially so that we will need a merchant marine to move and
‘develop a market for onr manufactured products,

All that has been said favering @ merchant marine has been based

on peace conditions, Experience shows that our Navy ig almost of

no value in case of war unless supplemented by a merchant marine.
With the vast seacoast we have we could not think of doing away
with a reasonable-sized Navy. KEnowing that the Navy in time of
stress is dependent on a merchant marine it would be contradictory
to provide one without having the other.

I gincerely believe that some day America will awake to the neces-
sity of owning and controlling her ocean shipping. When that time
comes, with her characteristic energy, she will establish a well-equipped,
efficient merchant marine, I am also eure that the farmer will be the
first to awake to this necessity if he will study the guestion from the
gtandpoint of his own advantage. It would seem to me wise to awake
to this necessity now while we have this large fleet of new, modern,
steel ships that can be gradually worked into our carrying trade.
To do this we must have the support of all the people. Our people
must give preference to our ships, both in exporting and importing.
Public sentiment in support of a merchant marine must be developed
and propaganda in sdpport of it created. We people of the interlor
must realize that this is a vital matter to our prosperity. We must
know that we can not hope to have the place we are entitled to in
foreign markets as long as we depend on our melghbors to get our
products to market. Then let us people of this great agricultural
reglon study this problem for ourselves and be ready to support the

b1;|ollc1.e:; for a merchant marine,

WITHDRAWALS AND RESTORATIONS OF PUBLIO LANDS

Mr. LADD. Mr. President, as in legislative session, I ask
permission to have printed in the Recorp a letter from the
Secretary of the Interior to the President pro tempore of the
Senate, together with the accompanying report, with regard
to lands withdrawn and again restored.

There being no objection, the letter and report were ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, December 18, 1924
The Prmsmnr OF THE BENATE, PRO TEMPORE.

Sir: The act of Congress entitled “ An ac¢t to authorize the Presi-
dent of the United States to make withdrawals of publie lands in
certain cases,” approved June 235, 1910 (30 Stat. 847T), provides,
among other things, that the Secretary of the Interior shall report
all such withdrawals to Congress at the beginning of its next regular
session after the date of the withdrawal.

In compliance with the requirements of the statute, I have the
honor to Inclose herewith copy of a letter from the Commissioner of
the General Land Office, dated December 13, 1924, transmitting re-
port of the withdrawals and restorations contemplated by the
statute.

Very truly youn.
HuserT WORE.
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Respectfully submitted.
s i WiLniaMm Spry, Commissioner.

ISLE OF PINES TREATY

The Senate, in open executive session and as in Committee
of the Whole, resumed the consideration of the treaty between
the United States and Cuba, signed March 2, 1904, for the
adjustment of title to the ownership of the Isle of Pines.

AMr. RALSTON resumed and concluded the speech begun by
him yesterday. The speech entire is as follows:

Thursday, January 15, 1925

Mr. RALSTON. Mr. President, I have constituents in Indiana
who are opposed to the ratification of the treaty of the Isle of
Pines, and I am in sympathy with their opposition therefo. As
I approach a discussion of the question now hefore the Senate,
I am impressed with the novelty of the situation as it appears
to me, Mr. President. It is possible that my inexperience may
have given me an erroneous impression, but I have never
before heard of a treaty being sent to the Senate for ratifica-
tion 20 years after its negotiation. We all know that it
was sent to the Senate soon after it was signed, and we all
know that it was not ratified then. Why after all these
years is this venerable document taken from its sleep in
the dusty archives and brought into the living present? But
more important is the question, Why has it never been ratified?
The men who negotiated it and most of their contemporary
officials are sleeping in their graves. Our knowledge of it
to-day is derived almost wholly from historical documents. It
has survived, without ratification, Republican administrations
and Democratic administrations, Republican Senates and Demo-

eratic Senates, political comvulsions that have shaken the Re-
publie, great national triumphs, and great national scandals.
It has survived them all,

Why has it remained unratified all these years? Our prede-
cessors In this body were men of intelligence, as were all our
Presidents and Secretaries of State. They all knew that this
treaty covered matters of much importance which called for rea-
sonably prompt action. Why this delay? What was It that par-
alyzed the volce of the Senate? The explanation Is not hidden,

When this treaty was submitted to the Senate in 1904 it
was referred to a committee of ability, headed by Senator
Cullom, of Illinois, which investigated the subject very thor-
oughly and reported to the Senate in 1908. The majority of
the committee conformed to the will of the Executive. A
minority of two Senators, John T. Morgan, of Alabama, and
W. A. Clark, of Montana, reported adversely. That minority
report, said to have been written by Senator Morgan, was so
conclusive that no Senate majority has ever been found ready
to act in opposition to it; and I think that any Senator to-day
who will read that minority report in Senate Document 2035,
of the first sesslon of the Fifty-ninth Congress, will be con-
vinced that Benators Morgan and Clark were right. I have

-found little in the literature of this question since then that

adds anything of real importance to the case, except as to
evidence in the pamphlet In re Treaty of Isle of Pines, pages 10
to 13. Practically the whole legal ground is covered in this
report of 1906.

TITLE PASBED TO UNITED STATES

The chief objectlon made to the treaty was that it violated
the Constitution of the United States by its attempted relin-
quishment of title to the Isle of Pines. Secion 8 of Aricle IV
of the Consitution provides that—

The Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all needful
rules and regulations respecting the territory or other property belong:
ing to the United States.

There can be no question that the title to the Isle of Pines
passed to the United States by the treaty of Paris, signed
December 10, 1808. There were only two parties to that
treaty, Spain and the Unifted Stafes. Cuba was not in exist-
ence as a government. In the freaty it appears only as an
island that had been in the possession of Spain. The treaty
reads:

Anrticie 1. Bpain relingnishes all claims of sovereignty over and title
to Cuba,

And as the island 1s, upon its evacuation by Spain, to be
occupied by the Unifed States, “ the United States assumes all
its responsibilities of government.” But the treaty continues:

ArT. 11. Spain cedes to the United States the island of Porto Rico
and other islands now under Spanish sovereignty in the West Indies,

It was under this clause that the Isle of Pines passed to the
United States. As stated, Cuba as a government was not in
existence and could not own anything. It was regarded in
the treaty simply as an islan', and obviously the Isle of Pines
was not part of the island of Cuba.

Unquestionably, the representatives of this Government and
of Cuba, long after the negotiation of the treaty between Spain
and the United States, held the view that the title to the Isle
of Pines came to the United States by Article II of the Paris
treaty. Article I of the treaty between the United States and
Cuba, which was not ratified, provided that:

The United States of America relinquishes in favor of the Republie
of Cuba all claims of title to the Isle of Pines * * * which has
been or may be made in virtue of Article II of the treaty of Parls
between the United States and Spain.

But under Article II of the treaty of Paris—

Spain cedes to the United States the island of Porto Rico and other
islands now under Spanish sovereignty of the West Indies.

But Article I of the treaty we are considering provides for
this Government to relinquish any claim it may have to the
1sle of Pines under both Articles I and II of the treaty of Paris.
This is done to strengthen the argument that the Isle of Pines
was a part of Cuba and that the ceding of Cuba to the United
States carried with it the title to the Isle of Pines, and that
therefore we are morally obligated to transfer this island to the
Republie of Cuba.

I call the attention of the Senate to the fact that when
Cuba and the United States jointly passed an interpretation
upon the first treaty neither relied upon the fact that the
United States would make any claim to the title to the Isle of
Pines under Article I of the Parls treaty. Both understood, and
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8o interprered the first treaty submitted to this body, that if the
United States had any claim to the Isle of Pines it was under
and by virtue of Article II of the treaty entered into between
Spain and the United States. That first treaty was not ratified
within the time limit. Then when the second treaty, the one we
are now considering, was prepared and submitted to this body,
we find that it provides for this country to relinquish any claim
it may have under and by virtue of Articles I and II of the
treaty entered into between Spain and the United States. So
we have Cuba’s own interpretation of the source of the title
which we have to the Isle of Pines, agreed to by our Govern-
ment in the treaty which was not ratified, and that source was
Article IT of the treaty between Spain and the United States,
which ceded to this Government Porto Rico * and other islands.”
This would indicate the Isle of Pines was not then regarded as
a part of Cuba.
ANOMALOUS SITUATION

The situation created was anomalous. We had gone into
the war with the deelaration:

That the people of the lsland of Cuba are, and of right ought to be,
free and independent.

“The people of the island of Cuba,” mind you, and not the
insurgents or any government of Cuba. Spain had relinquished
“all claims of sovereignty over and title to Cuba,” but relin-
quished it to whom?  Obyiously to the United States.

The United States wanted nothing from the ecession except its
own protection. It recognized that it conld not divest itself
of sovereignty over Cuba until there was a government in Cuba
to which sovereignty could be transferred, and therefore re-
quired on the part of Cuba a constitutional convention and
the adoption of a econstitution. When that was done Congress
was confronted with the new problem of divesting the United
States of the title to territory. That was something that had
never before been done. Congress recognized fully that morally
and in aecordance with the American sentiment we had taken
title to Cuba only as a trustee, and that we were proposing to
hold it only until the peopie of the island formed their own
government and made it possible for us to transfer the title to
them through some adequate action of Congress. Under the
Constitution there was no other possible way of doing. it,
That action was taken by the Platt amendment to the Army
appropriation bill of March 2, 1901. That divesting of title was
by act of Congress, and it stands to this day as the only prece-
dent for the United States disposing of any part of its territory
to a foreign power. .

And it may be noted here that it is wholly immaterial
whether the title to the Isle of Pines passed to the United
States in the relinquishment of Cuba, as an integral part of
Cuba, or as a separdie island, under the other clause, to wit:

Hpain cedes to the United States ‘the island of Porto Rice and the
other islands now under Spanish sovereignty in the West Indies.

If it were under the first, it was retained in the United States
by the Platt amendment, and still remains in the United States.

There is no possible escape from the conclusion that the
United States had the title and that it has never constitution-
ally lost title, and it can not constitutionally divest itself of
title by this treaty. We can not afford to ignore this. It is
rank political blasphemy to talk to the public about the
- ganctity of the Constitution and then deliberately violate it in
this highest conncil of the Nation. Moreover, it is wholly im-
material, whether morally or otherwise, we took Cuba from
Spain as a “trustee for the Cuban people.” A trustee can not
get rid of property held in ftrust by him without a legal con-
veyance of it; and under the Constitution of the United States
this Government can not dispose of any kind of property to
which it holds the title, whether territory or anything else,
whether held in trust or in its own right, except by act of Con-
gress, as it did in the case of Cuba. BEven if the Isle of Pines
is to be surrendered, we should do it in a lawful way and not
by a revelutionary process. The Constitntion of the United
States is entitled to be regarded in this. country, if it is not
elsewhere, as something more than a scrap of paper.

The provisions of the Platt amendment were required to be
adopted as an integral part of the Cuban constitution, and that
was duly done. The sixth article of this amendment is in these
words

That the Isle of Pines shall be omitted from the proposed econstitu-
tional boundaries of Cuoba, the title thereto belng left to future ad-
justment by treaty.

Whether rightfully or wrongfully, the United States was evi-

dently making a claim of title to the Isle of Pines when it
adopted the Platt amendment.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, the Senator just said that
we could not dispose of any territory to a foreign power ex-
cept by act of Congress.

Mr. RALSTON. Yes, sir.

Mr. SIMMONS. I wish fo ask the Senator if he holds that
the Platt amendment, which authorized the settlement of this
controversy with regard to the Isle of Pines, was not an au-
thorization by Congress to the treaty-making power to enter
into an agreement to——

Mr. RALSTON. To divest title?

Mr. SIMMONS, To divest title.

Mr. RALSTON. I hold that it was not broad enough to do
that, but I will discuss that question at the proper time.

Mr. SIMMONS. The question that occurred to my mind
was would it be competent for Congress to delegate the power
in that way?

Mr. RALSTON. I think not, but I will come to that later.

Senator Morgan protested vigorously against this article, and
moved to amend it by striking out the words, “ the title thereto
being left to future adjustment by treaty.” The discussion was
short, as the Recorp discloses. It was in the closing hours of
the session, and if the agreed program of the majority was to
be carried through, there was no time to lose on amendments.
Senator Morgan’s amendment was voted down, and the Platt
amendment adopted.

In this manner, Mr. President, Cuba came into existence.
Her boundaries were fixed and fixed by her own consent. The
Isle of Pines was exeluded from them, and the title to it left
exclosively in the United States. There has been some discus-
sion since then as to the meaning of the clause: “The title
thereto being left to future adjustment by treaty.” This
clanse, which is a part of Article VI of the Platt amendment, is

to be the authority, which gives the treaty-making
power the right to cede the Isle of Pines to Cuba. But this
can not be considered an authorization to convey the title to
the island. The legal meaning of “adjust” is the same as its
ordinary meaning, and does not include any idea of final or
conclusive action. Thusg, in Statts ¢. Insurance Co., 104 Pac., at
page 187, it is said: “To ‘adjust’ an unliguidated claim is to
determine what is due, to settle, to ascertain.” In City o.
Capps, 123 8, W. 160, at page 162, it iz said: ;

To adjust is to settle or bring to a satisfactory state; so that the
parties will agree to the result.

One of the most ordinary uses of the word is in connection
with the work of an adjuster of an insurance company, who
adjusts, agrees upon, or determines the amount of loss in a
case; but he does not pay the loss. That power is located else-
where.

On the other hand—

To * dispose of " means to part with; to relinguish; to get rid of
to alienate; to effectually transfer. Connelly v. Putnam, 111 8 .
161, p. 168; Newcomb v. Newcomb, 12 N. Y. €03, p. Gfﬂ; Ironside v,
Ironside, 130 N. W. 414, p. 410.

In other waords, all the Platt amendment authorized the
executive power to do was to bring about an adjustment that
the executive power thought was fair and submit it to Con-
gress for action—not to the Senate alone,

I think, Senators, there would be quite a different question
confronting us if Congress in the Platt amendment had de-
clared on what terms this country would be willing to divest
itself of the title to the Isle of Pines, and then had authorized
the executive power to negotiate a treaty with the foreign

country when those terms were met; but in that case it would

be the Congress divesting this country of title to the Isle of
Pines. It would be the Congress, and not the executive branch
of the Government, fixing the terms on which we would part
with title to this island.

Do I make myself clear? I may be wrong in my conclusion,
but to me the distinction is as wide as the poles are apart,
and under those eircumstances Congress would not be delegat-
ing any power. It would be exercising the power which it
and it alone has to dispose of the title to the Isle of Pines,

There is no question as to what Senator Platt intended by
the clause, for on November 5, 1902, he wrote J. C. Lenney,
an attorney in Pearcy v. Stranahan, 205 U. 8. 257, as follows:

1 think it Is a very fair question as to whether the cesslon of Porto
Rico and other “lslands' embraces the Isle of Pines. I have always

maintained that it did, although I recognized the forece of the other:

contention. * * * baut the Cuban’ people have claimed that it was
always within the administrative jurisdiction of Cuba and belonged to
Cuba the same as other adjacent islands * * * 1 gupposed, when
I provided that it should be the subject of treaty negotiations, that
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unless we could satisfy the Cuban Government that it passed to us In
the cession that it would come to us by purchase and that is still my
belief. (Doc. 205, p. 249,)

I quote that to show the importance that Senator Platt at-
tached to the United States holding this particular territory, or
island.

Senator Platt knew the importance of this island belonging to
the United States. In his language—

It will give us the most advantageous point from which to defend
the entrance of the Isthmian Canal.

But it is wholly immaterial, for present purposes, what it
means. The Constitution of the United States can not be
amended or set aside by an act of Congress any more than it
can by a treaty. By the Constitution, and by the precedent of
Cuba, the only way in which the United States can divest
itself of title to the Isle of Pines is by act of Congress. If the
Senate should vote to ratify the treaty now before it, it would
violate the Constitution which we are all under oath to support.

The Executive may, of course, propose to adjust the title by
treaty and may come to an agreement with Cuba to surrender
the title, but if so, the only constitutional way in which it can
carry such an agreement into effect is by act of Congress. To
me, Mr. President, this view is conclusive. But I could not
conscientiously become a party to any such undertaking, even
by Congress,

PRESENT CONDITION

But I desire to add a few words as to the condition now
existing. I am very unfavorably impressed with the facts
relied upon in support of this treaty. In answer to the claim
that President McKinley considered the Isle of Pines as United
Btates territory and had it placed on the official maps of the
United States, the majority report at page 16 quotes three
letters from people who had no information on the subject,
and says: i

The following letters from the Inferfor and War Departments con-
tain all the information on that subject that It has been possible to
gather.

But in the first of these letters, which is from E. A. Hitch-
cock, Secretary of the Interior, is the statement:

As a matter of information, it may be stated that at the time the
inset map of the Isle of Pines was placed on*the map of the United
States, the Hon, Binger Herman was Commissioner of the General
Land Office, and as he is now a Member of the House of Representa-
tives he may be able to supply definite information upon the subject.

Why was not Mr. Herman's testimony sought? And why
was it not included at this point? There ean be no question
that Mr. Herman knew that President McKinley did order the
Isles of Pines put on the map of the United States, for he
publicly stated so two years earlier, and his statement was
preserved in-the ConerEssioNAL Recorp and I shall produce

it shortly.
BRCOND ARTICLE OF THIS TREATY

Again, the second article of this treaty of 1904 says that the
cession of the Isle of Pines to Cuba is “in consideration of the
grants of coaling and naval stations in the Island of Cuba
heretofore made to the United States of America by the Re-
public of Cuba.” But the lease of the coaling stations, which
was negotiated In February, 1903, sets out the * consideration”
paid therefor, which was $2,000 a year, and “to enable the
United States to maintain the independence of Cuba and to
protect the people thereof.” Nothing is said in the lease about
the consideration, or any part of the consideration therefor,
being the Isle of Pines. The majorityof the committee argue that:

The treaty was negotiated and sent to the Senate by the President
of the United States. Iis assent to such a declaration, given in the
light of a discharge of his officlal and constitutional duty, i1s and
should be regarded as a conclusive admission against the United
Btates as to the fact recited, namely, that it was understood and
agreed between the respective negotiating officials of Cuba and the
United States, that in consideratlon of the grants theretofore made
by Cuba to the United States by the treaty with Cuba of February
23, 1903, for coaling and naval stations, the United States would on
its part relinquish all title in favor of Cuba to the Isle of Pines,
(Doe, 5, p. 10.)

If there had been any such secret compact, why were not
President Roosevelt and Secretary Hay asked about it? They
were within easy reach. Bui they remained silent, and if
either of them ever gave any light to the public on the subject,
it has escaped my attention in the examination I have made of
the question we are now considering.

As a Member of this body, T am ready always to show the
highest respect for the other branches of government, but we
can not close our eyes to the fact that if there were another
and secret consideration for coaling stations, its concealment
at the time was a fraud on the publicc Here are two state-
ments that are in direct conflict, both of them made in treaties
within the space of a year. I leave it to some one else to
reconcile théem. I can not, I am not, however, interested in
making any ecriticism of anyone, but I am interested in an
effort to obtain long-delayed justice for American citizens of
the Isle of Pines, who have been heartlessly deserted by their
country,

GEBOGRAPHICAL RELATIONS

The Cubans had urged in support of their claim that the
Isle of Pines was “ geographically” a part of the Island of
Cuba. In support of this claim the majorlty report brings
forward an unsigned and undated “memorandum” from the
War Department which includes this statement as to the
geographical relation of the Isle of Pines to Cuba, to-wit:

While there is a separation from the malnland by water mearly 30
miles in width, this water is so shallow that the use of the island
as a penal colony had to be abandoned, because with certain conditions
of wind and tide it was possible for the convicts to wade from the
island to Cuba. (Doe. B, p. 47.)

As a matter of fact, nobody knew anything about the depth
of the waters until the Americans charted them and found
that while there was a large expanse of shallow water be-
tween the two islands, and numerous bars and reefs, there is
no possible line of crossing that would not be through miles
of water over 10 feet deep.

I repeat, Mr, President, nobody knew anything about the
depth of the waters until the Americans charted them and
found that while there was a large expanse of shallow water
between the two islands, and numerous bars and reefs, there
is no possible line of crossing that would not be through miles
of water over 10 feet deep. Imagine, if you can, convicts
wading across.

[At this point Mr. Rarsrox ylelded the floor for the day.]

Friday, Januwary 16, 1925

Mr. RALSTON. DMr. President, much is made also by sup-
porters of the claim that the Isle of Pines is geographically
part of Cuba, as would seem to appear from a statement by
William Edward Hall, an English author, in his treatise on
international law; but the work was published in 1895, before
the waters separating Cuba from the Isle of Pines had been
charted, and his description of these waters is evidently based
on reputation rather than knowledge. He apparently realized
this himself, for his conclusion is only that *there can be
little doubt that the boundary of the land of Cuba runs along
the exterior edge of the banks"” (p. 120). He says:

Access to the Interfor gulf or sea is Impossible, At the western end
there is a stralt, 20 miles or so in width, but not more than 6 miles
of channel intervene between two banks, which rise to within 7 or 8
feet from the surface, and which do not consequently admit of the
passage of seagoing vessels,

But as shown on the American chart, there is an open chan-
nel of over 20 feet in depth from Nueva Gerona, on the north-
east coast of the Isle of Pines, to the Yueatan Channel, on
the southwest coast, which is in actual use by seagoing ves-
sels at present; all of which illustrates the advantage of meas-
uring and charting the depth of the waters instead of guess-

ing at it.
DIVESTING TITLE

But even if it were conceded that the Isle of Pines is
geographically a part of Cuba, it would not have any effect

-on one of the questions now before the Senate, which is, how

can the United States Government legally divest itself of title
to the Isle of Pines? As to Cuba itself, the precedent has
already been established that the transfer must be made by
act of Congress and by the express words of the Constitution
that precedent is absolutely right. We can not lawfully do it
by treaty.

What I want fo be understood as saying is that the title to
the Isle of Pines came to this Government through the treaty
between Spain and the United States, and that the United
States has never divested itself of that title, and to do so, or
attempt fo do so by the treaty under consideration is to fly in
the face of our Constitution.

BADLY TREATED

I think, Mr. President, that the American residents of the
Isle of Pines have been very badly treated by the United
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States, I think an impartial reading of the evidence pre-
served in this Document 206 will satisfy anybody that there
was a radical change of policy on the part of the United
States following the administration of President McKinley. I
think this evidence shows conclusively that President McKinley
recognized the Isle of Pines as the property of the Un
States and had no intention of parting with if.

On August 14, 1809, Assistant Adjutant General John J.
Pershing wrote George Bridges:

T am directed by the Assistant Secretary-of War to -advise you that
this island (Isle of Pines) was ceded by Spaln to the United Btates
and is therefore a part of our territory, although it is attached at
present to the division of Cuba for governmental purposes, A copy of
the Isle of Pines is incloged for your information and you are advised
that the disposition of public lands must await the action of Congress,
(Doc. 205, pp. 211, 224.)

The copy of the Isle of Pines referred to was a report made
by Capt. Fred 8. Foltz to the War Department. (Doe. 205, p.
208, 209.) :

On January 13, 1900, Assistant Secretary of War G. D.
Meiklejohn wrote to another inquirer in practicelly the same
words as those used by General Pershing. (Doc. 205, p. 212))

On the official maps of the United States from 1899 to 1902
the Isle of Pines appears as a part-of fhe United States. (Doe.
205, p. 1T.) It is, of course, impossible that such ‘things could
have eoccurrel while President McKinley lived without his
approval. But we are not left to surmise. On December 8,
1903, Representative Crumpacker, of Indiana, introduced ‘a
resolution in the Honse directing the Judiciary Committee to
investigate and report to the House whether the Isle of Pines
48 “territory or other property belonging to the United States”
and whether ceding it *“ without action on the part of Congress
is authorized by fhe Constifution.” Tn the discussion of the
resolution Mr. Hermann, of ‘Oregon, who favored the resolution,
said:

Of my own personal knowledge I know that it was the. last wish
wof President MeKinley, after earefully looking into the question as to
the ownership of the Isle of Pines and as to the right we acquired from
Bpain to that domain, that it should be understood fo belong to the
United States under the treaty, and he was so emphatic—I may say
gensitive—as to that conviction that he gave specific instructions to
the department that the Isle of Pines should be noted upon the large
cession map of the United States that shows the different aequisitions
of public domain to our country from the various sources through
which we derive original title, and that the Isle of Pines should be
placed there as inuring to the United States under the Paris treaty.

That was done and publication has been made upon each ammnal
issue of that map sluce that time, and our claim and ownership of the
Isle of Pines has thus been proclaimed through one of the great

executive departments to all the world, and with the approval, ‘the.

wish, and direction of the Chief Magistrate of this country. For one
I think the conclusion 18 irresistible as to our right and title to that
Province, and I sympathize with the ecitizens of our Nation who have
gone there and acquired property there and have there engaged in
‘various industrial occupations under the assurance of Ameriran pro-
tection and American control, and, indeed, upon every rteasonable
Ynterpretation of the Paris treaty, and who are now about to be held
to be inhabitants and property owners under Cuban jurisdiction.
(CoxcErssioNsL REcorp, December 8, 1903, p. 57.)

Hermann, Mr. President, was Commissioner of the General
ZLand Office from 1897 to 1908, and was in position to have first-
hand information, and his statement has never been guestioned
w0 far as I know. In fact, there was never a word of answer
to the repeated claims of the Americans in the Isle of Pines
as to the public assurances of American ownership during
President McKinley’s life, under which American settlers went
‘to the island and bought lands from Spanish owners, there
‘being, in fact, no public lands worth mentioning on the island.
And it was by the industry and thrift of these American
‘gettlers that the Isle of Pines, which under Spanish rule had
been practically a 'desert and known only as a refuge for
pirates and as a Spanish penal colony, has been developed into
‘one of the gardens of the West Indies. But a change of front
came about under a subsequent administration. The official
map of the United States was changed. The officials of the
War Department dropped assurances that the island belonged
to the United States. On May 18, 1902, in connection with the
evacuation of Cuba, SBecretary Root instructed ‘General Wood :

It is understood by the United States that the present government
of. the Isle of Pines will contlnue ae a -de facto government pending
the settlement of the title of sdid ‘island 'by treaty, pursuant to ‘the
‘Cuban constitntion and ‘the act of Congress of the Tnited Stutes ap-
proved March 2, 1901,

-
On this instruction General Wood indorsed:

The Isle of Pines as it had existed under militury government Swas
transferred s ‘a de facto government to the Cuban Republie, pending
‘the final settlement of the status of the island by treaty between the
United States and Cuba. * * * As I understand it, the govera-
‘ment of the Isle of Pines 4s vested in the Republic.of Cuba, pending
such final action as may be taken by the United States and Cuba
looking to the ultimate disposition of the island. (Doc. 205, pp. 7-8.)

Senator Morgan said:

Dut this matter scems to have been misunderstood by General Wood,
and his mistake has been very injurious to public and private interests
and rights. (Doc. 205, p. 217.)

General Wood did not, however, misunderstand Secretary
Root, as is shown by the Secretary’s own statement, on Novem-
ber 27, 1905, to Charles Raynard, in these words:s

At the time of the treaty -of peace which ended the war between the

United Btates and Spain the Isle of Pines was, and had been for
'several centuries, a part of Cuba. I have no doubt whatever that it
continues to be a part of Cuba, and that it is mot and never has been
territory of the United States.

Here we have the ‘solution of this mstonnding situation of
territory of the United States being under the governmental
control of Cuba. Although the Senate had not ratified the
proposed treaty; although the Platt amendment, which ex-
cluded the Isle of Pines from the boundaries of Cuba, was in
full force and effect as a law of the United States; although,
as it no longer belonged to Spain and was expressly excluded
from Cuba, it could belong only to the United States and could
be disposed of only by Congress, this island and its people
were deliberately abandoned without any authority, in my
Judgment, to Cuba. But thank God this act will be recorded
in history as the only time the American flag was ever lowered
over American territory,

The Congress owes it to itself to repudiate this action,
which was nothing short of the usurpation of its funefions
by the War Department. The United States owes it to ‘itself
and fo these mistreated American citizens, humiliafing though
it may be, to say to Cuba: : ;

This actlon by the War Department of the United States was
taken without -any authority of law and in defiance of the Constitu-
tion of the United States. It is pull and veid. It is now rescinded.

But it should be sa‘'d that Mr. Root, as Secretary of War,
in a letter dated December 18, 1903, to ‘Senator T. ‘C. Platt,
referring to the American citizens on the Isle of Pines, says:

They bave mu strong eqguitable clalm to have our Government take
special palns to see that their rights are protected.

I submit that this treaty does not meet the suggestion of
Becretary Root, looking to the proper protection of the equi-
table rights of the American citizens on the Isle of Pines.

PRECLUDED FROM CLAIMING ISLAND

But the representatives of Cuba claim that the United
Btates 1s precluded from claiming the Isle of Pines by the
«decision of the Supreme Court in the case of Pearcy v. Sirana-
han (205 U. 8. 257) ; and they cite in a recent pamphlet en-
titled *“ The Title of the Quban Republie to the Isle of Pines,”
the ‘opinion of 'Chief Justice Fuller, in which he says:

In short, all the world knew that it—

The Isle of Pines—
was un integral part of Cuba—

And then he makes a general argument to the effect that
the Isle of Pines belonged de jure to Cuba. But our Cuban
friends judiciously refrain from printing with this opinion the
strong dissenting opinion of Justice White, concurred in by
Justice Holmes.

As a matter of fact, the only holding of the court was that
the Isle of Pines was de facto under the Government of Cuba,
and therefore was “ foreign territory,” so far as our tariff
laws were concerned. That was the only guestlon presented
in the case, and was all that the eourt had any power or right
to decide or .express an opinion on. The dissenting opinion
of .Justices White and Holmes is @ criticism of fhe Chief Jus-
fice for his obiter dictum concerning the de Jure questions.
They very truly say:

Any and all expression of opinion concerning the effect of the
‘treaty #nd de jure relation of the Isle of Pines Is wholly unuecessary
and camn mnot be 'indulged in without disregarding the 'very principle
wpon “which the decision -is placed.; that is, the conclusive effeat of
executive and legislative action.
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This is obviously true, because the Chief Justice had based
his opinion on the proposition that—

Who Is the sovereign de jure or de facto of territory is not a Judiclal
but a political question, the determination of which by the legislative
and executive departments of any government conclusively binds the
judges as well as all other officers, citizens, and subjects of that gov-
ernment,

It was not necessary then to give an opinion on a question
that was not only not before the court but also not a judicial
question, and one over which the court had no jurisdiction.
The Chief Justice further says:

We are justified in assuming that the Isle of Pines was always
treated by the President's representatives in Cuba as an integral part
of Cuba.

But it hag been conclusively shown that President McKinley
and “the President’s representatives,” as long as he lived, al-
ways treated the Isle of Pines as an Integral part of the United
States: that he ordered it so marked on the official maps and
made it so plain that it was expressly stated by the official
correspondence of the War Department all through the M-
Kinley administration—

this island was ceded by Spaln to the Unlted States, and is therefore
a part of our territory, although it is attached at present to the divi-
gion of Cuba for governmental purposes.

Notice that expression, “Division of Cuba.” Division of
what? A military division of the United States War Depart-
ment. That was the only government that existed in Cuba
until it was made independent by act of Congress, which ex-
pressly excluded the Isle of Pines from the boundaries of the
Republic of Cuba.

That the Isle of Pines was not always treated by the Presi-
dent or his representatives as an infegral part of Cuba, as
assumed by the Chief Justice, is not only shown by the evi-
dence to which I have called attention but also by an affidavit
by Hon. Binger Hermann in 1916, and two affidavits establish-
ing that Hon, Cushman K. Davis, who negotiated the treaty of
Paris, stated openly and repeatedly that the United States ac-
quired the Isle of Pines by the treaty of Paris, and no doubt he
had =aid so to President McKinley. These affidavits are set
out in the plea of the American citizens of the Isle of Pines in
a small pamphlet entitled : “In re Treaty of Isle of Pines,” and
I ask to have them printed in the Recorp as part of my re-
marks.

[See affidavits at conclusion of Mr, RALsTON'S speech.]

During the administration of President McKinley American
citizens had in good faith, relying on direct information from
Government officials, bought homes in the Isle of Pines. DBut
the Chief Justice said:

At the time these people purchased property they understood dls-
tinctly that the question of ownership of the Isle of Pines was one
| pending settlement, and in locating there they took the risks Incident
to the situation,

Mr. President, does this represent American sentiment?
Have we lost the American spirit of 1812, that fought Great
Britain to the concession that she should not impress American
citizens? Have we lost the American spirit that announced
and maintained the Monroe doctrine? In asking these ques-
tions I would not have you get the impression that I am un-
mindful of what has always been our friendly atiitude as a
natlon toward Cuba. Nor would I have you forget that we
fought the Spanish-American War to free Cuba—not to enslave
Amerlean citizens. Nor would I have my Government—the
best there is in the world—to forget what compulsory expatria-
tion means to an American ecitizen.

We have all read that wonderful story, “ The Man Without
a Country.” I remembered some of my friends in the recent
vuletide with coples of it. That story is fiction, it is true,
but it is great fiction, portraying the metal agony of a man ex-
patriated for his own offense. 'We have illustrations of the
effects of actual expatriation in Poland, Alsace-Lorraine, and
the Balkans; but never before has such a thing been attempted
by the Unifed States.

The American citizens of the Isle of Pines have been de-
prived—illegally deprived—of the shelter of their flag for 20
years. For 20 long and weary years their cries have gone
up to heaven, while the American people have stopped their
ears and coldly passed by on the other side of the traveled
way.

And now we are asked to make that 20 years of angunish and
heartbreak perpetual. But we shall refuse to do it. We shall
refuse to desert 10,000 American citizens who relied on the

word of our Government. We shall refuse to condone thae
usurpation of the powers of Congress. We shall refuse to con-
sent to tlu_a violation of the Constitution we are sworn to sup-
port, by disposing of the claim and title of the United States
to the Isle of Pines by treaty.

In conclusion, Mr. President, as for myself I shall refuse to
palter with conscience. I shall refuse to be a party to the
abandonment of Amerlcan citizens, who are entitled to protec-
tion by this Nation. y

The affidavits referred to by Mr, RALsTON are as follows:

ExHIBIT A
STATE OF OREGOY,
County of Douglas, 832

Binger Hermann, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that—

Following the treaty of Parls at the conelusion of the war with
Spain, he was Commissioner of the General Land Office and one of
his duties was that of preparing and publishing a large map of the
landed area of the United States, upon which was shown the latest
public land cessions, Having aecquired the Philippines and other
island possessions as a result of the war with Spain, he felt that it
was his duty to have those cessions placed upon the large Land Office
map which he was then preparing, subject to the approval of the Sec-
retary of the Interlor; that he had a consultation with President Mec-
Kinley as to this matter, and he referred particularly, and on his own
motion, to the Isle of Pines, and manifested a special interest as to
this subject, The President referred to it several times, saying at one
polnt with muoeh foree, * Do not forget to place upon that map the
Isle of Pines,” and as affiant was leaving, with even more emphasis, the
President repeated his request and warning, saying, * Now, Mr. Her-
mann, do not forget to place the Isle of Pines on the map as United
States territory ;" affiant furthermore recalls that In suggesting to the
FPresident that certaln people in the United States were contending
that we had no constitutional right to acquire the Spanish-American
possessions which we claimed under the treaty of Paris, and that
many persons made it an issue In some of the public press of the
country, he retorted with considerable feeling, in these words, " Issue?
It 1s not an issue; it is an established fact.”

That following this Interview, affiant immediately called up the chief
drafteman of his office and warned him not to overlook a proper
place on the map for showing the Isle of Pines as United States terri-
tory, and cautioned him in express terms as to the necessity for em-
bracing this possession among the others acquired under our treaty
with Spain. This map was duly prepared, approved by the Secretary
of the Interior, and published.

BINGER FIERMANN.

Subseribed and sworn to before me this Tth day of September,
A, D, 1916,
ELeerT B, HERMAN,
Notary Public for Oregon,
My commission expires January 17, 1920,

———

s Exuisir O
DisTricT OF COLUMBIA,
City and County of Washington, &s:

Henry A. Castle, being duly sworn, deposes and says: My legal resl-
dence is, and has been for more than 40 years, in the city of St. Paul,
Minn, : for 80 years I was on terms of confidential intimacy in per-
sonal, official, and political matters with the late Coshman K, Dayis,
United States Senator from Minnesota, and a resident of St. Paul;
that while Senator Davis was in Paris, France, in the autumn of 1898,
as one of the commissioners of the United States for negotiating a
treaty of peace with Spain, I was gerving in Washington as Auditor for
the Post Office Department, and maintained at his request a frequent
correspondence with him. As showing the confidential nature of his
communications with me, T quote the following from a letter, all in his
dutograph handwriting, dated November 23, 1808 ;

# T think we are nearing the end of our negotiations, either a treaty
or a rupture. It looks to me like a treaty. The Spanish chancellor
is changeable and no one can tell what his appearance will be to-
morrow. The twenty millions may fix his color. I advised the Presi-
dent by cable against this offer and against paying Spain a dollar.
Each of the commissioners wired his opinion on this point, and In
mine I stood alone. 1 hope the President and my associates are right
in thelr view.”

During the winter following after Senator Davis's return to Wash-
fngton I had many conversations with him respecting the incldents of
his trip and the provisions of the treaty. He then told me that he
did not greatly value the acquisition of Porto Rico, but that he was
reconciled to the unnecessary payment of $20,000,000 for the Philip-
pines, as it was expressed, by the fact that we would get title to the
Isle of Pines, which has a harbor that would float the navies of the
world, and where we could build a naval station which would be the
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key to the Gulf of Mexico and the Isthmian Canal. I had but a vague
idea of the Isle of P'ines, and no knowledge whatever of this great
_harbor. Hence the statement was vividly impressed on my mind and
recollection. I have no interest in the Isle of Pines or acquaintance
with its people. 1 voluntarily state these facts as confirming my
_belief that Senator Davis understood that the United States was ac-
quiring full title to that valoable possession.
HE¥RY A. CASTLE.

Subseribed and sworn to before me this 12th day of December, 1008,

[sEAL.] MAUDE II. YATES,
Notary Public,

Exmipir D

BTATE OF MINNESOTA,
County of Ramsey, 88’

John I". Fitzpatrick, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that he
is an attorney at law, and has resided and practiced his profession at
8t. Paul, Minn., for more than 387 years. For about 15 years before
the death of Senator Cushman K. Davis, in 1900, this afiant was
very well acqualnted with him and often visited him in his home, and
during much of the time had an office in the same building with him.
Following his return from Parls after the negotiation of the treaty
of peace with Spain, in 1808, Senator Davis in a discussion about
the treaty told affiant that by the treaty the United States had
ncquired the Isle of Pines, and that this island wonld be particularly
-valuable to the United States for a naval station; that it had a very
‘fine harbor, and would be needed in view of the increasing commerce
with the West Indies and that contemplated canal from the Atlantic
-to the Pacific. Buch a canal, he said, would surely be built in the
‘near future, and he thought it would be located across the Isthmus
of Tehuantepec, because the Fremch were in possession of Panama
Canal and would never succeed in finishing it, but this country could
not take It away from them, He favored Tehunantepec as the best
route,

He said the Isle of Pines commanded any such ecanal, and the
United States could not afford to let it remain under foreign control.
The Senator was very positive about the Isle of Pines coming to the
United States and not to Cuba.

Joux F. FITZPATRICK,

Subseribed and sworn to before me this 15th day of December, 1922,

[XOTARIAL SEAL.] Davip E. Broxsox,

Notary Public, Ramsey County, Minn,

My commission expires November 24, 1028,

During Mr. RarsTon’s speech,

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, the Senator from Virginia
[Mr., Swaxson] yesterday in his remarks made a statement
that led me to think that.he believed Hon. Atlee Pomerene,
of Ohio, formerly a distinguished Member of this body, was
in favor of the ratification of the pending treaty. I think the
Senator from Virginia was mistaken in his understanding of
-the attitnde of the then Senator from Ohio. In order that
the record may be kept straight, I ask unanimous consent
-that there may be printed a brief statement by Senator
Pomerene on February 5, 1923, and appearing at page 3041 of
the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp of that session.

Mr. SWANSON. I have no objection to that, but, if the
Senator will permit me——

Mr., WILLIS. 1 have not the floor; the Senator from Indi-
ana [Mr. Rarstox] has the floor.

Mr. SWANSON. I did not include that statement in my
remarks as they are printed in the Recorp because I left out
all interruptions in order that the continuity of my address
might not be interfered with.

Mr. WILLIS, If the Senator will permit me, the statement
.was not made by way of a colloguy, but was in the reference
.he made to the approval of the committee report by the then
genior Senator from Ohio.

Mr., SWANSON. Will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. WILLIS, I will yield if I have the floor, but I think
the Senator from Indiana has the floor.

Mr. SWANSON. Will the Senator from Indiana yield to
me for a moment?

Mr. RALSTON. Yes.

Mr. SWANSON. I wish to say that Miss Rubin, the clerk
to the Committee on Foreign Relations, in pursmance of a
request I made to her to give me certain data as to the re-
porting of the Isle of Pines treaty to the Senate, and as to how
the different members of the committee voted, furnished me
a memorandum which shows that on December 11, 1922, a yote
‘was taken in the Committee on Foreign Relations on the
‘question of reporting this treaty. I have not looked it up for
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myself, but this is what is shown by the memorandum fur-
nished to me. \

Yeas—TLodge, McCumber, Brandegee, New, Kellogg, Wadsworth,!
Hitchcock, Willlams, and Pomerene ; nays, none,

That was the vote as recorded in the committee, taken from
the minutes of the committee, as I understand, and furnished
me by Miss Rubin, who is now the clerk of the committee,

On February 11, 1924, a vote was taken, and the result of it
has been furnished me in the same memorandum :

Yeas—Lodge, Brandegee, Moses, Wadsworth, Pepper, Swanson,
Shields, and Robinsgon; nays, Williams and Pittman.

That is the only statement I made with reference to the
Committee on Foreign Relations,

Mr. WILLIS. Of course, I do not question the accuracy of
the statement made by the Senator.

Mr. SWANSON. I wish to say that I did not look this up!
myself, but I asked the clerk of the committee to furnish it to
me; and I must say that Miss Rubin is one of the most efficient
and competent clerks I know. She is very accurate.

Mr. WILLIS. Of course I do not question the accuracy of
the record which the Senator has read. It is to be noted, how-|
ever, that that was December 11, 1922, Senator Pomerene
made his statement in the Senate on February 5, 1923; and in
order that the matter may be entirely cleared up I ask that|
the statement made by him on page 3041 be reproduced in the
Recorp at this point.

_The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objec-l
tion; and that part of the address of Senator Pomerene on |
the day specified will be printed in the REcorp in connection |
with the remarks of the Senator from Ohio,
The matter referred to is as follows:

ISLE OF PINES

Mr. PoMERENE. Mr. President, if the Senate will bear with me just
4 minute on a matter which is perhaps not direetly in order, on Janu- .
ary 3 I offered a resolution ealling upon the Secrotary of State for |
certain information with respect to American interests in the Isle of |
Pines. On January 29 the Secretary responded to that resolution, and
his reply has been printed as Senate Document No. 293, l

Without taking time to read the communication, it develops, in sub-!
stance, that there are 10,000 American property holders in the Isle of
Pines; that they own 90 per cent of the whole island ; that there are
T00 Amerieans now residing permanently on the island ; that the ecitrus
fruit groves in that island are worth about $1,000 per acre; that there
are 10,470 acres of those groves, valued at about $10,470,000 ; that
there are other lands owned by Americans estimated as worth $11,-
280,000, making the American holdings in all worth $21,750,000. Gen-
eral Crowder, who was also asked as to the value of those lands, said,
in substance, that he thought they did not exceed $15,000,000 in value.

The area of this island is about 800 square miles, or 512,000 acres.
Americans own 90 per cent, or 460,800 acres. The other 10 per cent
is owned by Cubans and others. Most of that land was aequired by the
Americans shortly after the Spanish-American War and under the
representation and belief that the Isle of Pines belonged to the United
States, There has been considerable contention about it, and it is now
an open guestion, to say the least, as to what Government owns this
island.

Whether the title belongs to Cuba or not ought to be finally deter-
mined. The State Department has been of the opinion that the island
belongs to Cuba. There is a treaty pending before the Senate In execu-
tive dession virtually quitclaiming to the Government of Cuba the title
to this island. Without atiempting to discuss this question, I want to
submit to the Senate thls proposition: With 10,000 Americans owning
90 per cent of the acreage of the island, valued at from $13,000,000 to
$21,000,000 and over, should we not, out of deference to the rights of
those American citizens, try to secure sovereignty over that island? To
that end I submit the following resolution, and ask that it may be read
for the information of the Senate,

The ViceE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the resolution.

The resolution (5. Res. 433) was read, as follows :

“Whereas there is a dispute as to whether the Isle of Pines is terri-
tory of the United Btates or of Cuba; and

“Whereas a large number of American citizens purchased and ae-
guired land and other property in and on the Isle of Pines under tha
representations and bellef that it was territory of the United States; and

* Whereas it is estimated from the best available sources of informa- |
tion that 10,000 American citizens own in the aggregate 00 per ccat,
of the whole island, or about 460,800 geres, variously estimated to De
worth from §15,000,000 to $21,750,000; and

“ Whereas only about 10 per cent of the area of sald island, or about :
51,200 acres, is now owned by Cubans, or others than citizens of tho !
United States: Therefore be it -




1956

OONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

JANUARY 106

* pesoleed, That the President be, and he is hereby, requested to
enter Into negotiations with the Republic of Cuba for the cesslon of the
Isle of Pines to the United States upon such terms and conditions as
may be equitable and just to the Governments and peoples of the
United States and of Cuba and to the resldents and property holders
of the Isle of Pines."

After the conclusion of Mr. RALsTON'S speech,

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, as I understand there is mno
one who desires to proceed in the discussion of the treaty, if
there is no objection I ask unanimous consent that it be tem-
porarily laid aside.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Idaho
asks unanimous consent that the further consideration of the
treaty be temporarily laid aside. Is there objection?

Mr. SIMMONXNS. I desire to ask the Senator if he will insist
upon taking it up again to-morrow?

Mr. BORAH. I want to take it up just as soon as anyone is
prepared to go forward. I rather think from the outlook that
we shall not get it up again to-morrow unless some one is
ready to go forward with the discussion.

Mr, SIMMONS. I wish we might have an understanding
that it shall not be taken up before Monday. I myself want
to submit some observations, because it is a very serious ques-
tion and requires study; but I do not think that I would be
quite ready to proceed before Monday. I would be glad if the
Senator would give ns some assurance that he will not call it
up again before Monday.

Mr. BORAH. I shall not call it up so as to urge foreclosing
anyone who wants to speak.

Mr. CURTIS. 1 hope that if anyone is ready to speak to-
morrow the Senator in charge of the treaty will ask the Senate
to proceed with its consideration at that time. Of course, I
would not want to foree anyone to speak if he was not ready.
We have an appropriation bill or two that we can consider this
afternoon and to-marrow, so I have no objection to temporarily
laying aside the treaty at this time.

Mr. SIMMONS. That is the reason why I suoggested having
it go over until Monday. I supposed there were appropriation
bills and other matters that could be taken up to-morrow. Of
course, 1 could go on to-morrow or even this afternmoon, if
necessary, but I prefer not to do so.

Mr. BORAH. I am going to ask that the treaty be laid
before the Senate at any time anyone is ready fo proceed; but,
on the other hand, I am going to be reasonable as to anyone
who is not ready to proceed. Therefore I ask unanimous con-
sent that the treaty be temporarily laid aside.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection?

Mr. SWANSON. I would prefer to move that we go into
legislative session, so that the treaty shall be the unfinished
business when we again return to open executive session.

AMr. BORAH. Itwould be the same thing, anyhow ; but I am
always willing to agree with my colleagues when it does not
make any difference. I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of legislative business.

PETITIONS AND MEMOEIALS

Ar. JONES of Washington presented memorials of sundry
citizens of Ridgefield, Camas, Castle Rock, Kelso, and Clarke
Counties, all in the State of Washington, remonstrating against
the passage of legislation providing for compulsory Sunday
observance in the Distriet of Columbia, which were referred to
the Committee on the District of Columbia,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I ask unanimons consent
that the telegrams which I present favoring the passage of
Senate joint resolution 160, relative to the immigration of cer-
tain aliens, may be printed in the Recorp and referred to the
Committee on Immigration.

There being no objection, the telegrams were referred to the
Committee on Tmmigration and ordered to be printed in the

Recorp, as follows:
BosToN, Mass., Januwary 8, 1985,

Senator Davip I, WALSH,

Washington, D, 0.2
As citizens of Massachusetts and according resolution adopted
Amerifean Honse, Boston, last Bunday at conventlon of 238 Jewish
organizations representing 82 cities, we respectfully urge yon to sup-
port resolution now pending Congress In favor of admission of stranded
immigrants above qunota. This will be an aet of humanity and justice.
Mass Committee American Jewish Congress; Jacob Asher,
Worcester ; Maurice Caro, Chelsea; Edward Cohen,
Cambridge; Louis Coffman, Quincy; Harry Ehrlich,
Springfield ; Penjamin Evarts, Holyoke; Louis E,
Feingold, Worcester; George B, Gordon, Chelsea;

Albert Hurwitz. Boston; Samuel Kalesky, Bostonj
Henry Lasker, Springfleld; David R. Radovsky, Fall
River ; Manuel Rubin, Brockton ; S. Sagerin, Plitsfield
Bennett Sliverblatt, Lowell; Jos, L. Bimon, Balem;
Abr. Glovsky, Beverly; Elihn D. Stone, Boston; Louls
Bwig, Taunton; Jos. Talano, Woreester ; Robert Silver-
man, secretary, 8 Tremont Row, Boston,

: TAvxTON, MaSS., January 6, 1925,
Senator Davip 1. WaLsH,

Washington, D, 0.:

We urge your support for the jolnt resolution providing for admis-
slon of a certain number of Immigrants now stranded at various Huro-
pean ports holding passports duly viséed by United States consular
officers before last July. They have been prevented from salling be-
cause of exhaustlon of guotas and new immigration law. This reso-
lation would prevent grave Injustice, With your kind support relief
may be afforded these unfortunates,

CONGREGATION AGUDAR ACHIM,
H. Baeon, President,

TAUNTON, MASS., Januwary 6, 1925,
Senator Davip I. WaLsH, : : 7

Washington, D, C.:

We urge your support for the joint resolution providing for admis.
glon of a certain number of immigrants now stranded at various Euro-
pean ports holding passports duly viséed by United States consular
officers before last July. They have been prevented from sailing be-
cause of exhaustion of gquotas and new immigration laws. This resolus
tion would prevent grave injustice, With your kind support relief
may be afforded these unfortunates before holiday recess,

TArNTON ZIoNISTS DISTRICT,
By Wua, W. WEeLLS, Chairman.

TAuNTON, MASS., January §, 1925,
Senator Davip 1. WaLsSH,
Washington, D, O.:

We urge your support for the joint resolution providing for admis-
slon of a certain number of immigrants now stranded at various
European ports holding passports duly viséed by United States con-
sular officers before last July, They have been prevented from sailing
because of exhaustion of quotas and new immligration law. Thig
resolution would prevent grave Injustice. With your kind support
relief may be afforded these unfortunates before hollday recess.

Josera KarrLaw,
President Tounton Lodge 1, Order Brothers Abraham,

TAvNTON, MAsS,, January 5, 1925,
Senator DAviD 1. WaALsH,
Washington, D, C.:

We urge your support for the joint resolution providing for admis.
sion of a certain number of Immigrants now stranded at various
European ports holding passports duly viséed by United States econ- -
sular officers before last July. They have been prevented from sailing
because of exhaustion of quotas and new Immigration law. This
resolution would prevent grave injustice. With your kind support
rellef may be afforded these unfortunates before holiday recess.

WorkMAN’s CikcLE BraxcH (Branch 714),
Jacos REISEXER, Chairman,
PriLLIP BACK, Secretary,

TavNTON, MaSS., January 8, 1025,
Hon. D, I. WaLsH,
United States Senate, Waszhingtom, D, O.:

We urge your support for the jolnt resolution providing for admis-
glon of a certaln number of immigrants now stranded at various Euro-
pean ports holding passports duly viséed by United SBtates consular offi-
cers before last July. They have been prevented from sailing because of
exhiaustion of quotas and mew immigration law. This resolution weuld
prevent grave Injusticee With your kind support relief may be’
afforded these unfortunates before holiday recess,

Touvro Lobee, No. 814, B'sar B'mith,
IRVING BERTMAN, President.
Wu. J. Daxa, Treasurer,

Roxsony, Mass,, December 18, 192},
Davip I. WALSH,
Washington, D, 0.;

Joint resclution has been introduced in Congress providing for admlis.
slon approximately 8,000 Immigrants now stranded at various Eure-
pean ports holding passports duoly viséed by United States consular
officers before last July, They have been prevented from salling becaunse
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of exhanstion of quotas and new Immigration law. This resolution
would prevent great injustice. Ilope you will support this bumane
neasure,
Davip A. LoviE,
Superior Court, Boston, Mass,

BosToN, MAass., December I7, 192},
Senator Davip 1. WaLsH,
United Btatce Senate, Washington, D, C.:

Urge passing of joint resolution for admission. Approximately
8,000 immigrants stranded in various European ports holding pass-
ports duly viséed by United States consular officers before last July.

FELIx VORENBERG,
OMAHA, NEBR., December 17, 1925
Hon. Davip I. WarsH,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D, O.!

I am in favor of promptly passing joint resolution providing for
admission of immigrants now stranded at European points, holding
passports viséed, There are many humane reasons why this resolution
ghould be passed at this time, America can not give a finer example
of Christian charity than to relieve these unfortunates at once. I
hope that you will give this measure your hearty support.

ArtHUR F. MULLEXN,

DorRCHESTER, Mass., January 10, 1925,
Hon., Davip I. WarsmH,
Senator for Massachusetis, Washington, D. O.:

We, constituents of yours, urge you to vote favorably on emergency
immigration bill now pending. People stranded in foreign ports are
looking with faith toward these shores In giving them visés. They
were given a pledge that they would be recelved here, and as such
our pledge should be redeemed,

Z1oXI8T DISTRICT OF MATTAPAXN.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. REED of DIennsylvania, from the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs, to which was referred the bill (8. 3630) authoriz-
ing the Secretary of War to convey to the Federal Land
Bank of Baltimore certain land in the city of San Juan, P. R,
reported it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 868)
thereon.

Mr. BAYARD, from the Committee on Territories and In-
sular Possessions, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 6303)
to authorize the Governor and Commissioner of Public Lands
of the Territory of Hawaii to issue patents to certain persons
who purchased government lots in the district of Wailakea,
island of Hawalii, in accordance with act 33, session laws of
1015, Legislature of Hawaii, reported it without amendment
and submitted a report (No. 8G9) thereon.

He also, from the Committee on Claims, to which was re-
ferred the bill (8. 3896) for the relief of certain newspapers
for advertising services rendered the Public Health Service
of the Treasury Department, reported it without amendment
and submitted a report (No. 870) thereon, ;

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred
the bill (8. 1193) to carry into effect the findings of the Conrt
of Claims in the case of William W. Danenhower, reported it
with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 871) thereon.

Mr. WILLIR, from the Committee on Territories and In-
sular Possessions, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 6070)
to anthorize and provide for the manufacture, maintenance,
distribution, and supply of electric current for light and power
within the district of Hamakua, on the island and county of
Hawaii, Territory of Hawaii, reported it with amendments
and submitted a report (No. 872) thereon.

Mr. SPENCER, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (8. 2126) for the relief of all owners
of cargo aboard the American steamship Almirante at the
time of her collision with the U, 8, 8. Hisko, reported it with-
out amendment and submitted a report (No. 873) thereon.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani-
inous consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. COPELAND: :

A bill (8. 3970) granting a pension to Olivia Marie Kindle-
berger; and

A bill (8. 3971) granting a pension to Harriet I. Gardner;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CURTIS:

A Dbill (8. 3072) for ihe relief of Elie Rivers; to the Com-
‘mittee on Military Affairs,

A bill (8, 8973) granting an increase of pension to Emily
Graham '(with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8., 3974) granting an increase of pension to Anna
Laura Pratt (with accompanying papers); to the Committee
on Pensions.

By Mr. WALSH of Montana:

A bill ($. 3075) for the relief of Homer F. Cox (with an
accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. CAPPER:

A bill (8. 3976) authorizing suits against the United Btates
in admiralty for damage caused by and salvage services ren-
dered to publie vessels belonging to the United States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Claims.

WARRANT OFFICERS OF THE ARMY MINE PLANTER SERVICE

Mr. FLETCHER introduced a bill (8. 3977) to authorize the
Secretary of War to reappoint and immediately discharge or
retire certain warrant officers of the Army Mine Planter
Service, which was read twice by its title.

Mr. FLETCHER. I ask that there may be printed in the
Recorp in connection with the bill a letter from the Secretary
of War, and that the whole matter may be referred to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

There being no objection, the bill and letter of the Secretary
of War were referred to the Committee on Military Affairs,
and the letter was ordered to be printed in the Recomp, as
follows:

Letter from the Secretary of War on the merits of the bill:

War DEPARTMENT,
Washington, February 9, 1924,
Hon. Jrrnirs Kanx,
Chairman Committee on Military Affairs,
House of Representatives.

My Dear Mgr, Kamx: With reference to your letter of December 26,
1923, requesting a report on I. R. 204, a bill to authorize the Secretary
of War to appoint and immediately discharge or retire certain warrant
officers of the Army Mine Planter Service, I invite your attention to
the following :

The Army Mine Planter S8ervice was created by Chapter IX of the
act of July 9, 1918 (40 Stat., 881), which authorized for each mine
planter in the service of the United States § warrant officers and 13
enlisted men, Warrant officers, Army Mine Planter Service, are ap-
pointed by and hold office at the discretion of the Secretary of War.
Under the provision of section 9, act approved June 10, 1922, the
monthly base pay of warrant officers, Army Mine Planter Service, is
as follows: Master, $185; first mate, $141; second mate, $109: engi-
neer, £175; assistant englneer, $120, The fact that warrant officers,
Army Mine Planter Service, are entitled to longevity pay and to retire-
ment gave them every reason to think that they would hold office as
long as their services were satisfactory, and would eventually be trans-
ferred to the retired list; a number of noncommissioned officers and
elvil-service employees with long and credible service accepted appoint-
ment as warrant officers, Army Mine I'lanter Service, with that under-
standing.

Concurrent with the reduction in the enlisted strength of the
Regular Army, thers was a reduction in the pumber of Army mine
planters in the service, Warrant officers, Army Mine Planter Service,
rendered surplus by this reduoction, were employed for a time on vessels
of the Quartermaster Corps, and rendered valuable service. But the
Army appropriation act approved June 30, 1922, contained this proviso :

“ Provided further, That within G0 days after the approval of this
act the number of warrant officers in the Army Mine Planter Service
shall be reduced to 40, and thereafter the number shall not be increased
above 40.”

This proviso caused the summary discharge of 32 warrant officers,
Army Mine Planter Service, These discharged warrant officers have
real grounds for feeling that their summary discharge was an unneces-
sary hardship, and in violation of the implied ferms of thelr appoint-
ment. H. R. 204, in effect, applies to these discharged warrant officers

the eame process of elimination that was applied by the act of June-

80, 1922, in reducing the number of commissioned officers of the Regu-
lar Army—that is, by discharging with one year's pay those having
less than 10 years' service, retiring those with more than 20 years'
service with retired pay at the rate of 214 per cent of active pay,
multiplied by the number of years of service, and retiring those with
more than 20 years' service with retired pay at the rate of 3 per cent
of active pay, multiplied by the number of years of service, maximum
retired pay not to exceed 75 per cent of active pay. In order to make
this plan effective the Secretary of War is authorized and directed by
the Dill to reappoint and immediately discharge or retire the 32 war-
rant officers who were summarily discharged in 1922, The bill further
provides that service on Quartermaster Department boats counts for
retirement and longevity pay as well as service in the Regular Army,
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1t Is estimated that the cost of the provisions of H. R. 204 would
be $36,116.42 the first year, $11,110.62 the second year, and would
thereafter gradually be decreased by the death of the retired warrant
officers. In the event that favorable action s faken by Congress on
. R. 204, it will be necessary for the War Department to process &
supplemental estimate to Congress at some time during the flscal year
1925 to the amount of $36,116.42, under “ Pay, and so forth, of the
Army,” in order that the provisions of the bill be made effective.

As four of the warrant officers who were discharged fn 1022 have
since been reappointed warrant officers in the Army Mine Planter
Service, and hence need no further relief, it is recommended that the
following proviso be added to the bill:

“ Provided further, That this act shall not apply to any discharged
warrant officer, Army Mine Planter Serviee, who has been reappointed
a warrant officer, Army Mine Planter Service.”

. R. 18772, Sixty-seventh Congress, provided for the reinstatement
of these discharged warrant officers. In Report No. 1558, Sixty-
gseventh Congress, fourth sessiom, the Committee on Military Affairs
of the House of Representatives recommended the passage of H. R.
18772, but it did not pass, and so far as known' [t has not been rein-
troduced in the Sixty-eighth Congress. Some form of reilef for these
discharged warrant officers seems necessary, and I therefore strongly
recommend favorable consideration of H. R. 204, applying to them the
same process of ellmination that was applied in redncing the number
of commissioned officers. The enactment of H. R. 204 would be an act
of justice to these discharged warrant officers and would remove the
impression that our Government is more solicitous for the welfare of
commissioned officers than for warrant officers who were led to believe
that they had the same tenure of office and privileges of retirement as
commissioned officers,

This proposed leglslation has been submitted to the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget, as required by paragraph 3-a of Circular No.
49 of that bureau, and the director advises that this requested legis-
lation is not in conflict with the financial program of the President.

The War Department will furnish any additional infermation which
may be desired. Should hearings be held by your committee, Maj. Gen.
Frank W, Coe, Chlef of Coast Artillery, and Lieut. Col, P, T. Hayne,
General 8taff, will be directeéd to testify.

Sincerely yours,
Jomx W. Wersgs,
Becretary of War.

AMENDMENT TO RIVER AND HARBOR BILL

Mr. EDGE submitted an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill (H. R. 11472) authorizing the eonstruetion,
repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and
harbors, and for other purposes, which was referred to the
Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed.

AMENDMENT TO WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPEIATION BILL

Mr. BROUSSARD (for Mr. Rosixson) submitted an amend-
ment providing that the Secretary of War be authorized to make
a final settlement of all the rights and obligations of the United
States in respect of the Pleric Acid Plant at Little Rock, Ark.,
and so forth, intended to be proposed to House bill 11248, the
War Department appropriation bill, which was referred to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

POSTAL SALARIES AND POSTAL RATES

Mr. McKINLEY (by request) submitted an amendment in-
tended fo be proposed by him to the bill (8. 8674) reclassifying
the salaries of postmasters and employees of the Postal Service,
readjusting their salaries and compensation on an equitable
basls, increasing postal rafes to provide for such readjustment,
and for other purposes, which was ordered fo lie on the table
and to be printed.

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS

A message from the President of the United States by Mr.
Latta, one of his secrefaries, announced that the President had
approved and signed the following acts:

On January 13; 1925:

8.648. An act for the relief of Janie Beasley Glisson; and

§.2559. An act to establish an Alaska game commission fo
protect game animals, land fur-bearing animals, and birds, in
Alaska, and for other purposes.

On January 15, 1925

S, 1782, An act to provide for the widening of Nichols Avenue
between Good Hope Road and 8 Street SH.; and

8.3053. An act to quiet title to original lot 4, square 116, in
the city of Washington, D. C.

HOUSE EILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 11472) authorizing the construction, repair,
and preservation of certain public works on rivers and harbors,
and for other purposes, was read twice by its title and referred
to the Committee on Commerce.

TURGENT DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. WARREN. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of the conference report on House bill 11308, the
urgency deficiency appropriation bill, and I move the adoption
of the report.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Wyoming
moves that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the con-
ference report on the deficiency appropriation bill:

The motlon was agreed to, and the Senate resumed the con-
gideration of the report of the committee of conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two-Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 11308) making appropriations to sup-
ply urgent deficlencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1925, and prior fiscal years, to provide
urgent supplemental appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1925, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore: The guestion is upon agree-
ing to the conference report.

Mr. ASHURST. That is a debatable motion, of course.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Undoubtedly.

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, my attention has been called
to the fact that there is an item in the bill appropriating
£50,000 fo pay the expenses of a commission appointed by the
President to inguire into the question of oil supplies or the
question of how best to conserve the oil supplies, and to re-
port to the Conghess making recommendations as to what
should be done.

I would like to know what are the specific duties of the com-
mission for which the appropriation is being made. The oil
industry is very much interested in knowing just what they
are proposing to do. If they propose to undertake to conserve
oil by taking control of the property of private individnals
after the Government itself has dissipated all of its own oil re-
serves, that is one thing. If they propose to report generally,
making recommendations for the general good of the oll in-
dustry, that is another thing. I would like to ask if the Sena-
tor in charge of the conference report ean give us any light on
that question?

Mr. WARREN. It is pretty diffienlt to tell what a commis-
sion will do after its appointment. I understand that the
President has selected the commission, as it is provided, and
that the Seeretary of War shall be chairman, and that the
Secretary of the Navy, the Secretary of the Interior, and the
Secretary of Commerce are to be members of the commission.

Mr. HARRELD. I have read the President’s message and
he does not set out the purpose for which the commission is
being created. Specifically I would like to know whether the
commission Is going to investizate the question of whether or
not the oil industry should be regulated by law.

Mr. WARREN. I am sorry to say that the Senator will
have to direet his gquestion to some one who knows more about
it than I do. It has come fo us in the regular way and under
the regular provisions, As to what they may do, I, of conrse,
hitve no knowledge except that I believe, being comprised of
those who are a part of the Government and who are men-
bers of the Cabinet, they are going to proceed, having in mind
what they believe to be the best interests of the country. I do
not fear any radieal action of any kind and I hope my friend,
the Senator from Oklahoma, will have as much confidence as
I have in those representing our Government.

Mr. HARRELD. I have all confidence in the commission
that has been appointed. Still, the oil industry is rather
nervous about it, and they want to know just to what extent
the investigntion is going to be made and the express purpose
thereof. These investigations do not do any good to an indus-
try umless they have a permanent object in view.

Mr. WARREN. Yet we vote for them from day to day in
an almost unconcerned manner and with very little debate.

Mr. HARRELD. But speaking for the oil industry, I desire
to say that we do nof want any monkey wrenches thrown into
the present conditions, because they ave bad enough at present.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator must know that my withers
are as sensitive as his about the oil business, because I happen
to represent in part a State which, while it may not be so
heavily interested as is Oklahoma in the production of oil, yet
I think, perhaps, its people have an even greater interest in
the general industry than is feit in Oklahoma.

Mr., HARRELD. My only purpose in asking the question
was to try to see if the Senafor knew exactly what it is pro-
posed that the Federal Oil Conservation Beard shall do, be-
cause the President's message is very indefinite on that point.

Mr. WARREN. As the Senator knows, the board has only
recently been convened. He also will recall that the Secre-
tary of War has spoken of the work of the board, which I
belieye was also referred to by my colleague on the committee,
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the Senator from Utah [Mr. Samocor], in the debate a few
days ago. y

Mr. HARRELD. Speaking for the ofl industry, I think I
can say that those engaged in it have no objection to a survey
being made, but what they are afraid of is the effect it will
have upon the industry.

Mr. WARREN. I believe the proposed survey will be In the
interest of the oil industry in the view which the Senator
takes of that industry. I know that the people of my State,
-considering its composition, have confidence in the character
and in the action which the board will probably take. While
the people of Wyoming were very nervous and quite agitated
over a previous examination or investigation by the Senate, I
assume that that forms only part of the information to be
utilized by the board in this instance and that it will not be
controlling in any definite way.

Mr. HARRELD. The Benator knows that for two or three
years there has been an element here who have been urging
legislation of a radical character as affecting the oil business.
This movement has given rise to some nervousness in the in-
dustry, and that is the reason why I should like to have some
assurance of exactly how far it is expected the board will go.
I presume, however, that the Senator has said all that he
is able to say on that subject.

Mr. WARREN. I will assure the Senator that I have; but
I express again my confidence that this provision of the bill
has in contemplation just what the Senator, would indorse
if he had further knowledge concerning it.

Mr. CAMERON and Mr, McKELLAR addressed the Chalr,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Winnis in the chair),
Does the Senator from Wyoming yield?

AMr. WARREN. A motion is before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the conference report.

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not want to interfere with the re-
port, if there is going to be any further discussion of if. I
wish briefly to refer to another matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Wyoeming yield to the Senator from Tennessee? ;

Mr. WARREN. I notice that the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. CameroN] addressed the Chair earlier, and so I will
yield first to him.

Mr. McKELLAR. May I ask the Senator from Arizona if
he will yield to me for a moment or two?

Mr. CAMERON. C(ertainly.

PREVENTION OF DISCRIMINATION IN COMMERCE

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, it is not often I find myself
in agreement with the chairman of the Republican organiza-
tion, who now happens to be a Senator in this body, but a
few days ago, to be exact, on January 14, 1925, the junior
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.. Burier] introduced a bill
(8. 8927) to promote the flow of foreign commerce through all
ports of the United States and to prevent the maintenance of
port differentials and other unwarranted rate handicaps. In
my judgment that bill is such an equitable bill, such a just
bill. that it should be passed by OCongress and approved by the
President at the earliest possible moment., I am going to read
two sections from that bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete, That 1t Is hereby declared to be the policy of
Congress to promote, encourage, and develop ports and port facillities
and to coordinate rall and water transportation; to insure the frea
flow of the Natlon's foreign commerce through the several ports of
the United States without diserimination, to the endl that reasonable
development of the sald ports shall not be handicapped by unwarranted
differences in transpertation rates and echarges, and to provide as
many routes as practicable for the movement of the Natlon's export
and import commerce,

Bec, 2, On and after June 1, 1925, it shall be the duty of common
carriers by rallroad to establish and maintain for the transportation
between United States ports on the Atlantic Ocean, the Pacific Ocean,
and the Gulf of Mexico, respectively, of all praperty exported to or
jmported from any nonadjicent foreign country, rates that shall be the
same as between ports on the same seabeard upon the respective
elasses or kinds of property: Provided, That the Interstate Commeree
Commission may define the territory tributary to any port or group
of poris from and to which the rates and charges applicable to such
export and import trafic may be lower than the corresponding rates
and charges to and from other port or ports on the same seaboard.

On and after June 1, 1925, it shall be unlawful for any common
carrier by railroand to maintain or apply to or from any port In the
United Btates from and to nontributary territory any rate or charge
for the transportation of property for export to or imported from a
forelgn country not adjacent to the United Btates which is higher

than the corresponding rate contemporaneously maintained to or from
any other port on the same seaboard, or to prefer any port by the
malntenance of port differentlals or other differences in rates |

It is hereby made the duty of common carriers by water in foreign
commerce, other than tramp vessels, to malntaln and apply for the
transportation of property imported into or exported from the United
Btates to or from foreign countries not adjacent thercto, rates that
shall be the same for transportation from and to sll United Btates
ports on the Atlantic seaboard, the Pacific seaboard, and the Gulf of
Mexlco, respectively ;

On and after June 1, 1025, if shall be unlawful for any common
carrier by water in foreign commerce to maintain or apply to or from
any port of the United States to or from forelgn countries not adjacent
thereto any rate applicable to the transportation of property imported
into or experted from the United States that shall be higher than the
corresponding rate contemporaneously maintained to or from any
other port on the same seaboard, or to prefer any port by the mainte-
nance of port differentials or other differences inm rates,

Mr. President, I shall not now read further from the bill,
but the excerpts wlich I have read show its manifest equity.
At a later date T hope to adduce some arguments in favor of
the early passage of the bill, but at present I am going to con-
tent myself with reading a short editorial from the Wash-
ington Herald of to-day. The editorial, “To open. all our
ports on equal terms,” and reads as follows:

S_enator Wirniax M. Brrnez, of Massachusetts, has signalized hls
entrance Into active participation in legislation by proposing a con-
structive measure that deserves national support,

Senator BUTLER proposes to open all our ports on equal terms &s
gateways handling the export and import trafiic of the great Middle
West States, '

Of course, they are all physieally open now, but an unfair railroad
rate structure works to the disadvantage of New York and Boston
and to the unfair advantage of Baltimore and Philadelphia. These
two citles have lower rail rates than thelr competitors, while the
ocean rates from all ,north Atlantic ports are the same. Therefore
the through cost of shipping was lower via Philadelphia and Baltimore.

Senator BuTLER’S bill orders the rallroads to charge the same rates
to all ports on the same seaboard:; that is, all ports from Portland,
Me., to Jacksonville, Fla., and his bill also orders the steamship lines
to charge identical ocean rates from all ports on the same seaboard.

It Is apparent 4o any fair mind that this situation is a fair and
just one for all concerned.

It gives the western shipper his cholce of all routes at the same
cost, so that he can always avoid congestion and delay. It puts all
competing ports on an even footing and allows the port which gives
the best service to get the most business, This, in our opinion, is
the American way of settling the wrangling that has been golng on
between the geaports for 40 years.

Senator BuTERS Dill is so important that it should come to a vote
before the present Congress and it should pass.

Alr. President, I merely wish to add a few words further.
Those of us who live in the interior of the country, as I do,
have long suffered from the unfair and unequal distribution
of port facilities and by reason of the unfair rates to the
various ports. Bouthern ports have also suffered just as
badly as have the northern ports. All have suffered. The
shippers have suffered, the cities along the seaboard have suf-
fered, and our transportation has suffered.

I am delighted to kuow that the SBenator from Massachusetts
took ne narrow view of the question, that he did not merely
seek to correct the situation so far as his section of the country
was concerned, but that he has seen fit in a broad and ecom-
prehensive way to do justice to ports all along the Atlantic
seaboard. I earnestly hope that his hill will have the approval
of Congress and become the law at a very early moment. I
thank the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Camerox] for having
yielded to me.

URGENT DEFICIENCY APPROFRIATIONS—CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the

committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
11308) making appropriations to supply urgent deficiencies in
certain appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925,
and prior fiscal years, to provide unrgent supplemental appro-
priations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, and for other
purposes.
Mr. CAMERON. Mr. President, my able colleague, the
senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. Asnaurst], has spoken on
the amendment providing for the Yuma Mesa project which
was stricken out of the first deficiency bill
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Mr. President, T am sure the conference committee do not
fully realize the importance of this amendment. If they did,
they would not hesitate a moment in agreeing to its adeption.
Tt is fraught with more real good to the settlers of the Yuma
Mesa auxiliary project than all other measures combined
pending before the United States Benate.

Yuma, Ariz., is a name to conjure with. It is known in song
and story. It has often been referred to as the place where
the soldier died, went to the lower regions, but found it so cold
down there that he sent back to Yuma for his blankets. That
illustrates how warm it sometimes gets in Yuma. But the
settlers on that project do not object to having it said that
their section is hot, for they have capitalized that splendid
Arizona heat. Because of that heat, which really hurts neither
man nor beast owing to the absence of humidity, they grow
more per acre than is produced by any other section of our
conntry. Because of that heat they cut alfalfa every day in
the year, cutting never less than 10 crops per year, with an
average yield of a ton and a half per acre per cutting. They
grow two crops of milo maize per year, with an average of 2
to 3 tons per acre per crop. Because of that heat all other
crops are grown in the same relative proportion, making Yuma
the real “ Garden of Eden” of the United States.

But, Mr. President, far and away beyond that, Yuma is
famed for its grapefruit. According to Government analysis
the Yuma Mesa grapefruit has a greater sngar content than
any like fruit produced on the American Continent. Not only
that but, ounce for ounce and pound for pound, the Yuma Mesa
grapefruit_ has more juice than any grapefrnit grown in this
country. That puts the Yuma Mesa grapefruit in a class by
jtself. It is to foster and preserve this now infant industry
that my amendment is designed. If the amendment shall be
enacted into law—and I confidently believe it will be—those
who have engaged in this industry will be saved from utter
annihilation, and it is for these sturdy old pioneers that I am
now pleading.

The story of the Yuma Mesa reads almost like a novel. It
dates back 10 years ago, when Congress enacted the first Yuma
Mesa auxiliary act. Those of my fellow Senators who have
never viewed the Yuma Mesa can have but little conception of
what it looks like. Imagine, if you can, a table-land rising
about 100 feet above the adjacent valley, which is almost as
level as a billiard table and sparsely covered with greasewood
and sagebrush. To look at it in its raw state one would
instinetively pronounce it good for nothing except the propaga-
tion of jack rabbits, horned toads, rattlesnakes, and Gila mon-
sters. But level it off, apply the waters which can be made
available by this appropriation, and it will produce anything
needed by man. Plant these barren-looking lands to grapefruit
and oranges, and within three years thereafter an abundance
of the finest grapefruit and oranges known to the world will be
the inevitable result.

In reporting the Yuma Mesa auxiliary bill to Congress the
late Secretary Franklin K. Lane characterized these lands as
“ the only frostless lands in the United States.” They now have
a Weather Burean record in Yuma dating back over 50 years,
and not once during all that time has a killing frost visited the
Yuma Mesga. With that record it is little wonder that Con-
gress very readily passed the first bill. The people of that
community were so sure they could make good on these lands
that they agreed that the land should be sold at public auction,
at a minimum price of $25 per acre for the land and an addi-
tional $200 per acre for the construction charges of the pump,
the main irrigating canal, and the laterals necessary to irrigate
these lands.

Possibly I ecan best tell the story by reading an argument
made by Col. B, F. Fly before the Budget Commission. Colonel
Fly represents the Yuma Chamber of Commerce, the Yuma
Water Users’ Association, and the Yuma Mesa Unit Holding
Association. He said:

This bill proposes to appropriate $200,000 out of the reclamation
funds for the completion of the first Mesa division of the Yuma
anxiiiary reclamation project, and for other purposes.

This auxiliary project is being constructed under the provisions of
the aet of January 25, 1917, as amended by the set of February 11,
1018,

1t is unlike any other reclamation project in the United States.
Those who know of my personal activities in connection with this
project are good enough to call me the “daddy of the Yuma Mesa,"
and 1 am as proud of that distinction as President Coolldge is of being
called the President of the United States. Let me briefly recite the
fucts:

The reason why I want to put this argument in the Recorp
is 80 that every Senator may know the facts pertaining to this
great reclamation project.

Colonel Fly continues :

The Yuma Mesa is composed of about 47,500 acres of table-lands
adjacent to the Yoma reclamation project, belng about 100 feet higher
than the valley lands. These mesa, or table-lands, are characterized
in Government reports as being the *“only frostless lands in the
United States,” and therefore perfectly adapted to citrus-fruit cul-
ture. For many years prior to my removing to Yuma many attempts
had been made by the far-sighted people of Yuma to induce the Gov-
ernment to construet an irrigation project on these lands, but the
matter was never pressed with vigor enough to get the. work started,
it always being held that it wounld require additional legislation.

On behalf of the Yuma country I undertook the task of obtaining
the necessary legislation, 1 ecame to Washington during the 1916
session of Congress, and after almost innumerable conferences with
the Arizona State delegation and officlals of the Reclamation Bureau
we finally agreed on the bill that was enacted January 25, 1917. The
bill was introduced in the Senate by Senator ASRURST and in the
House by Congressman CARL HAYpEN. Subsequently it was found
that it was necessary to amend this act at the next session of Con-
gress, and that necessitated another trip to Washington. Nor was
that the only trip I had to make to Washington before the auxiliary
project was started.

However, after all surveys had been made and a plot of 6,400 acres
of all Government land had been subdivided into 5, 10, and 20 acre
tracts, Secretary Lane, under the terms of the act, set December 10,
1919, as the day for the “public auction,” I being designated to sell
the first lot. :

Hecretary Lane had announced the terms of the auction gale, which
were as follows: 10 per cent of the sale price on the day of the
gnle; 15 per cent within 60 days thereafter if the gale had reeeived
the sanction of Franklin K, Lane, Secretary of the Interior; the re-
maining 75 per cent divided into three equal annual payments, due
and payable one, two, and three years thereafter, with 6 per cent
interest on deferred payments. ;

The land had been appraised by Secretary Lane at $25 per aere, while
the estimated costs of construetion were placed at $200 per acre,
thus making the minimum bid $225 per acre. Under those terms and
conditlons we sold upward of $1,000,000 worth of land and water
rights within 12 hours, averaging $230 per acre, the most phenomenal
auction sale of wild desert land ever heard of on the face of the
earth,

The auxillary act requires that all funds derived from the sale of
land and water rights must go into the Federal Treasury and be
credited to the Yuma auxiliary project and can be used for no other
purpose. Construction work was at once begun. An immense pump-
ing plant was erected. Exaetly six years after the original bill was
enacted we had a great celebration on the Yuma Mesa in honor of
the first irrigation water pumped on these matchless and frostless
Jands. T was the proud “ orator of the day.” Up to this point those
of us who are firm believers in the ultimate success of the Yuma
Mesa project thought we had the whole world by the tail and a down-
hill pull,

Many of the purchasers began planting oranges and grapefruit.
Then the financial crash came, and you know what bappened to all
those who were engaged in farming and horticulture., Payments
began to be defaulted ; planting almost ceased ; those who had not com-
pleted their payments had no means with which to meet them, but the
6 per cent inferest kept on accumulating, and those who had planted
were taxed an abnormal amount to pay the water charges, aggregating
about $25 per acre per annum.

The actual cash paid into this Yuma Mesa auxiliary fund stands
thus :

121 purchasers of 1,385 acres have paid in full oo £318, 550
59 purchasers of 740 acres have paid T per cento . __ 127, 650
74 purchasers of 875 acres have paid 50 per [ 100, 625
20 purchasers of 1,645 ncres have paid 25 per cent_______ 94, 687

Total paid into the Yuma Mesa auxiliary fund______ 641, 412

The difference between this sum total and the original sale price is
yet due and unpaid, all of it drawing 6 per cent interest until paid. If
the bill is enacted into law, it will give all these delinquents a chance to
pay their obligations and retain their lands; but under the present law
they can not possibly make the payments, and will, as a matter of
course, be compelled to forfeit every dollar they have invested in these
lands. But, mark you, up to this good hour not one cent has heen
expended on this Yuma Mesa project out of either the Federal Treasury
or the reclamation funds. Every doliar thus far spent has been con-
tributed by those who invested in these lands. The project is being
handled by the Reclamation Service, but with funds provided by the
landowners themselves.

The fact that those who have invested in Yumna Mesa lands have
already paid over £600,000 in actual cash, and that they stand ready to
pay every cent they owe, if given this opportunity, shows their faith
in these Yuma Mesa lands. Without doubt it is the most promising
of all the reclamation projects. The lands are susceptible of produc-
ing more per acre in actual money than probally any other lands




1925 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

1961

in the United States, for on this particular spot the sunm has not
failed to shine for the past 5§0-0dd years. It is almost perpetnal
summertime, 865 growing days every year, with a killing frost abso-
lutely unknown. As a matter of fact, it is really the “ Garden of
Eden " of the American Continent, more than worthy of every favor the
Government can bestow upon it.

Bul we reallze we can not make both ends meet under the present
order of things, What we now ask is that Congress shall loan us
£200,000 out of the reclamation funds for the purpose of completing
the project and helping us to defray the operation and maintenance
costs untll enough lands can be put under cultivation to wholly pay
these costs.

If this bill pakses, I have no hesitancy in saying that we will make
good. It will give us a breathing spell and give us time to meet our
obligations. It will Instill new Hfe, new hope into the heart of
every man who has put his last dollar in those Yuma Mesa lands,
By giving them 10 years within which to pay all they owe I feel
morally certain they can and will pay. I would ask no greater boon
at your hands than that you recommend the appropriation asked for
in thiz bill. It will be the crowning glory of my life's work to be able
to send word back home that “my beloved Yuma Mesa " has been
gaved. What little' I may bhave done for this Yuma Mesa auxiliary
project since my activities began in 19168 has becn truly a work of
love, without price and withont compensation. I want no greater
monument erected over me when I am laid to rest on “my beloved
Yuma Mesa " than for my frieuds to be able to say : * He died, as lived,
with the patrvietic bellef that the Yuma Mesa Is the greatest citrus-
fruit belt on the face of the earth.”

Let me beg you to give this measure your most sympathetic and
friendly consideration. It deserves your favorable report, and if given
you may rest sssured that your names shall ever be called Dlessed.

Dr. Elwood DMead, reclamation commissioner, appeared
before the commission with Colonel Fly and gave this amend-
ment his whole-hearted support. The result was that the
Director of the Budget has earnestly recommended the enact-
ment of this amendment. It was perfectly apparent to the
Budget Commission that unless legisiation is enacted a very
grave injustice will be done those who have invested in these
Government lands,

Mr. President, I want to impress npon the Members of this
body that up to this day not a dollar, not even one cent of
money, has ever been appropriated out of the Federal or
Reclamation Treasury for this Yoma Mesa. BEvery cent that
has been expended has been provided by those who purchased
these lands at public aunction. They are the ones who have
footed all the bills. Buf, Myr. President, their resources are
now about exhausted. They can not longer stand the barden
of all these expenses. All they ask is that they be given merely
6 breathing spell ; that they be given time to meet their obli-
gations. Every one of them wants to discharge his obligation,
and 1 assert if this amendment is adopted every one of these
purchasers will more than make good.

I demand that they be given this chance, It is not asking
that a single cent be taken out of the Federal Treasury, but
that $200,000 be advanced from the reclamation fund, a fund
that ean only be used for reciamation purposes,

The Secretary of the Interior recommends it. The reclama-
tion commissioner recommends it. The Budget Bureau recom-
mends it. Then why not be as just to these people who have
invested their money in these Yoma Mesa lands as we have
been to others? Why not say to these people: “ You dre mak-
ing a brave strugele and we will help yon"?

There are ample funds. There is $18,000,000 in the reclama-
tion fund to-<day, or there will be on the 30th day of June,
1925, that can not be used for any other purpose, and it can
not be nsed unless Congress passes some law authorizing it. I
say to the Senators and the Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States that they could not under any
cirecumstunces do & more meritorious thing than to acquiesce in
this amendinent and allow it to remain in the first deficiency bill.

The reclamation officials want this legisiation because they
know that the Yuma Mesa is the most promising of all our
reclamation projects. It will in all human probability produce
as much per acre, in dollars and cents, as any other section of
the United States, not only in grapefruit and oranges, lemons,
limes, dates, figs, and the like but in winter vegetables, early
cantaloupes, and watermelons. As I said before, it is the real
“Garden of Hden,” destined to be a winfer resort that will
even rival Pasadena or the Florida resorts, for during the
fifty-odd years that the Weather Bureau has malntained a
station at Yuma the sun has failed to shine but twice during
all those years. Indeed, so confident are the people of Ynma
that they will have perpetual sunshine that the proprietor of the
biggest hotel in Yuma advertises, on a signboard 60 feet long:

Free meals every day the sun doesn't shine,

Mr. President, I could go on and on and on reciting the
many virtues of this favored section of our glorious country,
but it would only be a repetition of what my colleague said
yesterday and what I have said to-day. I want to impress on
my fellow Senators, however, this fact: The Yuma Mesa is
asking for no raid on the Federal Treasury; it is asking for'
nothing unreasonable; it is merely asking that we save the

investment of these honest ploneers who have invested their'

last dollar in these Government lands on the Ynma Mesa.
They went into the venture when times were much better than

they have since been; they fully expected to meet their obli- °

gations as they fell due and would gladly have done so had
they mnot been the victims of the great financial depression
which has everywhere enveloped agriculture.

Now, let me make a statement which will cover this sitna-
tion fully, so that no one can be mistaken as to why we
are asking for this appropriation. The Yuma Mesa is a
“division' of the Yuma (Ark-Calif.) reclamation project,
gﬂ;gll'i;ed by special act of Congress approved on January

Under the terms of this act the Becretary of the Interior was
authorized to designate certain lands on the Yuma Mesa as an
auxiliary to the Yuma (Ariz-Calif.) reclamation project.
Under this authority Becretary Lane set aside 6,400 acres for
this anxiliary project. This acreage was then subdivided into
“farm units” of from B to 20 acres each, and in accord with
the special act these “farm units” were offered for sale at
public auction on December 10, 1917. The térms of this auction
sale were 10 per cent cash on day of sale, 15 per cent addi-
tional within 60 days thereafter if the sale was approved by
the Secretary of the Interior, and the remaining 756 per cent
divided into three equal annual payments of 25 per cent each,
with 6 per cent interest on deferred payments.

By an order issned by Secretary Lane all these lands were
appraised at $25 per acre, with an additional $200 per acre esti-
mated for the construction costs, making the minimum bid on
these lands $225 per acre. The lands sold at the public anction
average $230 per acre, and the anction was considered such a
suecess that the construction of the anxiliary project was begun
in October, 1920,

The special act required that the project should be con-
strueted wholly with funds derived from the sale of these lands
and water-right appurtenances. Not one cent of Government
funds has ever been used in the construction of this project.
Up to the present time about $700,600 has been spent. My
amendment provides for an appropriation, out of the reclama-
tion funds, of $200,000 for the completion of this meritorious
project, all of which is to be repaid into the Treasury within 10
years, with inferest at 6 per cent.

When the lands were sold at publie auction the country
was in its most prosperous condition. It did not seem pos-
gible that any one of the purchasers of these Yuma Mesa lands
could fail to meet his payments as they became due and pay-
able. But, like all the balance of the country, the readjust-
ment period strnck Yuma, and the people who had purchased
these lands found themselves sorely oppressed. Many of them
were compelled fo default in their payments. Some few of
them surrendered their holdings after having made one or
more payments. But the great bulk of the purchasers held
their lands and have made such payments as cireumstances
permitted. Many of them are in arrears.  Unless this legisla-
tion is enacted the Yuma Mesa auxiliary project i{s bound to
be written down as a failure, and that must never be.

Mr. President, I have recently visited this wonderful sec-
tion of our country, and I know of its merits; and I know
that if those people can be assisted as we should assist them,
as the Government of the United States has promised to as-
gist them, this will in a few years become one of the greatest
projects, If not the greatest, In the United States. Beyond
question it equals, and I think it exceeds, all other sections
in production of citrus fruits. I do not bar Florida or Cali-
fornia, or any other section of the country, when I make that
statement. I think this should be the most appealing thing
to the Members of this body. This project has been approved
by the BSecretary of the Interior and by the Reclamation
Service, and we have at this time $18,000,000 in the reclama-
tion fund, which can only be used for such purposes. Yet,
if not loaned here, as provided for by my amendment, this
money will be idle while these sturdy pioneers, my friends
and nelghbors, will perish. How can anyone conceive the
idea that we should refuse to loan these people $200,000, to
be paid back to the reclamation fund, and to draw 6 per
cent interest all the time? Senators, hear me; this can not
be tolerated. Those good, honorable farmers must not suffer
because of our neglect or stupidity, when, with the stroke of
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a pen, so to speak, this rightful loan could be made and these
sturdy farmers saved from ruin.

They are not asking for charity. They are not asking for
anything inconsistent. Through my amendment they are
merely asking this Congress to loan them $200,000 for emer-
gency use on gilt-edge security at the usual banking rate of
interest. The limited acreage that has been planted to grape-
fruit and oranges can not possibly pay the operation and
maintenance charges of the entire project, but with my amend-
ment in effect there is no doubt but that the Yuma Mesa
auxliary project will become one of the garden spots of the
world.

This is the only reclamation project in the United States
that has been inaugurated by the Government, consisting
wholly of Government launds, that has never had even 1 cent
advanced by the Government. It seems only fair and reason-
able to these purchasers that they should be given this aid.
It will enable them to complete the payments now due. It will
enable them to hold their homes, many of whom have invested
their last dollar in these frostless lands. It will instill in
ihem new life, new hope, new ambitions, and in the last analy-
sis make them happy and prosperous; but without the aid
rought by this amendment, the Yuma Mesa auxiliary project
‘must of necessity prove a dismal failure.

1 do not agree with every phase of the fact-finding report,
tbut you will reeall its recommendation of this project as feasi-
ble in every sense of the word. I do not think any reclamation
project in Arizona will ever be a miserable failure if Congress
‘will only do even half of its full duty toward any of them.
The Roosevelt project, known as the Salt River project, I
‘think, stands to-day in reclamation circles in a class by itself,
the first and best in the whole United States, and I say that
if the Yuma project can get the assistance which we are ask-
ing for it, it will stand with the Salf River project. Some
200,000 happy people, prosperons and alert, are now there where
once the jack rabbit and coyote roamed, because, if you please,
of the assistance through reclamation,

QOur people everywhere are getting on their feet again, and
if you will give them the chance they seek under this appro-
priation that is all they ask. They certainly are entitled to
nothing less. May I not appeal to my friends in the Senate
to stand by me in my efforts to save this amendment? May
I not hope that you will mete out this small measure of justice
due these constituents of mine? This amendment is meritori-
ous in every way, and I can not conceive of anything except
its adoption.

Here is an item in this bill to which I would like to ecall
attention. My colleague referred to most everything in connec-
tion with this yesterday, and I think he touched on this: but
listen to this provision:

Musrcle Shoals: For the continuation of the work on Dam No. 2, on
the Tennessee River at Muscle Shoals, Ala., $3,601,200,

That is an appropriation to keep up the work on Muscle
Shoals, Musecle S8hoals legislation has been before the Senate
ever since the session opened on the 1st day of December. We
passed a bill day before yesterday to take care of Muscle
Nhoals, and the Lord knows what will become of it under that
bill. But I just wanted to bring that to the attention of Sena-
tors, so that they might compare that with what we are asking
in this amendment I proposed a couple of days ago to the de-
ficiency bill, and, as we all know, it was accepted and passed
by this body, went to conference, and met the usual fate.

Senators, we are not trying to raid the Treasury or to get
romething which we are not entitled to. We are merely asking
for a loan, let me repeat, of $200,000 for a worthy people, a
mere loan to take care of a situation which the Government
has already approved through the Reclamation Service. A
loan from that $18,000,000 lying idle, which ean. only be used
as in this instance, and everyone agrees this loan has every
possible merit. Congress passed the law so that those people
might go on with their work and might invest their money in
those lands, and now at this late dafe, when we have this vast
amount of money in our Treasury, 1 can not understand how
any Representative or any Senator can refuse to help carry ount
a law he voted for back in 1917, for he certainly knew then
that situations would arise under that law such as this one,
where the Government should not fail in its responsibility.
I am appealing to Senators who believe in these great develop-
ments that are going on, to give the Yuma project a helping
Land. In this great reconstructive area when all lines of
‘industry are recovering, when we are helping all, let us not
forget the farmer, for it is his well-being that keeps our

i

country on an even keel. No one questions the right of these
worthy farmers to some kind of aid, and my amendment when
adopted solves the problem, relieves the sitnation, saves them
from destruction, and protects the Government.

Because of assurances I have just now received from reliable
friends who know and thoroughly appreciate the situation that
this can and will be properly taken care of at this session, I
will for the present withdraw my objection and will allow this'
report to be agreed to. ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing'
to the conference report.

The report was agreed fo.

NAYY DEPARTMENT AIPROPRIATIONS

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I move that the Senate proceed
ga thﬁ_ﬁouslderatiun of House bill 10724, the naval appropria-

0on Dill,

The motion was agreed to: and the Senate, as in Committee
of the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 10724)
making appropriations for the Navy Department and the naval
gervice for the flscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other
purposes.

Mr. HALE. T snggest the absence of a quornm.

‘lll‘he PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the
TOll,

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the follows
ing Senators answered to their names:

Ashurst Fess MeCormick Reed, Da.
Ball Fletcher McKellar Sheppard
Bayard George MceKinley Simmons
Bingham Gerry MeLean Bmoot
Brookhart Glass MeXary Spencer
Broussard Hale Mayiield Btanley
Butler Harreld Metealf Sterling
Cameron Harris Mozes Swanson
Capper Harrison Neely Underwood
Copeland Heflin Norbeck Walsh, Masa,
Couzens Howell Oddie Walsh, Mont,
Curtis Johnson, Callf. Overman Warren

Dale Jones, Wash, Owen Watson

Dial Kendrlck Pepper Willis

Dill Kin Ralston

Ferris Lad Ransdell

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-two Senators having
answered to their names; a quorum is present.

Mr, HALE. AMr, President, in the report accompanying the
pending bill there is an error in that certain permanent and
indefinite appropriations amounting to about $2,400,000 were
added fo the items in the bill. The correct figures, therefore,
are as follows:

Amount of bill as passed by the House, $286,420,578; added
by the Senate, $806,350; amouunt of bill as reported to the
Senatfe, $287,316,928,

Amount of estimates for 1926, %287,343.928; amount of ap-
propriations for 1925 as carried in the bill, $275,105,067. With
three million and odd dollars which was put in the deficiency
appropriations for 1925, the total appropriations amounted to
$278,175,460.87.

The bill as reported to the Senate exceeds the appropriation
for 1925, including the deficiency bill, by $9,141,467.13. It ex-
ceeds last year's bill in direct appropriations by $12,218,861.
The Senate bill is under the estimafes for 1926 by $7,000.

The House has held very extensive hearings on all matters
connected with the bill, and the Committee on Appropriations
of the Senate considered the reports of those hearings and
also held hearings for about a week. I think we have given
the bill very careful consideration. We feel that under the
provisions of the bill no money will be wasted during the
current year and that the Navy can be carried along in sat-
isfactory condition, ’

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Maine
¥ield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. HALE. 1 yield. !

Mr. McKELLAR. Is there any appropriation in the bill for
the elevation of guns on the capital ships of our Navy?

Mr: HALE. There is not.

Mr. McKELLAR. Why is not that provided for?

Mr. HALE. The department has not asked for such an
appropriation and the Budget has made no estimate for such an
appropriation.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, My, President, will the
Senator from Maine state what has been done in the way of
increasing appropriations for the Naval Air Service, if any-
thing? ;
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Mr. HALE. The direct appropriations for the Naval Air
Service are substantially the same as last year. We have,
however, added an authorization amounting to $4,100,009 to the
appropriation so that we can go ahead and order a considerable
number of new planes during the coming year.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Does not the Senator think
that something should be done to enlarge and expahd our Air
Service in the Navy other than what is now being done?

Mr. HALE. I think this additional appropriation will en-
large it to a very considerable extent. We will have very
many more planes in the Navy by the 1st of July, 1926, than
we will have ¢n the 1st of July, 1925,

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts, Can the Senator state how
many we have now? :

Mr. HALE. We have somewhere hetween 800 and 900 planes
now in the Navy. There are 513 at the present time that are
actually in condition for use. Certain of those 513 will go out
during the year and will be replaced by others that will
come in. These appropriations provide for an increase in the
number of planes that we will have on hand and in serviceable
condition, so that we shall be better off at the end of the next
fiseal year than at the end of this fiscal year.

AMr. WALSH of Massachusetts. So that some attention has
been given te making appropriations for enlarging the scope
of the Naval Air Service?

My, HALE. The matter has been very fully gone into both
by the House committee and by the Senate commiftee.

Mr. McKELLATR. Mr, President, I think it was in 1916, if
my recollection serves me right, although T will not be abso-
lutely certain about the date, which is immaterial anyway, that
a naval program was begun under which by 1926 or 1927 the
United States was to have perhaps the largest Navy in the
world. The war came on and we continued that program, as
I recall, during the war and after the war for a year or two.
Some of the greatest battleships ever constructed were author-
ized to be constructed and were in fact constructed. If the
program had been carried out it would have resulted in the
United States having first place among the naval powers of
the world.

In 1921 there was a change in the- administration of our
country's affairs, and shortly thercafter the Limitation of
Armament Conference was called. As to the good faith of
President Harding and those who advised him in calling that
conference 1 have not one word of criticism to offer. I have
no doubt that their motives were of the best. As a matter of
fact, however, what took place at the conference was entirely
different from what most people in this country believed took

lace.

3 At that time Great Britain was in this situation: Of counrse,
ghe knew that America was going to have as large or a larger
Navy than Great Britain could possibly build, because the
United States had the money and at that time Great Britain
was not able to compete with the United States in a naval
building program. Naturally, therefore, Great Britain greatly
favored a naval conference. I do not say it to her discredit in
any way, but when she found herself without funds and that
she could obtain by diplomacy what she could not attain by
taxation it was to her greaft credit, and she is to be com-
mended for having looked after her own interests rather than
to have let them suffer. In what I am going to say to-day
very briefly about that conference, what took place in the con-
ference, and what has since taken place I am going to try to
be accurate, but if I make any mistakes I hope those who
know the facts better than I do will call it to the attention of
the Senate.

The result of the conference was heralded to the world as
having put the United States Navy on a basis of equality with
the British Navy. The 5-6-8 ratio was heralded to the world.
It was understood by everybody. There were few American
citizens who did not believe that as a result of the confer-
ence not only was naval competition to be removed hereafter
but that Great Britain and the United States should in the
future be upon terms of absolute equality. I think almost
every newspaper in the United States carried that assertion
either in its news columns or its editorial columns,

I want to call the attention of the Senate at this time to
the fact that that limitation of armament agreement provided
for no such thing. I have before me a table of the ships that
were reserved to each nation under that agreement, and at
this time I ask unanimous consent to insert that table in the
Recorn, and then I shall refer to it

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the order

will be made.
The table is as follows:

Comparalive strength of United States and British navies in regard wi
tonnage, range, elevation, and specd -

UNITED STATES 1
iMml:- {Msx—
No. . mum mum
2 Namie Tonnage range |elevation Speed |
yards | degrees
X1 West Wivgintay 001 anE . e el 32,800 | 34,500 |
2 | Colorado..__._. 32,600 | 34, 500 g gll |
3 82,600 | 34,0500 30 2.7
4 82,300 | 80, 500 30 21.4
[ 82,300 | 30,700 0 ot
6 32, 000 24, 000 15 21.2
7 32,000 | 24,000 15 2
& 32,000 | 24,000 15 21
9 81,400 21, 000 15 21
10 31,400 21,000 15 25
11 27, 500 21,000 15 20:5
12 27,500°| 21,000 15 2.5
13 27,000 | 21,000 15 21.4
M 27, 000 21,000 15 21
15 26, 000 24,350 15 21
16 0c0 23, 500 15 21
17 21,800 | 22,000 15 23
18 21, 300 21, 600 15 ) 4
A GREAT BRITAIN
41, 200 30,300 30 31
85,000 | 80,000 30 31.5
85, 30, 000 30 L5
25,750 | 24,300 20 2
24, 750 24, 300 20 n
25,750 | 24,300 0 =
25,750 | 24,300 20 2
25,750 | 24,300 20 23
27, 500 24, 300 20 25
27, 500 24,300 20 25
27,500 | 24,300 20| 25
27,600 | 24,300 20 25
27, 500 24, 300 20 25
25,000 23,800 20 2,
25,000 23,800 20 21
25, 000 23, 800 20 21
25, 000 2, 800 20 21
26,500 | 24,300 20 31.5
26,500 | 24,300 20 315
28, 500 23, 800 20 20
22,500 | 23,800 20 21
23,000 | 23,800 20 21
23, 000 23, 800 20 21
24 | Centurion # 3, 000 23, 800 20 21
1 Not yet in commission. Japanese distribution by ships not known.
 To be serapped when the Rodney and Nelson are commissioned.
Effective ficet fire at 23,000-2) 000 yards
United | Great | .
States | Britain | JaPan
Number effectiveships. . .. . .. . ___....... 10 20 10
Number 16-inch guns._ . 24 18 16
Number 15-inch guns. . 0 100 0
Number 14-inch guns.. &0 0 )
Number 13. 5-inch guns (1] 48 0
Number 12-inch guns._ .. 24 0 0
Total NUMber GUNE. — .. ccevirramnncmsnsrmammen 108 166 96
)

Mr. McKELLAR. The agreement was as to the eapital ships
each nation was to have, and, so far as the purposes of this
discussion are concerned, I want it understood that it applied
solely to capital ships, There were other matters of minor
consequence in the agreement, but, generally speaking, it
applied only to capital ships. Remember now that it was her-
alded as a 5-5-8 ratio; that Awmerica and Great Britain stood
as 5-5 and Japan 3, the other countries coming on down.

Under that agreement America was permitied to have 18 ghips

of 500,656 tons; Great Britain was allowed to keep 22 ships
with a tonnage of 580.450. There is no 5 and 3 in those fizures,
According to those figures Great Britain had the proportion of
H80,450 to America’s 500,656, Great Britain could have 22
battleships to America’s 18 battleships,

The agreement is to run until 1936. It can not be amended
until that date, and it was not even proposed that there should
be an equality until that date. Just look at it from Great
Britain’s standpoint for a moment. What a splendid arrange-
ment it was for her! She would have the supremacy until 1936,
Then she would be able to pursue her financial ecourse and
enter into a competition of naval armaments if it was desired
to do so. It was a splendid agreement for Great Britain, out-
side of the question of the elevation of the guns, to which I
am coming in a moment. Of our ships only 5 out of the 18

had a gun elevation of 80 degrees, and all the remainder of
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fhem had a gun elevation of only 15 degrees. Great Britaln
Liad 3 ships with a gun elevation of 30 degrees and 19 with
an elevation of 20 degrees. There was no 5-and-5 proportion
in that respect.

Great Britain had one ship of 41,200 tons, and I understand
the fact to be that Great Britain scrapped a few obsolete ships,
while we scrapped new ships; we scrapped all of the great
new ships with which we were to put the American Navy in
the forefront of the naval powers of the world.

Mr. President, if there were nothing else but these facts
which I have mentioned, it would be perfectly apparent that
there was no 5 and 5 proportion so far as battleships were con-
cerned between the Navy of Great Britain and the Navy of
-the United States,

Now, Mr. President, let ns consider the guestion from the
standpoint of guns of effective fleet fire at from 23,000 to 24,000
yards, which is the ordinary effective range of guns.  The United
Btates had 10 effective guns measured by that yardstick;
Great Britain had 20; Japan bhad 10. As to the number of
16-inch guns, America had 24, Great Britain 18, and Japan 16;
number of 15-inclr guns, America none, Great Britain 100,
Japan none; number of 14-inch guns, Great Britain none,
America 60 and Japan 80; number of 13-inch guns, America
none, Great Britain 48, Japan none; number of 12-inch guns,
America 24, Great Britain none, and Japan none; fotdl num-
ber of guns, United States 108, Great Britain 166, Japan 96.
There iz no 5-5-3 ratio there. In other words, Mr. President,
acceording to these figures, and according to what is now com-
monly understood and known in this counfry, America is a
poor second instead of being on an equality of 5 and 5 as was
proposed, and as was supposed to have been agreed to in the
arms conference.

Mr. HALE., Mr. President—

Mr. MoKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Maine.

Mr. HALE, Will the Senator state again the number of
guns that America bas under the treaty agreement? Did he
not state that the United States had 108 guns?

Mr. McKELLAR. I stated the number of effective guns
America had at a fire of 23,000 to 24,000 yards. The Senator
was ont for just a moment. If he had heard what I had to
gay, he would have known that it was correct.

Mr. HALE. The Senntor is referring to a particular range?

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes: and that is the range of from 23,000
to 24,000 yards.

Mr. HALHE. I did not hear the Senator's statement to that
effect.

Mr. MCEELLAR. Of effeciive guns the United States had
108, Great Britain 166, Japan 96.

Mr. President, all of this goes to show what a splendid
trade Great Britain made and what a miserably poor trade
the United States made. We spent scores of millions of dollars
in building, as I understand, several of the greatest battleships
Ithat have ever been upon the waters and we have sunk them in
target practice out in the ocean after having built them.

1 say; Mr. President, that that agreement was enfirely dif-
ferent from what it was expected to be and it was also entirely
different from what it purported to be.

1 next come to a matter to which I should have first ad-
dressed myself, but I wanted to give the general outline of
the conference and its results before considering the special
provisions.

AMr. President, the limitation of armament treaty was en-
tered into on the Gth of February, 1922, It provides in section
1 under subhead (d), the following: :

Mo retalned capital ships or alreraft earriers shall be reconstructed
except for the purpose of providing means of defense against air and
gubmarine attack, and subjeet to the following rules: The contracting
powers may, for that purpose, equip existing tomnage with bulge or
blister or anti-air attack deck protection, providing the incrense
in displacement thos effected does not exceed 3.000 tons (3,048 metric
tons) displacement for each ship. .

And here is the important part of it—

No alteration in side armor, in ecaliber, number, or general type of
monnting of main armament shall be permitted except—

1 need not go into the exceptions because they are not ma-
terial to my disceussion.

Mr. President, the guestion of the elevation of guns seems
to have been entirely overlooked by those who were negotiating
this treaty for America. So far as I have been able to ascer-
tain it was not discussed : but a short time after the agreement
awas finally ratified by the nations parties to it the Secretary
of the Navy, in het haste, came to Congress and said, “We
have found a joker in the agreement”—these are not his

words, but they represent substantially the substance of what
he meant—"“we find that only five of our ships ean shoot
as far as practically all the Brtish ships can shoot; we are at
a great disadvantage; our Navy is not svhat we thought it
was; our guns can not shoot as far., The British ships can
lie off 2 or 8 miles out of the range of our guns and
sink our ships and we can not reach them.” That horrified
Congress, for Congress never dreamed that any such condition
existed. What did Congress do? It immediately rose to the
occaslon.’ Without a word of debate, almost instanfly, and I
think without opposition upon the part of anybody, on March
4, 1923, about a year after the agreement was first made and
shortly after it was ratified, in the third deficiency act, fiscal
year 1923, Congress made this appropriation:

For making such changes ans may be permissible under the terms
of the treaty providing for the limitation of naval armament, con-
cluded on February 6, 1922, published in Senate Document No. 1286,
of the Bixty-seventh Congress, second sesslon, in the turret guns of
the battleships Florida, Utah, Arkansas, Wyoming, Pennsylvania, Ari-
zona, Oklakoms, Nevada, New York, Texas, Mississippi, Ideho, and
New Merico as will Increase the range of the turret guns of such
battleships, to remain available until December 81, 1924, £6,500,000.

As I have sald, that provision was adopted without question.
Everybody knew that it ought to be adopted, and I think every
Member of both Houses assented to it. What was the result?
The departments fiddled with it, talked about it with bated
breath, were mysterious about it, and about a year later we
find the chairman of the Naval Affairs Committee seeking to
have that appropriation returned without belng used to the
Treasury of the United States. Whether it was actually re-
turned by law or whether it was returned by the expiration of
the authorization of the appropriation on December 31, 1924,
I am not prepared at this time to say, though I think it was
returned by law. ;

Mr. President, why was it returned? There was a great
mystery about it. After having been so determined to se-
cure the appropriation, after saying that we were virtually
defenseless without the appropriation, why did the department
not spend it? As I have said, there was a great mystery about
it; but a few days ago—

Mr. HALE. Mr, President—

The PRESIDING OFFICHR. Does the Senator from Ten-
nessee yield to the Senator from Maine? ;

Mr. McKELLER. T do.

Mr. HALE. If the Senator will allow me, T do not think
there was any great mystery about the reason for repealing
that appropriation. The appropriation was provided in the
deficiency bill because of information that Great Britain had
elevated the guns on her battleships sinece the signing of the
treaty, but it was subsequently ascertained that such was not
the fact, and the appropriation was thereupon repealed.

Mr. McKELLAR. AMr. Presldent, I want to ask the Senator
to examine the Recorp and state if there was any discussion
whatsoever or any statement made at that time in either
House that Great Britain had elevated the guns of her ships.
My recollection is there was no such.statement made then, but
the first time it was actually made was years afterwards when
the report was made by the Secretary of State. .

Mr. HALE. I think the Senator is quite right that there
was nothing in the House hearings about the matter. Tow-
ever, I understand that the House committee did consider the
matter.

Mr., McEELEAR. I remember the guestion was discussed
in the Senate committee, but, if I recall correctly, not a word
was said about having increased the range of her guns by
elevating them, but that it was necessary for the United States
to do so in order to put us on an eguality with Great Britain.

Mr. HALE. I think, if the Senator will investigate, he will
find that my information is correct.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I yield to the Senator,

AMr. KING. In the interest of historical accuracy, although
I am much in sympathy with the position of the Senator from
Tennessee, I feel constrained to state what 1 understand the
facts to be with respect to the matter which is apparently now
in issue between the Senators.

Mr. McKELLAR. No; there is no guestion now abont what
the facts are. The only question at issue between the Senator
from Maine and myself is whether the facts that are now known
to be the facts were discussed in the two Iouses of Congress
at the time this appropriation was made in 1923,

Mr. KING. Probably I should be compelled to answer the
Senator’s interrogatory negatively if it were put in that form.

Mr. McKELLAR. Why, of course.
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Mr. KING. But, if I may be permitted in the Senator’s
time—— 3

Mr. McCKELLAR. Yes; I am glad to have the Senator make
the statement.

Mr. KING. The situation, Mr. President, as I recall the
facts—and they are quite distinet in my mind—is this:

There was no discussion, either in the House Committee on
Naval Affairs or the Senate Committee on Naval Affairs or
upon the floor of the Iouse or upon the floor of the Senafe,
with respect to the appropriation bill and the item of $6,500,000
for the elevation of our guns. That appropriation was not in-
cluded in the general naval appropriation bill

In the closing hours of the session my information is that the
Secretary of the Navy, or some representative of the Navy
speaking for him, came before the committee of the Senate,
and it was in executive session. There was no report of the
statement which was made. I could not get, though I asked
for it, the statement made by the Secretary or some one speak-
ing in his behalf: but the statement was made that Great
Britain was elevating or had elevated her guns. Upon the
spur of the moment, without due consideration, in my opinion,
without ascertaining the accuracy of the statement made by
the Secretary of the Navy or some one speaking for him, a
deficiency appropriation was reported to the Senate, the item
being for $6,500,000, and it constituted a part of a deficiency
appropriation bill which was reported.

I went to the chairman of the committee, the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. WargrexN], and stated that with the information
I had I was opposed to that appropriation. The Senator stated,
in substance—and I am not betraying, 1 hope, any secret—
that information had come to the committee that day or the
day before which induced them to make this recommendation;
and I stated upon the floor of the Senate, as I now recall, that
1 was not satisfied with that information, but I would bow to
the recommendation of the committee, because, not knowing
the facts, I was not in a position to controvert their position.

Within a few days I learned that it was not true that Great
Britain had elevated her guns, or, so far as we could learn,
that she purposed elevating them. Thereupon I wrote a letter
to the Secretary of the Navy stating in substance that I be-
lieved that Congress had been imposed upon, and that there
was an intimation that the Secretary of the Navy or the Navy
Department had been party to that imposition; and T stated
that if they persisted in the expenditure of that $6,500,000 I
should call attention of Congress to the fact when we recon-
vened, and that if it bad not been expended I should ask that
the money be covered back into the Treasury of the United
States.

Within a short time after that the Secretary of State, learn-
ing that Great Britain had not elevated and so far as he was
advised did not purpose elevating her guns, felt constrained to
make a public announcement which was in the nature of an
apology to Great Britain for the position which had been taken
by the Navy Department, and which had eventuated in the
appropriation of $£6,500,000.

Now, Mr. President—if the Senator will pardon me, and I
am trespassing upon his time—there may be a very serious
question as to the wisdom or lack of wisdom of elevating our
guns; but I felt that it was due to Great Britain to state the
facts which led to the failure to expend this appropriation.
The appropriation would not have been made at all except for
the representations which were made by the Navy Department,
and those representations, it was proven, were inaccurate.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I am obliged to the Sena-
tor for his statement about facts occurring principally before
the committee and between him and the Secretary of the Navy.
They are very enlightening., They verify what I said just a
moment ago about there having been considerable secrecy about
the transaction.

Mr. KING. Yes; there was.

Mr. McKELLAR. There was great secreey about the trans-
action. They also verify the position which I take, namely,
that it was perfectly natural that Great Britain should not
want to elevate her guns. They could already shoot from 3
to 5 miles farther than any guns we had except five. That
fact gave her a tremendous advantage over us, and we were
certainly next to her in the matter of naval armament. There-
fore, why should she want to elevate her guns? She did not
want to elevate her guns. She wanted to keep the United
States from elevating hers; and I call the attention of Ameri-
can citizens who thought we had equality of naval armament
with Great Britain when this agreement was signed to the
fact that it was shown that we not only did not have equality,

but that under the agreement, with our guns shooting from
3 to 5 miles less than the British guns, we were in a deplorable
second place in so far as our capital ships were concerned.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. 1 yield.

Mr. KING. The Senator might also fortify his position by
further stating, if he has not done so before I entered the
Chamber, that the greater number of Great Britain's ships
have the outer hull or blister; and you may flood the blister
or the outer hull and list your ships, and thus angment your
range.

Mr. McKELLAR. I have already stated that. That is
absolutely trne. 8o that, instead of having equality of naval
armament, we hayve a pitiful inequality in naval armament,
and it can only be corrected in part by the elevation of the
guns——

Mr. HALE, Mr. President—-

Mr. McKELLAR. Because we are bound by an agreement
until 1936, and that agreement, as I read it, can not be changed
unfil 1936; and, of course, America must live up absolutely
to her agreements. If she has made a bad bargain, as I be-
lieve she has, she must live up to that bargain; but, in my
judgment, she has a right to take advantage of everything
within the contract, because the great thing that was con-
tracted for, or supposed to have been contracted for, was
equality of the two maval armaments. When we examine
the -agreement afterward, we find that instead of having
equality we have a pitiful second place.

I now yield to the Senator from Maine.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, 1 simply wished to know whether
the Senator wanted me fo correct him when he made statements
that were not exactly in line with the figures that I have ic
my possession.

Mr. McKELLAR., Any time fhe Senator desires.

Mr, HALE, As far as the blistered ships of England are
concerned, they have blisters, I am informed, on only eight
of their 22 ships.

Mr. McKELLAR. That was referred to by the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Kixg], and is a matter with which I was not
familiar.

Mr, President, when it was found that we had 18 capital
ships a8 compared with Great Britain's 22, and that 13 out of
the 18 could not shoot as far as the British ships, the next
question arose as to the elevation of our guns,

Capt. Frank H. Schofield, of the United States Navy, about
that time prepared a short article on the elevation of guns. My
understanding is that Captain Schofield is now a naval attaché
at London. He is one of the able and splendid men of the

- Navy. He has written here—this is an appendix to the Annual

Report of the Secretary of the Navy for 1923—an argument
that is absolutely conclusive of the right of the United States,
under this agreement, to elevate the guns on these 13 ships
if she desires to do it; and I am going to take the trouble and
the time to read this splendid argument to the Senafe,

It is headed :

Appendix C—The Gun Elevation Question. Memorandum by Capt.
Frank H. Schoficld, United States Navy.

I call the attention of Senators especially to this for reasons
which I shall point out a little later.

Foreword : The BSixty-seventh Congress made an appropriation of
$6,500,000 to increase the elevation of the turret guns of 13 United
Stafes capital ships, Congress was Informed erroneously, but with
ecandld intent, that the guns of the British fleet had had their eleva-
tions similarly increased. The Dritish Government stated that this
information was incorrect., The American Government immediately
and unhesitatingly accepted the British statement. The question of
the legalily of the action contemplated by the appropriation of six
and a half millions was not questioned by the British,

As Congress had made the appropriation under the impression that
the British guns had been similarly clevated, it was decided to post-
pone action on increasing the elevation of the turret guns of 13 ships
until Congress had again considered the subject.

There has been some agitation in the press, to the effect that it
would be contrary to the letter or the spirit of the Washington treaty
to increase the elevation of our turret gums. The following para-
graphs deal with this question :

The gun-elevation question has two separate and distinet parts:

(1) 1s it allowable nnder the treaty?

(2) Is it worth doing?

This memorandum deals with the first question. This question is a
matter of written law—the treaty, The decision of this question muvat
depend upon a eorrect Interpretation of written law, There are two
separate laws on the subject, each equally operative, equally con-
clusive, both intended to express ldentical ideas. These two laws are
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'ﬂi'e— English verslon of thie treaty for lmitation of armament and the
- French version of the same treaty.

1 shall examine the Fnglish version of the treaty first, to determine
whether or no the elevation of the turret guns on American battieships
may be increased without vlolating the treaty. The following words
in the treaty and no others bear on this subject:

“e = & Np glteretions in side armor, in callber, number or gen-
eral tiupe of mounting of muin armament shall be pormitted * * *

The italicized words in the above quotation are the only words in
the treaty that bear on the gun-elevation guestion, Our problem,
therefore, is simply to examine what we propose™to do In the light of
the meaning of these words.

There are five necessary steps in increasing the elevation of the
turret guns en the 13 of our battleships that are under consideration.

These steps are:

(1) Increasing the size of the gun port opening.

(2) Lengihening the elevating screw so that the breech of the gun
may be lowerad and raised through a greater distance.

(3) Cutting away some of the plates and framing undér the breech
of the gun, o that the breech may be lowered farther.

(4) Changing the position of the ammunition hoists slightly.

(3) Making a more powerful counterrecoil system.

Let us consider each step separately.

“(1) Increasing the size of the gun port opening.”

The turret guns stick out through holes in the face of the turret’
When the guns are pointed at their greatest range—that is, when the
muzzles of the guns are elevated—the guns touch or almost touch the
top of the hole in the armor through which the gung project. If we
wish to point the guns higher, we mnst lengthen the hole upward, so
that the muzszle of the gun may be raised higher.

Question, Is lengthening the hole (port opening) In the front of
the turret armor an “ alteration in the general type of mounting of
main armament " ¥

Answer, No. The general type of mounting might be the same if
all the turret armor were removed. The guns might still be in the
game position with the same general type of mounting. The armor is
gimply protection to the guns, mounts, and crew, No matter how
many or how big the holes cut In the amor, the general type of mount-
ing remains the same.

“{2) Lengthening the elevating screw so that the breech of the gun
may be lowered and raised through a greater distance.”

The elevating screw extends from under the breech of the gun to a
part of the gun mount below, whare it runs through a nut fixed to the

mount. It is connected to an electric motor that turns it in either direc-

tlon. If the screw turns in one direction, the elevating serew runs
up through the fixed nut and its vpper end pushes the breech of the
gun up, thus lowering the muzzle of the gun; if the screw turns in
* the opposite direction, it runs down through the fixed nut and pulls
the breechi of the gunm down, thus elevating the muzzle of the gun.
If the length of the elevating screw is increased, and If the distance
between the breech of the gun and the fixed nut through which the
elevating scréw travels is Increased, it will be possible to raise and
lower the breech of the gun through greater distances.

" Question. Is the lengthenlng of the elevating screw so that the
breech of the gun may be lowered and ralsed through a greater dis-
tance an “ alteration in the general type of mounting "7

Angwer, No. It is not a change In type of mounting. The same
type of mounting is preserved In making this change, but the capacity
for np and down motion of the breech of the gun is increased. A short
broomstick is of the same general type as & long broomstick., Size does
not alter type.

“(3) Cutting away some of the plates and framing under the breech
of the gun so that the breech may be lowered farther.”

As guons are now installed In the ships there are various platforms
and framings directly underneath the breech of the gun that the breech
of the gun comes near to when the muzzle is pointed as high ss posai-
ble. If we propose to point the muzzle higher, these framws and plates
and fittings must have their position changed go there will be a clear
road for the breech of the gun when it is lowered for extreme long-
range pointing and fring.

Quoestion. Is the cutting away of platforms, trame-s, and fittings
within the turret structure so as to permit the breech of the gun to
be lowered farther an * alteration In the general type of mounting of
main armament " ¥

Answer. No. Al fittings that would have to be changed In position
would =till be retalned in a modified form and in a modified position,
Nothlng would be taken away or added to the gun mount that wounld
change its type so far as this particular step is concermed. It is not
a change in type of writing desk, for example, if more roony is made
undcr the desk so that a fat man can get hls legs where a thin man
gets them without any trouble.

“(4) Changing the position of the ammunition hoists slightly.”

Questlon. Would this be an “alteration in the general type of mount-
ing of main armament "?

Answer, No. The reply to this question is similar to No. 3, and, in
fact, might be included under No. 3. 7

“(B) Making a more powerful counterrecoll system.”

When a turret gun is fired its muzzle is always pointed up some;
otherwise the projectile would fall in the water close to the ghip. The
farther you wish to fire thy gun the higher the muzzle must be pointed.
When the gun is fired it recolls some little distance back Into the tur-
ret. Its recoll is stopped by a hydraulle or poneumatic system, reln-
forced by springs which act as brakes on its recoil. Before the gun
can be reloaded it must be shoved forward agaln Into the same posi-
tlon_ it had at the start. This is done by means of the counterrecoil
system, which may be by springs, by air pressure, or by hydraulie
pressure.

It 1s evident that the more the breech of the gun Is depressed the
more the gun has to be elevated In shoving it back into place after
firilbg. When the gun 1s level it is just a question of overcoming the
friction of the gun in the slide enough to push it forward., When the
gun is elevated 10° you must not only overcome this friction but you
must push the gun up an incline of 10°. When the gun is elevated
80° you must overcome the friction and in additlon 1ff the gun up
&0 Incline of 80°, This requires a considerabls increase of power over
that required for the 10° elevation. It will therefore be necessary to
provide. more power to return the gun to loading position after firing,
but it will not require a change in the type of the mounting or a
departure from established practice ln the deslgn in order to accom-
plish this objeect.

Question. Is making & more powerful countarrecoll system an * alter-
ation in the general type of mounting of main armament”?

Answer. No. The same type of automobile jack can be used to 1ift
the wheel of a Ford touring car and the wheel of a 5-ton truck. The
only difference involved are those of sige and power.

From the preceding analysis of the five steps necessary In making
changes in our ships to permit of increased elevation of the guns, it
s obvious that since nmo one of these steps involves a change In the
general type of mounting of the main armament that the proposal itself
does not involve a change of type and that, therefore, it is permissible
for us to change the elevation of our guns.

If, however, we should propose installing two turrets for one turret
or should take turrets from the center line of the ship and put them
on the sides of the ship or should take them from the sides of the
ship and sbould put them on the center line or should take turrets
that can not fire over each other and arrange them so they could fire
over each other, we would be changing the general type of mounting
of the main armament; In fact, we would be making of our ships
ships of a decidedly different character. It was this sort of change
that the treaty sought to guard against. No such changes as these
are proposed or even suggested. We simply propose changes that will
enable us to use more effectively and more efficiently the guns and
mountings we already have.

We come now to the French version of the treaty and its bearing
upon the question under consideration. The following words in the
French version of the treaty and no other words in this version bear
on this subjéct :

“ Bera interdit tont changement dane la culrasse de flane, le calibre
et le nombre des canong de Parmament principal, ainsi que tout change-
ment dans son plen general d'installation.”

The italicized words of the above quotation are the only words In the
French version of the treaty that bear on the gun-elevation question,
For convenience in discussing their meaning, let us translate these
words as literally as possible into English.

“All change in the side armor, the celiber end number of guns in
the main armament, as well as all change in its general plan of instal-
lation is ferbidden.”

From this translation we can separate out, by italicizing, the words
that bear directly on the guestion under discussion. It will be found
that the whole guestion hinges on the meaning of “ general plan of
installation of main armament.” No stretch of the imagination ean
make these words mean that any one or all of the five steps sbove
enumerated as necessary for increasing the elevation of our turret
guns are changes in the “ general plan of installation of main arma-
ment,”” It is perfectly obvious that these words do refer to sguch
changes as are indieated in a paragraph above, namely :

(1) Installing two turrets for one turret.

(2) Taking turrets from the center line of the ship and putting them
on the gides of the ship.

(8) Taking turrets from the slde of the ship and putting .them on the
center line.

(4) Placing turrets that can not fire over the other so that one of
them ean fire over the other, etc. :

Such changes would be changing the “ general plan of installatiom of
main armament,”

B0 much for the common-sense legal phases of the guestion.
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The public is very generally under the impression that the British
Admiraity have stated officially throngh the proper channels that by
their interpretation of the treaty it would be illegal for us to change
the elevation of our turret guns as proposed. No such contention bas
ever been put forward either by the British Admiralty, the British
Government, or by any other official in any government signatory to the
treaty. This Is a categorical denial that can be substantiated by any-

‘" one at any time who chooses to make official inquiry either of the

State Department or of the Navy Department.

The general intent of the treaty was to grant to each power full
right to keep step with material and scientific progress, subject only to
specifie limitatlons, Nowhere is there to be found a * spirit” of the
treaty that contravenes this right.

Mr. President, that, in my judgment, is an unanswerable
argument that Ameriea has a perfect right to elevate her guns
g0 as to make them shoot as far as the guns of other nations
will shoet. There can be no question about the right.

As I understand it, Japan aud Franee have both elevated
their guns since this agreement was entered inte, and no
objection has been made. No protest was filed by any of the
signatory powers, because they are mnot interested in what
those countries may do. But when the American Congress
appropriates $6,500,000 to enable us to elevate our guns; we
find a protest—a veiled protest, it is true, but a protest, never-
theless—and we comply with that protest.

Mr, President, what was the main purpose of the agreement
to limit armaments? It was to stop rivalry in naval arma-
ments. How was: it to stop that rivalry? America was about
to go further than Great Britain. We were to have a larger
Navy than Great Britain, and, in order that armaments might
be limited, Great Britain was willing to agree that she and
America should have equal-sized armaments, certainly by the
end of the year 1936. The main purpose was to put the coun-
tries on an equality in naval armaments. Yet, after the agree-
ment was signed and ratified by the powers, it was found that
there was a joker in it, and that the guns on 13 out of the 18
eapital ships left to us under the treaty could not shoot as far
as the British guns by from 2 to 5 miles. Under these cir-
enmstances, therefore, a technieality is resorted to to prevent
America from being put on an equality with Great Britain.

Mr, President, I am not criticizing Great Britain for enter-
ing into that agreement. I am merely sorry that our own
officials did not have the foresight to see to it that we were
actually put on an equality with Great Britain. I am not
criticizing Great Britain in any way. She was looking after
her own interests. We should have been looking after ours;
but we were not. However, we have the right, under this
agreement, to elevate our guns, and there ought to be a pro-
vision in this bill appropriating the money necessary to enable
us to elevate the guns, so as to put us on an equality with
Great Britain, as was originally intended.

The United States being outside the League of Nations, the
very best guaranty of peace in the world, it seems to me,
would be an eguality of naval armaments between America and
Great Britain. If they had equal naval armament, neither
country would go to war with the other. If there were an
equality of naval armament, no other country would go to war
without having the approval of one or both of these great
nations. So that it seems to me the very best guaranty of
peace throughout the world is for America to have a Navy
second to no other navy in the World. After having agreed
to that in plain langnage, it is the duty of this Congress to
appropriate the money to make the American Navy equnal to
that of Great Britain, under the terms of this agreement.

What is the exeuse offered for not accomplishing that? I
now come to the excuse. After all this secrecy; after coming
to Congress and getting an appropriation and then not using
it; after saying that it was vital to the American Navy to
have the guns elevated, how does it come about that the whole
program has been stopped, and the money turned back into
the Treasury?

I read the letter from Secretary Hughes to the Hon. THoMAS
8. Buruer, of the House of Representatives, of date January
6, 1925, which gives the reason for it. I read from page 1525
of the Recorp of January 9, as follows:

Hon. THOMAS 8. BUTLER,
Chatrman Committee on Naval Affairs,
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C.

Sra: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your communica-
tlon on behalf of the Committee on Naval Affairs of the House of
Representatives, transmitting House Resolution 387 and requesting
that the information fherein deseribed should be furnished if net In-
compatible with the public interest.

JANUARY 6, 1925,

!

The propesed resolution asks for “such data, information, or ob-
Jections ” which the Becretary of State “may have from any foreign
government in connection with the modernization of certain capital
ships of the United States Navy by increasing the elevation and range
of turret guns." .

While I understand that the resolutlon_ has not been passed, there
{8 no objection to giving to your committee the information desired.
The only * data, information, and objections™ which the Department
of State has received, the elevation and range of turret guns, is a
follows : :

In a communication under date of March 15, 1923— .

Eleven days after the bill appropriating $6,500.000 passed the
Senate and became a law— \

the British ambassador at Washington reviewed the reports that had
been made as to the increase In the elevation of the turret guns of
British ships, and made the categorical declaration that no alteration
had been made in the elevation of turret guns of any British capital
ships sinee they were first placed in commission,

In subsequent communieations from the Britlsh ambassador at Wash-
ington It has been stated to be the view of Iis Majesty's Government
that an increase in the elevation of twrret guns is not permissible
under the terms of the naval treaty, with special reference to Chapter
II, part 3, section I (d) which prohibits, subject to certain exceptions
expressly provided for, any reconstruction of retained capital ships or of
aireraft carriers, except for the purpese of providing means of defense
against air and submarine attack. As regards the question whether
such increase in the elevatlon of turret guns involves any * recon-
struction,” it is stated to be the view of the British Government that
the increase of the elevation of guns, together with consequential
alterations, such ag scrapping or replacement of existing fire-control
systems, ete., involves considerable “ reconstruction™ in the fullest
gense of the term, The British Government lay particular emphasis
upon what is described as & larger aspect of the questlon—that iz fo
suy, that one of the objects of the treaty is to reduce the burdens
of competition in armament—and the British Government feels that
action by the United States In the elevation of turret guns would tend
to defeat this object to a considerable extent. In these circumstanees
the British Government make an earnest appeal that the Government
of the United States should not impose upon the peoples of the coun-
tries concerned the burdens of competition in armament which are
deemed to result from the execution of the proposal to elevate the
turret guns on retained ecapital ships of the United States, it being
considered that, even If arguments can be found in support of the
contrary interpretation of the treaty, the effect of carrying ont such
proposals wounld be incompatible with its intentions,

Mr. President, I maintain that that statement is at absolute
variance not only with the facts, but it is at utter variance
with the purpose of the treaty itself. The treaty was to put
America on the same basis of ratio with Great Britain and
yet when America takes steps to put herself on a basis of
equality in naval armament as provided in the treaty we find
a protest from Great Britain saying that it will revive compe-
tition. In other words, Great Britain has said that we must
trust her, but she is not trusting us. As soon as we undertake
to avail ourselves of our undoubted province under the treaty,
under our unguestioned authority under the treaty, Great
Britain immediately protests on the ground that it may be a
violation of the treaty, and not being willing to asserft that it
is a violation of the treaty, she says that it will defeat the pnur-
poses of the conference.

What was the purpose of the disarmameut conference if not
to put us on an equality? Was it the purpose to make Great
Britain mistress of the seas for all time to come? Was it the
purpose to put the United States in second or perhaps third
place among the navies of the world? It had no such pro-
fessed purpose. That statement was not made at the time,
It has not been made since, Great Britain would not make that
statement now. Yet when America has the opportunity and
proposes that she shall be put upon an equality as provided
under the agreement, she is met with a protest from Great
Britain.

I read further:

The assurance I8 repeated that no alteration has been made in the
elevation of the turret guns of any existing British capital ships sinee
they were first placed In commission.

Why should she make any changes? They already have
hurled their projectiles from two to five miles farther than
13 of our ships. She was at no disadvantage. It would have
been money uselessly wasted for her to inerease the range of
her: guns under those circumstances. So it is no answer to the
proposition for Great Britain tc say that an elevation of her
guns has not been made. We know that Japan and Franee
have elevated their guns and so far as I know without any
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protest upon the part of Great Britain, Great Britain is not
interested in the elevation of the guns of Japan and France.
They are not in her class. But when America undertakes to
do it she comes in at once and says we may not do it

I read further:

It was further proposed that the Government of the Unlted States,
the Japanese Government, and the British Government (the Govern-
ments of France and Italy not being deemed to be directly concerned
in view of the exceptions of the treaty) shonld undertake not to make
during the term of the treaty any increase in the elevation of the
turret guns of their existing capltal ships.

I have been informed by the Japanese Government that it was not
the view of the Japanese Government that a change in the gun
elevations, which did not require changes of the prohibited sort in the
ships themselves, would be a violation of the naval treaty.

Here is the Secretary of State, who is a great lawyer, who
sat for a long time upon the bench of the greatest judicial
tribunal of the world, who says it is not a violation of the
treaty. He says the Japanese Government and the French
Government, who are parties to the treaty, do not claim that
it is a violation of the treaty, Why should the Congress not
do its manifest duty in looking after the defense of the Ameri-
can people by making the appropriation and elevating these
guns?

I continue to read from the letter of the Secretary of State:

I may add that, in view of the detailed description given by the
Navy Department of the nature of the changes which would be neces-
sary to elevate the turret gnns on the capital ships retained by the
United States, these changes would appear to be of a minor sort and,
in my opinion, would not constitute a reconstruction of the ships
within the meaning which should be attributed to the provision of the
naval treaty.

We have a perfect right to do it, however, according to the
Secretary of State, a former justice of the Supreme Court of
the United States. It would put us upon a comparative
equality where we are presnmed to be on an absolute equality.
But he then qualifies his statement by this suggestion:

I am of the opinion, however, that while such changes as would be
contemplated In the case of American ships would not constitute a
violation of the terms of the treaty, they would tend to evoke the
competition which 1t has been the pollcy of this Government to miti-
gate. It may also be stated that, so far as the United States is con-
cerned, the question appears to be of consequence only in relation
to certaln of the specified retained ships, and these ships under the
replacement clauses of the treaty are to be replaced within 10 or 12
Years.

I am, sir, your obedient servant, CuirrEs E. HUGHES,

Mr. President, the Secretary of State puts it on the ground
that if we elevate our guns and put them on an equality with
the British guns it would tend to revive competition. How
can it do so? Great Britain is not going fto violate the terms
of the treaty. I say it to her honor and credit that she stands
by her treaties, and she onght to permit us to stand by our
treaties in the same way and to avail ourselves of every right
we are entitled to under that treaty, especially when it is
shown that the main purpose of the disarmament agreement
was to put us on terms of equality with Great Brifain and that
this matter of elevation of guns removes us from that position
of equality.

Tend to bring about further competition? How ecan it be,
Mr. President? We are limited to 18 battleships, as compared
with Great Dritain’s 22. Why should Great Britain undertake
to violate the agreement and compete? I am not in favor of
violating any agreement. If we have made a bad agreement,
we ought to stand by it like every honest and honorable nation
should.

But we have not violated any agreement, and if we proceed
to the elevation of these guns we will not have violated any
agreement., The Secretary thinks we have not violated any
agreement. Two of the signatory powers say we have not
violated any agreement, and Great Britain herself does not say
we have violated any agreement. She merely calls attention
that it might revive competition in armament. There is noth-
ing in that contention, We owe it to ourselves to live by that
treaty.

So far as T am concerned, I am perfectly willing, should
this appropriation be made, that the matter should be deter-
mined by arbitration. We have arbitratidn treaties with Great
Britain, and there is no reason why it can not be determined
by arbitration if Great Britain wants it arbitrated. Let ns
elevate our guns, and then let it be arbitrated, and if it is
arbitrated against us, I, for one, will be willing to accept the

arbitration decision. At best that is all that Great Britain
shonld ask in this situation.

Mr. President, I am well acquainted with the members of
the Naval Affairs Committees of the House and Senate.
They are splendid men, all of them. I impute to them no lack
of patriotism and no lack of looking after the interests of the
country. But I want to say to them that in my judgment
they are making a tremendous mistake against their country
when they do not provide for the elevation of these guns so as
to put the United States in a position of equality with Great
Britain, such a position as she occupies and has occupied.

Mr. President, I felt that T owed it to myself to lay this mat-
ter before the Congress, and I am going to offer an amendment
to the bill at the proper place.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair would advise the
Senator that the Chair understands an agreement was made
that committee amendments should be first considered.

Mr. MCKELLAR. Very well. I will offer the amendment and
ask that it be printed and lie on the table, and T will call it up
at the proper time in the consideration of the bill

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so
ordered,

Mr. McCKELLAR. The amendment which I propose is to
insert on page 24, after line 6;

For making such changes as may be permissible under the terms
of the treaty providing for the limitation of naval armament, con-
cluded on February 6, 1922, published in Senate Document No. 126 of
the Bixty-seventh Congress, second session, in the turret guns of the
battleships Florida, Utah, Arkansas, Wyoming, Pennsylvania, Arizona,
Oklahoma, Nevada, New York, Teras, Mississippi, Idaho, and New
Alexico, as will increase the range of the turret gunms of such battle-
ships, to remain available until expended, $6,500,000,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will lie on
the table and be printed.

Mr. McKELLAR subsequently said: I am not sure that the
amendment I have offered is now in order, but in order to
make it so, it Is necessary for me to give notice that I shall
present the amendment to-morrow. TUnder the rules I want
to give notice now that I will make a motion to suspend the
rules in order that I may offer the amendment.

Mr. GERRY obtained the floor,

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Will the Senator from Rhode
Island yield to me in order that I make a request? It will
not take over a minute.

Mr. GERRY. Certainly, I yield to the Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

OHIO RIVER BRIDGE BETWEEN AMERIDGE AND WOODLAWN, PA.

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the bill (8. 3643) authorizing the
construoction of a bridge across the Ohio River between the
municipalities of Ambridge and Woodlawn, Beaver County,
Pa. The reason for asking for the consideration of the bill
at this unusual time, I will say to the Senate, is that a similar
bill is pending on the calendar of the other House for con-
sideration on Monday next, and we are anxious to have this
bill take its place in order that the measure may be passed
on Monday in the House. To accomplish that purpose the
bill must be passed by the Senate to-day.

Mr. KING. Let me ask the Senator whether the bill for

| which he now asks consideration is in the unsual form?

Mr, REED of Pennsylvania. It is in the usual form.

Mr. KING. And it contains the usual restrictions in favor
of the Government?

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Yes,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Penn-
sylvania asks unanimous consent for the present consideration
of the bill indicated by him.

Mr. HALE. I desire to ask the Senator from Pennsylvania
whether the bill for which he asks consideration will take up
much time of the Senate? We have an appropriation bill be-
fore the Senate now, and I am anxious to make some progress
with it.

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I think the bill for which I

-ask consideration can be passed in 30 seconds.

Mr. JONES of Washington. It is an ordinary bridge bill,
I understand.
Mr. HALBE. Very well. I will make no objection to it.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the-

Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (8. 2643) authorizing
the construction of a bridge across the Ohio River between
the municipalities of Ambridge and Woodlawn, Beaver County,
Pa., which had been reported from the Committee on Com-
merce with amendments on page 1, line 7, after the word
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“eonvenient for travel and
smitable for the in-
the word “navigation,” to
so as to make the bill

“point,” 'to strike out the words
not inimieal to the free" and to insert *
terests of ”'; and on line 9, after
strike out the words “of said river,”
read :

Be it enacted, eto., That the county of Beaver, in the Btate of
Pennsylvania, be, and is hereby, anthorized to construct, operate, and
maintain a bridge and approaches thereto across the Ohio River be-
tween the municipalities of Ambridge and Woodlawn, Beaver County,
Pa., and at a point sultable to the interests of navigation, in accord-
ance with the provisions of an act entitled “An act to regulate the
construction of bridges over mavigable waters,” approved Mareh 23,
1906.

8pe. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex-
pressly reserved.

The amendments were agreed to.

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

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

NAVY DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 10724) making appropriations for
the Navy Department and the naval service for the flscal year
ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. v

Mr. GERRY. Mr. President, 1 have listened with a great
deal of interest to the remarks of the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. McKeLLar] in regard to the protests against elevating the
guns of certain American battleships. That question, as the
Senator from Tennessee and the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kixe]
have pointed out, came before the BSenate some years Ago.
The Navy Department advocated the elevation of the guns,
for they believed it would be of benefit to the American ships.
They also further stated, as the Senator-from Utah has shown,
that one of their reasons for making the request was on ac-
count of the belief they entertained that the British were also |
elevating the guns on their ships. However, that was subse- |
quently proven not to be the case. Personally I do not think
ihe latter point is important. The reason for my advoecacy of
the elevation of the guns of the American battleships is be- |
cause, in the first place, I do not believe such elevation would |
be in violation of the treaty; and, in the second place, Il
think it would put the American Fleet in its proper place
among the three great naval powers of the world.

The Secretary of State has lately furnished to the House of |
Representatives and the Senate of the United Btates his opin-
jon on this subject. 1 wish he might have seen fit to have fur- |
nished us the information a little earlier. I asked the Naval
Committee of the Senate some time ago to request the Secretary
of the Navy for that information, but he sent back word that
it was a matter which should be taken up with the SBtate De-
partment. I then introduced a resolution, which was reported
unanimously by the Foreign Relations Committee of the Sen- |
ate, and subsequently it was unanimously adopted by the
Senate, asking for that information, whereupon the Becretary |
of State furnished it to the Senate. The Secretary of State, as |
the Senator from Tennessee has already stated, contends that |
to elevate the guns on our capital ships would not be in viola-
tion of the treaty, but that, in his opinion, “ while such changes
as would be contemplated in the case of American ships would
not constitute a violation of terms of the treaty, they would
tend to evoke the competition which it has been the policy of
this Government to mitigate.”

1 agree with the first proposition of the Secretary of State,
but I do not agree with his second proposition. The British
Government protested against the elevation of the guns on 13
of our battleships on the ground that it would be a violation
of the Washington conference treaty, particularly of chapter
2, part 3, section 1.

Mr. President, chapter 2, part 3, section 1, has only this to
say in regard to the elevation of guns—and I think I had bet-
ter read all of paragraph (d)—

No retained eapital ships or alreraft carriers shall be reconstructed
except for the purpose of providing means of defense against alr and

powers may, for that purpose, equip existing tonnage with bulge or
blister or antiair attock deck protection, providing the inereasé of
displacement thus effected dors not exceed 2,000 tons (3,048 metric

tons) displacewient for each ship. No alterations in slde armor, in

caliber, number, or general type of mounting of main armament shall
be permitted except—

submarine attack, and subject to the following rules: The contracting]

The the exceptions follow, which are—

(1) Tn the case of France and Italy, which countries, within
the limits allowed for bulge, may increase their armor protection and
the callber of the gums mnow carried on their existing capital ships
€0 as not to exceed 16 inches (408 millimeters) ; and

(2) the British Empire shall be permitted to complete, in the case
of the Renown, the alterations to armor that have already been com-
menced but temporarily suspended. :

Mr, President, I understand that France has elevated the
guns of her battleships and that she does not consider such
action as violating the treaty.

France and Italy are allowed to increase their armor pro-
tection, while Great Britain, with the one exception of the
battleship Renoiwcn, and the United States and Japan are not
allowed to do so.

France is allowed to increase the caliber of the guns on her
capltal ships up to 16 inches. There is nothing there that
touches the “number or general type of mounting of main
armament.” In other words, “general type of mounting of
main armament” is an entirely different question from that of
the elevation of the guns.

The situation, as I understand it, is this: As the Secretary
of State gays in his letter, Japan has maintained that the
elevation of guns on her battleships is not a violation of the
treaty, and, apparently, she will go ahead and elevafe her guns.
In the case of the United States, the construction of the turrets
on her battleships is snuch that, as the Senator from Tennessee
has shown by reading into the Recorp the statement of Captain
Schofield, that the elevation of the guns could not be con-
sidered a violation of the agreement as being a change in the
“ general type of mounting of main armament.”

Five steps are necessary—and I am not going over this
matter very fully because the Senator from Tennessee has
already discussed it very thoroughly—to increase the range
of our guns. They are as follows:

The first one is simply to cut the gun port a little wider
so that when the gun is pressed up it will not hit the top of
the housing. The next thing is to lengthen the elevating
screw. Certainly neither this nor the first step which I have
mentioned would constitute any alteration in the * general
type of mounting of main armament.” The third step is in
the cutting away of some of the plates and frames under the
breech, so that when the gun is tipped up the rear end of the
gun may be lowered to a greater degree. This also is a very
glight change, as is alse the change of the position of the
ammunition hoists, and is simply pufting a rather more
powerful engine in the counterrecoil, which is operated largely
by compressed air.

I think if anybedy will consider for a moment these five
minor changes to the turrets of United States battleships he
will realize that they can not be considered as alterations of
the “general type of mounting of main armament.” :

Unfortunately for Great Britain, I understand the turrets
of her battleships are so constructed that it would be practi-
cally impossible for her to make the changes without possibly
a breach of the treaty. Whether it would be a breach of fhe
treaty or not I am not prepared to say; but, in any case, it
would be very expensive, and up to the present time it has not

| been necessary for her to do this, as all the guns on her ships

have at least an elevation of 20 degrees.

Five of our ghips have an elevation greater than this. They
have an elevation of 80°. The remainder are 15°; and I in-
tend in a minute to make a comparison of the two fleets; but
I will deviate from this subject before going into it more
thoroughly to touch on the guestion of whether, as the Secre-
tary of State has contended, it would tend to evoke competi-
tion, which it has been the policy of this Government to mid-
gate.

Mr. President, in the plan as laid down by the Washington
conference there is necessarily a certaim amounnt of competi-
tion. Bvery time the different governments replace their capi-
tal ships they strive to build the most eflicient and the most
modern battleships possible. We have a striking example of
that at the present time, where soon there will be added to
the British line the Nelson and the Rodney. These two vessels
are supposed to be the latest things in battleships. They will
carry nine 16-inch guns, and the newspaper reports assert that
these guns will be placed forward, and that the afterdeck
will be used for an airplane platform, npon which they can
carry their airships, and that there will be no stacks. Of
course, the object of having no stacks is in order to allow the
airplanes to land on the battleships.

Mr., McKELLAR, Mr. President, will the Senator yield?
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Mr. GERRY. In just a moment. If you place stacks on an
airplane earrier, the British have found in their experiments
that it makes a difference in the air currents and you have
difficulty with your airplanes landing on the deck. The ideal
‘airplane carrier apparently is one without stacks. The Brit-
ish, when they place the Nelson and the Rodney in commission
as part of their battleship fleet and retire four of their old
Yessels, will have entered into competition with wus, because
they will have tried, and rightly, to build better battleships
ihan we now possess,

I now yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I am interested in what
the Senator says about the Rodney and the Nelson being the
most complete and up-to-date and greatest ecapital ships ever
floated, perhaps. I imagine that they are in line generally
with the United States war vessel Washington, which was re-
cently sunk.

Mr, KING. Superior.

- Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Utah says that these
jtwo ships are superior to the Washington. What I want to find
out is this: Why is it that these great new ships are added to
the British fleet while the Washington, which was probably
greater than any other one that we have, was sent to the
bottom as the target of airplanes? How did that come about?

The Senator is on the Naval Affairs Committee; and I think
a great many Americans would like to know why it is that
while Great Britain is adding to her capital ships the greatest
and strongest and most powerful that were ever put afloat the
United States is sending to the bottom of the sea her ships of
like kind and character, at great loss to the taxpayers of this
country.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, does not the Senator know that

that was all arranged at the time of the treaty and all agreed
to by the different countries?
. Mr. McKELLAR. If that was all arranged at the time the
treaty was agreed to, how in the name of Heaven did anybody
ever have the effrontery to talk about a ratio of 5 and b as
between the United States and Great Britain?

Mr. HALE. I expect to say a word abount that later on,
yhen I answer some of the statements that have been made.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am just wondering. I should like to
have somebody give a reason. The Senator says it was named
in the bond ; it was named in the agreement, If this marvelous
inequality of naval armament was named in the bond, why in
the world did anybody have the effrontery to call that an
equality of naval armament?

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, it was not only named in the
bond, but it was agreed to by the governments of the variouns
nations. It was agreed to by this body. It was agreed to by
the Senator; at least he did not raise his voice against it.
Everything that was done in that conference was submitted to
the Senate, and we knew exactly what we were doing when we
ratified the agreement.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator says we knew exactly what
we were doing.

Mr. HALHE, If we did not, we ought to have.

Mr. McKELLAR. Ah! That is different.

Mr. HALE. We had every chance in the world to know.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator certainly never knew any-
thing about the elevation-of-guns question until after the
agreement was ratified. That was the joker that neither the
Senator nor any other Senator seems to have found.

Mr. HALE. I will answer that later.

Mr. GERRY. Mr. President, the Senator from Tennessee
has stated that I said the Nelson and the Rodney were the
two greatest battleships afloat. I am not prepared to make
that statement, because I do not know. What 1 stated was
that T presumed they were the greatest battleships that the
Rritish Government were able to build. Of course we have
nothing but newspaper information on that subject.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the Senator says we have
nothing but newspaper information on that subject. As a rule,
newspaper information is fairly accurate; but, waiving that
for the moment, why has not the committee which is support-
ing this bill information to give us that is aceurate? We ought
to know, this Government ought to know, the Senate ought to
know, what is being done under this so-called equality-of-naval-
armaments agreement. Equality! The kind of equality that
puts America away down in the second place, and, as some
people contend, possibly in the third place in naval armament!

Mr. KING. The Senator must not ask disturbing questions.

Mr. GERRY. Mr. President, I want to say to the Senator
from Tennessee that I had a good deal of difficulty in even
finding out whether there had been a protest against the eleva-

tion of the guns and what that protest was, I should like to
say further to the Senator from Tennessee that I do not be-
lieve that our naval experts considered for one minute that
there was any question but that we had a right to elevate the
guns, and I do not see why they should. I think the treaty is
perfectly clear.

Mr. McKELLAR. I agree with what the Senator says as
to our naval officers’ belief about the matter. I think unques-
tionably our naval officers knew, because they certainly are as
good naval officers as there are in the world, and as competent
and as efficient. I think they knew. I think they thought they
had a perfect right to elevate their guns. I think they thought
they were getting under this agreement an equality of naval
armaments as between us and Great Britain. They merely did
not get it. Those who conducted the negotiations for America
were outtraded. That is all there is about it. Ounr British
brethren just simply outtraded them, outgeneraled them.
They got by diplomacy what they could not possibly get in
any other way, and it looks as if by that same token they are
now getting by diplomacy what they ean not get in any other
way. In other words, they have no right, they virtually admit
they have no right, to protest against our elevating the guns;
but by the exercise of judicious diplomacy they are keeping ns
from appropriating meney to elevate these guns so as to put
our Nayy in a position where we can defend our country.

Mr. GERRY. Mr. President, when we agreed to the Wash-
ington conference we serapped 11 capital ships. Four of these
were battle eruisers. The rest, as I recollect, were battleships.
I will ask the Senator from Maine to correct me if I am in
error.

Mr. HALE. That is correct.

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President, before the Senator leaves
that subject, may I ask him another guestion?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Rhode Island further yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. GERRY. I do.

Mr. McKELLAR. Why was it that we scrapped all of our
battle eruisers, which were supposed to be faster, and a great
many people thought they were better?

Mr. KING. All but two.

Mr. GERRY. Four were scrapped and two we are turning
into airplane carriers. We had six at the time.

Mr, McKELLAR. Why did we scrap four, when- Great
Britain did not scrap any of hers, as I recall? She still has
them. She still has her battle crnisers.

Mr. GERRY. I was coming to that in a moment. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee should not ask me conundrums as to why
the Washington conference did things,

Mr, McEELLAR. I am very curions about why they did.

Mr. GERRY. I have been curious about a good many things
in the agreement myself,

Mr. McKELLAR. I am glad to hear it.

Mr. GERRY. But the British retained four battle cruisers
among their capital ships. We scrapped four of our battle
cruisers and retained two, and turned those two into airplane
carriers,

Mr. KING. The work has not been completed. It is in
Process.

Mr. GERRRY. I shounld say we eventually will turn them
into airplane ecarriers. They are in process of construction
now. The Senator from Utah is entirely correct.

The American naval experts have always held, I think, as
a naval policy, that the battleship is a more efficient fighting
unit than the battle ernisers; and I think the Battle of Jut-
land very strongly sustained this policy of the American Navy.
The battle cruiser, while having greater speed, as the Senator
from Tennessee has very well said, has also lighter armament ;
and while she carries heavy guns, and is able very often to
choose her position .of attack on account of her speed, yet
when she has to give battle 1 think the preponderance of our
naval opinion is sound when it holds that she undoubtedly
will have the worst of it, as happened to Beatty's battle
squadron in the Battle of Jutland, where he lost two of his
battle cruisers.

The British, as I understand, at the fime of the Washing-
ton conference did not have a sufficient number of modern
battleships, and the ratio in that conference was based on
tonnage. To make up that tonnage, the British retained 4 of
their battle cruisers, and also retained the Hood, which was the
greatest battleship afloat, and probably one of the greatest
fighting ships. At the end of the Washington conference the
tonnage that they had was 580,450, as compared to that of the
United States of 525,850.

When the Nelson and the Rodney are added to the fleet,
and 4 of the oldest English battleships are scrapped—for
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Great Britain at the present time has 22 to our 18, and when
the Rodney and the Nelson are completed she will have 20
to our 18—the tonnage for Great Britain will be 538950, and
for the ‘United States 525850,

She will still have a slightly superior tounage. But, more
than that, now we have 5 batileships, with an elevation of 30
degrees for their guns. Of these 5 ships, 3 in the Colorado
class have a speed of 21 knots and eight 16-inch guns, and we
have 2 in the California class, with a speed of 21 knots, and
cirrying twelve 14-inch guns. These § ships have a range of
30,000 yards plus,

At the present time the Hood has a speed of 31 knots, has
15-inch guns, and a range of 30,000 yards. Then there is the
Glorious class, 2 ships, with a speed of 80 kuots, 15-inch guns,
and a range of 24,300 yards. Five ships of the Qucen Elizabeth
class, with a speed of 25 knots, 15-inch guns, and a range of
24,800 yards. We, therefore, have 5 ships that can outrange
anything the British fleet has, with the exception of the Hood,

When the Rodney and the Nelson are added to the British
fleet, they will have 3 ships having as great a range as our 5,
and they will have 5 ships of the Queen Elizabeth class of
much greater range than our 13 remaining ships.

I do not intend to give here all the ranges of the various
ships, because tables have been put into the Recorp showing
these ranges in the very able address which the chairman of
the committee made on the 23d of last May, and I believe they
have also been put into the Recorp in the House, I know they
have been put into the Recorp two or three times.

Even a casual study shows convincingly that five of our
ships eompare favorably in range with all the British ships
and are equal to three of them, when the Redney and these
new ships are added. Our remaining 13 ships are inferior in
range to the 17 British ships. It is also fair to state that our
armaments are heavier than that of the four battie eruisers,
and that the question of speed is not so important as it appears
on its face, because in a fleet action a fleet can only operate
effectively according to the speed of its slowest ships, and our
superior armament, I believe, offsets the superior speed of the
British battle cruisers. :

It can not but be apparent that the greater range of the
total British fleet gives them an undonbted advantage over
our fleet, and if we leave out the decision as to what the
equality under the 5-5-3 ratio is, basing it solely on tonnage,
which apparently was the yardstick used by the conference,
and taking into consideration both armament and range of
guns, it seems perfectly obvious that we are not equal to the
British fleet, and especially will that be the case when the two
new ships of the Rodney class are added.

There is no doubt that at the present time we are inferior
to the British Fleet in capital ships, becanse we have not yet
put the blisters on those of our battleships which reguire them,
nor have we done over six of our older ships and put the proper
protection against aireraft upon their decks or changed their
boilers so that they can maintain the original speed for
which they were built. These improvements, I understand, are
to be brought up in another bill at this session, which un-
doubtedly should be passed. There is no question but that the
blisters are necessary. The Senator from Utah has already
called attention to how the British utilized those blisters to
increase their gnun range. The blisters are protection against
torpedoes, mines, and bombs and are one of the lessons we
learned from the Great War. They are not on these older ships,
because the ships were built prior to the time we had the
information, The boilers on these six vessels are also old, but
can be replaced by boilers that were to be put in some of the
ships authorized to be destroyed ; and the change of fire control
is also easily made, I understand the alterations of tlese six
ships will cost something over $18,000,000. The elevation of
the guns would eost $6,500,000.

Apparently there is no question of infringement of the
treaty in regard to the deck protection and the improvement of
the boilers. In fact, I think that deck protection as set forth
in the treaty is permissible. I believe Hon. Ra msey MacDonald,
when he was prime minister, raised some question as to
whether we had a right to change to oil burners; but that has
not been pressed, and I do not think there is any question but
that we have the right to do it under the treaty.

When the departments are advoeating these changes in re-
gard to construction in the engine room, and torpedo protec-
tion, and deck construction, it seems to me rather absurd to say
that that is not competitive, but that the elevation of the guns
is, The real fact is that the vital thing to insure the equality
of our fleet is the elevation of the guns, and I do not think
there is any doubt but that bath Honses of Congress would be
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in favor of this elevation if if were not for the fact that the
administration is against it

Mr. President, I have already gone into the question of the
competition that must arise every time any nation adds a
bnttlezship. I have already shown how France and Italy con-
tend the elevation of the guns is not a violation of the treaty.
France has already elevated her guns, and I think Italy has,
and Japan elaims there is no violation of the treaty in doing
that. I do not believe there is any doubt, under those cirenm-
stances, but that Japan will elevate her guns. DPractically
the only country that will not do so will be the United States,
and we will be left with 13 of our ships with an elevation of
15 degrees, and all of the British Fleet will have an elevation
of 20 degrees or better,

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for an

inquiry ?

Mr. GERRY. I yield with pleasure to the Senator from
Utah.

Mr. KING. T ask this for information. Does not the Sen-

ator think that he has emphasized too much the question of
gun elevation? The Senator stated, in substance, that that
was: one of the vital questions in connection with battleship
construction. I make this inquiry in view of the statement
made by Secretary Wilbur, and I think possibly by some of
the naval construetors, that we deliberately placed the eleva-
tion of our guns, except upon the last ships, at 15 degrees, and
that we deliberately sacrified speed to weight and tonnage.
Apparently the deduction would be warranted, from the state-
ment to which I have just referred, that our naval construe-
tors and the General Board having charge of the consfruction
of battleships and ecruisers did not attribute the importance
to great range which the Senator from Rhode Island attributes
to it, and which Japan and Great Britain evidently attribute
to great range.

I would be glad to get the Senator's view upon that question,
because it is quite important, if our Navy Department -has a
mistaken policy. If they deliberately chose a 15-degree anglo
instead of a 20, that is a question we ought to inquire into.
Or is it a subject rather of observation and possible eriticism?
If that is the wisest thing to do, then we can have no com-
plaint with Great Britain or Japan or France for elevating
their guns to an angle of 30 degrees. Not being a naval con-
structor and making no claim to any scientifie knowledge in
regard to these matters, I have no opinion. I had assumed
that great range was a very important consideration in our
naval eraff. We always seek range and still greater range.
We build big guns in order to get greater range. We put more
explosives into our great guns in order to secure greater range.
We elevate our guns in order to get greater firing distance.
Yet our naval constructors deliberately have chosen a lesser
elevation instead of a greater.

Mr. GERRY. Mr. President, I am very glad the Senator
from Utah asked that question. I think the answer to it is
this, from what I ean gather from naval officers, that before
the war it was not believed that it would be possible to make
the percentage of hits at great range, but with the increased
efficiency of fire control and the experience they gathered from
the war they found that they were able to make hits at a
much greater range than they had supposed possible before the
war.

You will find, if you look at the table of the elevation of our
guns, that fthe five ships—three of the Colorado elass and two
of the California class, which stand as our latest construction
in battleships—have a range of 30 degrees. Those were the
ships which were built after the lessons of the war were
learned. At the period before the war the English went to 20
degrees. Our ships had 15 degrees.

Apparently our uaval officers felt that that was as far as you
could go with the elevation and expect accurate shooting. That
they have changed their opinion is proven by the latest ships
we have buil, and I think that is really the Navy Depart-
ment's answer. There is no question, as I have said before,
that the use of heavy armament has always been a poliey of the
American Navy instead of extreme speed, and I suggest in all
fairness that the British did not gain great advantage in a
fleet unit from their speed as a great many people supposed,
because a fleet must be operated according to the speed of
the slowest ships. Fast battle cruisers could use their speed, of
course, for scouting, and by getting ahead they wounld have a
better opportunity with their torpedoes; but that is probably
offset, when they come in close range, by their not being able
to stand the same punishment the battleships could stand.
That is one reason why Beatty lost two in the Battle of Jutland.
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Two of the older vessels that have to be repaired need better
fire control, und undoubtedly they should have it, because when
we have not efficient fire control it is very difiicult to make
hits. I think, if I recollect correctly, that in the battle of
the Falkland Tslands, where Sturdee sunk Von Spee’s fleet, he
came against cruisers with his two battle cruisers. Von Spee
did not realize when he came to the Falkland Islands that he
was going to meet battle cruisers. But he found them lying
there, and Sturdee, as the Senator from Utah knows, piped his
men to breakfast, increased his speed, and was able to lie out
of range and hit the enemy cruisers. Apparently his fire con-
trol did not work very well, because I find statements as to
battery control, which meant that they were unable for some
reason to use their fire control and with it accuracy of fire
at long range. Then they closed in, with the result that they
came within the range of the enemy's guns and suffered some
cusualties. In Mr. Churchill's book I think there is a state-
ment showing how much ammunition they used up and how the
British sent out additional ammunition for them in case they
shonld meet an enemy returning to port. I am referring to that
to show how mnecessary it is to have modern fire control, so we
can get longer ranges for battle.

There is another point to be considered. The real competi-
tion that exists between navies to-day is in the destroyers, sub-
marines, and cruisers. What we are most in need of in the
way of ships are cruisers. We only have 10 of 7,500 tons.
Eight more will come up to be voted for at this session, and
that would only give us 18. To be sure they will be very
modern, very effective, and a very great fighting factor.

The Dritish, as I recollect, at the time of the treaty had
something like 45 eruisers. Of course, those were small eruisers.
Great Britain has now under construction 8 light cruisers,
2 of 7,660, 1 of 9,750, and 5 of 10,000 tons each. The rest
of the British light cruisers are vessels ranging from 3,500
to 5,660 tons. While undoubtedly when we get these new
eruisers we will have a preponderance of 10,000-ton cruisers,
yet the faet remains that Great Britain has a great number
of very useful light cruisers of 3,600 tons and more—0 or
50 of them. These will be most important in commerce de-
stroying and in general sea action.

- Japan has bullt or is building 25 light cruisers of from 3,100
to 10,000 tons.

There, Mr. I'resident, is the real difficulty and the great

competitive feature in the treaty. While the size of light
cruisers is limited to a displacement of 10,000 tons, any coun-
try has a right under the treaty to build as many as it sees fit.
The same is true of the number of submarines and destroyers.
Therefore it seems to me that it is certainly straining to con-
strue that the elevation of the guns on our battleships conld
in any way be considered as a violation of the treaty or of the
spirit of it or could tend to increased competition.
. Of course, no Senator for a moment would wish us to
deviate from what the treaty lays down. American honor
comes first. But I think, and our Secrefary of State has held,
and all the other nations except Great Britain, who is an
interested party, have held that it is not a vieclation of the
treaty and that the only question is one of policy as to whether
it might stir up competitive construction. For my part I
believe it is our duty as one of the great factors of peace to
se¢ that our Navy is on a parity with any other navy of the
world. In no way can this be construed as competition.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, before the Senator takes
his seat may I ask him whether he would be willing to go one
step further and say that he believes the American Navy ought
to be made second to mone in the world?

Mr. GERRY. I agree entirely on that point with the Sena-
tor. I thought I had covered it. The American Navy has
always been a great factor in the peace of the world and, as
the Senator from Tennessee has said, it should be second to
none. It should go shoulder to shoulder with the other nations
of the world in advancing civilization.

Mr., McCORMICK. Mr. President, I understand the Senate
to-morrow will consider the so-called Isle of Pines treaty in
open executive session.

Mr. HALHK, I think the Senate is going on with the naval
appropriation bill to-morrow. However, if any Senator wants
to make a speech on the Isle of Pines treaty, I shall have no
objection to laying aside the appropriation bill for that pur-
pose, but I would like to keep the appropriation bill before the
Senate. We can lay it aside to take up the treaty, but we
would have to go into open executive session to do that. I
shall be willing to agree to that at any time to-morrow.

Mr. McCORMICK. Would the Senator from Maine object
if we should go into open executive session when the Senate
assembles to-morrow?

Mr. HALE. I would like to meet in legislative session and
take up the naval appropriation bill, and then at any time the
Senator wants to go into open executive session I shall be
willing to do so.

Mr. McCORMICK. That is satisfactory. TUnder those cir-
cumstances I degire to give notice that I shall address the
Senate on the subject of the so-called Isle of Pines treaty at
the first opportunity to-morrow.

Mr, OVERRMAN. Mr. President, the people of the State of
North Careolina are intensely interested in our Navy and its
present condition. Perhaps the people as a whole In no other
State in the Union are as greatly interested in the welfare of
the American Navy as they. There is a very good reason for
this. There has not been a period in our national history when
there has not been some North Carolinian in high position in
naval cireles, and who as a result has contributed to the wide
discussion of naval matters among the people of my State.
The people of North Carolina have formed their attachment
to and interest in the Navy after mature diseussion, pro
and con, as to the merits of this arm of our national defense,
We recall with a great deal of pride that John Paul Jones, who
was virtually the father of the American Navy, notwithstand-
ing the nominal positions held by Washington, Arnold, and
others, prior to his advent as a great American sea fighter at
the early age of 28 years, spent his boyhood days in North
QCarolina. North Carolinians tell their children about the
adventures of the good ship Ranger and recount with glowing
pride the story of the Bon Homme Richard.

Following the Revolutionary period and before the Navy
Department was created by act of Congress there were those
who represented North Carolina in Congress who fought the
idea of creating such a department. On April 25, 1798, Nathan-
iel Macon, Joseph MeDowell, and Robert Williams, all names
that grace the pages of North Carolina history, spoke in oppo-
sition to such a measure. Since that time we have had five
men who have held the office of Secretary of the Navy, and our
people have been taught the value and need of a navy as per-
haps the people of no other State have. It is an enviable rec-
ord, Mr. President, and one I believe of which no other State
in the Unlon can boast, that North Carolina has had five See-
retaries of the Navy. They are as follows: John Branch, 1829;
George E. Badger, 1841; William A. Graham, 1850; James C,
Dobbin, 1853; and Josephus Daniels, from 1913 to 1921, the
period in which the American Navy reached its zenith in men,
equipment, and efficiency. Under the leadership of Josephus
Daniels during the World War the splendid accomplishments
of the American Navy afforded the theme for song and praises
throughout the world. Josephus Daniels held this office longer
than any other Secretary of the Navy.

Mr, President, there are 49 rear admirals in the United States
Navy to-day, and North Carolina can claim five out of that 49,
They are Rear Admiral Edward A. Anderson, Rear Admiral
Andrew T. Long, Rear Admiral Thomas Washington, Rear Ad-
miral Archibald H. Seales, and Surg. Gen. Edward R. Stitt,
of the Medieal Corps. Out of 197 officers who have reached the
grade of captain, North Carolina hag four, who are Capt. Robert
W. MeNeely, Capt. Rufus Z. Johnston, Capt. Lyman Cotten,
and Capt. Percy Foote. There are 35 ship officers who have
reached the rank of commander, and out of these the following
are from North Carolina: Adolphus Staton, Louis P. Davis,
John J. London, John N. Ferguson, David W. Bagley, William
Henry Lee, Hollis M. Cooley, Henry E, Russell, Emmett Gudger,
and Walter S8harp. Among the lientenant commanders in the
Navy, we find from North Carolina William Robinson Smith,
William Cook Owen, Henry George Cooper, William T. Malli-
son, Augustus Rieger, Chauncey A. Luecas, Joseph Norfleet,
Leslie Jordan, George B. Ashe, Eugene T. Oates, Donald (.
Goodwin, Jay Louis Kerley, Robertson Weeks, and Donald Pat-
terson. Among those who are on the retired list from North Car-
olina are Rear Admiral Victor Blue, Commodore James Philip
Parker, Capt. Allen H. Rogers, Capt. James H. Palmer, Comman-
der Archibald Davis, and Commander Willinm Scott Whitted.

The people of my State, Mr. President, are keenly interested
in the present condition of the American Navy. We recognize
the faet that we are bound by certain tfreaty obligations to keep
our Navy within a given size. While the people of North Caro-
lina are absolutely against any idea of nations racing with
each other in the increase of naval armaments, yet they believe
in a navy that is in keeping with our national dignity, unsur-
passed as a sea-fighting force, capable of maintaining our na-
tional honor at home and abroad and profecting American com-
merce wherever our flag sails. When our representatives went
into the armament conference, Mr. President, and agreed upon
a certain limitation of naval armament and that our Navy
should not be expanded beyond a given size, they also by such
action committed themselves to maintain the ratio agreed upon
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in that conference. In my opinion, Mr. President, we are obli-
gated to maintain a position equal to that of Great Britain as
limited by the arms conference.

I was very much astonished to n‘bte that the President of the
United States, according to the statement of Secretary of State
Hughes, was apparently opposed to the elevation of the guns
on certain of our capital ships. To my mind this is an im-
portant matter for the American Navy. A capital ship whose
gun range is not sufficient to permit it to get within ﬂrin-g dis-
tance of its enemy is practically worthless. I wish to insert
at this point comparative tables showing the size, elevation,
and range of guns on the capital ships in the British Navy, the
American Navy, and the Japanese Navy.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The tables are as follows:

Capital ships of the United States (size, elevation, and range of gung)

Range in yards at
Tarret guns | .. elevation of—
mulin
8hip angle
Diam- | Length| of ele-
eter of | in cal- | vation 15° 20° 30°
bore | iber
Inches Degrees
West Virginia. ... ooooooooonien 16 45 22,600 | 27,400 | 34, 500
Colorado._ ... o 16 45 30 | 22,000 | 27,400 | 34, 500
Maryland. . = 16 45 30 | 22,000 | 27,400 | 34, 500
California. ... = 14 50 30 | 24,000 | 28,400 | 35,500
Tennessee. . 8 14 50 30 | 24,000 | 28,400 | 35 700
gaho. Lo L = 14 50 15 | 24,000 | 28,400 | 85, 500
NS i@l k|aem me) pe
Mississippi o
i o 14 45 15 | 21,000 | 25,100 | 32 400
14 45 15 | 21,000 | 25,100 | 32,400
14 45 15 | 21,000 | 25,100 | 32, 400
14 45 15 | 21,000 | 25,100 | 32,400
14 45 15 | 21,000 | 25,100 | 32, 400
14 45 15| 21,000 | 25100 | 32,400
12 50 15 | 23, 500 | 29,400 | 35, 500
12 50 15 | 23,500 | 29,400 | 35, 300
12 45 15 | 21,600 | 26,000 | 32, 000
12 45 15 | 21,600 | 26,000 | 32, 000

Capital ships of the British Empire (size, elevation, and range of guns)

Range in yards at
Turret guns, | 0 o elevation of—
angle
Bhip nnesh.
Diam- | Length| of
eter of | in cal- | vation | 15°1 201 301
bore | iber
Degrees
42 20 | 19,700 | 24,300 | -30, 300
42 20 | 19,700 | 24,300 | 30, 300
42 20 | 19,700 | 24,300 | 30,300
42 20 | 19,700 | 24,300 | 30,300
42 20 | 19,700 | 24,300 | 30, 300
42 20 | 19,700 | 24,300 | 30,300
42 20 | 19,700 | 24,300 | 30,300
42 20 | 19,700 | 24,300 | 30,300
42 20 | 19,700 | 24,300 | 30, 300
42 20 | 19,700 | 24,300 | 30, 300
45 20 | 19,600 | 23,800 | 30,000
45 20 | 19, 600 | 23,800 | 30,000
45 20 { 19,600 | 23,800 | 30,000
45 20 | 19, 600 | 23,800 | 30,000
42 30| 18,7 24,300 | 30,300
42 20 | 19,700 | 24,300 | 30,300
20 24,300 | 30,300
20 23,800 | 30,000
20 23,800 | 30, 000
20 23,800 | 30,000
20 23,800 | 30, 000
20 23,800 | 30,000

Z
:
g
=
:
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g
2
&
g
§
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000 5

1 Battle craisers.
Capital ships of Japan (size, elevation, and range of guns)

Turret guns
BUip Diameter h

of bore ﬁiﬂm

Inches
Mutsu.___ 1R Ay A SR L g TR S 16 45
Nagato_ il e el e B 16 45
£ 1E T R P G S e L S S R e o 14 45
Ise .. z 14 45
Yamashiro........... 14 45
Fu-8a__. e e I 45
Kirishi = 14 45
Haruna e BT Ll Wl 14 45
B s e e e e e 14 45
2 e S T A 14 45

Because of the fact that there is no exchange of information on the
part of Japan in the matter of maximum elevation and range in yards
it s not possible to give exact data on these points. However, it is
generally accepted that the elevation and range correspond to that
of the guns of similar character on the ships of the British Empire,
and it is known that the Japanese have elevated the guns of their
older ships since commissioning,

Mr. OVERMAN. Thus it will be seen, Mr. President, that
only five of our battleships have a maximum angle of elevation
in excess of 15 degrees, and outside of these five none of these
ships has a range in excess of 24,000 yards, while none of the
ships of Great Britain has a maximum angle of elevation of
less than 20 degrees, and many of her guns outrange our guns,
save those on our ships as indicated in the table which I have
inserted in the Recorp, and now we are advised that the two
ships Great Britain is building will surpass anything that has
ever been built in the way of fighting machinery afloat.

It will be noted that we do not exchange information with
Japan as to the maximum angle of elevation and the range in
gun power, but it will also be noted that the guns on all of her
capital ships are either 14-inch or 16-inch with a length in
caliber of 45 feet. It is worthy of note, Mr. President, that all
the capital ships of the Japanese Navy are first-class fighting
ships. As much can not be said for the ships in our Navy. It
strikes me as being vitally important that we should raise
the elevation of the guns on our ships.

Mr. President, it is time that we took a careful survey of the
actual condition of our Navy, and just how it ranks as an effi-
cient fighting force. There is some opinion, and there are
strong facts in support of such opinion, that the Amercian Navy
ranks third as an efficient fighting force. I have here an article
which appeared in the Dearborn Independent on the 10th of
January, 1925, which gives a great deal of information as to
the present condition of our Navy, and I ask unanimous con-
seut to insert it in the Recorp at this point, omitting the
illustrations.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so
ordered,

The matter referred to is as follows:

[From the Dearborn Independent, January 10, 1925]
WHAT Is THE PRESENT CONDITION OF OUR NAVY ?—HAVE ThHE “ OLp

FOGIES ” OR OUR STATESMEN AND POLITICIANS ALLOWED OUR NAVAL
Powen To Ruy Down?

(By Stephen Poole)

Why did American naval officers tow the uneomp'zeted battleship
Washington out to sea and sink her with bombing and target practice?

Is the United Btates sinking American battleships while other nations
who engaged in the 5-5-3 treaty are ignoring the terms of the treaty
and destroying only blue prints? Or are other signatories to the treaty
faithfully complying with its terms? 1

What Is the eondition of the American Navy to-day? Has it heen
allowed to run down, and are we below our allowance under the treaty
terms?

What about the battleship and aircraft controversy ? Is the former
obsolete and has the advent of airecraft swept it from the seas?

These and similar questions have passed through the minds of
American citizens during the past few weeks. There has been a sudden
stir of public interest in the condition of our Navy. What is the truth
about it?

One thing can be said for our Army and Navy officers: When you
approach them seeking proper information, von usually get it. This
ean not be said for all Government servants in Washington. An Army
or Navy officer will give yon his answer straight from the shoulder—if
the information is permissible, you get it; if not, you are told so.

Only a few days ago I interviewed one of-our best-known admirals
and put a question to him that involved a criticism of the arms con-
ference treaty, Like a flash he responded: “ 8ir, naval officers are not
responsible for treaties. It is not for us to eriticize or commend them.
That is a question for the Execulive and the Senate, They give us
our orders, and it is up to us to obey them.”

So much for our alleged danger of militarlem. Our officers completely.
recognize the authority of the civilian servints of the people. Military ?
Yes. Militaristic? No!

The question of the present fitness of our Navy Involves, in the first
place, our obligations under the arms conference treaty. There is a
sharp division of opinion as to whether a great national mistake was
made in the framing of the treaty. However that may be, it should be
definitely understood that naval officers did not frame the treaty, They
were requested to compile certain data; they doubtless made recom-
mendations, but it Is a safe assumption that their recommendations
were largely ignored.

The nations entering the treaty limiting naval armament agreed
to regulate their naval strength principally in what is known as capital
ships, to wit, battleships., (Sometimes battle cruisers are so listed.)
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The treaty itself sets forth the mames of the ships to be scrapped and
those to be retained, Provision is made for replacement of the capital
ghips retained at the expiration of 20 years, as it is estimated their use-
fulness would have ceased within that time. It was agreed that the
following capital ships counld be retaiped:

United Siales Tonnage
Marvland X 32, 600
it 82, 300
- 3
Idaho.____ f
New Mexico Wi 32, 000
Mississippi 32, 000
Arizona 31, 400
Penngylvania a1, 400
Oklaboma 27, 500
Nevada 27,500
New York 21, 000
Texas s ey i ol
Arkansas B ‘23. 000
Wyoming. 2. IVNIT 4
Florida 21, 835
Utah__ g;l} ggg
North Dakota . )
Delaware 20, 000
Total tonnage 500, 650
British Empire Tonnage
Royal Boverelgn__ il X 25, 750
Bu;al Oak s 23, 760
Revenge 25, 760
Resolution -~ 23,750
Ramillies 25, 760
Malaya._ 22. 500
Yaliant 27, 500
Barham__ 27, 500
Queen Elizabeth 27, 6500
Warspite— - . 27,500
Benlow. .- 23, 000
Emperor of India__ 25, 000
Iron Duke______ _J B T 25, 000
Marlborough LA J 235, 000
Hood 41, _‘._.’00
Renown_ 20, 500
Repulse 26,500
Tiger 28, 00
Thunderer = 22, 500
King George V 23, 000
AR 23, o0
Ceniurion 23,
Total tonnage - 580, 450
Japanese Empire Tonnage
Mutsn 31, 800
Nugato 33, 800
Hiuga L 81, 260
Iseo_ - e 31, 260
Yamashiro. 30, 600
Fu-So- 30, 600
Kirishima 27, 500
e b T e s e s L = 27, 500
Hiyei 5 27, 500
Kongo H 4 27, 500
Total tonnage 301, 320

Under the terms of the treaty the United States was allowed the
completion of two ships of the West Virginia class, after which we
were obligated to scrap the North Dakota and the famous old Dela-
soare. This has been done, With these ships scrapped, the total
tonnage to be retained by the United Btates was fixed at 525,850 tons.

The British Empire is allowed the construction of two new ships
that will probably be complete in 1926. Upon their completion the
four old ships—Thunderer, King George V, Ajax, and Centurion—are
to be destroyed. The two new ships under construction are not to
exceed 85,000 tons each. After the scrapping of the four old ships
mentioned the total tonnage of the British Empire will be 558950
tons.

No capital ship is allowed to carry a gun with a caliber in excess
of 16 inches.

Alrcraft carriers are allowed as follows: British Empire, 185,000
tons; United States, 185,000 tons; Japanese Empire, 81,000 tons.

It will be recalled thaf this s a five-power treaty, but since the
navy power of France and Italy i8 comparatively small the figures
relating to them need not be given here,

The terms of the treaty provided that “a vessel to be scrapped
must be placed in such condition that it can not be put to combatant
use.” It is necessary either to break the wessel up or convert it to
target use exclusively.

What about this treaty? Are the signatory powers living up to it?
Becretary of the Navy Wilbur, on December 8, 1924_ sald: * Bach
glgnatory power has carried out with serupulous exactness the treaty
provisions.”

It is not likely that a responsible official would give such assurance
to the American people unless he had most convincing information
that it was true,

The United States could not publicly send a representative of our
Government abroad to check up on what the other powers are doing.
Imagine the indignation that would sweep this country were England
or Japan to send sn envoy here to take an Inventory of our feet,
Nstions still maiotain some appearance of national honot, and when
they give their word for these matters they expect it to be taken,
However, we may safely assume that no country is depending mbso-
lutely upon what the other gays. They have their own avenues of
information, which are usually accnrate and extensive. So when our
.Secretm of the Navy makes the statement that other nations are
earrying out the treaty provisions “ with scrupulous exactness” we
may have some confidence in the statement.

Thus it follows that the battleship Washington, being listed In the
treaty as one of the ships to be serapped, the time for its scrap-
ping expiring Febroary 17, 1925, no blame attaches to our naval offi-
cers for her sinking. Had they waited until the last day they would
have had to open her pet cocks, let her fill with water, and sink to
the bottom ; they would have thrown away an opportunity to increase
their technical knowledge as to the value of these post-Jutland ships
in resisting attack.

When I discussed the sinking of the Washington with a high naval
officer, who in his time had sent some of our old ships to the bottom,
he said: “ Do you suppose that naval officers took any pride in sink-
Ing the Washington? Some of them had tears In their eyes. I know
that I had when I sent some of our old ones down. You must remem-
ber that naval officers take great pride in the construction of these
ships. It is heartbreaking to destroy onme of them. But there is our
treaty, and the Navy must not be responsible for its violation. We
did not frame the treaty, but we must obey orders and carry out its
provisions when so directed.”

There were, it i said, valuable lessons learned in the sinking of
the Washington. Naturally, our officers do not publicly state what
those lessons were. Bome things, however, can be told. The first
news reports that the Teras had been firing on the Washington for
three or four days were inaccurate. The first few days were given
over to bomb experimentation. The Washington was a post-Jutland
type of ship; that is, she was constructed affer the battle of Jutland,
participated in all the lessons learned in that great naval engage-
ment, and, therefore, had a great many modern Improvements. This
vessel embodied the latest ideas of naval architeets. Were those
ideas good ones? The tests made in sinking the Washington answered
these questions.

In these tests bombs were placed at vulnerable points and tonched
off, and the effect noted. For instance, there would be placed near
a vulperable point of the ship, below the water line, a homb of the
same pressure and contact as a torpedo striking the ship at that
point. Then bombs were placed at varlous points om the deck, to
note the effect of aireraft bombing; bombs of given sizes, correspond-
ing to some naval problem, were touched off in the water at various
distances from the ship. Then the air fleet was allowed to make its
attack, and thiz was followed by the guns of the Teras. In this way
the greatest ship ever constructed was sent to the bottom of the sea.
It would be foolish to say that valuable facts were not learned. Of
course, our maval officers would have preferred to keep the ship, but,
aguin, we must remember the terms of the treaty. If criticilsm is
justified, then it should be directed against our statesmen who for-
mulated the terms of the treaty.

There 18 no question that our treaty obligations demand that our
naval position shall not exceed a 5-5-3 rutlo. We must keep our
naval strength down te that. But is there not also the obligation
on our part to maintain our ratio? Is it not a duty to keep our
naval strength up to our ratin?

What about our condition In this respect? Are we up to our allot-
ment, or have we fallen below it? The treaty gave us the right to
modernize gome of our older battleships. We shall avall ourselves of
this by giving some of our older ships increased deck protection
against aircraft, and also by giving them underwater blisters—a
“ plister "' being another hull bullt over the old one—as protection
against torpedoes. These are our privileges and our plans, but they
are not yet actualized.

Secretary Wilbur states that “ We have not yet availed ourselves
of the opportunity to modernize our shlps permitted under the treaty
and thereby preserve the ratio contemplated.”

He also says: “To postpone the modernization of those ships is
to gamble upon the chances of war during the next 10 years and to
increase the possibility of such war by that degree of unpreparedness.”

A blll, introduced last session of Congress, passed, and held up on
a motion to reconsider until this session, providing for the necessary
modern alterations of six of these ships, has recently been passed
by the Senate and sent to the President. It is one important step in
the right direction. There is also the guestion of * blisters™ for
underwater protection for seven other ships. New legislation is pro-
posed to take care of this matter, and when the work is aunthorized
and completed we shall then be in our proper ration as to capital ships,
excepting in the matter of gun elevation,
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The bill just pessed by Congress also provides for the construction
of eight scout crulsers and six river gunboats.

The table given on this page shows the figures as October 1, 1024,
which indicate the comparative situation with regard to capital ships.

The figures for the British Empire include the four ships which are
to be scrapped in 1926 and the two ships now bullding to be added to
the fleet,

On afreraft carrlers, the figures, as of same date, are as follows:

The United States has one ship of 12,700 tons already built, and
is building two ships of an nggregate tonnage of 68,000. This will
glve us three of these ships with a total tonnage of 78,700. Under
the treaty we are allowed 185,000 tons in this kind of ships, and mno
ships in excess of 35,000 tons can be bullt. We need, therefore, to bulld
two more ships of an aggregate of 50,300 tons to reach our allowance,

The British Empire 1z in a gomewhat better condition with reference
to this kind of ships. It hag three ships of 48,190 tons already built
and is building three ships of an aggregate of 56,800 tons. This will
give her six ships with a total tonnage of 104,490. 8he i allowed
185000 tons under the treaty, and can therefore build one more ship of
30,510 tons.

The Japanese Empire has one such ship of 9,500 tons already built,
is building two more of an aggregate of 53,900 tons, i1s allowed under
the treaty 81,000 tons, and can therefore build one more of 17,600
tons.

The arms conference treaty consigned to the scrap heap some of
the greatest ships ever planmed, a few of which were actually
under construction and others authorized. The United Btfates has
serapped 11 new ships, the latest one being the Washington, With
the ships that were building, our Navy would have been beyond ques-
tion the greatest in the world, and other world powers would have
had to acknowledge our superiority, The treaty prevented our
reaching naval superiority. We are certainly in second place to-day,
and, measured as an eflicient fighting force, we may even be tjird.

One thing is felt to be of such vital importanee that many seriotis
men feel we must do it, and that is, pass legislation authorizing the
elevation of the guns on our capital ships. There has been strong inti-
mation that the British Empire would object on treaty grounds, but
such an objection on such grounds would probably be hard to sustain.
If the treaty can shackle this Nation.in such a matter, we have, indeed,
got ourselves into a mix up, As a matter of fact, France has already
elevated her gung and no question has been raised. We have the same
right.

Summing up we find that on such ships as are limited by the treaty
we must put new bollers In some, we must provide antlair-attack deck
protection. for others; and for some we must provide protection against
snbmarine attack, and on a great many of our ships we must clevate
our guns. In other words, we need, in the way of alterations and
repairs allowable under the treaty, virtually to build over about half of
such ships as constiiote the backbone of our fleet, Some of these
battleships, in event of protracted war, would not be able to maneuver
with the fleet, because their boilers are in such condition that they
would not stand sufficient steam pressure fo make the speed. A ship
that can not keep up with the fleet is practically worthless. It is true
we have made temporary repairs on some of the bollers, but there
should be nothing temporary about -them. They might stand the strain
of & pavy drill to-morrow and then break down under the strenuous
tests of a sea DLattle,

Next, we need to complete the two alreraft carriers we are now con-
strueting, and build the other two allowed us under the treaty. This
would give us a little advanfage over the British Empire, although
they can still build one more

We must get along with onr worked-over battleships until 1931,
when we start gradually replacing them with new ships.

Now, how do we stand with reference to otber ships that are not
limited under the treaty?

The United-States has nine light cruisers of a total tonnage of 67,500
and has one bullding of 7,600 tons. The bill recently passed authorizes
the construction of eight more.

The British Empire has 47 light crulsers of a total tonnage of

223,530 and is bullding 10 more of & tonnage of 94,850,

The Japanese Empire has 18 light crulsers of a total tonnage of
91,440 and is building 10 more of a total tonnage of 79,565,

Thus the United States is comparatively deficient in light cruisers,

The United States leads in destroyers, with 288 of a total tonnage
of 342,086, including 14 light mine layers of the destroyer type. None
of these are “ leaders,” that is, a destroyer in execess of 1,500 tons.
Most of these boats were lald down during the World War in an emer-
gency program to combat German submarines, and many of them are of
hasty construction. The greater number of them are tied up in navy
yards without crews, There are only 108 of these ships in ission.

total tonnage. Another, of the mine-laying type, not yet lald down, is
not described, probably for official reasons,

The British Empire has eight fieet submerines built of 16,460 total
tonnage and one buliding of 1,480 tons.
to::‘ Japanese Empire has 1 of 1,400 tons and 22 building of 34,310

Japan is far in the lead with fleet submarines, the United States
holding a poor third.

The story is somewhat different in first-line submarines, which
might properly be called “ coast-defense submarines.”

The United States has 44 built of a total tennage of 38,386 and is
building 6 more of 5,436 total tonnage.

The British Empire has 82 built of a total tonnage of 81,030 and
2 more bullding of a total tonnage of 1,780.

The Japanese Empire has 36 bullt of 29,764 total tons and 7 bulld-
ing of 6,994 total tons.

We lead slightly in this type,

It will be observed that in numbers and tonnage not limited by the
treaty we compare favorably with the other powers, with the exeep-
tion of fleet submarines and light cruisers. It must be borme in mind,
however, that a great many of the vessels, particularly destroyers and
fleet submarines, which are listed as part of our strength are not in
commission, and the constructlon of a great many of them is not of
the best.

We are behind in our ratio as to personnel. The standing by per-
centage is as follows:

United | British | Japaness
States | Empire | Empire~
Offears, regular. ... 5 o 5 3,60 3.00
Enlisted men, regular 3. 04 428 3.00

This shows that Japan has her full quofa, the British BEmpire is con-
slderably behind its guota, and the United States is still further hehind
its quota.

What about aireraft? Are the “old fogles™ in the Navy preventing
the development of airerafi? Is the battleship really obsolete?

Make no mistake, the Navy has—and always has had—an aireraft
program and policy. Indefinite charges about the “ old fogles™ in the
Navy bave been greatly overworked.

When the Wright brothers made: thelr first fight at Fort Myer, Va.,
two naval officers—who have since risen to high rank—stood watching,
and when the Wrights made that short but suecessful little flight, one
officer turmed to the other and said, “ The Navy must get busy on ‘thjs
thing." The Navy bas been busy ever since, and in a mueh more in-
telligent manner: than has Congress, Curlously enough, one of the
naval officers just referred to is one who is frequently characterized as
an “old fogle”!

Remember this, since 1914 the Navy Board has been asking Congress
every penny for aviation that it was thought it could get, and usually
it has asked for much more than Congress saw fit to appropriate.

Remember thls also, since 1908 these “old fogies” have been tesch-
Ing flying at Annapolis. It Is but fair to say that these *“old fogies”
seem to have been awake long before most of our 110,000,000 Amerl-
cans. That's their bpsiness.

The position aircraft takes in. the Navy would require too much
space to explain, but, briefly, aircraft is not considered the most im-
portant unit in the Navy. Naval officers are not the only ones who
contend that the battleship is the backbome of the fleet. The Arms
Conference recognized that fact and the treaty was framed along those
lines. ;

The position of the naval officer is: Until something is proved to be
of more value and importance, do not discard the battleship,

Major General Patrick; chief of the Army Air Service, recently testi-
fied before the House aircrafi investigating committee that the attacks
on the battleship Washington demonsirated that onr present type of
bombing planes would not destroy a battleship, and that our attnck
planes are still in the experimental stage and that they will have to be
developed to carry more powerful bombs. This shonld be a sufficient
answer to those whe claim the airship has replaced the battleship.
Our Navy must deal in facts, not in speculative theory,

Naval officers have accurate data and information as to what all
known types of aireraft will do. They consider alreraft as an im-
portant unit of the fleet; just as is the submarine aud the destroyer,
but only an auxiliary, The Navy recognizes the fact that we need
seouting, fighting, bombing, and observation planes, and that a pre-

Our ratio in destroyers stands: United States, §.77; British Empire,
6.05; Japaunese Empire, 3.00.

In fleet submarines—submarines capable of fighting with a fleet—we
have three of n total tonnage of 3,318; they are, however, all out of
commission due to engine faflures. We bave four building of 6,375

ponderanee of such auxiliaries might turn the tide of hattle.

But bear this in mind: A lighter-than-alr ship, twice the gize of the
Shenandoah—and such a one has not yet been built—could carry only
25 short tons of welght. The ernising radius of aircraft is not sufficient
at present to carry any great amount of ammunition and be a fighting
factor any distance at sea,
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It is true that at present our Navy is below our treaty allowance.
Navy officers are not to blame for that, but those who govern and con-
trol appropriations. However, it is also true that the Arms Conference
has made it impossible for us to reach a really 5-5-3 basis until we
commence—about a deeade hence—to replace some of our old ships with
new, as provided in the treaty. For 10 years or more we must be
Lelow par, navally speaking.

1f we are fortunate enough to avoid war in the meantime, well and
good.

Rerapped under treaty terms

01d ships New ships Total
] N Yum Num
T A - -
gﬂ Tons | “por | Toms | “por Tons
United States. . - —ooeoeeccacic 17 | 267,740 i1 800 28 | 733, 540
British Empire. -co-ccceeammeaaas| 24 | 500,000 | None, |...-.--- 24 | 500, 000
Japanese Empire. .- ... oanae 10 | 163,312 2| 80,079 12 | 244,201
Retained Tgﬂngg;g@
Power arived i
N |- at in
i l Tons | jo41
United States.... 18 25,850 | 625, 000 5
British Empire. . .o-cceeemcmmmcssaamneacea-n 20 | 558,950 | 525, 000 5
Japanese Empire. ... 10 | 301,320 | 315,000 3
The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Secretary will state

the first committee amendment.

The first amendment of the Committee on Appropriations
was, under the subhead * Salaries, Secretary’s office, Navy De-
partment,” on page 2, line 12, after the word “ grade,” to insert
“unless in unusually meritorious cases the President shall
otherwise direct,” so as to read:

Secretary of the Navy, $12,000; Assistant Secretary, and other
personal services in the District of Columbia in accordance with
the classification act of 1923, $146,400; in all, $158,400 : Provided,
That in expending appropriations or portions of appropriations, con-
tained in this act for the payment for personal services in the District
of Columbia in accordance with “ The classification met of 1923, the
average of the salaries of the total mumber of persons under any
grade in any bureau, office, or other appropriation unit shall not at
any time exceed the average of the compensation rates specified for
the grade by such act, and in grades in which only one'position is
allocated the salary of such position shall not exceed the average of
the compensation rates for the grade unless in unusually meritorious
cases the President shall otherwise direct,

Mr. KING, Mr, President, before leaving the matter which
has been under consideration I wish to make an observation
or two, I supposed the Senator from Maine [Mr. HALk] was
going to give the promised reply to the Senator from Tennessee
{Mr, McKerrAr] and the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Gerry], and I will yield to him for that purpose.

Mr. HALE., I bad intended to make a reply, but I under-
stand that there are two or three other Senators who are going
to speak on this same subject, and I thought I should like to
hear from the others before I made my reply. -

Mr. KING. It may be that the Senator would have a chance
to make two speeches,

Mr. HALE. Does the Senator from Utah desire to make
a speech on this matter?

Mr. KING, No; I merely wish to make an observation.

Mr. HALE. Wonld the Senator like to make it now?

Mr, KING. I will do so now,

Mr. HALE., Very well.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, there has been considerable dis-
eussion as to the treaty and the proper interpretation to be
placed upon it. The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR]
has called attention to the memorandum opinion submitted by
Captain Schofield to the Navy Department. Captain Scho-
field’s interpretation is that it is not a violation of the treaty
for any of the signatories thereto to elevate the guns upon
their capital ships. He says that only one clause of the treaty
deals with the question of gun elevation. In my opinion his
interpretation of this clause is correct. It reads as follows:

No alterations in side armor, in caliber, number, or general type of
mounting of main armament shall be permitted exccpt—

And so forth.

The Senator from Tennessee places the same construction
upon this provision, but there is a further provision in the

same paragraph which some have confended constitutes a
restriction upon the signers of the treaty and prevents them
from elevating guns upon the capital ships which were in use
at the time the treaty was signed.

No retained eapital ships or alrcraft carriers shall be reconstructed,
except for the purpose of providing means of defense against air and
submarine attack, and subject to the following rules,

I do not contend, Mr. President, that these words are to be
so construed, but in fairness to Great Britain and any other
parties to the treaty when this guestion arises we should con-
sider all pertinent language of the treaty and give the words
such interpretation as they clearly call for.

; Mr. QMGKELL.AR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
0 me?

Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. McKELLAR. I agree with the Senator that the entire
provisions should be considered in reaching a conclusion as to
the proper consiruction of the treaty, but the Senator will
note as to the language that he reads, namely:

No retained capital ships or aireraft carriers shall be reconstructed,
except for the purpose of providing means of defense agalnst air and
submarine attack, and subject to the followlng rules.

That there is a colon, indicating a connection with the
language under discussion which occurs a little further down.
After the colon come the words:

The contracting powers may for that purpose equip existing tonnage
with bulge or blister or antiair attack deck protection, providing the
inerease of displacement thus effected does not exceed 3,000 tons
(3,048 metric tons) displacement for each ship.

Then there is a period, and there follows the specific state-
ment t6 which under the circumstances, as it seems to me, we
are brought down, so far as the elevation of guns is concerned :

No alterations in side armor, in caliber, number or general type of
mounting of main armament shall be permitted except—

And so forth.

If the elevation of guns shall be an alteration in “ main arma-
ment,” manifestly we would be going counter to the treaty;
but if it is not an alteration in “main armament,” then we
should not be going against the provisions of the treaty. I
take it that under the argument of Captain Schofield, which,
it seems to me, is unanswerable, unquestionably in elevating
the guns there would be no alteration in “ general type of
mounting of main armament.”

Mr. KING. I agree with the conclusion reached by the Sena-
tor that there is nothing in the treaty, properly interpreted,
that prohibits the United States from increasing the elevation
of the guns of its battleships. The only point I am making is
that the Schofield memorandum treats only one clause or part
of the paragraph under discussion and does not refer to the
language in another part of the paragraph upon which Great
Britain, or, at least, some speaking for Great Britain, rests
the contention that the treaty interdicts the elevation of guns
on the capital ships mentioned therein.

Mr. McKEELLAR. Will the Senator yield for just a moment?

Mr. GERRY. Mr. President—

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

Mr. KING. 1 yield first to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. McEELLAR., I merely wish to suggest that in the
note of Mr. Hughes, the Secretary of State, to Mr. BUTLER,
chairman of the Naval Affairs Committee of the House of Rep-
resentatives, he says that Great Britain does not claim that
it would be a violation of the treaty, but that she bases her
protest on the ground that it would be likely, even though
within the treaty, to produce a competition in armaments
which it was desired to avoid.

Mr. KING. I appreciate that fact; but I said that there
were some speaking for Great Britain, or presuming to speak
for Great Britain, who placed the interpretation upon the
clause, to which I first called attention, that it prohibits the
United States or any signatory of the treaty to elevate the guns
upon capital ships, i

Mr. GERRY. Mr. President, will the Senator from Utah

yield?
Mr. KING. T yield,
Mr. GERRY. In the remarks which I made a little whila

ago I had in mind the point the Senator raises, and I read all
of paragraph (d).

Mr, KING. I know the Senator did.

Mr. GERRY. Does not the Senator think that the last clause
qualifies the general provision contained in the first clause,
which ends with a colon? The paragraph reads:
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No retained capital ships or aireraft carriers shall be recomstructed,
.except for the purpose of providing means of defense against air and
submarine attack, and subjeet to the following rules:

There a colon is placed.
Then it goes on to the bulge or blister, and then it goes
‘further and in the last paragraph says:

No alterations in side armor, in callber, number, or general type
of mounting of maln armament shall be permitted except—

It seems to me that the last sentence qualifies the first sen-
tence in the paragraph and that the last sentence refers to
ithe turrets, and the main words to be considered there are
* general type of mounting of main armament.” Does the ele-
vation of the guns on these American ships alter the “ general
type of mounting of main armament”™? If it does not, then
it is not. in coniliet with the entire paragraph.

Mr. KING. Mr: President, if the rules for the construction
of statutes are applied—rules which are well known to law-
yers and announced by Sutherland on the Construetion of
Statutes and other great law writers upon statutory construc-
tion—the contention of the Senator from Rhode Island is
correct. It seems to me that the treaty, having treated of
the subject of guns, side armor, caliber, and so forth, exhausts
itself with respect to that subject, and it is not permissible
‘to transpose the sentence dealing with these things and attach
it to the first provision, which deals with “ reconstruetion,”
and thus place guns and side armor in the category of changes
which wonld: be dealt with nnder the head of *reeonstrue-
tion.” However—contrary, as I eoneceive, to the rules of statu-
tory coustraetion—those who have insisted that we are not
permitted to inerease the elevation of our guns eontend that
the first sentence of paragraph (d), which provides against
“reconstruction,” except for certain purposes, properly inter-
preted, is an inhibition against the elevating of guns, because,
as they urge, that is “reconstruction”; and they argue that
if it is “reconstruction” to provide means of defense against
air and submarine attack—as, for instance, placing protective
decks over the ship or bulges upon the side—then it is recon-
struction to change turreis and increase the elevation of guns.
Their position is, that to change the elevation of guns is a
-reconstruction of the ship as much as placing a bombproof
deck over the hull of the ship.

I have called attention to this matter in order to place
.before the Senate the main argument which has been urged
against the proposition of gun elevation.

-In our reiations with other countries our country must be
/most -scrupulous in ebserving its treaty obligations. Our Gov-
rernment should always be just and fair in construing its laws:
but it must ebserve its treaties with meticulous care, and observe
not only the letter but the spirit of such treaties. When a
treaty is negotiated, the honor of the Nation is involved in its
Sulfillment. When it enacts a statute and dealing with its own
.nationals, if the statute is unjust, it ean quickly repeal it.
Af a falge interpretation is placed wupon it, as a result of which
an Injustice is done to its nationals, Congress can speedily
protect them and provide pecuniary compensation for losses
sustained. When our country deals with other nations and
assumes obligations, then every principle of honor demands
faithful eobservance of such obligations. Therefore 1 should
prefer to bend a little backward—if I may be permitted the
old expression—in interpreting this treaty and all other
treaties, so that it might not be charged that we have done an
injustice to a foreign nation. I am willing to give to Great
Britain .and to other powers the beneéfit of every fair and
legitimate construction that may be placed upon this treaty
that would support any position which they take; but, giving
-them the benefit of every construction, I reach the conclusion
announced by Secretary Hughes, and stated so clearly by the
Senator from Tennessee, that there is nothing in the treaty
to prohibit the United States, if it cares to do so, from elevating
its guns upon the capital ships in gquestion.

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr, President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Utah yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. KING. I do.

Mr. McKHLLAR. With all of the statement made by the
Benator from Utah as to keeping treaties inviolate I agree to
the fullest extent; but I want to ask the Senator if the same
obligation does not rest on all the parties to the agreement, and
I will answer that question for him, because I know he would
say that it does.

Mr, KING. Yes; mutuality.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mutuality. With that understanding of
the situation, here is an agreement entered into by five naval

powers that there should be an absolute equality or proportion
as between the United States and Great Britain as five is to
five and as the two fives are to three,

Mr. KING. No; let me qualify that. There is not an abso-
lute agreement as to equality or the maintenance of equality.
There is an agreement that such equality as a 5-5-3 ratio pro-
vides may be maintained, but there is no obligation that either
one of the parties to the freaty shall maintain the equality in
capital shivs or other naval craft. :

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator will recall that when this
disarmament. conference was going on in the city of Washing-
ton in the latter part of 1921 and the early part of 1922 it was
reported in virtually every report made of this conference that
an agreement had been effected which provided for an equality
of the American Navy with the British Navy in so far as cap-
ital ships were concerned, and generally because they are the
key to navies, and the proportion fixed was 5, 5, and 3, and
the American people believed that that was the purpose and
the result of the agreement. Now, it having been understeod
by the people of both countries that that was the proposal and
that that was the accomplishment of the Naval Armament Con-
ference, does not the Senator think that it ill becomes any
nation to be insistent upon an alleged technieality to prevent
the very result that it was eclaimed would come out of that
conference ?

Mr. KING. DMr. President, in the first place let me say that
the construction which the Senator says was placed upon the
treaty by the American people, and which the Senator now
has placed upon it, I predicted when the treaty was under
discussion would be the interpretation placed upon the treaty
by the American people. That is one objection .I had to the
treaty when it was under consideration in the Senate. I then
stated that I feared that it would be so construed as to compel
the United States at least to maintain a ratio of 5-5-3 in
capital ships, even though there was a disinclination upon the
part of the American people and Congress fo maintain that
ratio. T believed that conditions would arise throngh the de-
velopment of auxiliary craft, the submarine, the airplane, and
other naval weapons of destruction, which wonld so change
naval warfare as to make it unwise for the United States to

-adhere to the ratio of 5-5-3 in capital ships. I have con-

tended for a number of years that the General Naval Board of
our country and the Navy Department have been too strongly
wedded to the capital ship. They have glorified the capital
ship and disparaged the submarine, bombing and pursuit
planes, light eruisers, and the newer weapons and agencies in
naval warfare. In 1921 or 1822 a resolution was offered in the
Senate inquiring whether we should not suspend for a period
of six months further work upon the capital ships, including
six large cruisers, then in process of construction. It was be-
lieved by many that it was unwise to construet all of the
capital ships, 18 in number, as I recall, provided for in the
naval program adopted back in 1915, The thought was that
that program did not sufficiently take into consideration the
developments of the World War or sufficiently emphasize other
factors in naval warfare the vital importance of which had
been demonstrated in the naval contests between 1914 and 1919,

The resolution was referred to the Committee on Naval Af-
fairs, and I asked that Admiral S8ims and Admiral Fullam, as
well as other naval officers who could see the imperative neces-
city of applying the lessons and experiences of the war to our
naval construction programs, and who were not content to rest
our Navy upon the base of capital ships, be ealled before the
commitfee to give us the benefit of their judgment and their
knowledge upon a subject so'important to our country.

Admirals Sims and Fullam gave valuable testimony, and
showed the remarkable developments in aerial and submarine
warfare, and how impotent capital ships were when net pro-
tected and aided by destroyers, torpedo boats, submarines, and
aireraft. Their testimony was a sincere and irrefutable argu-
ment for the new weapons of naval warfare, for a modern and
up-to-date navy, for a radical change in the 1915 mnaval pro-
gram, and for a naval policy that was net to be hampered by
archaic and mildewed views and prineciples. I sabmitted a
minority report to the Senate, in which I recommended a sus-
pension of further work upon a portion.of the capital ships
authorized by the 1915 act, and that snitable submarines and
aireraft and other auxiliary eraft, which the lessons of the war
showed were indispensable in a modern, up-to-date, fighting
navy be construeted. I also urged that the United States take
the lead in bringing about world disarmament, and condemned
the military spirit whieh was exhibited in our country.

The views whieh I expressed then were not adopted by the
Senate commitiee. Indeed, I was the only member of the com-
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mittee who supported the recommendations for a suspension of
work upon the battleships., The committee favored a cqntlnuu-
tion of the work upon the capital ships, notwithstanding the
cost amonnted to hundreds of millions of dollars.

Public opinion in the United States did not support Congress
in its apparent purpose to spend a billion of dollars or more,
on the construction of a Navy—many of the vessels of which
would be obsolete when placed in commission. There was &
nation-wide demand for a limitation of armaments—for a
world conference that would deal with the causes of war, and
remove, so far as possible, such causes, and formulate plans
to bring about world disarmament, or at least a limitation of
land and marine armaments.

The President of the United States made some concession
to the public demands, and called the Washington Conference.
Its field of operation was unduly restricted and the number qf
nations invited to participate was limited to five—two Asiatic
and three European.

In my opinion, the achieyements of the conference must be
regarded as disappointing. I shall not, at this time, amgyze
the work of the conference, or show its effect upon our Navy
and our naval policy.

It is sufficient, at this time, to state that it struck at the
United States in that branch of its Navy in which it had
preponderating strength, both actually and potentially, and
obtained no corresponding benefits for the sacrifices which it
made. There was no limitation upon submarines, or aerial
craft, or mines, or swift cruisers with a tonnage of less than
10,000 tons. One of the results of the conference was to
transfer the naval activities of the participating countries
from capital ships to other forms of naval craft. It can
scarcely be said that the results have proven that the con-
ference was a real and genuine “Limitation of Arms Con-
ference.”

It is quite likely, as the Senator states, that the press of the
country assumed that the United States was pledged to main-
tain a capital-ship ratio of 5-5-3.

The Senator insists, if I understand him correctly, that we
are compelled to maintain a ratio of 5-5-3 in capital ships.
If that is his position, I do not assent to it. If desired, we
may do so; we may not transgress the limitations preseribed
in the treaty, nor can Japan or Great Britain, with respect
to capital ships; but there is no obligation to adhere to the
5-5-3 ratio. We can have a ratio of 5-1-3 or 543 or 5-2-3—
any ratio we please, so long as we do not exceed that fixed
by the freaty.

I believe that as the days go by and as scientific investiga-
tion goes on we will manifest less devotion to capital ships
and more and more we will emphasize the importance of other
factors in naval warfare. For the present, however, as I have
heretofore said, I think we should maintain the ratio of 5-5-3
in capital ships.

1 regret that when the world was ripe for a comprehensive
plan limiting armaments and the expenses incident to war
preparations, President Harding so limited the number who
might participate in the conference and so narrowed the limits
within which it might operate. It was not a world confer-
ence, and it did not aim at limiting the military and naval
activities of the world. There was widespread disappointment
at the limitations imposed and the program presented. A
world conference was required instead of a conference of
three or four or five powers, and a conference which would
contemplate not only a limitation in nayal armament but a
limitation in all forms of armament on land, on sea, under
the sea, and in the air.

Undoubtedly there were heartburnings and jealousies upon
the part of other nations, because they felt that it was a
scheme to unite a few of the big powers of the world into a
sort of alliance, notwithstanding leading Senators and many
others in the United States had fiercely condemned alliances
or any form of association among a few nations. We frittered
away the golden opportunity, and we refused and have refused
ever since to take a sensible, rational, patriotic course, a
course that, dictated by a proper regard for our national wel-
fare, as well as our duty to the great international organism
of which we form a part, we have even refused to act in a
“consultative” way with the League of Nations or with the
commission appointed by it to formulate a plan to reduce mili-
tary and naval armament and bring about world disarmament.

In my opinion, Congress should request the President of the
TUnited States to appoint a commission to confer and act with
the commission appointed by the League of Nations to frame a
plan for disarmament, and if a statute or joint resolution is

required to confer the necessary authority upon the President,
we should quickly pass such a measure authorizing him to
name a suitable commission of three or five members, to be
confirmed by the Senate, to carry out such purpose. That
would not take us into the League of Nations nor commit us
to its policies, other than those which we might agree rela-
tive to disarmament. We could appoint a commission to confer
with commissions appointed by fifty-odd pations without being
drawn into the League of Nations, or drawn into the political
policies or the economic policies, for that matter, of the nations
participating in that conference.

Whenever the League of Nations has been mentioned a
number of Senators on both sides of the Chamber have *seen
red.” They have felt that the very integrity of this Nation
was being assaulted and that we were about to surrender our
sovereignty. To me that view is absurd, if I may be permitted
the expression, There are fifty-odd nations of the world to-day
seeking some rational basis for international cooperation.
They have pleaded with us to cooperate with them in remov-
ing the causes of war and in devising some feasible and prac-
tlca-l plan to bring about world disarmament, We have spurned
their pleas and at times interposed obstacles to their success.
There are some among us who are so arrogant that they
want the United States to dictate what the rest of the world
shall do. They want a conference of the United States, not of
the world. There are those who think we are insincere in our
constant asseverations that we are for world peace and then
refuse to cooperate with organized efforts of more than 50
nations to secure world peace.

Retorning to the suggestions of the Senator from Tennessee,
I repeat that we are not compelled now to maintain the 5-5-3
ratio. We may maintain it or not, as we please. What we
ought to do, and ought to do promptly, is to signify to the
world that we still are the friends of peace, that we still de-
sire the triumph of democracy throughout the world and the
triumph of justice and righteousness and those enduring prin-
ciples upon which free government is founded and free insti-
tutions rest.

If we did our duty, we would pass immediately a resolution
directing that we should cooperate with other nations in bring-
ing about world peace, and if we can not bring ourselves to
that just and proper course, we ought certainly to direct the
President of the United States to call a world conference—and
I would even bring Russia into that conference—for the pur-
pose of formulating plans to secure world disarmament.

I am sure the world would welcome that plan. They look
to the United States because of its power, its physieal and
material power, and I hope its moral power, to lead in world
movements for the good of mankind. They look to this Nation,
because they see in it the power to take the lead in great
world movements for the happiness and the peace of the world.
If we fail to act, we may surrender the exalted position which
we occupy, and the erown of moral primacy, of world leader-
ship, will be stripped from our brow, and some other nation
will proudly and gloriously wear it.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me
to address a question to him?

Mr. KING. Certainly.

Mr. PEPPER. Does not the Senator think that the rati-
fieation of the pending treaty with Cuba concerning the Isle
of Pines would be a good practical step to take in the direction
of the attainment of the ends of justice which the Senator has
so eloquently outlined? It occurs to me that before we engage
in great ventures and undertakings in the direction of justice
between nations, we onght to do justice to a weak neighbor
from whom we are withholding that which is justly hers.

Mr. KING., Mr. President, the question of the Senator ean
be subdivided. If we have done an injustice to a weak nation,
we should be guick to make atonement.

Apropos of the suggestion of our duty to a country which
comes within the Latin American designation, may I read to the
Senator a plan which I had the honor to suggest, as a member
of the platform committee at the Democratic National Conven-
tion in June last, and which was inserted in the Democratic
platform:

From the day of thelr birth friendly relations have existed between
the Latin American Republics and the United States, That friendship
grows stronger as our relations become more Intimate, The Demo-
eratic Party sends to these Republics its cordial greeting; God has
made us neighbors ; justice shall keep us friends.

Mr. President, answering the other part of the Senator's in-
quiry, I do not think he means we should not seek world peace
by cooperating with European powers, because we have a prob-
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lem at our door which we have not settled, namely, the disposi-
tion of the Isle of Pines. We went to strong nations when we
called the international conference to consider important ques-
tions. I am sure the Senator from Pennsylvania did not dis-
agree with that step. And it would seem there could be no
objection to cooperating with Cuba and all other countries
to bring abont world peace and to promote means to secure
justice between all peoples—great and small—and all States,
powerful and weak.

But, recurring to the Senator’s question, there are some
people even in the United States who feel that our counfry has
not dealt fairly with the Latin American Republics. We have
had jingoists in our country and in Congress. They have not
always been wise or fair in their judgments passed upen our
southern neighbors. We have spoken about the Monroe doc-
trine in such a way as to offend our friends and neighbors, and
have not always treated them with chivalry and courtesy.
We should pursue a course that would draw the Latin
American States to the United States as with * hooks of steel.”
There must be no ground to suspect this Nation of imperialistie
policies. This hemisphere is dedicated to freedom, to democ-

-racy. The spirit of genuine friendship must bind all of its
peoples together.

It is said by some that the Platt amendment imposes re-
strictions upon Cuba which a liberty-loving and self-respecting
people would resent. It is charged that we have a protectorate
over Cuba and are now seeking to deprive her of a portion of
her territory. That is a matter which it is said is involved in
the treaty before us. I am sure the United States will deal
justly with Cuba in this matter, as it will in all other matters.
Unfortunately, there are imperialistic Americans, who would
treat some countries in this hemispbere as fields for exploita-
tion.

It is the duty of this Republic, I repeat, to deal justly with
Cuba, and if the Isle of Pines belongs to Cuba—and we ought
to resolve every doubt in favor of Cuba and not against her—
we ought immediately to withdraw any claim of sovereignty
and permit Cuba to assert dominion over the Isle of Pines, as
she does over the rest of her territory.

Mr. PEPPER. 1 felt sure that was the Senator’s view, or
I would not have asked the question, because otherwise we
would be in the position of talking on academic questions and
doing little on practical ones as they come before us.

Mr. KING. May I say that the Senator's mind and my
own—and it is to my honor and credit—run along the same
lines on the matter of doing justice to all nations, especially
weak nations.

Mr. NORRIS. Great minds always do.

Mr. KING. The Senator from Pennsylvania has a great
mind: I make no pretensions for myself.

The statements of the Senator from Pennsylvania remind me
of an article I was reading this morning and which I think
should be brought to the attention of the Senate. It is entitled
« Imperialistic America.” 1t appeared in the Atlantic Monthly
for July, and I shall comment upon this article at a more
appropriate time. It is an indictment of the alleged imperial-
fsm of this Republic and a challenge to patriotic Americans to
gee that their country shall not infringe upon the rights or
govereignty of the least among the nations of the world.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment on page 2, line 12.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, HALE. Mr. President, I have listened with a good deal
of interest to the remarks that have been made by Senators,
and I think the debate bas been profitable. It certainly has
been very interesting. The Senator from Tennessee [Mr,
McKerrar] alluded a number of times in his speech fo the
5-5-3 ratio and to the fact that we had not maintained our
part of it. I think it might be well at this time to say a word
about the ratio and just how it was reached. 1f Senators will

_turn to page 798 of the report of the conference on the limita-
tion of armaments, they will find the following:

CAPITAL-SHIP RATIO

1t was obvious that no agreement for limitation was possible if
the three powers were not content to take as a basis their actual
existing naval strength. General considerations of national need,
aspirations and expectations, policy dnd program conld be brought for-
ward by each power in justification of some bypothetical relation of
naval strength, with no result but profitless and interminable discus-
glon. The solution was to take what the powers actually had, as it
was manifest that nelther could better its relative position unless it
won in the race which it was the object of the conference to end. It
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was impossible to terminate competition In naval :arm'ament' i‘f*'zhﬁ
powers were to condition their agreement upon the advantages they
hoped to gain in the competition Itself,

DBased on actual existing naval strength, our experts consid-
ered three plans for arriving at a ratio as to capital ships to
place before the conference. The first plan was to take the
tonnage of the existing ships—the ships already built of each
of the powers—and to eliminate all ships that were building
and that were projected. Great Britain at the time of the
conferenpe had a great many of the older battleships still in
commission. On this basis she would have had a navy greatly
larger than ours and several times that of Japan, That did not
seem to the experts to be a fair basis to take.

Next they considered the guestion of the ships that were
already built, of the ships that were building, and the ships
that were projected. At the time of the treaty Great Britain
had a large number of old battleships on hand. She had no
ships bullding, and she had projected only four super battle
cruisers like the Hood, but larger, with a tonnage of very
nearly 50,000 tons per ship. These ships were simply projected.
We ourselves at that time had a great number of ships—the
figures I think have been given this afternoon—both battleships
and baftle cruisers, that were in the course of building, and
some of them were very nearly completed, We had no capital
ships projected. Japan had a large number of ships building,
though little work had been done on them, and a considerable
number of ships projected.

Our building program was far and away ahead of that of
any other country as far as completion was concerned. On
the basis of taking all ships built, building and projected,
Japan would have had a navy practically equal to ours in
capital ships and practically equal to that of Great Britain.
In view of the existing navies of the three powers at that
time this did not seem to be a fair proposition.

The third proposition that was considered, still based on
the tonnage of ships, was to take ships that were built and
ghips that were building, leaving out ships that were pro-
jected, and on the ships that were building to allow to each
country its percentage of completed work. That was the basis
that was finally reached, that gave us the 5-5-3 ratio. That
basis was put up by our representatives to the conference and
was accepted by them as the ratio that should exist between
the three countries, and Italy and France later came in on a
basis of 1.75.

Mr, GERRY. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Sena-
tor a question, if I may.

- erd HALE., I am glad to yield to the Senator from Rhode
sland.

Mr. GERRY. Of course, when we take into consideration
that basis, the American Navy had nearer completion a great
number of modern ships, and therefore if we had gone on and
carried out our program, in the course of a very few years,
one or two years, we would have had the greatest navy in
the world.

Mr. HALE. The Senator is quite right. We would have
had a Navy that in capital ships would probably have had
very nearly twice the strength that Great Britain had.

Mr. GERRY. Therefore when that plan was adopted and
the ships were scrapped we made the greatest sacrifice of any
country.

Mr. HALE. That is quite true, but I think even at the time
when they were settling on the ratio the general idea pre-
vailed that we wanted our Navy to be as nearly as possible
equal to that of Great Britain, and this is how we reached
the ratio of equality.

Mr. McKELLAR. Who were the naval officers who advised
the members of the conference with respect to that matter?

Mr. HALE, Admiral Coontz and Admiral Pratt, two of the
most outstanding officers in the Navy.

After getting the basis for a ratio established, the question
ecame up of allocating to the different powers the ships that
they were to keep. It was first proposed that all ships that
were building be serapped. Japan, however, was very anxious
to include her great battleship, the Mwisu, which was almost
completed. She made a protest and insisted that that ship be
retained. In exchange for the Muisu it was agreed that Great
Britain should be allowed to construct two new battleships
to replace when completed four of her older ships, and that
the United States should have two battleships which were
building and almost completed, the Colorado and the West
Virginia.

Mr. GERRY.
ecame in?

Can the SBenator tell me where the Hood
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Mr. HALB. The Hood was already completed at that time.

Mr. GERRY. But how did the Hood happen to be allowed?
‘Was there not some question raised at the time in regard to the
Hood?

Mr. HALE. All the ships that were already In existence
were eligible. It was only as to new construction that the
limitation of 35,000 tons was placed on the ships.

Mr, GERRY. But allowing the British to maintain the
Hood was one reason for the increased tonnage the British had
over every other nation,

Mr. HALE. I will come to that later on.

Mr. McKELLAR. How nearly completed was the Wash-
ingion at that time?

Mr. HALE. The Waghington and the West Virginia were
practically in the same stage of completion at the time.

Mr. McKELLAR. Then both were completed thereafter, were
they?

Mr. HALE. The Washington was not completed. The Wesi
Virginia was completed.

Mr. McKELLAR. Why did they walt from 1922 to 1924 to
sink the Washington?

Mr. HALE. That I can not say. We were required to do so
within a certain time,

Mr. McKELLAR. Was not the Washingion completed and
‘then sunk?

Mr. HALE. The Washington was not completed.

Mr. McKELLAR. It was completed sufficiently to float it
out to sea under its own power.

Mr. HALE., It was in an advanced stage of completion at
the time of the treaty. 8o was the West Virginia.

Mr, McKELLAR. Has the Senator any information as to
why the Washington was retained for two years or mnearly
three ‘years?

Mr. HALHE. We were allowed a certain time under the
terms of the treaty within which we could scrap the vessels,
and the Washington was scrapped within that time,

Mr. McKELLAR. The Washington was kept for nearly

three years.
Mr. HALE. Yes. That was allowed under the terms of the

treaty. :

Mr. McKELLAR. What new vessels, if any, dld Great Brit-
ain sink?

Mr. HALE. I said that Great Britain was not building any
ghips at the time.

Mr. McKELLAR. So she sunk her obsolete ones?

Mr. HALE. She sunk her old vessels.

Mr. McCKELLAR. How many of those did she sink?

Mr. HALE. She sunk, I think, 19 of her older battleships.

Mr. McKELLAR., Old vessels?

Mr. HALE. Yes. They were old vessels.
Mr. McKELLAR. They were no longer serviceable?
Mr. HALB. Oh, they were very serviceable, They were

vessels she had used during the war,

Mr, McKELLAR. How many did Japan sink?
gink any new ones?

Mr. HALE, I think she sunk 10.

Mr. McKELLAR. Ten old ones?

Mr. HALE. Yes.

Mr, McCKELLAR. Does the Senator remember how old they
were?

Mr. HALB. 1 do not. I can get the figures for the Senator
if he would like to have them.

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator also get and put in the
Recorn, if it is convenient to do so, the age of the 19 that
Great Britain sunk? Then, the United States sunk how many
new ones?

Mr. HALE. We scrapped 15.

Mr. MOKELLAR. Fifteen new ones?

Mr. HALE. Obh, no; 15 of the older ships. We had seven
battleships and six batfle cruisers building. Two of the battle
cruisers were turned into carrlers.

Mr. McKELLAR. That would make 11 that were sunk. We
sunk 11 new battleships and battle cruisers——

Mr. HALE. That were building,

Mr. McKELLAR. Whereas neither Great Britain nor Japan
sunk any new ones at all. Is that correct?

Mr. HALE. No.

Mr. McKELLAR. That is disarmament!

Mr. HALE. But Japan scrapped ships that were building.

Mr. McKELLAR. How many?

Mr. HALE. I think she was building seven, and those she
scrapped. She had 15 building and projected, and she serapped
all of those that were building, 7 ships.

Mr. McKELLAR. And Great Britain scrapped two or
three that were projected?

Did she

Mr. HALE. She scrapped four that were projected.

Mr. McKELLAR. Those are the kind of ships that conld,
easily be scrapped. Projected ships are easily scrapped by any !
nation without any great loss.

Mr, HALE. Of course she had spent -some money on those
ships and the plans had been drawn. The plan was that we
shonld retain a navy that in capital ships would be substan-
tially equal to that of Great Britain.
plgll; McEELLAR. 5-5-3: that was the great underlying

Mr. HALE, Yes.

Mr. MCKELLAR. 'Now T will ask the Senator if he considers
that we have enough battleshipg?

Mr. HALE. I will do a good deal better if the Senator will
allow me to go on with my remarks and come to that later.
Seurﬁilﬂltﬁn‘[m?h“ is a very grave question. Does the

na e ted States is on an equality wi at
Britain in her battleships? R e 5o

Mr. HALE. Do I think we are now?

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes,

Mr. HALE. No, I do not.

Mr. McKELLAR. Then the object of the conference has not
been accomplished.

Mr. HALE. Will the Senator allow me to continue? If tha
Senator would like to make my speech for me of course I have
no objection.

Mr. MCKELLAR. Noj; the information the Senator is giving
me is entirely satisfactory to me and proves what I have said,

Mr, FESS. Mr, President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Does the Senater from
Maine yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr, HALE. I yield.

Mr. FESS. I would like to have the Senator's opinion as to
how it comes that when the President at the Washington con-
ference proposed to scrap all of the ships that were on the ways
and so many old ones, amounting to nearly 900,000 tons, it was
applauded throughout the Natlon without regard to party, and
Yet now has become such a seriows question of difference?
What happened that that swhich was so generally applauded
when it was proposed and accepted has now become a subject
of condemnation?

Alr. KING. Our hindsight is better than our foresight,

Mr. HALE. I do not know that it has become -a question
of general condemnation. Probably the Senator is referring
to the question of the elevation of the guns now. I will 84y
something on that in just a moment.

Mr. President, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr, McKELLAR],
I think, referred to the tonnage yardstick that was used in de-
ciding the ratio of armament. After we had decided upon the
basis of the ratio, as T before stated, we had to decide what
ships should be allocated to the different powers that were
parties to the treaty. In that allocation of ships tonnage was
only one of the elements which was considered. The Senator
from Tennessee found fault because we were allowed a ton-
nage of only 525,000, whereas the British were allowed a ton-
nage of 580,000. The Benator questioned that arrangement.
Everything that had to do with the fighting strength of the
battleships allocated was taken into consideration by our ex-
perts in making this allotment. We were permitted less ton-
nage than the British because our ships were newer ships and
more powerful ships than were the British ships.

Another matter which has cansed comment was that the
British were given 4 battle cruisers and 18 battleships, whereas
we were given 18 battleships. Our 18 battleships were superior
to the 18 battleships of the British and were held to be the
equals of the 18 British battleships and 4 battle eruisers. T will
say to the Senator from Tennessee that all such matters were
taken into consideration. Our experts, who, as'I have stated,
were among the most ontstanding efficers in the Navy, were
satisfled that the conclusions which were finally reached were
fair to this country and did allow us a Nayy which in capital
ships would be equal to that of Great Britain and on a basis of
5 to 3 with that-of Japan. Undoubtedly- our experts in naval
affairs knew about the value of the elevation of guns: it was
no new thing to them. They did not say anything about it
simply becanse they did not conceive that any question could
arise as to our right to elevate our guns. That was their
belief, that is the Senator's belief, and that is my belief. ;

Mr. McEELLAR. I am glad to hear the Senator say that,
and I wish to ask him a question as to this matter. The
Senator stated that T did not take into consideration all of the
factors in the equation. I will ask the Senator if it is not true
that the battleships of Great Britain exceed in speed the battie-
ships of the United States?

Mr. HALE. Undoubtedly the battleships of Great Britain

\ exceed our ships in speed.
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" Mr. MCKELLAR. Then I ask the Senator if it is not also
undoubtedly true that the guns of the battleships of Great
Britain exceed in range the guns of the United States ships?

Mr. HALE. I will admit that in respect to certain ships
that is certainly true. I am going to say something about that,
if the Senator will allow me.

Mr. McKELLAR. In number the British ships also exceed
our ships. The British have 22 and the United States have
but 18. That is true, is it not?

Mr. HALE. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. Then, if the British capital ships exceed
those of the United States in number, in range of guns, and
in speed, where can any equality come in as to the United
States?

Mr, HALE. I will answer the Senator. The United States
have a greater number of guns on their 18 battleships than the
British have on their 22 battleships and cruisers. In the
broadside which our fleet can deliver we have an advantage of
approximately 40,000 pounds.

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President, the Senator will also ad-
mit that the guns, in order to be effective, have to shoot from
23,000 to 24,000 yards? Is that not so?

Mr. HALE, Yes. I am going to speak on that gquestion.

Mr. McEELLAR. Does not Great Britain also have a larger
number of guns that can shoot 23,000 yards than America has?

Mr. HALE. She has.

Mr, President, so far as the question of the elevation of
guns on our capital ships is concerned, I do not think any
argument can be made against it from a military standpoint.
Of course, the battle fleet which has the greater number of
fast ships and the greater number of long-range guns can keep
out of range of its opponents and can deliver its fire unop-
posed by ships except those which are faster and have a longer
range of guns. I do not think there is any question about that;
and there is no question that a battle fleet that is faster than
its opponent can choose its range and decide what the range
shall be, and that is a great military advantage. I will go
further than that and say that the battle fleet that has an
equal range of guns with its opponent but faster ships has a
military advantage, in that it can run in and deliver its broad-
side and then get out of range whenever it sees fit to do so, and
the navy that has the slower ships, to compensate for their lack
of speed, should have a greater range of guns than has its op-
ponent. Mr. President, there is evidently a misunderstanding
so far as the treaty is concerned.

Great Britain takes the attitude that we have no right,
under the terms of the treaty, to elevate our guns, and she
has made a formal protest to us. Japan takes the ground
that under the terms of the treaty she has a right to elevate
her guns, and she has done so. Whether or not that action was
taken by her since the signing of the freaty, I can not say,
but she has elevated her guns. From the best information
that we have, she now has an elevation of 23 degrees on 8 of
her ships and of 30 degrees on the other 2, which is far
more than we have on the fleet as a whole.

France and Italy are not interested. The statement is made
that France has elevated her guns, and I think that is probably
true. However, under the terms of the treaty, it is especially
provided that she may change her guns at any time when she
sees fit to do so, and may replace with guns of a caliber up to
16 inches, This permission to change her guns would undoubt-
edly allow her to alter the elevation of the guns when changed.
I think that is the position that France takes in regard to the
matfer, and the same statement would be true of Italy. Our
own Secretary of State, Secretary Hughes, gives it as his
belief that under the terms of the treaty we have the right
to elevate our guns and I fully concur with him that we have
the right.

I have already, in a previous speech on the floor of the
Senate, stated my belief about the advisability of elevating
the guns, I should like to see the guns on our ships elevated ;
I think that it is a necessary thing to do to bring our Navy
up to the treaty strength; but Great Britain has made her
protest, and I believe thai the formal protest of a power party
to the treaty is not a matter that can be lightly disregarded by
the United States. If we should go ahead and disregard that
protest and elevate our guns and later on when the matter
was adjudicated should find that we had made a mistake and
that our contention was wrong, then we would be held to have
broken the treaty, and the whole treaty could be called off by
‘any power a party to it.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Maine yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. HALE. 1 yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. Let me remind the Senator that the Sec-
retary of State denies that there was any protest made on the
ground that elevating the guns on our ships would be a viola-
tion of the treaty and therefore illegal. The protest, if it may
be so considered, was on the ground that the elevation of the
guns might provoke competition in armament. Let us assume,
however, for the sake of the argument, that Great Britain has
filed such a protest as has been suggested. That protest was
filed nearly two years ago—on the 15th of next April it will be
two years, as I understand—and surely the Government of the
United States has had ample time to consider it, and surely the
opinion of the Secretary of State, Mr. Hughes, represents the
opinion of the Government, and that is that there is nothing in
the protest. So when we have it on the high authority of the
Secretary of State that a protest has been filed—or that one
has not been filed, whichever view the Senator wishes to take—
and that he is of the opinion, representing the Government,
that the protest is not well founded; that we have a right to
elevate our guns; why should we not proceed to exercise the
right? The Secretary puts his advice on entirely different
ground, and that is that the Dritish view that it might pos-
sibly lead to competition in the future alone is considered. It
seems to me that the Government has had ample time.

The Senator talks about our making a mistake. Suppose we
were to get info a conflict—which I pray God may never come,
but suppose we should—and we should lose in the fight because
we had not elevated our guns, and therefore had not properly
arranged for the protection of our country, we would feel that
we had made a lamentable mistake. It is easy enough to cor-
rect a mistake; if an arbitration board or committee should
hold that we should not have elevated our guns, that mistake
could be rectified ; but we could not rectify the mistake if we
had urgent need for guns of greater elevation and lost on
account of not having them.

Mr. HALE. I quite agree with the Senator that the protest
should be determined one way or the other; but I say that no
action should be taken until it is determined, and I should like
to see it determined at the earliest possible moment.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Maine further yield to the Senator from Tennesseef

Mr. HALE. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. What action has the Government taken
to have the matter settled? It is an important matter. It is
a vital matter. The Senator from Maine has repeatedly said
that he did not think there was anything in the contention;
that he was in favor of the elevation of the guns. Then, why
has the Government been silent for nearly two years when this
important matter has been before it?

Mr. HALE. That I can not answer the Senator. However,
as I say, I do not believe that we can take any action until this
matter has been in some way settled. If we did so, we would
jeopardize the whole treaty, and we would find ourselves, if our
contention should be held to be wrong, in the position of having
scrapped it, of having made for nothing our sacrifices of splen-
did ships, and of having practically given up the plan for lim-
iting armament; and that I do not think any of us would
want to see done.

Mr. President, the British are consldered a sportsmanlike
people and a fair-minded people. It is perfectly clear that
their protest on the elevation of the guns puts us in a position
of embarrassment. It prevents us from reaching that equality
to which we are entitled, as far as Great Britain is concerned,
and it puts us in an even worse position as far as Japan is
concerned, since the elevation of her guns is greater than that
of Great Britain. It seems to me that, in view of these cir-
cumstances, the sportsmanlike thing for our friends the British
to do would be to withdraw their protest and relieve us of an
embarrassing situation.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I send to the desk an amendment
I intend to offer to the pending bill, which I ask may be read.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection the
amendment will be read as requested.

The reading clerk read as follows:

On page 51, after line 16, insert the following:

“ Thgt the President is authorized and requested to invite the gov-
ernments with which the United States has diplomatic relations to
send representatives to a conference to be held in the city of Washing-
ton, which shall be charged with the duty of formulating and entering
into a general international agreement by which armaments for war,
either upon land or sea, shall be effectually reduced and limited in the
interest of the peace of nations and the relief of all nations from the
burdens of inordinate and unnecessary expenditures for the provision
of armaments and the preparation for war."”
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
printed and He on the table,

Mr. KING. I alse offer another amendment, which I send to
the desk, to be printed and lie on the table.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
stated.

The reading elerk read as follows:

At the proper place In the hill insert the following:

“ Provided, That no part of this sum and no part of any amount
carried in this bill ghall be used to keep or mainfaln any marines in
the Repuoblic of Haitl."

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
printed and lie on the table.

LANDS IN KING COUNTY, WASH,

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, a House bill has
come over here and has been favorably reported by the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. Bursusm]. It is nmow on the Presi-
dent’s desk. This bill relates to a right of way that was
deeded to King County, Wash., many years ago for the Lake
Washington Canal. It was found that it could not be used
for that purpose and a new right of way was obtained. This
bill permits the city of Seattle to construct a street along this
old right of way, and it may be taken over by the United
States at any time that it sees fit to do so.

I ask that the bill may be considered at this time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Wash-
ington asks unanimous: consent for the immediate consideration
of House bill 3847, granting a certain right of way, with au-
thority to improve the same, across the old eanal right of way
between Lakes Union and Washington, King County, Wash.
Is there objection?

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, does the bill involve an

appropriation of any kind?
© Mr. JONES of Washington. It does not.

Mr. McKELLAR. It is just another one of the bills of the
Senator from Washington?

Mr. JONES of Washington.
bills,

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

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

RECESS

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, if the Senator
from Maine does not desire to proceed further with the naval
bill at this time, I move that the Jenate take a recess until
12 o'clock noon to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 33 minutfes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Saturday,
Jannary 17, 1925, at 12 o'clock meridian.

One of the very meritorious

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Frioay, Januwary 16, 1925

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Our blessed Lord God, we do not come to Thee in fear nor
in the spirit of distress, but with a psalm of human thanks-
giving, for Thy mercies are ever with us as the bread of life.
May every officer and Member of this Chamber have a place
in Thy infinite heart whieh iz coextensive with the needs and
being of man. Be with us at onr weakest point and give hope
an aspiration met born of time. Continue’ to preside over the
life and destiny of onr homeland. Enoble every eitizen with
the unseifish spirit that delights to serve. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.
CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS

The SPEAKER. Calendar Wednesday business is in order

to-day, and the Clerk will eall the roll of committees.
REPEALING ACT PROVIDING FOR OHANGE OF ENTRY

Mr. SINNOTT (when the Committee on the Publie Lands
was ealled). Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee on
the Public Lands I call up the bill (H. R. 11356) to repeal |
the act approved January 27, 1922, providing for change of
entry, and for other purposes. £

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon ecails up the
bill H. R. 11356. This bill is on the Umion Calendar. The |

House will automatically resolve itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the eonsidera-
tion of the bill, and the gentleman from New York [Mr, SNELL]
will take the ehair.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill H. R. 11856, with Mr. SxerL in the chair,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the act of Congress approved January 27,
1922, entitled “An act to amend section 2872 of the Revised Stat-
utes,”” be, and the same is heveby, repealed: Provided, That any ap-
plicatiens heretofore filed under the provisions of said act may be
perfected and patents issued therefor the same as though this act had
not been passed.

Mr, SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, I think a very brief explana-
tion will suffice for this bill. The bill {s a departmental
measure, introduced by myself at the request of the Secretary
of the Interior to repeal an act approved January 27, 1922,
which aet was also a departmental measure. The act of Janu-
ary 27, 1922, was passed to meet a sitnation occasioned by the
decision of the Supreme Court in the case of Lane against Hog-

lund, construing the act of March 8, 1891. The act of March 3,

1891, provided that after a lapse of two years from the date
of the issuanee of the receiver's certificate upon certain home-
stead and land entries, if there was no pending contest or pro-
test against the entry, the entryman was entitled to a patent.
The Interior Department construed that to mean that after a
lapse of two years they could serve notice of a contest or a
protest that had been pending or filed prior to the lapse of two
years. The Supreme Court held that notice must have been
served prior to the two years, and, therefore, that notwith-
standing the fact that the entryman had not complied with the
law le was entitled to a patent. In many of those cases after
the first entry had been canceled by the Interfor Department
the Iand was subsequently filed upon by other parties who re-
ceived patents, and the second entryman was subject to a sult
by the first entryman to have him declared to be holding the
entry as a trustee for the first man. The department at that
time reported fo us that there were some 40 or 50 cases of that
kind that might be taken care of by the act of January 27,
1922, but it has sinee developed, according to the testimony
of the Assistant Secretary of the Interior; that attorneys and
others have been gleaning over the records and resurrecting
old and stale cases and taking advantage of the act of Jannary
27, 1922, to secure what the department calls a “scripper's
right,” which right is transferred or sold in various manner to
parties de<iring to seeure public land.

The Secretary of the Interior believes that the act has been
greatly abused, and instead of 40 or 50 cases some 150 or 160
cases have been filed. This repeal of the act takes ecare of the
cases filed prior to the passage of the act. The bill comes with
the unanimous report from the committee and should be

passed.

Bilc{:’ TIMBERLAKE. Mr. Chairman, will tlie gentleman
yield?

Mr, SINNOTT. Yes.

Ay, TIMBERLAKE. T understand the gentleman to say
that when the aet of Janmary 27, 1922, was passed the de-
partment reported only 40 or 50 cases pending?

Mr. SINNOTT. Yes.

Mr. TIMBERLAKE. And those were cases that the depart-
ment deemed to be meritorious?

Mr. SINNOTT. They are referred to here in the report of’
the Secretary of the Interior:

It now franspires that in. addition to the equitable ecases which
oceasloned the legislation parties are searching the records and aecquir-
ing rlaims from parties and their heirs in cases of timber-eulture and
other entries eanceled from 15 to 23 years ago and making len or
gerip selections for other lands, ostensibly In the interest of the
original entrymen or their heirs, but quite probably for the benefit
of clients or transferees of those-who are Instigating the filing of
the claims., In other words, the act is apparently being made a
vehicle of lien selections somewhat as was the forest lien act of
June 4, 1887, which was repealed by Congress March 3; 1905 (38
Stat. 1264).

Mr, TIMBERLAKE. The opinion of the department is, liow=-
ever, that the meritorions eases had been settled under this
act.

Mr. SINNOTT. Yes; they specifically state that.

Mr. TIMBERLAKE. And that the claims now being made
are claims which the gentleman is advized have been dug up
by attorneys?

Mr., SINNOTT. They say that they are old, stale elaims.

-'\_
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Mr, TIMBERLAKE. I have received letters from parties in
my district who are affected by this bill, and some have claimed
that immediately after the passage of this act they have ap-

to the department for a patent and on some acconnt have
failed to have their patents confirmed.

Mr, SINNOTT, This would not interfere with any of those

Cases.
Mr. TIMBERLAKE. That is what I wanted to know.
AMr. SINNOTT. The bill provides:

That any applications heretofore filed under the provisions of sald
act may be perfected and patents issued therefor the same as though
this act had not been passed.

Mr. CLARKT of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. SINNOTT. Yes.

Ar. CLARKE of New York. What about the equitable
estoppel doctrine? Would that apply to any of those claims
where by their own acts there has been an estoppel by mot
asserting the right?

Mr. SINNOTT. A great many of those old claims are guilty
of laches. I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. RAKER. Mr, Chairman, I rise simply to say that 1
concur in what the gentleman from Oregon has said, From
personal observation I know there have been some cases that
ought not to have been allowed.

The department has made a splendid presentafion. The
committee are unanimous, and I believe it is to the benefit
of proper administration that the bill should pass.

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, RAKER. I will

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Everybody being for it, suppose
we pass it

Mr. RAKER. I reserve the remainder of my time.

The CHAIRMAN,. The Clerk will report the bill for amend-
ment.

The Olerk again reported the bill

~ Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise and report the bill with the recommendation that
the bill do pass.

The motion was agreed to,

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Sxerr, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole on the state of the Union, reported that that com-
mittee, having had under consideration the bill H. R. 11356,
had directed him to report the same back without amendment
with the recommendation that the bill do pass.

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

On motion of Mr. Sixxorr, a motion to reconsider the vote
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

PROMOTE MINING OF POTASH OX PUBLIC DOMAIN

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Public Lands, I call up the bill II. R. 9029.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up the
bill which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H, R. 9020) to promote the mining of potash on the public
domalin,

The SPEAKER. The bill is on the Union Calendar, and the
House antomatically resolves itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for its consideration.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the hill H. R. 9029, with Mr. 8~eLL in the chair,

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the
bill H. R, €029, which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R, 9029) to promotfe the mining of potash on the publie
domalin.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

There was no objection.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, this bill is also a depart-
mental meagure, introduced by myself at the request of the
Secretary of the Imterior to change the law regarding the
mining of petash upon the public domain. The object of this
bill is really to make the mining of potash conform to and
harmonize with the general leasing set. At the present time
the ilaw covering potash provides that an applicant may apply
for a prospecting permit for 2,560 acres, and on the discovery
of potash or related minerals he may obtain a patent for G0

acres. If that be done he secures all the minerals, whether
coal, gold, or other minerals, in the 640 acres; also, he may
secure his 640 acres and then refuse to work the deposit be-
cause the 640 acres belong to him in fee. He may also, and
this is one of the things to which the department objects—and
this bill has the approval of the Geological Survey, the Burean
of Mines, and the Secretary of the Interior—one of the things

they object to is that he may gecure the 640 aeres in the center

of the 2,560 acres, and thereby drain and practically make
wartl_ﬂess the remainder of the land. This bill authorizes a
permit to explore for potash on 2,560 acres of land, and on the
discovery of the potash the applicant is given a lease upon the
payment of at least 2 per cent of the guantity or gross value
of the output. The bill also provides that the Secretary of the
Interior may by proper regulation force the applicant or lessee
to a diligent prosecution of the work, a diligent exploration
upon the land, and when the potash is discovered compel him
to work the deposit. The hill also supplies a defect in the
present potash law., There is a good deal of question under the
present potash law whether known deposits of potash may be
leased. The departmental construction, which has never been
tested, is that they may lease, but there is a good deal of doubt
regarding the jurisdiction of the Secretary to grant leases upon
known deposits.

The bill also provides for the limitation of leases fo one
lease. There are provisions in the general leasing act adopted
in this bill against monopoly, against interlocking stock-
holders and directors, and all the safegnards in the general
leasing act are adopted in this measure. The committee had
extended hearings; they had Judge Finney, of the Interior
Department; Dr. George Otis Smith, of the Geologlcal Sur-
vey, formerly Director of the Bureau of Mines, before us, and
the measure has had a great deal of thought in the depart-
me;:.d and I believe it is a measure that should be speedily
pas I

Mr. COLTON., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SINNOTT., I will

Mr, COLTON. Does this measure in any way affect exist-
ing rights which may have arisen under the potash law?
thr. SINNOTT. No; the existing rights are preserved under

s act.

Mr. RAKER. If the gentleman will permit, the amend-
ment to the bill at section 6 protects all existing rights and
those provided nnder the coal and oil leaging bill?

Mr. SINNOTT. This amendment to section 6 was one sug-
gested by the gentleman himself to protect those rights. I
reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the bill. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I
have sent for the hearings, as this is a very important matter,
and I do not seem to be able to get them. I wonld like for
you who are from the cotton-producing States and who are
interested in the question of potash to get this bill and study
it: This is a very far-reaching piece of legislation, and we
had considerable hearings before the Public Lands Com-
mittee. We had Judge Finney and Doctor Smith there, of the
Department of the Interior.

Now, I asked Director Smith to please explain to me why
there was such a hurry about the passage of this bill, which
changes the fundamental law with reference to entries of
land. I have been unable to get a satisfactory answer from the
department.

I want to call the attention of the committee to this point:
This bill gives the Department of the Interior absolute power
to lease all the potash lands of the country to anybody they
see fit to lease them to, up to the amount of 2,660 acres of
land per person or corporation. And I want to call the atten-
tion of the committee to another thing. Under the present
law, as now operated by the department, the potash industry
of this country is controlled absolutely by a corporation that
is a subsidiary of a South African corporation. It absolutely
controls the whole output of potash in this country, as far
as it is mined in the United States. So that we have a situa-
tion confronting us where the potash industry of the world is
controlled by Germany, France, and by a subsidiary of a
South African corporation. Now, I say that at this short
session of Congress, and when we have heretofore had so
much controversy about the leasing sitnation in the Interior
Department—without making any charges against anybody—
unless there is some impelling reason why this general legisla-
tion shounld be passed, T can not see any reason why it should
he taken up here and passed, with the small membership we
have here fo-day.

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

Mr. AGERNBETHY. Yes.
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Mr. STEVENSON. Can the gentleman tell us just what this
proposed act does, and what the law which it is amending does?

Mr. ABERNETHY. No one in the department seems to
know. They seem to think that the law now is not broad
enough and does not cover enongh, and they want more power
down there.

Mr. STEVENSON. What does it cover?

Mr. ABERNETHY. 1 have not been able to find out. We
had Judge Finney before us, and Dr. Otis Smith.

Mr. STEVENSON. Does not the law say what it covers?

Mr. ABERNETHY. This law here gives it absolutely to the
department to lease, 1 want to read to yon:

That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed,
under such rules and regulations as he may preseribe, to grant to any
qualified applicant a prospecting permit which shall give the exclusive
right to prospect for chlorides, sulphates, carbonates, borates, silicates,
or nitrates of potassium in lands belonging to the United States for a
period of not exceeding two years: Provided, That the area to be
included in such a permit shall not exceed 2,560 acres of land in
reasonably compact form.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ABERNETHY. Yes,

Mr. SINNOTT. That is the identical language of the pres-
ent law. It is merely recopied in here,

Mr. ABERNETHY. I read on:

Provided further, That the prospecting provisiong of this act shall
not apply to lamds or deposits in or adjacent to Searles Lake, Callf,,
which lands and deposits may be operated by the United States or may
be leased by the Secretary of the Interior under the terms and provi-
slons of this act.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, will the genfleman yield
there?

Mr. ABERNETHY. Yes,

Mr. SINNOTT. That paragraph that the gentleman read is
also the present law.

Mr. ABERNETHY. T agree that it is the present law.
But I want to go on further, to section 3, to show you what it
allows the department to do. I read:

That lands known to contain valuable deposits enumerated in this
act and not covered by permits or leases shall be held subject to lease
by the Secretary of the Interlor through advertisement, competitive
bidding, or such other methods as he may by general regulations adopt.

Now, the chairman of the committee will say that is in the
present law. But whetlier it is in the present law or is not in the
present law, it permits the department, without any eompetitive
bidding at all, to grant an execlnsive right as to 2.560 acres of
land as a lease for an indefinite period of time without any
competitive bidding, without any action as to who else might
want to bid on it. As I understand the purpose of the law, it
takes away the right of a man to go out there and get a patent
to this land, because the department says, if I understand their
position correctly, that nunder the present law as to patenting,
which allows only 640 acres, it might otherwise serve to permit
a patent as a shoe string.

This law was objectionable to the men who mined for gold,
silver, and other minerals, and now they are to be excepted
by an amendment to be voted upon later. T have not been able
to get the department fo tell me the necessity for this act or
what hurry there is to get it through, or whe is going to mine
the potash, or whether we are going to get out from under the
potash monopoly that now exists, where we have to rely apon
Germany and France on fhe one hand and on the other hand
this subsidiary South African corporation that is now operating
in this country, and which corporation controls the mining of
potash in this country. 1 am vitally interested in this potash
sitnation, because we need potash in the section where we Zrow
cotton. :

This is far-reaching legislation, and I want to put the House
on notice here with reference to it. T confess I do not nunder-
stand the necessity for it.

T have asked the department to explain to me the real neces-
sity for this legislation at this time, and I have received just
general answers to my inquiries.

So far as I am concerned, gentlemen, I can not see the
necessity for this legislation, and it looks to me as though
there is danger here, and that the Congress may unwisely give
to the Department of the Interior the right to lease an ex-
clusive right as to 2,560 acres of land to somebody on some
sort of terms such as the Secretary of the Interior may pre-
scribe from time to time, and do it under the theory that it
is the best thing for the potash industry.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, ABERNETHY. Yes.

Mr. COLTON. Does not the gentleman consider that an
emergency exists, if under the present law absolute title may
be acquired to 640 acres in the center of a tract of 2,560 acres,
thereby rendering all the rest of the tract practically useless?
Is it not unwise to let the situation remain as it is? Is it
not a fact that about the omly difference betweeen the pro-
posed law and the present law is that this proposed law will
place potash under the general provisions of the act of Feb-
ruary 25, 19207 s

Mr. ABERNETHY. Let me ask the gentleman a question
and try to answer his question. Up to the time that the In-
terior Department accepted your amendment, taking your
mining people out from under this proposition, it affected you
very seriously?

Mr. COLTON, No; I have favored this legislation from the
beginning, but I believe there ought to beé an amendment
adopted but——

Mr. ABERNETHY. Why then should those in your State
be excepted?

Mr. COLTON. Because men ought not to be allowed to
lease gold and silver or certain other metals that oceur in
fissure veins in tracts of 2,560 acres, That is too big a tract
to give men when they seek to acquire title to the precious
metals under this act, because, perchance, there happens to
be a little potash In the land. It is glving too much leeway,
and the amendment which I shall propose as a committea
amendment prevents the acquiring of lands that contain
precious metals in such large tracts. )

Mr. ABERNETHY. In other words, as I understand the
gentleman from Utah, this legislation did not suit him until
he got the department to except the people out in his country?

M;é COLTON. Oh, no; my State is not excepted and will
not be.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Now, of course, I can understand why
the gentleman favors it, because it does not affect his people,
The people who are interested in his country are not affected.

Mr. COLTON. If the gentleman will permit, that is not so
at all. I have been a consistent supporter of this legislation
from the beginning,

Mr. ABERNETHY. Then why did you amend it?

Mr. COLTON. The larger part of the potash in my State
comes clearly under the provisions of this act. I am only seek-
ing to prevent practical suspension of the general mining laws
in certain loealities.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I knewv, but the gentleman found him-
self in this situation: After the committee had passed this bill
and subsequent to the reporting of the bill by the Committee
on Public Lands the genfleman found it was going to seriously
affect the mining interests in his country, so that the gentleman
and Judge Finney, as 1 understand, got together on an amend-
ment excepting them from the provisions of this act. Now,
why did you do that?

Mr. COLTON. If the gentleman will yield——

Mr. ABERNETHY. Certainly.

Mr. COLTON. At the time we passed the bill in commitfea
it was not clear in my mind whether under its provisions peo-
ple could acquire a lease on the precious metals; a subsequent
study showed that that was possible, and I do not believe it
should be done. Twenty acres of land is all that can be ac-
quired in one claim now if it is a lode claim; this would give
him permission, even where metals occur in fissure veins, if
there happens to be potash there, to have a lease on 2,560
acres, and that is too much land to grant to one party.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I want to put this Congress on notice.
This legislation is very broad; it is very drastic; it changes
the present law as it now exists, and which has been in exist-

‘ence for years and years; it is brought in here at the short

session of Congress, and it involves, gentlemen of the com-
mittee, the entire potash industry of this country, which at the
present time is absolutely confrolled by Germany, France, and
by a subsidiary of a South African corporation. The depart-
ment has been unable at any time to give me any satisfactory
explanation as to why this legislation should be passed at this
time.

Mr. SINNOTT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ABERNETHY. Yes.

Mr. SINNOTT. This bill confines these permits and licenses
to citizens of the United States. The foreign corporation which
the gentleman speaks of owns land in fee in the United States.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I understand that is so, and that ques-
tion was brought up when we had Doctor Smith on the stand.
I asked him why it was that under the policy as pursued by
the department at this time the entire potash control of the
United States was under this South Afriean corporation.

Mr. SINNOTT. Will the gentleman yield there?
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Mr. ABERNETHY. Why is it?

Mr. SINNOTT. The policy of the department had nothing
to do with that; that corporation owned land, bought land in
fee, and the department is in no way to blame, Will the
gentleman yield for just a moment?

Alr. ABERNETHY. Surely I will

Mr. SINNOTT. The gentleman will recall the testimony of
Dr. Otis Smith in giving his reasons, as found on page 30 of
the hearings:

The speclal potash law does not work well. Now, for what reason?
First of all, it grants a patent. That pafent privilege in any law we
have found in these later yeirs can be abused. You can get water or
grass under the pretense that there 18 some mineral in the land, and
we encomnter that trouble. There is also the shoe-string possibility,
which has been developed in Utah in connection with this particular
law, uncompact holdings because they are not selected out- of one
permit, but the segregation of a number of patents taken from a num-
ber of neighboring permit areas.

Giving a patentee under the present law the right to eontrol
4 large area, and then——

Mr. ABERNETHY. I suppose the gentleman is taking this
out of my time. Gentlemen, I want to say for the benefit of the
committee that I am not and do not profess to be acquainted
with the public land laws of the United States. I am on the
Public Lands Committee, but I do not live in a publicland
State; and in a running debate with the chairman, who is well
qualified to speak on all these matters, I am not able to give
you just all the little details as to what is the law, what has
been the law, what has been the poliey of the department, and
all that. But I say this: That I do know that all of a sudden
there is a great hurry to pass this legislation, and I want some-
body to explain this to the committee, and then if you pass this
bill it is up to you and not up to me; I will have'ralle\red
myself of the responsibility ; I want somebody to explain to the
committee the hurry with regard to & bill that has been pending
before the Public Lands Committee for quite a while; thefe is
great activity to get it out on the floor and at this short session
to get it through.

1 asked the department to give me some reason for it, and T
want you to listen to exactly what Doctor Smith says i.n his
resgon for it and see whether it satisfies your mind ; it did not
satisfy mine. I am just as vitally interested, and probably
more so, in this potash situation than most of the Members,
because it is the very life of our fertilizer. I do not want to
see these valuable deposits belonging to the United States
Government get—as is the ease now—into the hands of the
monopolistic group now controlled by a subsidiary of a South
African corporation.

When we pass this legislation, whom it will be controlled by
I do not know.

Now, listen. Here is a guestion I asked Judge Finney:

Mr. AsmeNETHY, Mr. Finney, I want to get the setting of this
matter straight in my own mind. I am not prepared to state whether
your legislation is good or bad. It may be the very thing that the
department needs and I do not want to be put in the attitude of taking
issue with the department, I have a very high regard for the gentle-
men in charge, particularly Doctor S8mith and yourself and the Secre-
tary, and my attitude is not one of captious objection, but this is a
far-reaching piece of legiglation as I see It, and I am not prepared on
such short motice to give it that consideration that I would like to
give it, and we have only 53 legislative days left in this session. This
s the practical proposition: If you gentlemen are really back of it,
as you seem to be—I am just asking this for your own consideration—
as to whether or not you think we ought to press it at this session?
Unless I could be shown further than I have been shown, I would have
te go agalnst the legislation myself, because I do mot knmow anything
about i1, and it may be the very thing we need.

What I would like to know from Doctor Smith and others 1s just
what areas we have, what are the velues and what and where they are.

Mr. Frxser, 1 think Doctor Smith could enlighten the committee
more than I, because he has more scientific and general knowledge of
tbe subject.

Here is what Doctor Smith says:

Mr. Ssurm. Just a word about the emergency., There is a con-
tinuing emergency in the fact that we Import nine-tenths of the
potash that we use.

With regard to the emergency demanding the passage of amenda-
tory legislation or new legislation relating to potash, it ‘was 11 months
ggo that the Bureau of Mines and the Geological Survey unifed in a
letter setting forth this proposition which bears the date February
1, 1924, We have to start things and keep at them.

With regard to the question that was asked as to whether there
should be amenddtory legislation or new legislation, that was econ-

sidered at the tlme, and we preferred the enactment of a new potash
law, as It appeared to involve the fewest complications, and that was
the sole reason it was put up in this form, I think we will all agree
the gimpler way is the better way, when we determine which is the
simpler way.

As Judge Finney has sald, we found the general leasing law works
well, The special potash law does not work well. Now for what
reason? First of all, it grants a patent. That patent privilege in
any law we have found in these later years can be abused. You
can get water or grass under the pretense that there is some mineral
in the land, and we enconnter that trouble. There is also the shoe-
string possibility, which has been developed In Utah in econnection
with this partienlar law, uncompact holdings because they are not
selacted out of one permit, but the segregation of a number of patents
taken from a number of neighboring permit areas. So I belleve that
the law was administered just as carefully as the department pos-
sibly could administer it, and that shoestring resulted from a com-
bination of several prospecting permiis and 'the combination of several
patents thereunder, but it is a shoestring that results.

You were asking about permits to go across Government land.
That is not so much involved here as the right to go across patented
land, and such a shoestring area of patented land, of course, can
be used not only for monopoly purposes In that particular area, but
for taking from under adjacent unpatented land the brines containing
potash and other constituents without the need of any lease.

Now, whatever the form of the legislation, we feel that it should
not contain the patent privilege. We do feel that the difference in
royalty between the general leasing law, which provides for 1214 per
eent, and the potash special law, which provides 2 per cent, should
be continued, because we do want something that is more conducive,
more encouraging to development than anything like a 1234 per cent
royalty. ]

1 believe there {s one slight difference between the proposed law
here and the present special potash law, in that the words “of the
quantity " sre added, so as to read “not less than 2 per cent of
the quantity,” instead of slmply “2 per cent of the gross value."
In that again we hark back, I belleve, to the general leasing law, s0 it
conforms In language with the general leasing law,

Now, I want to call the committee’s attention to the fact
that Utah came under the provisions of this bill and will get
out from under it by the committee amendment which my
friend the gentleman from Utah [Mr. Corrox] will introduce
and which has the approval of the chairman of the committee
and the approval of the committee. Why did his State get out?

Mr. SINNOTT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ABERNETHY. Yes.

Mr. SINNOTT. Utah is not exempt from the provisions of
this proposed act.

Mr, ABERNETHY. We will see what the amendment pro-
vides when we come to it.

There are two or three more pages of this hearing that are
just about as enlightening as what I have read from the hear-
ings, and. I do not see the real necessity and the real need for
this legislation.

Gentlemen, I understand the practical situation here in the
House when one lone member of a committee is opposed to a
bill, and I understand what it means to be bucking your head
against a wall. I want to put you on notice, and I want to give
you warning now that this is a far-reaching piece of legisia-
tion, and it affects vitally the Sonthern States and the cotton-
growing States. It is going throumgh. But let me tell you
that yon had better watch this situation. The Members who
have to vote on this guestion should look into it and see what
there is back of it. There is something back of this legisla-
tion that I do not understand. I am on the committee, and I
have tried to get the department to explain to me what it is,
but I have never been able to get them to do it. They say it
ought to be passed; that it is a good thing; and that the pres-
ent patent law does not work well. Of course, it does not work
well, becaunse it takes it out of their hands, and this proposed
law will work well because it puts it in their hands. Under
the general law a man could only get 640 acres, but under the
proposed law that is now to be passed it permits the Secretary
of the Interior, not by competitive bidding, but by such rules
and regulations as he cares to make, to lease not 640 acres
but 2,560 acres, and gives an exclusive right; and the man who
goes there and finds potash, he is the man who gets the first
bite at the cherry—in fact, gets the whole cherry—and that is
the whole sitnation.

This is all I know about it, and T think it is all anybody can
explain to you. I want the proponents of the bill to give you
some satisfactory reason why the bill ought to be passed.
[Applause.]

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minufes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. RAKER].
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Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit-
tee, I have listened with much interest to the distinguished
gentleman from North Carolina. The gentleman is on the
Public Lands Committee, and there is no man in the House for
whom I have a higher regard than I have for the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. ABeERNETHY], on account of his
ability, his courtesy, and the close atfention he gives to all
proposed legislation.

May I eall your attention to the fact, however, that this
character of legislation has been before the House and before
the committee for a good many years. Before we entered the
war there was legislation pending known as the coal, oil, and
gas leasing bill. Then after we entered the war the question
of potash became so vital that we took that out of the general
leasing bill and passed the act of October 2, 1917, which is an
act to authorize exploration for any deposits of potassium.
After that, and until the leasing bill, which was approved Feb-
ruary 25, 1920, was placed upon the statute books, there was
constant work and hearings before the Committee on Public
Lands of the Honse and of the Senate. Conferences were had
lasting a month or two, and the bill finally became a law.

The bill included sodinum, which is a kindred subject to potas-
sinm, with its derivatives. We provide for sodinm in the gen-
eral leasing bill, whicl is similar to the legislation now pending,
with one exception.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAKER. I yield.

Mr. ABERNETHY. The gentleman is in favor of the amend-
ment which will be proposed by the gentleman from Utah [Mr.
Corrox]?

Mr. RAKER. I will answer that in a moment. I will say
I am.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I just want to get the gentleman's views
on that. Up until that time the gentleman was not certain in
his own mind whether this legislation should be passed or not.

Mr. RAKER. I am going to explain that to the committee.
With the chairman of the committee, I have been a member
of the Committee on the Public Lands and have participated in
all its deliberations during the consideration of the leasing
bill, the Alaskan bills, and the water power bills. We have
spent months upon that work.

When the general leasing bill was under consideration,
which was after the phosphate bill of 1917 was enacted, it
had in it the same provision as the phosphate bill, which
allowed a permit of 2,560 acres and also a patent to one-fourth
of the land included in the permit. After a few years it was
the judgment of the two Houses and the President that the
patent feature was wrong and that therefore it should be
changed to a lease. It seems that the public land States under
the administration of both parties have found out that the
leasing bill works admirably. Now, as to the potash act of
1917, it authorizes a permit of 2,660 acres and then a patent
for G40 acres. This bill before the House instead of giving
a man a patent of 640 acres permits him, if he discovers a
derivative of potassium, to get land under practically the same
permit so far as the renting and leasing is concerned in prac-
tically the identical language as the present law.

The objection to the patent is—and it was demonstrated
before the committee—and before we had that feature of the
testimony I could not see the necessity of the amendment—a
man obtains a permit of 2,560 acres, and that would give 640
acres for a patent; he would string these 640 acres along in
the center of the tract 2 miles long, and leave a part of the
land on one side and a part on the other.

Most of the material is in liquid form; he puts a drain in
the center and gets the benefit of 2,560 acres, and frequently a
larger tract. His neighbor on the north would get a permit
for 2,560 acres and then a patent for 640 acres and extend his
patent another 2 miles, either stretching along a mile one way

and a mile the other, or switch off, and he again absorhs-

another potash field. So the Government gets no benefit of the
balance, It is not really a leasing bill, and therefore four or
five men combining can practically monopolize the entire potash
field.

Mr, ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAKER. Yes,

Mr. ABERNETHY. Is it not monopolized by this South
Afriean corporation?

Mr. RARER. I will come to that. What is the name of that
corporation? I know it has an American name.

Mr. ABERNETHY. It is a subsidiary®of the African cor-
poration.

Mr. RAKER. They monopolize the potash situation in the
United States, practically, This legislation would not affect
them, They are better off as the law is now; and what we

want to do is to pass an antimonopolistic law to bring them
under the control where we will get better results, i

Mr. ABERNETHY. Let me ask the gentleman, Searles Lake
is in the State of California?

Mr. RAKER. Yes.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman explain why Searles
Lake was left out?

Mr, RAKER. I will. Searles Lake is in the act of 1917.
It is excluded, like it is in this bill. It is a large territory ;
and if a man was permitted to go in the center and get a
patent of 640 acres, he would control the territory for miles
and miles. It is a known potash territory, and therefore we
permit the Secretary of the Interior to lease the land in Searles
Lake that was not owned and patented to private individuals
to the end that the Secretary of the Interior leases the publie
land in known fields. Therefore the Government has been pro-
tected, as it is under this bill,

Now let me explain the bill. In addition to the provisiong
that have been explained, this bill takes up and incorporates
the provisions of the general leasing law as to monopoly. There
is another provision in the bill that is vital, and that is that
no mcl_ividnal corporation or concern can obtain more than one
le:ase in any one State. From the first, potash has only been
discovered in public-land States in California, Utah, Wyoming,
and Nevada.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia has expired. The gentleman from North Carolina has
35 minutes remaining and the gentleman from Oregon 43
minutes remaining,

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr: Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. Corron].

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Chairman, I have such a great admira-
tion for my friend from North Carolina [Mr. ABERNETHY]
who is on the Public Lands Committee, that T feel like address-
ing myself first to the question he has propounded. I believe
if he fully understood the facts he would be in hearty sym-
pathy with this bill,

Under the present law a man may acquire a permit for 2,560
acres of land, and when he has discovered and demonstated
it is potash-bearing he may acquire a patent for 640 acres of
that land. This bill eliminates the patent feature of the law
and puts it squarely upon a leasing basis.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLTON. Yes.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Under this bill the department can give
him 2,500 acres.

Mr. COLTON. Under the present law he could get a permit
for 2,560 acres. That is a permit to prospect.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Not a desirable lease?

Mr. COLTON. In what way is it undesirable?

Mr. ABERNETHY. Why change it, if it is desirable?

Mr. WINTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLTON. Yes.

Mr. WINTER. I think the gentleman from Utah used theé
word “lease” in his opening sentence when he intended to
use the word * permit.” If you follow out that idea from the
permit to the patented area on to the lease, I think that would
straighten out the question of the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. ABERNETHY].

Mr, COLTON. I perhaps inadvertently used the word
“lease” when I intended to use the word “permit.” I shall
correct it. It has been found that the granting of that patent
does not work out well.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Why?

Mr. COLTON, It succeeded in giving men the right to
control large areas of land by owning title to small areas,
and it succeeds at other times in isolating tracts of land that
could be possibly worked for potash. For instance, in my
own State a tract of 640 acres will permit the practical drain-
ing of large areas of the brine which contains the potash and
the magnesium chloride and other kindred substances, and
this bill seeks to correct that. So far as its practical applica-
tion is concerned, this bill protects the rights of the public
more than the present law.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I understood from the testi-
mony at the hearing that under the existing law they can
take a narrow strip for a long space where the deposit is
rich and thereby drain the adjacent territory without having
a permit or any title to the adjacent land.

Mr, COLTON. That is exactly what does occur. A refer-
ence to the map, which the gentleman from North Carolina has,
will show that has been done.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Under the present law this
will prevent anything of that kind happening,
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Mr. COLTON, Yes. As has been said, it has been shown
and I think conclusively proven, that the general leasing act
is a good one. When this bill was passed, the leasing policy
was in the process of being developed, and the potash act was
a war emergency bill. Subsequent experience has shown that
it has not worked out well, and this bill simply seeks to put
potassium and other kindred minerals under the provisions of
the leasing act. I feel there can be no serious objection to that.
The question of monopoly is an entirely different guestion.
This bill will tend to prevent rather than protect monopoly.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

eld?

A Mr. COLTON. Certainly; although I have only five
minutes.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I shall give the genfleman more time.

Mr. COLTON. Then I gladly yield.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Does not the gentleman think that
under this bill it absolutely protects monopoly? In the first
place, the man who finds the potash has a right to lease the
land. The amount of the royalty is fixed in the bill at the
ridiculously low price of 25 cents per acre. The department
has to lease him these 2,500 acres. Will the genfleman please
explain whether that does tend to aid monopoly rather than
to curb it?

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Utah
has expired.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr., Chairman, I yield the gentleman
five minutes more.

AMr. COLTON. I think all gentlemen understand that the
three necessary elements-for fertilizer are potash, nitrates,
and phosphates. This country has an abundance of phos-
phates. We are in hopes, of course, that nitrates will be pro-
vided at Muscle Shoals. The question arises with reference
to potash. I think it ean not be successfully contradicted that
in the public-land States, for instance in my own State, potash
can be produced upon the ground cheaper than it can be pro-
duced even in Germany. Where they mine it at a depth of
from 2,500 to 3,000 feet, we get the brine containing potash at
a depth of a few feet. I am free to state, therefore, that we
can produce potash upon the ground more cheaply than it can
be produced in Germany. Particularly is that true since we
have discovered a process of saving the magnesinm chlorides
as a by-product,

But there are other obstacles which enter and prevent us
competing with the German potash. In the first place, their
freight rate by water is much cheaper than ours to the eastern
trade or the market centers. It takes a large investment of
capital to-produce potash. Those who produce it and who
produced it during the war discovered at the close of the war
that they could not compete with Germany.

Germany brought the price down until they were forced ount
of business. They have no assurance now that if they start
up again the Germans will not lower the price to a point
where they can not produce it successfully. This bill permits a
lease on the potash land with lower royalties, thereby en-
couraging the production of potash. I feel we ought to give
the department the right to encourage the production of potash
in this country, so necessary to the production of cheap ferti-
lizer for the farmers.

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

Mr. COLTON. Yes. :

Mr. BANKHEAD. I see a provision in the bill, in section 3,
to this effect:

In the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior, the area involved
in any lease resulting from a prospecting permit may be exempt from
any rental in excess of 25 cents per acre for 20 years succeeding its
issue, and the production of potassium compounds under such a lease
may be exempt from any royalty in excess of the minimum prescribed
in this act for the same perlod.

For how long a period of time are these leases generally
made? :

Mr. COLTON. I am not able to answer that question.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Can anybody on the committee answer it?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from TUtah
has again expired.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I will yield the gentleman five addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. SINNOTT. Under the leasing act, leases were gener-
ally for a period of 20 years, with the right of removal at
the end of that time. Of course, the object is to get the leased
land worked out. ]

" Mr. BANKHEAD. I want this information. It seems to me
that unrestrained discretion on the part of the Secretary of the
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Interior might afford an opportunity for a lessee of land of
this sort to go on it and not really make an effort to develop
it for a long period, for 20 years without payment of any
royalty, except the minimum of 25 cents an acre.

Mr. SINNOTT. This is merely to encourage development:

of the peorer class of land. As a rule it is not very profitable
to develop these potassium fields, and this gives the Secretary!
in a proper case a right to give encouragement for some one
to go on and develop what looks to be rather poor ground.

Mr. COLTON. May I say to the gentleman that the supply
of potash is almost unlimited. What we need to-day is to
take steps to encourage its production. In my judgment this
law will enable the Secretary of the Interior to make such.
arrangements as shall encourage men to go upon the ground
and invest their money in the produetion of potash.

Mr. BANKHEAD., I will say to the gentleman the difficulty
about that is, although the Secretary might in the first instance
be persuaded he was entitled to this thing, it ties up that land
for a period of 20 years without the payment of any penalty.

Mr. COLTON. Only 2,560 acres.

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is a considerable area of land down
in my section.

Mr. COLTON. I will say to the gentleman, in my State there
are 4,000 square miles of this land underlaid with this brine
which produces potash, and nobody is producing potash be-,
cause they have been unable to compete with the German
market.

Mr. BANKHEAD, Is there any provision in the ordinary
lease of land requiring a certain amount of development work!'
or otherwise the lease would be eanceled?

Mr. COLTON. T understand it is always. This comes under
the general provisions of the leasing act and under that the
Secretary of the Interior always requires an amount of work
to show good faith on the part of the lessee,

Mr. RAKER. In other words, that is one reason they want
to change from the patent to the leasing. They require in all of
these leases an earnest effort, and if they do not develop the
Jeases are canceled.

Mr. COLTON. Yes; under the present law the practice has
been to require men fo act in good faith and not bad faith.

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is the reason I am making the
inquiry that I fear the situation might be to encourage it.

Mr. COLTON. No; I will say the very opposite is the case,
They do reqnire good faith in development work under the
provisions of the leasing act.

My, SINNOTT (reading)—

Each lease shall contain provisions for the purpose of Insuring the
exercise of reasonable diligence, skill, and care in the operation of said
property.

Now, there are a great many other regulations like that, and
also regulations regarding monopoly and in restraint of trade
are all adopted from the general leasing act and made a part
of this bill.

Mr. COLTON. I understand the gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. Howarp] is seeking recognition for a question,

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I want at some time or other to
speak in opposition to the bill.

Mr. COLTON., I thought the gentleman wanted to ask a
question.

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. What is the reason they adopted
the figure of 2 per cent as the royalty for these leases rather
than any other per cent?

Mr. COLTON. I understand it is simply because a low
royalty would encourage production of potash and a higher
royalty might have a tendency to discourage its production.

Mr. WINTER. Is it not a fact, upon that point, this present
bill earries this same royalty, 2 per cent, as now in the present
law?

Mr. COLTON. That is the case.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Howagp].

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen
of the committee, I represent a State which I reckon has more
pauperized potash farmers than any other State in the Union.
There are none of them in my distriet. I frankly confess to
you that I do not know any more about this bill than the
average committeeman has been able to explain to the other
committeeman, the gentleman from North Carolina. In the
absence of knowledge, I take it for granted that I ought as an
individual Member here, required to cast a vote in harmony
with the best interest of the whole country, to listen to the
words of warning by the gentleman from North Carolina, who
warns us that this bill may be fraught with some very dan-
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gerous provisions. He said he had asked somebody to explain
it to him. He can not get a satisfactory explanation. He has
gone into it deeply; he is qualified ; he can not understand :I;i
and if he can not, how may I, having no knowledge at
about such matters, be expected to understand it?

Ah, my friends, I am glad this subject of potash came up
this morning. I recall the day, out in the potash country of
Nebraska, last fall, when one of the most distinguished men
in the I'mtlon visited our people, and he talked to us with ref-
erence to the secienee of government, and particularly with ref-
erence to good citizenship. I particularly recall hearing that
distinguished gentleman say that the meanest enemy of the
American Republic was not some long-whiskered Bolshevist
from Russia, but rather that he was some American citizen
who, under any circumstances, would ever consent to the slight-
est deyiation from the plain provisions of the Constitution of
the United States of America. After I heard him talk that
way for a while I was under conviction, and pretty soon I be-
came thoroughly converted to his doctrine.

Now, I can not be as evangelistic as my friend from North
Carolina [Mr. AserverHY], but I can warn you, in the voice
of Charlie Dawes, when he said the meanest enemy of the
American Republic was a citizen who would ever consent to
violate the slightest provision of our Constitution. Charlie
Dawes said that. I rather like Charlle Dawes. I like his
gospel in that particular direction.

I recall the attention of all the Members of this House at
this moment to the fact that we are plainly spitting in the
face of the sacred Constitution of our country when we sit
here and enact legislation without a guorum of our member-
ship, as required by the Constitution. I protest against this
constant violation of the Constitution. I want to be loyal to
the Constitution of my ecountry, and I thank Charlie Dawes for

giving me the courage sometimes, even at the risk of mo-,
mentary loss of beautiful friendships on this floor, to suggest |

that there are not enongh of nus here present to transact busi-
ness in harmony with the plain provisions of the Constitution
of the United States.

1 offer that suggestion now. I do not go any further, but i
make the suggestion. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill for amend-
ment.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I have a few more:

werds to say on this.
 The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina is |
recognized. There are 15 minutes left.
Mr. ABERNETHY. I shall not take up that much time.
Mr. Chairman, T want to call the attention of the committee
to page 40 of the hearings on this bill, as follows:

Mr. ABERNETHY. I mnotice In this pamphlet entitled “ Potash In
1928,” on page 175 it says:

*The American Trona Corporation, which 18 & subsidlary of the
Consolidated Goldfields of South Africa (Ltd.), London, practically
dominates the present American potash indunstry."

Now, that subsidiary of this Afriean corporation has s lease under
the department at the present time?

Mr. 8smirH. No; they own some patented land which they have
acquired.

Mr, Apgrxersay. How did they become owners of patented land?

Mr. Sumrra. They bought out the owners, just as an oll company
buys land on which it operates.

Mr. Asmevpray. Evidently the department has some Idea in Its
mind as to who those lands will go to? Who have you gentlemen been
negotiating with up there, #f you do not mind telling me, as to this
legislation here?

Mr. SmrTa. I do not know that anyone has approached the depart-
ment with regurd to this legislation. This has been the effort of the
department to get things started in the development of these lands.

Mr. ApErxETHY. You have some people that have been dealing with
the department in these matters and whom you hope to interest to
the extent of developing this potash industry. Now would you mind
telling us who they are?

Mr. SamrrE. No; I would not mind telling you if I hed any such
people in mind. It is an all-comers’ proposition, if we can only get
them started. The people who have come before the department, T
think, at least with respect to the Salduro eituation, are men that
already have patents on that land that 1 spoke of,

Mr. ABErNETHY. Well, how about this American Trona Corporation?

Mr. SsmiTH. They are not interested In this legislation.

Mr. AngexprHy. Could you lease to them under this act¥

The CHamMAN. This act confines it to citizens of the Unifed States
or corporations organized in the conntry.

Mr. ABERNETHY. This company bas an Amerlean name, and this
pamphlet says this controls at the present time the potash industry
of this country,

Mr. SsirH. They are the only pnes that are produecing potash in
that way. They are not the only producers, however. /

Mr. AsprNETHY, Our potash at the present tlme comes mainly from
France and Germany, as I understand it?

Mr. 8mrTe. Ninety per cent comes from abroad.

Now, Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, you
can see that this legislation is very broad; it is very drastie
in its nature, It changes the entire situaﬂon as to the potash
industry, and there is mothing at all in the hearings that in
any way gives any reason or any explanation on the part of
the depariment as to how they hepe, by this legislation, to
increase the production of potash at all. They say that the
present system is wrong, and that they want to fix it so that
they ean deal in a more elastic manner., I say this legisla-
tion is too drastie. It is mot neeessary at this time, as I see
it. I do not think Congress understands it at the present time,
and I do not think that the department has satisfied all the
members of this eommittee, We have been digging patiently
into this matter, to try to get to the bottom of it, and to see
who is behind it, what is behind it, and what is the purpose
of the legislation. It takes the power out of the hands of
Congress, where it lies now, and puts it into the hands of the
Hecretary of the Interior, to do as he pleases, under such rules
and regulations as he may prescribe; to permit corporations
or individuals to take this land for as long a period as 20
yvears without payment of any royalty at all, except a nominal
amount, and it is all proposed to be done in the interest, as
they say, of conservation.

Now, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee. 1
would llke yery much to follow the balance of the committee
on this legislation, and I wish I could get some satisfactory
reason for doing so, because I belleve the gentlemen who favor
this legislation are honestly trying to do what they ean for
the potash industry. But it does seem to me that it is tee
vital and too far-reaching to be passed at this time with the
short notice that has been had, and under the unsatisfactory
information that has been given to us by the department.
Therefore 1 oppose the legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, efo., That the Secretary of the Interior Is hereby
authorized and directed, under such rules and regulations &8s he may
prescribe, to grant to any qualified applicant a prospecting permit
which shall give the exclusive right to prospect for chlorides, sulpbates,
carbonates, borates, sillcates, nitrates of potsssinm in lands belong-

| ing to the United States for a period of not exceeding two years: Pro-

vided, That the area to be included in such a permit shall not exceed
| 2,560 acres of land in reasomably compact form: Provided furiher,
That the provisions of this act shall not apply to lands or deposits in
or adjacent to Searles Lake, Calif, which lands and deposits may be
opmted by the United States or may be leased by the Secretary of the
Interior under the terms and provisions of this act

With a committee amendment as follows:
Page 2, line 1, after the word “ the,” insert the word * prospecting.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word,

The CHAIBRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves to strike
out the last word.

Mr. DOWELL. I desire to ask the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Public Lands the purpose of the word “ directed,”
in line 4 of section 1. This provides for authority to the See-
retary of the Interior, and it also directs him. What is tha
necessity for directing the Secretary of the Interior to do this
if it should turn ont in his judgment not to be advisable?

Mr. SINNOTT. That merely carries the language of the old
act; this is merely a repetition of the old act.

Mr. DPOWELL. Yes; but I am still making the inquiry as
to the necessity of directing the Seeretary of the Interior to
proceed under this section and paragraph if in his judgment
he should not do so. Why is not the mere anthorization suffi-
cilent, leaving out direction to proceed?

Mr, SINNOTT. It would grant him a broader discretion 1if
the word were eliminated.

Mr. DOWELL. There would be just this difference: Under
the language of the bill he has no discretion.

Mr. SINNOTT. It might be subject to that construction. I
have thought of it myself, the same gs the gentleman has, and
I have had some doubt about the wisdom of using the word
“ direct,”

Mr. DOWELL. It oceurs to me that Congress should not in
an authorization direct a department to proceed along certain
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lines unless they have very specific information as to what is

to be done.

Mr. SINNOTT. I have had my doubts, the same as the gen-
tleman has, but, of course, the Secretary can protect himself
under the rules and regulations that he preseribes. In the way

a Secretary interprets an act of this kind, he has very broad |

- discretionary power.
Mr. DOWELL. But he has no discretion in the matter of
‘executing these permits.
Mr, SINNOTT. This is not a contract; this is a prospecting
rmit.
peMr. DOWELL. I grant that, but it leads up to the same

thing.

Mlg'. SINNOTT. It might be held under this that the Secre-
tary could not deny a prospecting permit. -

Mr. DOWELL. That might be held, but has he any discre-
tion whatever, and is it not necessary that he sign immediately,
irrespective of whether he believes it the proper thing to do.

Mr. SINNOTT. The Secretary prepares the rules and regu-
lations, and this is the ordinary language carried in such bills,

Mr. DOWELL. Well, the Secretary could not prepare an
unreasonable rule to avoid following the direction of Congress.

Mr. SINNOTT. Well, he does prepare the rules and the
regulations. There is a good deal in what the gentleman says,
but I would hesitate to change the language, because it has been
carried from time to time in all these recent acts.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWELL. Yes.

Mr. RAKER. Under the provisions of this bill as it now
gtands a prospector goes out and in his mine discovers potas-
sium; he comes back and he is entitled to a permit, but iI you
strike out the word “direct” the prospector is in the air; he
would be under the control of some one's discretion and that
might result in his being denied the fruits of his efforts and
they might go to somebody else, This law is like the law
referring to the discovery of gold; the first man is entitled to
it if he complies with the law.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa
has expired. Without objection, the pro forma amendment
will be withdrawn.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sgc. 4. That prospecting permits or lenses may be issued under the
provisions of this act for deposits of potassinm in public lands also
containing deposits of coal or other minerals on condition that such
other deposits be reserved to the United States for disposal under
appropriate laws: Provided, That if the interests of the Government
and of the lessee will be subserved thereby, potassium leases may
include covenants providing for the development by the lessee of
chlorides, sulpbates, ecarbonates, borates, silicates, or nitrates of
sodium, magnesinm, or calcium associated with the potassium deposits
leased, on terms and conditions, not inconsistent with the sodium
provisions of the act of February 25, 1920 (41 Stat. p. 437).

With the following committee amendment:

Page 4, after line 6, insert: “Provided furiher, That the original
permittee or lessee, il qualified, shall be entitled to a preference right
to lease any other mineral deposits in the land subject to the provi-
sions of this act or the act of February 25, 1920.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COLTON, Mr. Chairman, I send another committee
amendment to the Clerk's desk. ;

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Utah offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CorToX: Page 4, line 10, after the fig-
ures **1920,” insert: “And provided further, That where wvaluable
deposits of minerals now subject to disposition under the general
mining laws are found in fissure veins on any of the lands subject to
permit or lease under this act the valuable minerals so found shail
continue subject to disposition under the said general mining laws,
notwithstanding the presence of potash therein."”

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as this was ex-
plained during the colloquy between myself and the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. AserNETHY], I do not care to speak
further, unless there are some questions to be asked.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLTON. Yes. !

Mr. RAKER. This amendment was recommended by the
department and was unanimously agreed upon by the com-

ittee?
Mr. COLTON. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Utah.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 6. That the act of October 2, 1917 (40 Stat. p. 297), en-
titled “ An act to authorize exploration for and disposition of potas-

| -slum,” is hereby repealed, but this repeal shall not affect valid

claims initiated under the provisions of said act of October 2, 1917,
so long as the permittee or lessee complies with the law under which
his claim was initiated.

With the following committee amendment:

Page 4, line 24, after the word * claims,” strike out the words
“initiated under the provisions of said act of October 2, 1017, so
lonig as the permittee or lessee complies with the law under which
his claim was initiated” and insert in lieu thereof the following:
“ existent at date of the passage of this act and thereafter maintained
in compliance with the laws under which initiated, which claims may
be perfected under such laws, imcluding discovery.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr, Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise and report the bill back to the House with the
amendments, with the recommendation that the amendments
be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the Chair, Mr. SxELL, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee having had under consideration the bill (H. R. 9029)
to promote the mining of potash on the public domain, had
directed him to report the same back to the House with sun-
dry amendments, with the recommendation that the amend-
ments be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass.

The SPEHAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put them en gros. The
question is on agreeing to the amendments.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is now on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

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

On motion of Mr. Sixyort, a motion to reconsider the vote
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table.

ONE HUNDRED ANRD FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF THE BATTLE OF
LEXINGTON AND CONCORD

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to House Joint Resolution 259
the Chair appoints as the committee on the part of the House
to attend the ceremonies at Lexington and Concord next
gpring Mr. DarviNger, Mr., Morton D. HuLr, Mr. GALLIVAN,
and Mr. MoNTAGUE,

NATIONAL FOREST LANDS

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, hy direction of the Committee
on Public Lands I eall up H. R. 11500.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up a
bill, which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 11500) to amend an act entitled “An act to consoll-
date pational forest lands,”

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar and
the House automatically resolves itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole Heuse on the state of the Union, with Mr. SxELL
in the chair,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the aet of March 20, 1922 (42 Stat, L. p.
465), entitled “An act to consolidate national forest lands be, and
the same is hereby, amended by adding the following sectlon thereto:

“ gpe. 2, Either party to an exchange may make reservations of
timber, minerals, or easements, the values of which shall be duly con-
gidered in determining the values. of the exchanged lands. Where
regervations are made in lands conveyed to the United States the
right to enjoy them shall e subject to such reasonable conditions
respecting ingress and egress and the use of the surface of the land
as may be deemed necessary by the Secretary of Agriculture; where
mineral reservations are made in lands conveyed by the United States
it shall be so stipulated in the patents, and that any person who
acquires the right to mine and remove the reserved deposits may enter
and occupy so much of the surface as may be required for all pur-

.
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poses incldent to the mining and removal of the minerals therefrom,
and may mine and remove such minerals upon payment to the owner
of the surface for damages caused to the land and improvements
thereon : Provided, That all property,-rights, easements, and benefits
authorized by this section to he retained by or reserved to owners
of lands conveyed to the United States shall be subject to the tax
laws of the States where such lands are located.”

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, this bill was introduced by
mysell at the request of the Secretary of Agriculture and the
Secretary of the Interior to meet a situation that they often
find in making these forest exchanges. Frequently on the land
desired to be exchanged for Government land there are ease-
ments and many other rights that have been deeded away.
Often these easements and certaln other rights are owned by
parties who can not be located. The forest exchange act re-
quires the Secretary to secure a fee-simple title, and the exist-
ence of many of these easements holds up a number of such
exchanges, The bill has the approval of both Secretaries, and
1 feel it does not need a very lengthy explandtion.

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? 4

Mr. SINNOTT. Yes. ’

Mr. WATKINS. What action did the committee take on it?
YWas their action nunanimous or was the committes divided?

Mr. SINNOTT. There was unanimous action on the part of
the eommittee. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I ask that the bill
be read for amendment.

The Clerk read the bill for amendment, !

Mr, RINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise and report the bill to the House with the recom-
mendation that the bill do pass.

The motion was agreed to. ’

Accordingly the committee rose ; and Mr. LoxaworrH, Speaker
pro tempore, having resumed the chair, Mr. SxrrL, Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union, reported that that committee having had under consid-
eration the bill (H. R. 11500) to amend an act entitled “An
act to consolidate the national forest lands” had directed him
to report the same to the House with the recommendation that
the bill do pass.

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

TRESPASS ON COAL LAND

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Public Lands I call up the bill (H. R. 6713) to define tres-
pass on coal land of the United States and to provide a penalty
therefor; and Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that this
bill be considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentieman from Oregon
asks unanimous eonsent that the bill be considered in the
House as in Committee of the Whole. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, eto., That It shall be unlawfuol to mine and remove
coal of any character, whether anthracite, bituminous, or lignite, from
bedg or deposits in lands of the United States, or in deposits or beds
reserved to the United Btates, with the intent to appropriate, sell, or
dispose of the same, and every person who shall violate any of the
provisions of this act shall be deemed gullty of misdemeanar and fined
not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year, or both.

Spe. 2, Nothing in this act, however, shall interfere with any right
or privilege conferred by existing laws of the United States.

Mr, WATKINS, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SINNOTT. I yield.

Mr. WATKINS. This bill does not affect the taking of
coal from land where the Government has leased it to a party,
does it?

Mr. SINNOTT. No; that is taken care of in section 2.
This bill is a very brief bill and is also a departmental bill.
The department reports that it is very guestionable whether
one may be punished for stealing coal or for taking coal from
the publie lands in violation of law, and this bill is to meet
that situation.

Mr, WATKINS. I had in mind Alaska. If it was on public
land in Alaska and the Government had leased it——

Mr. SINNOTT. BSection 2 provides “nothing in this aet,
however, shall interfere with any right or privilege conferred
by existing laws of the United States” An individual may
get a permit to take coal for his own domestic use.

Mr. WATKINS. Not only that, but corporations or indi-
viduals may have a lease like on the Cunningham tract.

Mr. SINNOAT. It does not interfere with any rights under
existing law. ®

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. What effect, if any, would it have
upon a squatter going upon unsurveyed public lands and using
coal for his own use?

Mr. SINNOTT. He may obtain a permit to do that.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield? )

Mr., SINNOTT. Yes. .

Mr. RAKER. This bill is simply to prevent a man from
going on the public domain and taking the coal and using it.

Mr. SINNOTT. Yes.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read @ third fime,
was read the third time, and passed.

MESSAGE FROM THE BENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, one of its clerks,
amnounced that the Senate had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
11308) making appropriations to supply urgent deficiencies in
certain appropriations for the fiseal year ending June 30, 1925,
and prior fiscal years; to provide nrgent supplemental appro-
priations for the fiseal year ending June 30, 1925; and for
.other purposes,

The message also announced
following resolution:

Resolved, That the House of Representatives be requested to return

to the Senate the bill H. R. 6408, entitied “An act for the rellef of May'
Adelaide Sharp.”

that: the Senate had passed the

AUTHORIZING THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR TO ADJUST OERTAIN
DISPUTES IN FLORIDA

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands, I eall up the bill (H. R. 5204) to authorize
the Secretary of the Interior to adjust disputes of claims by
settlers, emtrymen, selectors, grantees, and patentees of the
United States against the United States and between each
other, arising from incomplete or faulty surveys in township
28 south, ranges 26 and 27 east, Tallahassee meridian, Polk
Oounty, in the State of Florida, and for other purposes,

The SPEAKFR pro tempore. This bill is on the Union Cal-
endar, and the House automatically resolves itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. SXELL in
the chair.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill,

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, efe., That the SBecrvetary of the Interior be, and he is
hereby, authorized to equitably adjust disputes and eclaims of settlers,
entrymen, selectors, grantees, and patentees of the United States, thelr
beirs or assigns, against the United Btates and between each other,
arising from incomplete or faulty surveys in section 31, township 28
sonth, range 26 east, and in sectlons 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 18, 17, 18, 19, 20,
and 21, township 28 south, range 27 east, Tallabasse meridian, Polk
County, In the State of Florida, and to issue directly or in trust, as
may be found necessary or advisable, patent to such settlers, entry-
men, sclectors, grantees, and patentees, their lelrs or assigns, for land
claimed through settlement, occupation, purchase, or otherwise in said
described area, preserving, as far as he ovay deem equitable, to those
claimants now In possession of public Iand the right to have patented
to them the areas so occupled: Provided, That a charge of $1.25 {8
to be made for each acre or fractlon thereof of Government land pat-
ented under this act: Provided further, That rights acquired subse-
quent to the withdrawal of July 5, 1821, shall not be recognized or be
subject to adjustment hereunder,

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Interlor is aunthorized to secept
any and all conveyances of land for purposes of adjustment and to
make all necessary rules and regulations in order to carry this act
Into effect.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, T yleld my time to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. Vinsox].

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of
the committee, on July 5, 1921, all the public lands affected
herein were withdrawn from settlement, location, and sale by
Executive order. An examination of the survey in the Depart-
ment of the Interior shows that the original survey executed
in 1853 was grossly in error, and that approximately 1,380
acres was shown as water areas on the official plat of Decem-
ber 12, 1853. The greater part of the town site of Hamilton
was in 1853 within the meander line and is designated on the
official map as part of Lake Hamilton. There is a town laid
out down there containing about 350 people. It has a number
of stores, national banks, and a large number of well-built
homes.
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In the other section of the land affected about 100 acres were
omitted, according to the plat survey approved September 30,
1850. It appears from the records now in the department that
jmprovements on the land have been made in entire good faith
under the law. This bill is approved by the Secretary of the
Interior and he recommends its passage. It is simply correct-
ing an error of two old surveys in 1850 and 1853.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill for amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

That the Seeretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized
to equitably adjust disputes and claims of settlers, entrymen, selectors,
grantees, and patentees of the United States, their heirs or assigus,
against the United States and between each other, arising from incom-
plete or faulty surveys in section 31, township 28 south, range 26
east, and In sections 4, 5, 6, T, 8, 9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21, town-
nhlp23wuth,range2?mt,mdtolmuedimcﬂyorint:ustumay
be found mecessary or advisable, patent to such settlers, entrymen,
selectors, grantees, and patentees, their heirs or assigns, for land
elaimed through settlement, occupation, purchase, or otherwise in said
described area, preserving, as far as he may deem equitable, to thoses
claimants now in possession of public land the right to have patented
to them the areas so occupied: Provided, That a charge of $1.25 is to
be made for each acre or fraction thereof of Government land patented
under this act: Provided further, That rights acquired subsequent to
the withdrawal of July 6, 1921, shall not be recognized or be subject
to adjustment hereunder.

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk completed the reading of the bill.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise, report the bill with the amendment to the House,
with the recommendation that the amendment be agreed to and
the bill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly the committee rose,
and Mr. Sanpers of Indiana having taken the chair as Speaker
pro tempore, Mr. Syerr, Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, reporfed that that com-
mittee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 5204) to
anthorize the Secretary of the Interior to adjust disputes or
claims by settlers, entrymen, selectors, grantees, and patentees
of the United States against the United States and between
each other, arising from incomplete or faulty surveys in town-
ship 28 south, ranges 26 and 27 east, Tallahassee meridian,
Polk County, in the State of Florida, and for other purposes,
and had directed him to report the same back with an amend-
ment, with the recommendation that the amendment be agreed
to and that the bill as amended do pass.
~ The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

On motion of Mr. Sixyorr, a motion to reconsider the vote
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table.

EXCHAKGE OF LANDS AND ADJUSTMENTS OF BOUNDARTES IN
NATIONAL FORESTS

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands, I call up the bill (H. R. 11211) for the in-
clusion of certain lands in Plumas National Forest, the Eldo-
rado National Forest, the Stanislaus National Forest, the
Shasta National Forest, and the Tahoe National Forest, and
for other purposes. i

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Oregon
calls up the bill H. R, 11211, This bill is on the Union Calendar.
The House automatically resolves itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Aceordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr, SNELL in the
chair,

The Clerk read the title to the bill

Mr, SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Oregon asks upani-
mous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.
Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, this is similar to a number
of other bills we have had for the exchange of forest lands; land
indented into forest boundaries. It has the approval of the
Secretary of the Interior. Does the gentleman from California
want any time?

Mr. RAKER. I do not.

’.ﬂ:.e CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill for amend-
ment
The Clerk read the bill as follows:

A bill (H. R. 11211) for the inclusion of certain lands in the Plumas
Natlonal Forest, the Eldorado National Forest, the Stanislans Na-
tional Forest, the Shasta National Forest, and the Tahoe National
Forest, and for other purposes

Be it enacted, etc., That within the following-described areas any
lands not in Government ownership which are found by the Becretary of
Agriculture to be chiefly valuable for national forest purposes may be
offered in exchange under the provisions of the act of March 20, 1922
(Public 173, 42 U. 8, Stat. I. p. 465), upon notice as therein pro-
vided and upon acceptance of title shall become parts of the Plumas
National Forest, the Eldorado National Forest, the Stanislaus National
Forest, the Shasta National Forest, and the Tahoe National Forest,
respectively, and any of such described areas in Government owner-
ship chiefly valuable for national forest purposes and not now parts of
any national forest may be added to said national forests, as herein
provided by proclamation of the President, subject to all valid claims
and provisions of existing withdrawals: (1) To the Plumas National

‘Forest, Calif.: Township 22 north, range 4 east;, sections 1, 12, and 18;

township 23 north, range 4 east; township 20 north, range 6 east, east
balf of township; townshlp 26 north, range 6 east; township 27 north,
range 6 east; township 20 north, range 7 east; township 21 north,
range 7 east; township 26 north, range 7 east; townsbip 27 north,
range 7 east; township 21 north, range 8 east, sections 4, 5, 6, T, 8,
9, and 18; township 27 porth, range 8 east; township 24 north, range
9 east, sections 10, 11, 16, 22, 23, and 24; township 27 north, range
9 east, sections 84, 85, and 36 ; township 23 north, range 10 east, north
half of section 1; township 24 north, range 10 east, sections 19, 28, 29,
and 88; township 26 north, range 10 east, sections 31, 32, and 383;
township 22 porth, range 11 east, sections 1 and 2; township 23 north,
range 11 east; township 24 north, range 11 east, sections 31, 32, and
33; township 29 north, range 11 east, sections 25 te 86; township
22 north, range 12 east; township 28 north, range 12 east, sections
1, 2, 8, and 12; township 29 north, range 12 east, sections 26 to 35,
inclusive ; township 21 north, range 13 east, north half of township;
township 22 north, range 13 east; township 23 morth, range 13 east;
township 21 north, range 14 east, sections 5, 8, 7, 8, 17, 18, 19, 20, 29,
30, 81, and 32; township 22 north, range 14 east, sections 29, 30, 31,
and 82; township 23 north, range 14 east, sections 7, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,
21, 28, 29, 30, and 83; township 25 north, range 16 east, sections 15
and 16; all Mount Diablo base and meridian, California.

(2) To the Eldorado National Forest, Calif.: Township 11 north,
range 12 east, sections 25 to 29, inclusive, and 82 to 36, inclusive;
township 10 north, range 12 east, sections 1 to 8, inclusive, 10 to 15,
fnclusive, 22 to 20, Inclusive, 82 to 86, inclusive; township 11 north,
range 13 east, sections 31 to 33, inclusive; township 10 north, range
13 east; township 9 north, range 13 east; township 8 north, range 13
east, sections 1 to 8, inclusive, 10 to 15, inclusive, 22 to 2T, inclusive,
84 to 30, inclusive ; township 8 north, range 14 east; township T north,
range 14 east, sections 1 to 13, inclusive, 16 to 20, inclusive; township
13 north, range 18 east, sections 31 and 82; township 12 north, range
18 east, sections 3 to 11, inclusive, 14 to 23, inclusive, 26 to 34, in-
clusive; all in Mount Diablo base and meridian. :

(8) To the Btanislaus National Forest, Calif.: Township 1 south,
range 16 east, sections 1 to B, inclusive, 8 to 15, inclusive, 22 to 27
inclusive, and 34 to 36, inclusive; township 2 north, range 15 east,
sections 1 to 12, inclusive; township 2 north, range 16 east, sections
2 to 10, inclusive, 15, 16, and 21; township 4 north, range 14 east,
gsections 1, 2, 11 to 14, inclusive, and 23 to 26, inclusive; township
5 morth, range 14 east, sections 1, 2, 11 to 14, inclusive, 23 to 26,
ineclusive, 35 and 36 ; township 6 nerth, range 14 east, sections 1 to 4,
inclusive, 9 to 16, inclusive, 21 to 28, fpclusive, 83 to 36, inclusive;
township T north, range 14 east, sections 9 to 17, inclusive, and 15
to 86, inclusive; all in Mount Diablo base and meridian.

(4) To the Shasta National Forest, Calif.: Township 26 north,
range 5 west, sections 1 to 11, inclusive, and 15 to 17, inclusive;
township 37 north, range 1 east, section 1; township 87 north, range
2 east, sections 8 to 16, inclusive; township 37 north, range 3 east,
north 14 section 1, sections 3 to 6, inclusive, sections 9 and 10, 15
and 18, township 87 north, range 4 east, north 1§ section 6; town-
ship 37 north, range 4 west, sections 4 to 9, inclusive, and 16 to 21,
inclusive ; township 37 north, range 5 west, sections 1, 11 to 14,
inclusive, 23 to 26, inclusive, and 31 to 36, inclusive; township 38
north, range 1 east, sections 11, 12, 13, 14, 23, 24, 25, 26, and 36;
township 88 north, range 2 east, sections 1, 2, 3, 5, T to 17, inclusive,
19 to 88, inclusive; township 38 north, range 3 east, all; township
48 north, range 4 east, sections @, 7, 8; township 88 north, range
4 west, sections 1, 2, 3, 10 to 17, inclusive, 20, 21, 22, 27, 28, 29,
81, 32, 33; township 88 north, range 5 west, section 86; township
89 north, range 1 east; township 39 nerth, range 2 east; township
89 north, range 3 east; township 39 north, range 4 east, sections 30,
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81; township 89 north, range 1 west; township 89 north, range 2
west ; township 39 porth, range 3 west; township 39 north, range
4 west; township 39 north, range 5 west, sections 1 to 12; township
40 north, range 1 east; township 40 north, range 2 east; township
40, range 3 east; township 40 north, range 4 cast; township 40
north, range 1 west; township 40 north, range 2 west; township 40
north, range 3 west; township 40 north, range 4 west, sections 2 to 6,
inclusive, 10 to 15, incluslve, 19, 22 to 36, inclusive; townshlp 40
north, range 5 west; township 40 north, range 9 west, sections 4 and
b ; township 41 north, range 1 east; township 41 north, range 2 east;
township 41 north, range 4 east, sections 384, 35, 86; township 41
north, range 1 west; township 41 north, range 2 west; township 41
north, range 4 west; township 41 north, range 5 west, seciions 1, 9
to 16, inclusive, and 21 to 28, inclusive, 83 to 36, inclugive; town-
sghip 41 north, range 7 west, sections 28 and 29; township 42 north,
range 1 east; township 42 north, range 2 east, sections 19 to 30 and
381; township 42 north, range 1 west; township 42 wmorth, range 4
west, sections 190 to 30 and 31; township 42 north, range 5 west,
gection 386; township 43 north, range 1 east; township 43 north,
range 1 west; township 43 north, range 2 west; township 43 north,

range 3 west, sections 1 and 2, 13 to 18, inclusive, 20 to 24, inclu- |

sive; township 44 north, range 1 east; township 44 north, range 1
west; township 44 nporth, range 2 west; township 45 mnorth, range
1 east, sections 19, 20, 29, 30; township 45 north, range 1 west, sec-
tions 19 to 86, inclusive ; all Mount Diablo base and meridian, Calif.

(5) To the Tahoe National Forest, Calif. and Nev.: Township 18
north, range 9 east, sections 28 and 29; township 18 north, range
10 east, sections 28, 29, 30, 31, and 32; township 17 north, range 9
east, sections 13, 24, 25, and 26; township 17 north, range 10 east;
township 17 north, range 11 east; township 16 north, range 10 east,
sections 1, 2, 11, 13, 23 to 27, Inclusive, and 20; township 16 north,
range 11 east; township 15 north, range 10 east, sections 13, 24, 25,
and 86 ; township 14 north, range 10 east, sections 1, 12, 13, 24, and
25; township 14 north, range 11 east; township 21 north, range 14
east, sections 17, 18, 19, 20, and 29 to 32, inclusive; township 20
north, range 14 east, sections 0, 16, 21 to 24, inclusive; township
20 north, range 15 east; township 20 north, range 16 east; town-
ghip 20 north, range 17 east; township 19 north, range 15 east;
township 19 north, range 16 east; township 19 north, range 17 east;
township 18 north, range 15 ecast; township 18 north, range 16 east;
township 18 north, range 17 east; township 18 north, range 18 east;
township 17 north, range 18 east; township 15 north, range 18 east;
township 15 north, range 19 east, sections 4 to 9, inclusive, 16 to
21, inclusive, 28 to 33, inclusive; township 14 north, range 18 east;
township 14 north, range 19 east, sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 0, 16 to 21,
inclusive, 28 to 83, inclusive; township 13 north, range 18 east, sec-
tions 1, 2, 8, 9 to 10, inclusive, 21 to 28, inclusive, 33 to 36, inclu-
give; township 18 north, range 19 east, sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 17, 18, 19,
20, 29, 30, 31, and 32; all in Mount Diablo base and meridian.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr, Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise and report the bill to the Iouse with the recom-
mendation that it do pass.

The motion was agreed to. .

Accordingly the committee rose; and Mr. MappExy having
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. SxerLp, Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union, reported that that committee had had under considera-
tion the bill H. R. 11211, and had directed him to report the
same back with a favorable recommendation. .

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the en-
grossment and third reading of the bill.

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

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the bills H. R. 104, for the inclusion of certain lands in the
Eldorado National Forest, Calif., and for other purposes,;
105, for the inclusion of certain lands in the Stanislaus Na-
tional Forest, Calif.,, and for other purposes; 108, for the
inclusion of certain lands in the Shasta National Forest, Calif.,
and for other purposes; and 107, for the inclusion of certain
lands in the Tahoe National Forest, Calif., and for other pur-
poses, now on the Union Calendar, and which are contained
within the bill just passed, be laid on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia asks unanimous consent that the bills H. R. 104, 105,
106, and 107 be laid on the table. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

TO BESTORE HOMESTEAD RIGHTS IN CERTAIN CASES

Mr, SINNOTT. Mr, Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands I call up the bill (H. R. 8333) to restore
Lomestead rights in certain cases.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Oregon
calls up the bill H. R. 8333, which is on the Union Calendar.
The House will antomatically resolve itself into the Committee

of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, and the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Sxerr] will take the chair,

Accordingly the House resolved itself in the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill H. R. 8333, with Mr. SxgLL in the chair,

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, eto., That from and after the passage of this act
any person who has heretofore entered under the homestead laws and
paid a price equivalent to or greater than $2.50 per acre, lands
embraced In a ceded Indian reservation shall, upon proof of such fact,
if otherwise quallfied, be entitled to the benefits of the homestead
law as though such former entry had not been made: Provided, That
the provisions of this act shall not apply to any person who has falled
to pay the full price for his former entry, or whose former entry
was canceled for fraud,

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, this gives a right heretofore
given under the land laws. This is the right of one who has
purchased land on a ceded Indian reservation to have a home-
stead entry. Of course he has to comply with the law. I do
mnot think any further explanation of the bill is necessary. -

Mr. RAKER. That is satisfactory,

Tl;e CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill for amend-
ment.

The Clerk again reported the bill.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, T move that the committee
do now rise and report the bill back to the House with the
recommendation that it do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose: and Mr. MADDEN having
resumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. Sxerr, Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union, reported that that committee had had under considera-
tion the bill H. R, 8333 and had directed him to report the
same back to the House with the recommendation that it do
pass,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question Is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

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

On motion of Mr. SiNNorT, a motion to reconsider the vote
by which the bill was passed was Iaid on the table.

PURCHABE OF PUBLIC LANDS BY RED BLUFF, CALIF.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands I call up the bill (H. R. 9688) granting
public lands to the city of Red BInff, Calif., for a public park.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Oregon
calls up the bill H. R, 9688, This bill is on the Union
Calendar. The House will automatically resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and
tgei gentleman from New York [Mr. Sxern] will take the
chair.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill H. R. 9688, with Mr. S~ELL in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with,

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairmaen, I yield to the gentleman
from California [Mr. RAKER].

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I do not desire to take any
time. This bill comes with a unanimons report from the com-
mittee, and it is unanimously recommended by all of the
departments. It involves merely 80 acres, and it is beneficial
to the city of Red Bluff.

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RARKER. Yes.

Mr. McKEOWN. It will be used for a public park?

Mr. RAKER. Yes.

Mr. McKEOWN. And no obligation is incurred upon the
part of the United States?

Mr. RAKER. None whatever.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the bill for amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Becretary of the Interlor be, and he is
hereby, authorized and directed to issue patent to the city of Red
Bluff, Calif,, in trust, for public park purposes, for the following tract
of land, to wit:

The north half of the northeast guarter of section 22, township 29

north, range 2 east, Mount Diablo meridian, Tehama County, Calif.,
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upon payment by sald city at the rate of $1.25 per acre; subject to: all
valid existing bona fide right or elaim Initiated under the land laws
of the United: States: Provided, That there shall be reserved to the
United States all ofl, coal, and other mineral deposits that may be
found In the land so granted and all necessary use of the land for ex-
tracting the same; that the grant hereby made shall be subject to the
provisions of section 24 of the Federal water power act (41 T. 8.
Btat,, pp. 1083-1067, approved June 10, 1920): Provided further,
That said city shall not have the right to gell or convey the land herein
granted, or any part thereof, or to devote the same to any other pur-
pose than as hereinbefore described; and that if the sald land shall not
be used as a public' park, the same shall revert to the United States:
And provided further, That the patent issued under the provisions of
this act shall expressly reserve all the rights in the United States as
specified herein..

Mr, SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise and report the bill back to the House with the
recommendation that it do pass:

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. Swyrur, Chairmam 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. 9688,
and had directed him to report the same back to the House
with the reeommmendation that it do pass.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

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

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, under the rules of the
House would it not be permissible, inasmuch as this committee
is' going to cousider several ether bills, to have them all con-
gidered together in the Committee of the Whole House on the
state: of the Union and reported back to the House en bloc?
I think that practice: has been' followed heretofore.

Mr. SINNOTT. DMr. Speaker, it is my purpose from: now on
to: ask unanimous consent to consider most of these bills in
the House as in Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr., BANKHEAD. Very well,

AUTHORTZING THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR TO LEASE CERTAIN
LANDS

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill H. R, 6710,
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to lease certain
lands and ask unanimous consent that the bIll be eonsidered
in the House as in Committee of the Whole.

The SPEHAKER. The gentleman from Oregon ealls up the
bill H. R. 6710, and asks unanimous consent that it be con-
sidered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. Is there
objeetion?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior, upon such
terms and under such regulations as he may deem proper, may permit
regponsible perscns or associations to use and occupy, for the erection
of bathhouses, hotels, or other improvements for the accommodation: of
tlie publie, suitable spaces or tracts of land near or adjscent to mineral,
medicinal, or other springs, which are located upon unreserved publie
lands or public lands which have been withdrawn for the protection
of such springs: Provided, That permits or leases Hereunder shall be
for periods not exceeding 20 years:

Mr. SINNOTT. DMr. Speaker, this bill was introduced at the
request of the Secretary of the Interior so that he might have
authority to lease lands adjoining Mineral Springs for bath-
houses and hotel purposes. Frequently those aceommoda-
tions are desired by the general public, and there is no law noew
autliorizing the Secrefary to make such leases.

The SPEAKHR. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

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

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR' PAYMENT OF PURCHASE MONEY DUB
UNDER' (ERTAIN HOMESTEAD ENTRIES' AND GOVERNMENT LAND
PFURCHABES

Mr, SINNOTT., Mr. Speaker; by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands T call up the bill H. R. 10592,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up a
bill, which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

AL DIl (H: R. 10592) toramend an gct entitled “An: act authorizing
extensions of time for the payment ofl purchase money duoe under cer-

-

talw homestead entrles and. Government land' purchases within the
former Cheyenne: River and Standibg Rock Indian Reservations; N. Dak
and 8. Dak."

The SPEARER. This bill is on the Union Calendar.

My. SINNOTT. I ask unanimous consent that this bill may
be considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears. none,

Mr. BINNOTT. I yield time to the gentleman from South
Dakota [Mr. WILLIAMSON].

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr: Speaker, under the law which we
passed in 1022 what amounted to a four-year extension was
granted for the making of payments upon homestead entries
and Government-land purchases on the Cheyenne River and
Standing Rock Indian Reservations. Under this law many of
the payments have been made; but there are still qnite & num-
ber of settlers and purchasers of Government lands who will
be unable to make their payments within the time limit of
the present law, andl the purpose of this bill is to amend the
present law by permitting the Secretary of the Interior, in his
discretion,. to extend the period in individual cases upen appli-
cation for an additional period not exceeding two years. I
think that is all the explanation necessary to make with refer-
ence fo the bill,

The bill as originally introduced by me provided for an ex-
tension, in the discretion of the Secretary of the Imterior, of
three years beyond the limit fixed by the present law., The
Secretary of the Interior in his report suggested an extension
of only one additional year. Upon the hearing the Committee
on the Public Lands suggested that the bill be reported out
providing for an additional extension of two years, and
amended the bill accordingly. I believe a further extension
of two years will prove reasonably satisfactory to the persons
interested, and therefore have no objection to the bill being
amended in conformity with the committee's recommendation.

The SPEAEKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, eto., That the act entitled “Am act aunthorizing exten-
glons of time for the payment of purchase money due under certmin
homestead entries and Government-land purehases within the former
Cheyenne River and Standing Rock Indian. Reservations, N. Dak., and
B. Dak.” approved April 25, 1922, be amended so as to read as follows:

“That any homestead entryman or purchaser of Government lands
witliin the former Cheyenne River and Standing Rock Indian Reserva-
tions in North Dakota and South Dakota who is unable to make pay-
ment of purchase money due undeér his entry or contract of purchase
as required by existing law or regulations, on application duly verlfied
ghowing that he Is unable to make payment as required, shall be
granted an extension to the 1923 anniversary of the date of his entry
or contract of purchase upon payment of interest in advance at the rate
of b per ¢ent per annum on the amounts due from the maturity
thereof to the said anniversary ; and if at the expiration of the extended
period the entrymam or purchaser is still unable to make the payment
he may, upon the same terms and conditions, in the discretion of the
Secretary of the Interfor, be granted such further extensions of time,
not exceeding a perlod of six years, as the facts warrant.”

The committee amendments were read, as follows:

Page 2, line- 8, strike out “ 1823"" and Insert in len thereof “ 1925."
Page 2, line 17T, strike out * six " and insert *“three.’”

The committee amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKHR. Witheut objection, the spelling in line 5,
page 1, will be: corrected.

There was no objection.

The: bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read
the third time, was read the: third time, and passed.

VALIDATING RESTORATIONS TO PUBLIC DOMAIN OF LANDS RESERVED
A8 NATIONAL MONUMENTS

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands, I call up the bill H. R. 11357.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up the
bill, which the Clerk will peport by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. B. 11357) authorizing the President of tue United States
to restore to the' public” domain: lands' reserved by pubilic’ proclamation
ag national monuments; and validating aoy such restorations heretos
fore' so made by Executive order.

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill be considered in the House as in Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none. The Clerk will report the bill,
The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete,, That whenever, in the opinion of the President
of the United States, any lands heretofore or hereafter reserved as
national monuments by public proclamation as provided by the act of
June 8, 1906 (34 Stat. L. p. 225), are not needed for such purpose, he
is authorized to restore same to the public domain by Executive order:
Provided, That any such restorations heretofore so made are hereby
validated and confirmed.

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

WILLIAM WEEKLEY

Mr. SINNOTT. DMr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands, I call up the bill H. R. 6853.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up the
bill which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 6853) to quiet titles to and in the county of Baldwin,
State of Alabama.

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar.

Mr, SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill be considered in the House as in Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? :

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, reserving -the right
to object, I would like to ask the gentleman a guestion.

Mr. SINNOTT. Yes. .,

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Under the bill just passed I would
like to ask if the President has power to declare, for instance,
such a reservation as Fort McHenry a national monument?
Can he do that?

Mr. SINNOTT. Not under this bill,

Mr. HILL of Maryland. But can he do it under existing
law, to which the bill refers?

Mr. SINNOTT. I wounld not undertake to say; but I doubt
it very much. The law is not fresh in my mind.

Mr, HILL of Maryland. I do nof object, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc,, That all the right, title, and interest of the United
States in and to the French, Spanish, and British land grants situated
within the limits of the county of Baldwin, in the State of Alabama,
for which no confirmation has heretofore been granted or no survey
made by the United States, be, and the same are hereby, granted,
released, and relinquished by the United States to the equitable owners
of the equitable titles thereto and to thelr respective heirs and assigns
forever, as fully and completely, in every respect whatever, as could
be done by patents Issued according to law : Provided, That the con-
firmations granted hereby shall amount only to a relinguishment of
any title that the United States has or is supposed to have in and to
any of said lands, and shall not be construed to abridge, impair, injure,
prejudice, or divest in any manner any valid right, title, or Interest of
any person or body corporate whatever, the true intent of this act
being to concede and abandon all right, title, and interest of the
TUnited States to those persons, estates, firms, or corporations who
would be the true and lawful owners of sald lands under the laws of
Alabama, including the laws of prescription, in the absence of the sald
Interest, title, and estate of the United States,

The committee amendment was read, as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clanse and insert: * That all the
rlght, title, and interest of the United States in and to section 38, In
township 2 north, range 3 east of Bt. Stephens meridian, containing
138.29 acres, shown on the township plat in the name of William
Weekley, preemption certificate D-29, for which final payment was
made by Samuel Mims on July 2, 1817, per receipt No. 3793, be, and
the same is hereby, granted, released, and relinquished by the United
States to the equitable owners of the equitable titles thereto and to
their respective helrs and assigns forever, as fully and completely, in
every respect whatever, as could be dore by patents issuned according
to law : Provided, That this act shall amount only to a relinquishment
of any title that the United States has or is supposed to have In and
to any of said lands, and shall not be construed to abridge, Impair,
injure, prejudice, or divest in any manner any valld right, title, or
interest of any person or body corporate whatever, the true intent of
this act being to concede and abandon all right, title, and Interest of
the United States go those persons, estates, firms, or corporations who
would be the true and lawful owners of said lands under the laws of
Alabama, including the laws of presecription, in the absence of the said
interest, title, and estate of the United States.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

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

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to relinguish
the title of the United States fo the land in the preemption
claim of William Weekley, situate in the county of Baldwin,
State of Alabama.”

TO CONSOLIDATE CERTAIN LANDS WITHIN THE BNOQUALMIE NA-
TIONAL FOREST

Mr. SONNOTT. Mr, Speaker, by direction of the Commit-
tee on the Pnblic Lands I call up the bill H. R. 2689,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up a
bill which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (H. R. 2689) to consolldate certain lands within the Snoqual-
mie National Forest,

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill may be considered in the House as in Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, efe., That the provisions of the act of March 20, 1922,
“An act to consolidate national forest lands,” be, and the same are
hereby, extended to the following-described lands to the same extent
that such provisions would apply were sald lands within the exterior
boundaries of a natlonal forest:

Township 26 north, range 10 east, seetions 1, 2, 8, 10, 11, 12, and
13; township 26 north, range 11 east, sections 17 to 20, inclusive, and
sections 34, 35, and 36; township 26 north, range 12 east, sections 13,
19 to 35, inclusive; township 27 north, range 9 east, sections 10 to 15,
inclusive, section 22, and north half of sections 23 and 24; township
27 north, range 10 east, section 15, east half of section 16, west half
of sectlon 18, south half and northwest quarter of section 19, south
balf of section 20, south half and northeast quarter of section 21,
section 22, and sections 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 34, and 33, all Willamette
base and meridian.

Sgc. 2. That all publle lands within the foregoing areas are herchy
added to and made parts of the Snoqualmie National Forest, subject to
all valid adverse rights established prior to the passage of thls act.

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

GRANTING CLAIMANTS PREFERENCE RIGHTS TO PURCHASE LAND

Mr. SINNOTT., Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands I eall up the bill H. R. 9765.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up a bill,
which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (IT. R. 9765) granting to certain claimants a preference right
to purchase unappropriated public lands.

The SPEAKER, This bill is on the Union Calendar.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill be considered in the House as in Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none, The Clerk will report the bill,

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interlor, In his judg-
ment and discretion, is hereby authorized to sell, in the manuer herein-
after provided, any of those lands situated in the State of Louisiana
which were originally erroneously meandered and shown upon the offi-
cial plats as water-covered areas, and which are not lawfully appro-
priated by a qualified settler or entryman claiming under the publie
lands laws,

That any citizen of the United States who, In good faith under color
of title or claiming as a riparian owner, has, prior to this act, placed
valuable Improvements upon or reduced to cultivation any of the
lands subject to the operation of this act, shall have a preferred right
to file in the office of the register and recciver of the United States
land office of the distriet in which the lands are situated an applica-
tion to purchase the lands thus improved by them at any time within
90 days from the date of the passage of this act If the lands have been
surveyed and plats filed In the United States land office; otherwise
within 90 days from the filing of such plats. Every such application
must be accompanied with satisfactory proof that the applicant is
entitled to such preference right and that the lands which he applies
to purchase are not In the legal possession of an adverse claimant.

That upon the filing of an application to purchase any lands subject
to the operation of this act, together with the required proof, the Ses-
retary of the Interlor shall cause the lands described In said applica-
tlon to be appraised, sald appralsal to be on the basis of the value of
such lands at the date of appralsal, exclusive of any increased value
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resulting from the development or improvement thereof for agricul-
tural purposes by the applicant or his predecessor in interest, but
inclusive of the stumpage value of any timber cut or removed by the
applicant or his predecessor in interest,

That an applicant who applies to purchase lands under the pro-
visions of this act, in order to be entitled to receive a patent, must
within 30 days from receipt of motice of appraisal by the Secretary of
the Interior pay to the receiver of the United States land office of the
digtrict in which the lands are situated the appraised price of the
Jands, and thereupon a patent shall issue to said applieant for such
lands as the Secretary of the Interior shall determine that such appll-
cant is entitled to purchase under this act. The proceeds derived by
the Government from the sale of the lands hereunder shall be covered
into the United States Treasury and applied as provided by law for the
disposal of the proceeds from the sale of public lands.

That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized fo prescribe
all necessary rules and regulations for administering the provisions
of this act and determining conflicting claims arising hereunder.

The committee amendments were read, as follows:

Page 1, line 10, after the word * who,” insert “ or whose predecessor
in interest.”

Page 3, after line 17, insert:

% &pe, 2. That all purchases made and patents issued under the pro-
visions of this act shall be subject to and contain a reservation to the
United States of all the coal, oil, gas, and other minerals in the lands
go purchased and patented, together with the right to prospect for,
mine, and remove the same.”

The committee amendments were agreed to.
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read
the third time, was read the third time, and passed.

DESERT-LAND ENTRIES, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIF.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands, I eall up the bill H. R. 10143.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 10148) to exempt from cancellation certain desert-
land entries in Riverside County, Calif.

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar,

Mr. SINNOTT. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, that
the bill be considered in the House as in Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered in the House as in
Committee of the Whole. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That no desert-land entry heretofore made in
good falth under the public-land Jaws for lands in townships 4 and 5
south, range 15 east; townships 4 and 5 south, range 16 east; town-
ships 4, B, and 6 south, range 17 east; townships 5, 6, and 7 south,
range 18 east; townships 6 and 7 south, range 19 east; townships 6
and T south, range 20 east; townships 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 south, range
91 east; townships 5 and 6, and sections 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 18, and 19,
in township 7 south, range 22 east; township § south, range 23 east,
San PBernardino meridian, in Riverside County, State of California,
shall be canceled prior to May 1, 1928, because of failure on the part
of the entrymen to make any annual or final proof falling due upon
any such entry prior to said date. The requirements of law as to
annual assessments and final proof shall become operative from sald
date as though no suspension had been made. If the said entrymen are
unable to procure water to irrigate the said lands above described
through no fauit of theirs, after using due diligence, or the legal ques-
tions as to their right to divert or impound water for the irrigation
of =aid lands are still pending and undetermined by said May 1, 1928,
the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to grant a further
extension for an additional period of not exceeding two years.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.
DESERT-LAND ENTRYMEN

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands, I call up the bill H. R. 10411.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up the
bill H. R. 10411, which the Clerk will report by title,

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 10411) granting desert-land entrymen an extension of
time for making final proof.

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
:l‘}g 113111 be considered in the House as in Committee of the

ole,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered in the House as in
Committee of the Whole. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will reporf the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior may, in his
discretion, In addition to the extensions aunthorized by existing law,
grant to any entryman under the desert-land laws of the United
Btates a further extension of time of not to exceed three years within
which to make final proof : Provided, That such entryman shall, by his
corroborated affidavit, filed in the land office of the district where such
land is located, show to the satisfaction of the Secretary that becausa
of unavoidable delay In the construction of the irrigation works in-
tended to convey water to the land embraced in his entry, he is,
without fault on his part, unable to make proof of the reclamation
and cuoltivation of said lands as reguired by law within the time
limited therefor: And provided further, That the entryman, his heirs,
or his doly qualified assignee, has in good faith complied with the
requirements of law as to yearly expenditures and proof thereof, and
shall show, under rules and regulations to be prescribed by the Bec-
retary of the Interior, that there is a reasonable prospect that if
the extension is granted he will be able to make the final proof of
reclamation, irrigation, and cultivation required by law.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

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

LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr, McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I prefer a unanimous-consent
request, that upon the convening of the House next Monday,
January 19, the anniversary of the birth of Gen. Robert H.
Lee, Representative Stepmax, of North Carolina, be recognized
for 10 minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from South Carolina asks
unanimous consent that the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. STEDMAN] may address the House for 10 minutes, after the
reading of the Journal and the disposal of other business on
the Speaker's table, on Monday next. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

GRANTING LANDS TO OREGON FOR A FISH HATCHERY

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands, I eall up the bill H. R. 9495.

The SPEAKER. The genfleman calls up the bill H. R.
9495, which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 9495) granting to the State of Oregon certain lands
to be used by it for the purpose of maintaining and operating thereon
a fish hatchery.

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the bill be considered in the House as in Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered in the House as in
Committee of the Whole. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete.,, That the following-described premises, to wit:
The northeast quarter of the northwest quarter of section 2, town-
ship 39 south, range 22 east, of the Willamette meridian, in the
State of Oregon, be, and the same are hereby, granted to the Htate of
Oregon for the use of said State in maintaining and operating thereon
a fish hatchery: Provided, That in case said State of Oregon shall at
any time for a period of five years fail to maintain and operate a
fish hatchery on saild premises, or on some part thereof, then the grant
hereinbefore made of said premises to saild State shall terminate
and sald premises, and the whole thereof, shall revert to the
United States: Provided further, That the Becretary of the Interior
is hereby authorized and empowered to ascertain and determine
whether or not such hatchery is being maintained and operated on
said premises, and if he shall at any time determine that, for a period
of two years subsequent to the passage of this act, the State of Oregon
has failed to maintain and operate a fish hatchery on said premises,
he shall make and enter an order of record in his department to that
effect and directing the restoration of sald premises, and the whole
thereof, to the public domain, and such order shall be final and con-
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clusive, and thereupon and thereby sald fremises shall be restored to
the public domain and freed from the operation of the grant aforesald.

With a committee amendment, as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert:

“That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is hereby, author-
ized and directed to lssue patent, as hereinafter Hmited, to the State
of Oregon for the following-deseribed land: The northeast quarter of
the northwest guarter of sectlon 2, township 89 south, range 22 east,
of the Willamette meridian, in the State of Oregon, for use of said
State in maintaining and operating thereon a fish hatchery: Provided,
That there shall be reserved to the United Btates all ofl, coal, or other
minerals in the land, and the right to prospect for, mine, and remove
the same: Provided further, That if the State of Oregon shall, for
a perlod of two years, fall to use the land for fish-hatchery purposes,
or shall devote the same to other uses, the title thereto shall reyert
to the United States, and the lands shall be restored to the publle
domain upon & finding of such failure by the Secretary of the Interior.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill

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

ADDITION OF LAND TO THE OREGON NATIONAL FOREST

Mr. SINNOTT, Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands I eall up the bill H. R. 5612.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up a bill,
which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 5612) to authorize the addition of certain lands to
the Oregon National Forest.

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill be considered in the House as in Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani-
mous consent that this bill be considered in the House as in
Committee of the Whole. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill

The Clerk read as follows:

Be {t enacted, eto., That any of the following-described lands which
are found by the Secretary of Agriculture to be chiefly valuable for
national-forest purposes may be offered In exchange under the pro-
vislons of the aet of March 20, 1922 (Public 173), and upon acceptance
of title shall become parts of the Oregon National Forest:

Township 2 north, range 9 east: Seetions 22, 27, 28, 20, 80, 81, B2,
83, 34, southwest quarter northwest quarter, southwest quarter south-
east quarter, and southwest guarter of section 85.

Townghip 1 north, range 9 east: Sections 8, 9, 10, 11; north half
northeast quarter, southwest quarter northeast quarter, northwest
quarter, north half southwest quarter, sectlon 14; all of sections 15,
16, 17, 18, 18, 20 ; north half southwest guarter, and northwest guarter
southeast quarter of section 21; north half northwest guarter, south-
east gquarter northeast guarter, south half southwest quarter, south-
east quarter of section 22; south half north half and the south half
of section 28; all of sectlons 26 and 27 northeast quarter northeast
quarter, south half northeast gquarter, southeast guarter northwest
quarter, south half of section 28; southeast gquarter southwesi quarter
of section 29 ; northeast quarter and lots 1 to 11, Inclusive, of section
80; southeast quarter northeast quarter, southeast quarter of section
81; all of sections 82, 83, 84, and 85.

With committee amendments as follows:

On page 1, line T, strike out the word * Oregon”™ and insert the
words “ Mount Hood.”

On page 2, line 11, after the fignres “ 28" and the semicolon, insert
“ goutheast guarter and."

After llne 15 insert a new section, as follows:

“ 8pc, 2. All public lands within the areas described in section 1
hereof are hereby added to the Mount Hood National Forest and shall
hereafter become subject to all laws and regulations applicable to
national forests, But the addition of said lands shall not affect any
entry or vested right under the public-land laws Initiated prior to the
passage of this act.”

The SPEAKHER. The guestion is on agreeing to the amend-
ments.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The biﬂ was ordered to be engrossed and read a third ti
was read the third time, and paseed S
e AKER. Without objection, the title w
to conform to the text. ! kB
There was no objection.

WHITMAN NATIONAL FOREST

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committ
on the Public Lands, I call up H. R. 9028, a bill to authorize theg
addition of certain lands to the Whitman National Forest
and I ask unanimous consent that the bill be considered in the
House as in Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up a
bill and asks unanimous consent that it be considered In the
House as in Committee of the Whole. Is there objection?
t[hmgli.lf pause.] The Chair hears none. The Clerk will report:

e

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enaoted, eto., That within the following-described areas any
lands not in Government ownership which are found by the Secretary
of Agriculture to be chiefly valuable for national-forest purposes may
be offered in excliange under the provisions of the act of Marech 20,
1622 (42 Btat. L. 465), upon notice as thereln provided, and upon
acceptance of title, shall become parts of Whitman Natlonal Forest,
Oreg.,, and any such described areas in Government ownership chiefiy
valuable for national-forest purposes and not now parts of a national
forest may be added to the Whitman National Forest by proclamation
of the President, subject to all valld existing entries:

In township @ south, range 36 east: Section 13, sectlon 24, east
half of section 86.

In township 9 south, range 37 east: Sections 19 to 22, inclusive;
sections 27, 28, 30, and 31; northeast quarter of sectlon 83; sections
84 to 88, inclusive.

In township 9 gouth, range 88 east: Sections 31 to 33, inclusive.

In township 9 south, range 89 east: South half of section 8; sections
15 to 17, inclusive; sections 21 and 22; sectlons 27 to 29, inclusive;
sections 82 to 34, inelusive.

In township 10 south, range 37 east: Bectlon 1; north half of
section 2 northwest quarter, south half of section 5; sections 6 to 8,
inclugive ; northwest quarter, south half of section 9: west half of
section 15; sections 16 to 22, inclusive; sections 26 to 86, Inclusive,

In township 10 south, range 88 east: Sectlons 1 to 6, inclusive;
sections 10 to 14, inclusive; north half, southeast quarter of section
24 ; sections 25 to 27, inclusive; northeast guarter, east half of north-
west quarter, south half of section 28; sections 31 to 38, inclusive.

In township 10 south, range 39 east: Northwest half of section 33
sectionsed to 9, inclusive; sections 17 to 20, Inclusive; sectlons 29 to
32, incluslive,

In township 11 south, range 37 east: Sectlons 1 to 80, inclusive;
sections 34 to 36, Inclusive.

In township 11 south, range 88 east: Bections 1 to 30, inclusive;
northeast quarter of sectlon 32; sections 83 to 85, inclusive.

In township 11 south, range 39 east: Bectiona 5 to 0, inclusive;
south half of section 10; sections 13 to 28, inclusive; west half of
northwest quarter of section 20; north half southwest quarter of
gection 30; sections 33 to 38, lnclusive.

In township 11 south, range 40 east: Sections 16 to 21, inciusive;
sections 28 to 83, Inclusive.

In township 12 south, range 20 east: Sections 1 to 8, inclusive;'
sections 10 to 12, ineclusive; east half of section 18.

In township 12 south, range 40 east: Sections 4 to 9, inclusive;
sections 16 to 18, Inclusive.

All of Willamette meridian.

With the following committee amendments:

On page 2, line 4, strike out the word “entries” and insert the
word “claims™; and on page 8, after line 8, Insert: “In township
11 south, range 85% east: Bection 4.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendments.

The committee amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The guestion is now on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill

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

LAND FOR PUBLIC PARK PURPOSES IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF,

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands I call ap H. R. 9494, a bill to anthorize the
Secretary of the Interior to issue patent in fee simple to the
County of Los Angeles, in the State of California, for a certain
described fract of land for public park purposes, and I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be considered in the House as
in Committee of the Whole,
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‘The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up a
bill and asks that it be considered in the House as in Com-
mittee of the Whole, Is there objection?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, T object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is made. The gentleman from
Oregon calls up a bill which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read the title of the bill

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar and
the House automatically resolves itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. TREADWAY
in the chair. )

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani-
mons consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed
with. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from California [Mr. FREDERICKS].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr.
FrepERICKS] is recognized.

Mr. FREDERICKS, Mr. Chairman, this bill is for the
purpose of permitting Los Angeles County to expend approxi-
mately $1,000,000 on the territory described in the bill. Los
Angeles County has 650 acres, which it owns in fee simple,
adjncent to this property; it has built roads through this
property and 1s making it available for recreation purposes,
not only for the people of Los Angeles County, but for the peo-
ple of San Bernardino County, Riverside County, and, in fact,
for all of the southwest, It is an effort to make this land
available for the main purpose for which it is valuable. It
has the favorable report of the Committee on Agriculture. It
sent a man to the ground to make an examination and report.
1t briefly commends the project and states that the chief
use to which the property can be put is the use which is
proposed in the bill, namely, that of recreation,

Mr. WINTER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREDERICKS. Yes.

Mr. WINTER. The gentleman inadvertently used the words
“ Committee on Agriculture,” It has the approval of the
Secretary of Agriculture.

Mr, FREDERICKS. Yes; I should have said the Secretary
of Agriculture. Los Angeles County, as I said before, is ready
and is committed to spend approximately $1,000,000 in making
this land available to all the people as a recreation center.

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

Mr. FREDERICKS. Yes.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Of course, this is an ountright gift to the
city of Los Angeles of this part of the public domain without
any consideration,

Mr. FREDERICKS. Well, not quite that. It is the county
of Los Angeles and not the city of Los Angeles. The bill pro-
tects the county of Los Angeles in the expenditure of the large
sum of money which they are spending to make this available
as a recreation center for all the people,

Mr. BANKHEAD. Does the gentleman know of any prece-
dent for legislation of this character?

Mr. FREDERICKS. There are many of them. The bill
which I originally introduced provided that the Inferior De-
partment should sell this land to the county of Los Angeles for
$§1.25 an acre, and there are abundant precedents for that.
However, the department felt it would be better that the de-
partment keep final control of this property and that the fee
be retained in the Government of the United States, and stated
that this was the custom that had been followed in legislation
providing for similar uses of national forest lands by the city
of Butte, Mont., in the Deer Lodge National Forest, under the
act of April 28, 1922 (42 Stat. 501), and also to the town of
Globe, Ariz., in the Crook National Forest, under the act of
May 20, 1924 (43 Stat. 242). There is no title passing.

AMr. BANKIIEAD. As I understood the reading of the cap-
tion of the bill, it referred to the title in fee simple. .

Mr. FREDERICKS. That is the way I infroduced it orig-
fnally, but that has been amended.

Mr. BANKHEAD. That could not be defermined by a read-
ing of the bill and that prompted me to make my inguniry in
order to find out whether there were any precedents for this
character of legislation.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREDERICKS. Yes.

Mr. RAKER. The fact is that the Government will still own
all the right to the land?

Mr, FREDERICKS, Yes.

Mr. RAKER. The Government simply permits Los Angeles
County to develop the land for park purposes?

Mr. FREDERICKS. For park purposes only; yes.

Mr. RAKER. And as long as it does that it can continue
to use it?

Mr. FREDERICKS. Yes; it can continue to do that and will
police it and protect it from fires,

Mr. RAKER. In addition to that there is no expense to the
Federal Government?

Mr. FREDERICKS. There is absolutely no expense to the
Government.

Mr. BANKHEAD. IfI had known the facts, which were not
revealed until I made my inguiry, I would not have asked the
question,

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I regret very
much to be at variance with the distinguished gentleman from
California, but it occurs to me there is involved here a depar-
ture from the precedents, with the exception of the two cases
cited by the gentleman. One of these occurred in 1922, affect-
ing a park near Butte, Mont., and one in 1924, affecting the
town of Globe, in Arizona.

This bill as originally drafted sought to secure the title to
this 5,000 acres of land in fee simple for recreational purposes
upon the payment of $1.25 per acre. Request was made for a
report from the Department of the Interior and they, very
pertinently, stated they did not think it was feasible to sell
this land for $1.25 per acre on account of the value of the land
in question; and at this point, it might be well to submit that
there are 560 acres of land adjacent to this tract of 5,000
acres that are owned and now being used for park purposes
and for which, according to the letter of the Secretary of
Agriculture, there was paid $60,000.

To my mind, holding this land in such a status as proposed
by this bill is worse than selling it, because, ordinarily when
the Government sells lands of this character for such pur-
poses, it retains the title to all the oil, gas, and minerals, with
the right to enter upon and extract the minerals therefrom ;
but under this bill, gentlemen, that right is not reserved. You
might have gushers adjacent to it, and the beneficiaries under
this bill have the fullest power to use it for recreational pur-
poses under the language of the bill, which I read for your
further consideration:

The Secretary of Agriculture is hereby authorized, in his discretion,
upon application by the board of supervisors of Los Angeles County,
Calif.,, to designate and segregate, for recreation development, not
to exceed 5,000 acres within the Angeles National Forest, Calif., which,
in his opinion, are available for such purposes, and to Issue to the
said board of supervisors, for the benefit of said county, a free permit
authorizing the improvement, maintenance, and use of such lands for
free public eamp grounds under conditions which will aliow the fullest
use of the lands for recreational purposes without Interfering with
the objects for which the natlonal forest was established.

-Now, mind you—

Such permit or permits shall remain in full force and effect as long
as the county complies with the conditions therein and maintains the
areas so designated as free public camp grounds.

Here are 5,000 acres of the public domain, as far as the
title or the use and benefit of any minerals contained under
the soil, going out from under the supervision of the Federal
Government as long as the conditions referred to In the bill
are maintained.

Mr. DRIVER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I will

Mr. DRIVER. As I understand the language of the bill,
there is only a permit for recreational purposes exclusively,
with the retention of all the rights as to minerals in the Gov-
ernment, and no. right of the department to include anything
but use of the property for such specific purpose. 1 so under-
stood the gentleman's reading of the bill.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. If the gentleman will permit,
there is not a word in here in respect of the right of the Gov-
ernment to develop the land for minerals or any reference to
the leasing act at all

Mr. DRIVER. The anthorized permit ecarries with it all
the rights granted under the provisions of the bill. Pardon
me just a moment and let me call your attention to this lan-
guage: :

That the Beeretary of Agriculture {8 hereby aunthorized, in his dis-
cretion, upon application by the Board of Supervisors of Los Angeles,
Calif., to designate and segregate for recreational development not
to exceed 5,000 acres—

And so forth—
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and to issue to the said board of supervisors, for the benefit of sald
county, a free permit authorizing the improvement, maintenance, and
use of such lands for free public camp grounds under conditions which
will allow the fullest use of the lands for recreational purposes.

This permit only authorizes them to use it for this par-
ticular purpose and in no way grants to this county any
rights either to the soil or the minerals under the soil, except
as it may pertain to recreational purposes.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I would like to ask the gentle-
man if this condition might not arise. They contemplate the
construction of roads, the construction of lakes, the erection of
buildings, and all those things that go toward making a
mighty pretty playground; and if, for instance, oil were dis-
covered in that vieinity, and if it were the thought of our
Government officials that it would be well to lease these lands
and to take the oil therefrom, what rights would have inured
in the meantime to the park and to the board of supervisors
who have a permit to cecupy and use these grounds, in accord-
ance with the language of the bill, in such way as will allow
them the fullest use of the land for recreational purposes
witheut interfering with the object for which the national
forest was established. That is the only limitation on it.

Mr. DRIVER. Yes; the permit would not in the least convey
or lessen the right to other properties in the land. It would
only give them such rights as the permit might grant, the right
to use the land; it does not conflict with the other rights in
the property and the disecretion vested in the Agricultural
Department would not so authorize.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman from Arkansas, with
the permission of the gentleman from Kentucky, yield for a
question? I want to get gome information on this matter, be-
cause it iz a rather important one, dealing with 5,000 acres of
the publie land.

Mr. DRIVER. I yield.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Is it the gentleman's construction that
the board of supervisors of this county would have exclusive
jurisdiction and eontrol over this property—and by control I
mean physieal control—or would there be any reservation of
authority upon the part of the Government with reference to
the management of this land?

Mr. DRIVER. This Dbill does not permit the Secretary to
grant any such rights. It only permits him to issue a permit
to the board of supervisors of this county for recreational
purposes, saving to this authority, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior and the Secretary of Agriculture, under whose administra-
tion the land as a national forest is now intrusted, all of the
uses of the land except as to the recreational purpose granted
under the permit hereby authorized; that is, to authorize the
board of supervisors to so use the land.

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman would not anticipate any
real confliet of authority as between the two?

Mr. DRIVER. There could not possibly be, because of the
limiting language used in authorizing the grant or permit.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. It occurs to me that if you have
minerals in _place—say, coal—before you attempted to ex-
cavate and take such minerals from the land, the location of
all the tipples, buildings, railroads, and so forth, necessary to
take the minerals from the property might conflict directly
with the uses granted in this bill

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of EKentucky. Yes.

Mr. McKEOWN. Is it not likely that if oil were to be
discovered in adjacent property that the expenditure made by
Los Angeles could be taken care of, with no damage being
done? It seems to me that it could all be taken care of, and
the right to go in and explore for oil by making a provision
taking care of that matter. Does the gentleman understand
that the Government still retains the right to explore for
minerals irrespective of this grant? :

Mr. VINSON of Eentucky. It has been my province to en-
deavor to construe legislation after it was passed. In the oil
legislation we find a lot of questions arising that probably
were not in the minds of the legislators. This bill allows the
fullest use for recreational purposes. I may say that if a
limitation was placed in the bill protecting the Federal Gov-
ernment, giving it a right to go on the lands and extract the
valuable minerals, I would have no objection.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of EKentucky. I will

Mr. RAKER. BMay I call the genitleman's attention, on
page 3, to these lines:
which will allow the fullest use of the land for recreational pur-
poses without interfering with the object for which the national forest
was established. =

This will allow the national forests to proceed to reforest
land and continue its development. To permit the use of land
for recreational purposes is it the gentleman’s contention that
the city of Los Angeles would have any right to the minerals
in the land?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Not at all, but it hampers the
Federal Government in their right to prospect for, mine, and
remove minerals under the land. We have just passed H. R.
9688 granting public lands to the city of Red Bluff, Calif,
for a public park, a bill introduced by the gentleman from
California [Mr. Raxer], in which he secured the passage of a
bill that would cause a patent to be issued to the city of Red
Bluff, in California, in trust, for public park purposes. The
bill provides for the payment of a sum of money, $1.25 an acre.

Now, 560 acres of land adjoining the tract in this bill sold
for $60,000, according to a letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture dated January 13, 1925, So they could not get it the
regular way. These lands are valuable. The Secrefary says
in this letter:

The national forest land has a good stand of merchantable timber
of medinum grade and quality, but its chlef value conslsts of its scenie
use in place rather than its utilization for lumbering operations,

It seems to me there is no necessity of having a depariare
from the rule laid down by the committee to-day. In H. R.
0688 there was a traet of land thai goes to the city of Red
Bluff, Calif., for park purposes, upon the payment of a sum
of money with these significant limitations:

Provided, That there ghall be reserved to the United States all oll,
coal, and other mineral deposits that may be found in the land so
granted and all neeegsary use of the land for extracting the same;
that the grant hereby made ghall be subject to the provisions of sec-
tion 24 of the Federal water power act (41 U. 8. Stat., pages 1063-
1077, approved June 10, 1920) : Provided further, That said city shall
not have the right to sell or convey the land herein granted, or any
part thereof, or to devote the same to any other purpose than as here- '
inbefore described; and that if the said land shall not be used as a
public park, the same shall revert to the United States.

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of Eentucky. Yes

Mr. McKEOWN. Is there any provision in the bill that the
United States at any time may reenter and take possession?

Mr. VINSON of Kentncky, Not a word, and that is one of
my objections.

Mr. McKEOWN. If there was a provision in the bill whereby
the United States could reenter and take possession, would the
gentleman have any objection to the bill?

Mr, VINSON of Kentucky. If there was an express reserva-
tion of the minerals with the right of entry and extraction, I
would have no objection to it.

Mr. FREDERICKS, I have no objection to snch an amend-
ment, and if the gentleman insists upon it, as far as I am con-
cerned, it may go in.

Mr. RAKER. The gentleman surely does not mean that.
There can not be any reservation because the city of Los An-
geles will never get a thing on earth except the right to use
it for park purposes. -

Mr. FREDERICKS. I think the gentleman is correct. Let
me explain that sitpation. The Government is giving or sell-
ing or passing title to nothing, The trees that are growing
on that land, which were bought by the county of Los Angeles,
on the land that is bounght, adjacent to it, still belong to the
Government of the United States; the minerals belong to the
Government of the United States; the right of entry and right
of exploitation and exploration all belong to the Government
of the United States. Here is what the county of Los Angeles
is trying to do. It is trying to create a place where men and
women may go to recuperate and recreate, and it is thereby
developing an asset that is as valuable to the people of the
United States as silver or gold, or coal or oil. We are en-
deavoring to make this available through the expenditure by
the county of Los Angeles of & million dollars of its own money,
so that the people can go in there on a tract of land now in-
gecessible, that is now worth nothing, that can not be entered
or used.

Mr. RAKER. In addition to that, this permit under the rules
and regulations of the Forestry Department will restrict its
use to those purposes, and if that is violated the permit will
be canceled.

Mr. FREDERICKS. Absolutely. The only thing granted
is to use it for recreatiomal purposes. All else is to be re-
tained in the Government.

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREDERICKS, Yes.
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Mr. McKEOWN. I am trying to see Af we can not
straighten this out, because if Los Angeles spends a million
dollars for recreational purposes, and then a short time after-
‘wards oil is ‘discovered on adjacent land, the United States
would go in .and have this land -explored for oil, without
recompense to the city of Los Angeles.

Mr., FREDERICKS. Oh, we will stand for that. We
gtand for the faet that we will build roads in there and de-
velop that country, knowing it is the property of the United
States. All we ask is that it ‘be given for our use for recrea-
tional parposes.

Mr. RAKER. The roads you build will have the same rela-
tion to the people of Los Angeles:as the other roads.

Mr. FREDERICKS. Yes.

Mr. RAEKER. You are building your roads go that every-
body may get the benefit out of them.

Mr. FREDERICKS. Yes,

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. They would get that same hene-
fit if it were under a surface title, just as the gentleman pre-
pared it in the beginning. . ) 3

Mr. FREDERICKS. I prepared itin the beginning in that
way, but the Department of Agricnlture felt that it wanted
to maintain title to the land, and as all swe ‘wanted was an
easement, or an. opportunity to use it for recresxtional pur-
poses, 1 secquiesced dn' their recommendation. i

Mr. McKROWN. Does not the gentleman believe that if
the Government went in mow ‘there would not be any pay-
ments for money expended, which ithe county would spend
in good faith for -the Denefit of all the people? It occurs to
me that the protection that the county of Los Angeles should
have and 'that the Government should have would. be that
the '‘Government reserved /the right to have the land explored
at any time——

Mr. FREDERICKS. 'Oh, the Government has that right,
because it has never parted with it ;

Mr. McKEQWN. The gentleman would prefer to do it with-
out any chanee for recompense on the part of the county of
Los Angeles? _

Mr. FREPBERICKS. The Government has never parted -with
that right.

. Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. The gentleman will admit that
rights would intervene after the granting of ithis ;permit.
Moneys will be expended toward development—— . 1

Mr. FREDERICKS. Expended, however, with the knowl-
edge upon our part that we are spending the money on the land
of the United States Governmeut. 4 !

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Would the gentleman agree to
this sort of an amendment: Ou page-4, after the period, insert
words to this effect: |

Provided further, That it is expressly understood that there is re-
served to the TUnited Btates all ofl, eoal, or other mniineral deposits
found in the land and the right to prospect for, mine, and remove
the same.

Mr. FREDERICKS. .Suppose we leave off ‘the xright to pros-
pect?

Mr. VINSON of Eentucky. That is what I want in there.
I.have no doubt but that the title to minerals is in the United
States, but the express right to go upon and prospect and ex-
plore and extract, I think, should be there in view of the ex-
penditure of money for the development of the park and the
possibilities of future trouble that might arise.

Mr. FREDERICKS. We want to be able to police the park,
to protect it from fire, to keep the peace, to have a force of
officers there, and to maintain the park in its highest value as
a recreational center. If it is permitted that a man may go
on there and commit some depredation under the guise that he
is prospecting, and yon can not gquestion him as to whether he
is prospecting or not, it might prove to be very disazreeable.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. He wounld be prospecting under
the Government. The gentleman admits that the Government
has the title fo the minerals.

Mr., FREODERICKS. Yes.

Mr. VINSON of EKentucky. What good would the title be
nunlegs you would have the right to extract the minerals?

AMr, SINNOTT. Of course, this is really going to be a park.
It is a public park controlled or regulated by ILos Angeles.
They are spending the money.

It is somewhat dKin to our national parks. In our national
parks prospecting for oil is not permitted. Tt is expressly
excluded. The oil ‘mineral act excludes from the national
parks. Why not do the ‘same here?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. There might be an amendment
to the other nationnl park acts permitting that. It seems to
me we ought to look to the future and not have our hands tied.
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‘The point I make is they do not want to give the Government

the right to go and develop for minerals,
Mr. FREDERICKS. I suppose a law could be passed here-
after glving the Government the right to prospect in there for

‘oil if they wanted to or if was thought necessary, but there is

no oil there. X

Mr. RAKER. Let me ask the gentleman from Kentucky and
the gentleman from California, or rather give them an illus-
tration. This bill is passed and the city of Los Angeles takes
charge under a permit under rules and regulations of the
Forest Service and we must admit to start with that ahsélpte
title still remains in the Government, and the Secretary of
Agriculture only yields the right to use that for one purpose,
and that is for recreational purposes. Now, suppose the city
of Los Angeles in developing and improving sinks a well and
actually does develop a gusher. Now, is there any doubt on
earth but what the Federal Government could take charge of it
and handle it?

Mr. FREDERICKS. None in the world.

Mr. RAKER. Is there any doubt——

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. There is a serious doubt which
has been accentuated by the statement of the gentleman from
Galifornia . that he will not agree to .an amendment of that

'character becanse they do not want the Government to .go on

this land and develop it for minerals after they have spent

“thousands of dollars in beautifying it. :

Mr. FREDERICOKS, The gentleman misunderstood me. I
simply said that if such a provision were put in the law it
might be used as & subterfuge,

Mr, VINSON of Kentucky. There was a bill before this
very committee anthorizing the issuance of a patent to the city

+of Shreveport, La., to lands which were in a lake; they were

covered by water. That patent was desired in order to permit
this lake to be used in the reservoir water system of the city
of Shreveporf, and in that bill this very same committee
reserved all the minerals and rights of prospecting for and
removal of said minerals,

Mr. RAKER. If the gentleman will yield for a question,
I want to say to the gentleman I admire his statement before
the House, and all he says as.to these bills is absolutely true,
that it ought to be in all of them because the Government con-
veys this title and -we should reserve the minerals. Now, read
this bill. The last sentence reads as follows: f

Lands so designated and segregated under the provisions of this
act shall not be subject to the mining laws of the United States.

Now, that prohibits any mining by any individual or other-
wise. T want to ask the gentleman from California this ques-
tion ‘that eovers the sitmation. Will he have any objection to
striking out that language. 'Then the Forest Service will have
full eontrol X

Mr. FREDERICKS. This bill, of eourse, was written by the -

Department of Agricuiture,

Mr. RAKER. 1 realize ‘it.

Mr. FREDERICKS. And if was written after very carefill
thought on the part of the department, undoubtedly, and that
clause is put in— :

Lands so designated and segregated under the provisions of this
act shall not be subject to the miuing laws of the United States.

Ar. RAEER. I call atiention to this: Under the present
forest and mining laws men may prospect-and ‘go upon land for
mining purposes, and I apprehend under the other provisions
stated, which aunthorize the Secretary of Agriculture to lease
for home purposes tracts of land, when he leases that land mo
one ean go on that for mining purposés, and therefore the pro-
vision here—— ¥

Mr. FREDERICKS. Will that be satisfactory to the gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr, Vixson]. '

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Strike out that and add the
usnal language, ¥ Provided, That there shall be reserved to the
United States all oil, coal, gas, and every other mineral deposit
found in ithe land and the right to prospect for the same.”

Mr. WINTER. What is the object? TIs it not a dangerous
precedent to establish to make a reservation in & bill where
title does not pass?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I think there are precedents
why we should not depart from the faith of our fathers and
take up & new form of grant.

Mr. WINTER. ILet me make thls observation. If the gen-
tleman insists on offering that amendment to this bill, ‘does it
not throw doubt upon many other hills upon which we take the
general attitude that the Government's title s still good, and
swwould it not throw (doubt on bills which have been passed be-
cause the particular words of the gentleman's amendment are
not -contained in those bilis? ~
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AMr. VINSON of Kentucky. The terminology with respect
to the reservation might not be necessary, but I am thor-
oughly convinced that the language in there, giving the right
to prospect and extract the minerals, should be in this bill to
protect the Federal Government,

Mr, McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I yield to the gentleman from
Oklahoma.

Mr. McKEOWN. I will ask the gentleman if this is not a
good illustration: You make a grant here, just as a man leases
land for agricultural purposes. All you want in an agricul-
tural lease is a provision that you may lease it for oil and pay
damages for the agricultural loss,

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes.

Mr. RAKER. The gentleman is a good lawyer. He very
well knows that this is not a lease.
Mr. McKEOWN. It is a grant, an easement. You grant

them an easement. You give them possession of the property.

Mr. RAKER. Does the gentleman make no distinction be-
tween granting of the title of the land and the right to the
easement of the land?

Mr. McKEOWN, There is all the difference in the world.
Here you grant them the land for an unlimited time. You
give them an easement for park purposes, and you can not
disturb that park purpose from continuing unless you make a
provision now that in the future you may do so.

Mr. RAKER. You counld not use this land for agricultural
purposes, or for building up a town, or building a reservoir?

Mr. McKEOWN. No. i

Mr. RAKER. Or for any other purpose than park purposes
and free of expense to the Government?

Mr. McKEOWN. You can use it for that purpose; that is
all. But the Government can not, without some reservation
here, go in afterwards and grant an oil or mining lease, or a
lease for other things.

Mr. RAKER. It ought not to. Whenever they strike oil
on that land, the Government can go in and use it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the
gentleman from Oklahoma, five minutes.

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen, it is a mere
grant of possession. You do not grant the right of the land.
They do not ask for that. They ask for it for park purposes,

All right. Suppose you grant this to them for park purposes,
without any reservation. Suppose that in an adjoining sec-
tion you find a 5,000-barrel oil well. It is tied up because youn
can not go in as long as Los Angeles County says it wants to
use this for park purposes, without the reservation of a right
to go in, It is just like the lease of a piece of land for farm-
ing or agricultural purposes without any reservation that yon

- may lease it for oil purposes. A man who has an agricultural
lease for that purpose ecan keep the ofl operator out, and so
could the county of Los Angeles keep out any who proposed to
develop this oil. The way to settle this proposition is not to
reserve the mineral under the land, because the Government
now has that, and Los Angeles County is not seecking to do
that. But there ought to be a reservation here, fair to Los
Angeles County and fair to the Government, which will say,
“ Whenever the Government deems it expedient, it may re-
enter for the purpose of developing minerals that may be dis-
covered upon payment by Los Angeles County for such damages
as they may suffer by reason of this reentry. That is the
fair way to dispose of it. That is the way it ought to be done.

Mr. FREDERICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
have the views of gentlemen here on this question as it stands
now.

I know that oil is valuable. I know it Is desirable to go
out and get gold and silver out of the mountains. But I want
to say to you gentlemen here, that the county of Los Angeles
is proposing to establish there an institution that will build
.manhood and health. Oil is not everything. If we are going
to spend a million dollars on this great tract of land as a
health resort, as a place where broken men and women can
go for the recovery of their health in the years to come, a
place that will be of benefit to our children and grandchildren,
let us make it right for that purpose, and protect it for that
sort of thing, and let it be what we intended it to be. But if
you want it for oil, take it for oil. The question is: Shall
we have there a great health-building establishment, built
by the county of Los Angeles at a cost to the Government of
the United States of not one penny, or shall we open it up so
that it may be run over by bootleggers who might go in there
under the guise of prospectors, so the place can be given no
protection by the police power of the county of Los Angeles?

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
there for a question?

Mr. FREDERICKS. Yes.

Mr. McCKEOWN. I am in sympathy with the gentleman's
proposition in reference to the great purpose of health and
recreation. I am in favor of that as against money, becaunse
I do not have much money to bother me. But I want fo say
this to the gentleman: If you want it for that purpose, you
ought to say so in your bill, and yon should say, “It is granted
without any further rights,” and let us understand that; be-
cause as soon as gold or oil or anything else of value is dis-
covered that stirs people who are greedy, they will go into the
park and will pay no attention to your sentiments regarding
health. They will pay no attention to that.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I have not been
here long, and I am not particularly well acquainted with the
Department of the Interior. But this is the first information
I ever received that they leased oil lands or land for oil de-
velopment to eriminals and bootleggers and people of that char-
acter.

Now, the gentleman says that this recreational park is to be
established at no expense to the Government. I grant you that
there is no expenditure of money ont of the Federal Treasury;
but when you take 5,000 acres of land from the public domain
I maintain that it is property of value. There are 560 acres of
land adjacent to it which was sold and purchased for this
identical purpose for the sum of $60,000.

It occurs to me, at the suggestion of the gentleman from
California [Mr. RAgEr], that in line 24, on page 3, the words,
“lands so designated and segregated under the provisions of
this act shall not be subjeet to the mining laws of the United
States,” should be stricken out, and in order to clarify and in
order to show that there is no intent upon the part of the
beneficiaries under this bill to deprive the Federal Government
of rights which they, on the one hand, say they do not want,
and on the other hand say they do not want exercised, it seems
to me that language substantially like this should be inserted,
and I propose to offer it as an amendment at the proper time.
I leave out the reservation as to the minerals, because I admit
the title to the minerals under this bill is in the Government,
but what I want is the right in the Government to get some
benefit from those minerals, and the langnage which I will pro-
pose to be inserted at the end of line 2 on page 4 is as follows:

No right of the United States to prospect for, mine, and remove any
oil, ecoal, or other mineral deposits found in the land Is hereby
relinquished, !

When that is done you will have your 5,000 acres for recrea-
tional purposes. You can build there the prettiest playground
in America ; you can advertise your city; you ean build up the
health of your youth and our youth; and the Government will
be protected.

The CHAIRMAN.
ment,

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as all of the origi-
nal bill is stricken out, I ask unanimous consent that the Clerk
read the amendment and not the original bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California asks
unanimons consent that the reading of the main bill be dis-
pensed with and that the amendment be read in its place. Is
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.
The Clerk read as follows:

That the Secretary of Agriculture is hereby authorized, in his dis-
cretion, upon application by the Board of Supervisors of Los Angeles
County, Calif., to designate #md segregate, for recreation development,
not to exceed 5,000 acres within the Angeles National Forest, Calif.,
which, In his opinion, are available for such purposes, and to Issue to
the said board of supervisors, for the benefit of said county, a freo
permit authorizing the improvement, maintenfince, and use of such
lands for free public camp grounds under conditlons which will allow
the fullest use of the lands for recreatlonal purposes without inter-
fering with the objects for which the national forest was established,
Soch permit or permits ghall remain in full force and effect as long as
the county complies with the conditions therein and mmintains the
areas so designated as free public camp grounds. Lands so designated
and segregated under the provisions of this act shall not be subject to
the mining laws of the United States. ;

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-

The Clerk will read the bill for amend-

ment,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Viyzsox of Kentucky: Page 3, line 24,
after the word “ grounds,” strike out the balance of line 24, page 3,
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and lines 1 and 2 om page 4 and add the following: * No right of the
United States to prospect for, mine, and remove any oil, coal, or
other mineral deposits found in the land is hereby relinguished.”

Mr. FREDERICKS. I am opposed to this amendment, Mr,
Chairman and gentlemen. The counfy of Los Angeles is pre-
pared to spend $1,000,000 to develop this property for all the
people if it is turned over to it, but we want to develop it
for park purposes and not for mining purposes. We want it
for a park.

Mr. BARBOUR. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FREDERICKS. Yes.

Mr. BARBOUR. Is mot this particular tract of land situ-
ated in a section where oil has never been discovered and
where cil is known not to exist?

Mr. FREDERICKS. ©0il has never been discovered in that
section, although it has been fully prospected. There is no
possibility of oil being found there.

Mr. VINKON of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREDERICKS. Yes,

My, VINSON of Kentueky. What about other minerals?

Mr. FREDERICKS. There are no other minerals there, It
has been prospected for years and years,

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Does not the gentleman reeog-
nize that in the years to come there might be some oil or min-
erals discovered that you do not know about now?

Mr. PREDERICKS. Coming from an oil country, I knmow
that all things are possible when it comes to looking for oil.
But we want to make a park out of this and we are prepared
to spend the money to do it, Are you going to let us do it?

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREDERICKS. Yes.

Mr. RAKER. It is intended that this 5,000 aeres shall be in
one tract, is it not?

Mr. FREDERICKS. In one fract; yes.

Mr. RAKER. Of course, the way the bill reads now it will
permit Los Angeles County to get as many traets as it wants
80 long as it does net get more than 5,000 acres.

Mr. FREDERICKS. That is designated in the permit by
the Agrieultural Department.

Mr. RAKER. I know that, but as the bill now stands that
would be possible, and I know the gentleman does not intend
that?

Mr. FREDERICKR. No.

Mr. RAKER. - Of course, that is not involved in this amend-
ment at all. f

Mr. SHREVE. May I ask the gentleman just where this
pmpertyisloeatedthn.tltlspmpasedtonaefwawksibe?

Mr. FREDRERICKS. Well, is the gentleman familiar with
the general loeation?
~ Mr. SHREYE. Yes.

Mr. FREDERICKS. It is 100 miles east of Los Angeles in
the range that Old Baldy is in and that Mount Wilson is in.
You go in through Palmdale on a concrete road all the way
and the road we ave wanting to build or to complete goes
right through this traet of land that we are seeking,

Mr. SHREVE. What railroad is near there?

Mr. FREDERICKS. It is not near any railroad. The near-
est railroad is the Santa Fe.

Mr. SHREVE. Is the nearest railroad at Bakersfleld?

Mr. FREDERICOKS. No; San Bernardino, or Barstow; that
wonld be the nearest railroad.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Kentucky.

° The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The gquestion now comes on the com-
mittee amendment.

The committee amendment was’ agreed to.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise and report the bill back to the House with an
amendment, with the recommendation that the amendment be
agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the comiittee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. TeEapway, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that committee having had under consideration the bill (H. R.
9494) to authorize.the Secretary of the Interior to issue patent
in fee simple to the county of Los Angeles, in the State of
California, for & certain described traet of land for public-
park purposes, had directed him te report the same back to the
House with an amendment, with the recommendation that the
amendment be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass.

Mr. VINSON of Kentueky. Mr. Speaker, in view of the faet
that this is a departure from precedent and there are 5,000

acres of Government land involved, I make the point of no

quorum.

Mr. SINNOTT. I hope the gentleman from Kentucky
will not make that point. We have four more bills that we
would like fo get through with.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky makes the
poix{nt oéI 11:& %um.mlt is obvious no guorum is present.

r. SINN . Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the H
A call of the House was ordered. fizd

The Clerk called the roll, when the following Mem}
failed to answer to their names; ey i

[Roll No. 28]
Aldrich Evans, Mont, Larson, Minn. RHeed, W, Va,
Anderson Fairfield Lea, Calif, Ieid, {-9.
Arnold Favrot Leavitt Richards
Asweld Fenn Lee, Ga. Roach
Barkley Foster Lehlbach Robsion
B Frear Lindsay Rogers, Mass,
Free Linthicum - Rogers, N, H.
Bixler Freeman Lognn Rosenbloom
Bloom Frothingham Lowre San Ind.
Boles Fulmer lIcFad{'!eu Bebafer
Bawling Funk McKenzie Schall
Boylan Qar‘her McLeod Bhallenberger
Brand, Ohio Garrett, Tex.  McNuity Sites
Z8 Geran MacGregor Smithwick
Bri: Glatfelter Martin Bunyder
Browne, N. J, Goldshorough Michaelson Stalker
Browne, Wlis. Graham Miller, I1. Strong, Pa.
Bramm Green Mills Sullivan
Buckle: Griffin Montagne Sweet
Bulwinkle Hall Mooney Swing
Burdick Harrison Moore, I1L Swoope
Butler Hastings Morgan - Thomas, Ky,
Canfield Hawes Morin Thompson =
Carew Holaday Merris cher
Carter Howard, Okla. Nelson, Wis. Tinkham
Casey Hull, Tenn. Newton, Mo. Tydings
Celler Hull, William B, Newton, Minn. Upshaw
Jacobstein Nolan Vare
Clague Johnson, Wash, O'Brien Vinson, Ga.
Clancy Johnson, i‘x;y 0’Connell, N. Y. Voigt
Clark, Jehnson, W. Va. O'Connell, R.I. Ward, N. X,
Clarke, N. Y, Jost 0'Connor, La. Ward, N, C.
leary ns O'Connor, N. Y, Weller
Collins Keller O'Bullivan Welsh
Connery K Oliver, N. Y, Wertz
Cooper, Oblo Paige te, Me.
Corning Eent Peer; Willlams, Mich,
Curry Eery Perkins Williams, T11
Davis, Minn, Kindred Perlman Wilson, Ind.
paey Knutson - Porter Winslow
Denisen Kepp Pon Wolff
Dickstein Kunz Prall Wobdruf?
Dominick LaGuardia Purnell Woodrum
bl T Bansie Zihima
¥ n
Eagan Larsen, Ga. Reed, zrt. !

The SPEAKER. Two hundred and forty-eight Members
have answered to their pames. A guornm is present.

Mr. SINNOTT, Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with fur-

proceedings under the call.

The SPEAKER. The geutleman from Oregon moves to dis-
pense with further proceedings under the call. Withont objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The doors were opened. '

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question
on the bill and all amendments thereto to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The guestion is on agreeing to fhe amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion
to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky offers a
motion te recommit, which the Clerk will report,

The Clerk read as follows:

AMr. Vixson of Kentucky moves to recommit the bhill to the Com-
mittes on the Public Lands with instructions to that committee to im-
mediately report said bill back to the House with the following amend-
ment: Strike out, in line 24, page 3, the words “ lands so designated
and,” and strike out lines 1 and 2 on page 3 and insert : “Provided, That
no right of the United States to prospect for, mine, and remove any coal,
oil, gas, or other mineral on said lands is granted or relinquished.”

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
againsbui the motion to recommit that it is net germane to
the
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The SPEAKER. The Chair sustains the point of order,
inasmuch as it seeks to amend an amendment already adopted
by the Iouse.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Did I understand the Chair to
say it amends an amendment which the House has already
adopted. I think the Speaker is in error about that,

The SPEAKER. The House adopted the amendment, There
was a bill, and the whole bill was stricken out and an amend-
ment was substituted. The amendment was adopted, and now
the gentleman offers a motion to recommit amending that,
The question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken, and the bill was passed.

The title was amended to read as follows: “A bill to enable
the Board of Supervisors of Los Angeles County to maintain
public camp grounds within the Angeles National Forest.”

VALIDATING PUBLIC-LAND ENTRIES

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands, I call up the bill (8. 2075) validating
certain applications for and entries of public lands, and for
other purposes. L

The Clerk read the title of the bilL

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask nnanimous consent that
this bill be considered in the House as in Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered in the House as in
Committee of the Whole. Is there objection?

here was no objection.
he Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacled, ete., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is
herzoy, authorized to issue patents upon the entries hereinafter named
upon which proof of compliance with law has been filed, upon the pay-
ment of all moneys due thereon:

Homestead entry, Santa Fe, N. Mex., No, 028282, made by Guadalupe
D. de Romero on October 24, 1916, for the west half of the southwest
quarter, west half of the northwest quarter, northeast quarter of the
northwest quarter, north half of the northeast quarter, and southeast
yuarter of the northwest quarter, section 17, township 14 north, range
22 past, New Mexico principal meridian.

Additional homestead entry, Las Cruces, N. Mex., No. 017008, made
by Joseph S. Morgan on April 1, 1921, for the southwest guarter of
geetion 30, township 17 south, range 10 east, New Mexico principal
meridian,

Additional homestead entry, Clayton, N. Mex., No. 028903, made by
Allie ML Vickers, widow of James L. Vickers, deceased, on February 2
1922, for the west half of section 15, township 15 north, range a0
east, New Mexico principal meridian.

Homestead entries, La Grande, Oreg., Nos. 01408G and 015372, made
by James A. Wright, for the southeast quarter of the northeast quarter,
east half of the southeast quarter, section 13, township 11 south, range
41 east, and lots 2 and 3, southeast quarter of the northwest quarter,
northeast quarter of the southwest quarter, and. northwest quarter of
the southeast quarter, sectlon 18, township 11 south, range 42 east,
Willamette meridian.

Homestead entry, Lamar, Colo,, No, 025406, made by John Bond on
April 18, 1918, for the west half of the northwest guarter of section 29,
and the east half of the northeast quarter of section 30, township 21
south, range 42 west, sixth prineipal meridian.

Homestead entry, Montrose, Colo., No. 012686, made by Mary A,
McKee (Mary A. Ryan, deceased) on November 4, 1019, for the south
half of the north half and the north half of the south half, section 20,
south half of the north balf and the north half of the south half,
section 21, township 42 north, range 13 west, New Mexico principal
merldian,

Homestead entry, Cass Lake, Minn.,, No. 09951, made by Joseph
La Fond on March 8, 1918, for lot 9 of section 17, township 55 north,
range 26 west, fourth principal meridian.

Homestead entry, Blackfoot, Idaho, No. 028082, made by Margaret
E. Askew (now Margaret E. Tindall) on July 10, 1918, for the north
half of section 25, township 9 north, range 32 east, Bolse meridian.

Homestead entry, Missoula, Mont.,, No. 08533, made by Hudson L.
Mason on August 24, 1920, for lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, and the south
half of the northwest quarter, southwest quarter of the northeast
quarter, northwest quarter of the southeast quarter, and northeast
quarter of the sonthwest quarter, section 1, township 7 south, range 15
west, Montana principal meridian,

Sgc. 2. That the entries hereinafter named be, and the same are
hereby, validated, and the Secretary of the Interior authorized to issue
patents thereon upon submission of satisfactory proof of compliance
with the law under which such entries were allowed :

Homestead entries, Douglas, Wyo., Nos. 020690 and 026691, made
by Peter Peterson on April 20, 1921, for lots 3 and 4 of section 30,
and lot 1 of section 81, towunship 37 north, range G2 west, and the

east half of the northeast quarter and the northeast quarter of the'
southeast quarter of section 20, south half of the northwest quartel.‘i
and the northwest quarter of the southwest quarter of section 28
township 37 north, range 63 west, sixth principal meridian,

Homestead entry, Douglas, Wye., No. 030379, made by Orin Lee on:
December 10, 1921, for the south half of section 17, township 36 north,
range 835 west, gixth principal meridian.

Homestead application, Roswell, N. Mex., No. 050381, filed by
Robert T. Freeland, for the north half of section 24, township 5 south,
range 14 east, New Mexico principal meridian, subject to the provisions
of the act of December 29, 1916 (39 Stat. L. p. 862).

Homestead entry, Santa Fe, N. Mex,, No. 040823, made by Charley
N. Barnhart on August 21, 1022, for the west half of section 12, town«,
ship 29 north, range 10 east, New Mexico principal meridian.

8ec. 3. That the Becretary of the Interior be, and he 18 hereby,.
authorized to allow the following applications to make entry :

Homestead application, Santa Fe, N. Mex, No. 046215, filed by
Feles Montoya for lot 1 and the east half of the northeast guarter,
section 36, township 13 north, range 3 east, and lot 10, section 31,
township 13 no::th, range 4 east, New Mexico principal meridian,
effective March 7, 1923, the date filed, and that the State of New
Mexico through its proper officers be, and {t is hereby, authorized to

select 134.8 acres of surveyed nonmineral, unappropriated, and un- .

reserved publie land In lleu of that part of the above-described tract
sltuate In sald section 36.

8gc. 4. That homestead entry, 011279, Montrose, Colo., embracing
lots 5 to 20, inclusive, section 1, township 48 north, range 8 west,
New Mexico principal meridian, may be perfected under the provision

1 of section 2 of the act of July 28, 1017 (40 Stat. L. p. 248), by the

legal representatives of Clyde R. Hiatt.

Sge. 5. That Hiram Willlams be, and he fs hereby, allowed to per-
fect by acceptable final proof homestead entry, 040024, Roswell, N.
Mex., embracing Jots 13 and 14, and the east half of sonthwest quarter
of scction 6, township 18 south, range 17 east, New Mexico principal
meridian, and that the Secretary of the Interior be, and.he Is hereby,
authorized to allow the dpplication, 049025, Roswell, N. Mex., of
eald Willlams, to make an additional entry under section 4 of the
stock-ralsing homestead act of December 29, 1918 (39 Btat. L, p.
862), for lots 5 to 12, both inclusive, and southeast quarter of said
section 6,

SEC. 6. That the Secretary of the Interfor be, and he is herehy,
authorized to issue to Franecis W. Woodward a patent for the frac-
tional west half of northwest quarter and the fractionnl northwest
quarter of southwest quarter of section 18, township 28 north, range
0 west, fourth prinecipal meridian, Wisconsin, upon payment therefor
at the rate of $1.25 per acre.

Spc. 7. That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby,
authorized to issue a patent to Lukas Zullig and Max Zullig, infant
children of Robert Zullig, under homestead entry 06833, Lakeview,
Oreg,, for the southeast guarter of section 14 and northeast quarter
of gection 23, township 26 south, range 18 east, Willamette meridian.

Sgc. 8. That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby,
guthorized to allow Y. Charles Earl, of Blackshear, Ala., to purchase
at private sale at the rate of $1.25 per acre, the southeast quarter
of southeast quarter of section 23, township 3 north, range 3 east,
8t. Stephens meridian, Alabama.

Sec. 9. That the Sabine Lumber Co., of 8t. Louis, Mo., be, and it
is Dhereby, authorized to purchase at private sale, the southwest
quarter of southwest quarter of section 23, township 1 north, range
19 west, fifth prineipal meridian, Arkansas, at the rate of $1.25 per
acre.

The Clerk read the following committee amendments:

Add the following paragraphs to the end of section 1, page 3:

“ Homestead entry, Blsmarck, N. Dak., No. 019075, made by Thomas
J. Fox on August 15, 1918, for lot 4 of section 6, township 148 north,
range 83 west, fifth principal meridian, and lot 1 of section 1, township
148 north, range 84 west, fifth principal meridian,

“ Homestead entries, Helena, Mont.,, Nos. 020678 and 021942, made

by Charles A. Krenich, for the sontheast quarter of the northwest quar-
ter, southwest quarter of the northeast quarter, morth half of the
southeast quscter, and southeast quarter of the southeast quarter, sec-
tion 30, township 18 north, range ¢ west, Montana principal meridian,

“ Homestead entry, Glasgow, Mont.,, No. 051366, made by Karl T,
Larson on September 21, 1917, for lot 8 of section 20, lots 5§ and 6 of
section 28, and lot 2 of sectlon 33, township 28 north, range 53 east,
Montana principal meridian, such patent to be issued to the heirs of
Karl T. Largon, deceased.”

Add the following sectlons after section 9, page T:

“ 8Eec. 10. That Richard Walsh, to whom patent issued om July 10,
1922, for a farm unit nnder the Klamath irrigation project, be permitted
to reconvey the land to the United States and to make entry for a
farm unit in another division of the project, the amount of the con-
struction charge already paid by said Walsh to be transferred to the
new eotry. »
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* «gpe. 11, That the Seeretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to
‘grant to the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co. under the act
of March 3, 1875 (18 Stat. L, p. 452), a right of way for its con-
‘ptructed road across the abandoned post, Discovery Bay Military Reser-
vation.

“ §pc. 12, That existing entries allowed prior to April 1, 1924, under

the stock-raising homestead act of December 28, 1918 (39 Stat. L. p.
§62), for land withdrawn as valuable for oil or gas, but not otherwise
reserved or withdrawn, are hereby validated if otherwise regular: Pro-
‘gided, That at date of entry the land was not within the limits of the
geologie structure of a producing oil or gas field.
"« Qge. 13, That the Central Pacific Railway Co., upon its filing with
the Seeretary of the Interior a proper relinquishment disclaiming in
favor of the United States all title and interest in or to lot 1 of section
1, township 16 north, range 22 east, Mount Diablo meridian, in the
Carson City; Nev., land district, under its primary selection list No. 10,
embracing said tract, shall be entitled to select and receive a patent
for other vaeant, unreserved, nonmineral public lands of an equal area
gituate within any State into which the company's grant extends;
and further, that upon the filing of such relinquishment by gald rail-
way company, the selectlon of the tract so relinquished by the State of
Nevada in the approved list No. 13 be, and the same is hereby, vall-
dated.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The spelling on page 2, line 4, of the word * additional " was
agreed to.
. The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the

il

Mr. McCLINTIC. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the
‘gentleman from Oregon a question. These persons are going
to return the title of these lands to the Government, and the
persons making the return are entitled to file on land in other
places. In case they do not exercise that right will they be
given scrip which will entitle them to file in the future?

Mr. SINNOTT. No.
~ The bill was ordered to be read the third time, was rea
the third time, and passed. i

PURCHASE OF CEMETERY SITE FOR KIOWA, COMANCHE, AND APACHE
INDIANS

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands I eall up the bill (H. R. 10590) authorizing
‘the Secretary of the Interior to sell certain lands to provide
‘funds to be used in the purchase of a suitable tract of land to
be used for cemetery purposes for the use and benefit of mem-
bers of the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Tribes of Indians,
and I ask mnanimous comsent that the bill be consldered in
‘the House as in Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani-
mous consent that this bill be considered in the House as in
Committee of the Whole, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior is herehy
‘authorized and directed to advertise and sell to the highést bidder for
cash the southwest quarter of the northeast quarter of section 9,
in township 5 morth, range 15 west of the Indian meridian, and in
Kiowa County, Okla.: Provided, That the proceeds derived from such
gale ghall be used by the Secretary of the Interior in the purchase
of a suitable tract or tracts of land to be used for cemetery purposes,
hear or adjacent to an existing church or mission, or churches or
missions, for the use and benefit of members of the Kiowa, Comanche,
and Apache Tribes of Indians,

. Bgc. 2. The Secrctary of the Interior is hereby authorized to make
rules and regulations necessary for carrying into effect the provisions
of this act.

. Mr. McCLINTICO. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask the gentle-
man a question, I notice that this bill refers to Kiowa County,
and I would like some one who has knowledge of this prop-
erty to make some explanation of the bill.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, this bill an-
thorizes the Secretary of the Interior fo sell 40 acres of land
belonging to the Kiowa and Comanche Tribes; land which
has been held as a cemetery for the Indians, but which they
will not use for that purpogse. The Indians desire that the
land be sold and the money used in the purchase of other land
adjacent to their churches, so that they ean use such land for
remetery purposes. They want to exchange it for other land
more suitable. This is done at the request of the Indians.

Mr. McCLINTIC., Where is the land located?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma., It is situated in Kiowa County
pear Rainy Mountain,

3t LXVI—I127

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third'
time, was read the third time, and passed.

GRANTING LANDS TO STATE OF WASHINGTON FOR PARK PURPOSES

Mr, SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on the Public Lands I call up the bill (H. R. 10770) granting
certain lands to the State of Washington for public park and
recreational grounds, and for other purposes, and I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered in the House as in
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimons consent
that the bill be considered in the House as in Committee of
the Whole. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, efc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he isl
hereby, authorized and directed to cause patent fo issue to the Statel
of Washington for public park and recreational purposes the following-|
described tract of unappropriated and public land in said State: The)
northeast one-quarter of the southeast one-guarter and lot 7, section,
82, township 22 north, range 22 east of the Willamette meridian, con-}
taining 82.56 acres. i

wenay |

The following committee amendment was read: '

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the following:

“"That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized
and divected to issue patent, as hercinafter limited, to the Btate of,
Washington for the following-described lands: The northeast quarter
of “the southeast quarter and lot 7, section 32, township 22 north.;
range 22 east of the Willamette meridian, containing 82.36 acres,
more or less; such lands to be used and occupied solely for publie'
park and recreational purposes: Provided, That there shall be re-
gerved to the United States all oll, coal, or other minerals in the '
land, and the right to prospect for, mine, and remove the same:'
Provided further, That if the grantee shall fail to use the land {orl
park or recreational purposes or shall devote the same to other uses |
the title thereto shall revert to the United States and the lands shall |
be restored to the public domain npon a finding of such fallure by the !
Secretary of the Interior.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend—i
ment.

The amendment was agreed to. ‘,

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

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

ELDORADO NATIONAL FOREST, CALIF.

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committea
on the Public Lands I call up the bill (H. R. 5555) to include
certain lands in the county of Eldorado, Calif,, in the Eldo—f
rado National Forest, Calif., and for other purposes, and ask’
unanimous consent that it be considered in the House as in
Committee of the Whole,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up the
bill H. R. 5355, and asks unanimous consent that it be consid-
ered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. Is there
objection?

There was no objection. .

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Bé it enacted, ete., That lot 4 of section 5, township 12 north,:
range 18 east, Mount Diablo base and meridian, situate, lying, and
being in the county of Eldorado, Calif, with the approval of the,
Secretary of the Interior, be included in and made a part of the
Eldorado National Forest, Callf., by proclamation of the President,
for the purpose of regulation and improvement, and thereafter be
governed, controlled, and used under the same rules and regulations
now in foree or to be hereafter adopted governing said Eldorado Na-
tional Forest,

With the following committee amendment:

Line 8, page 1, after the word * President,” strike out the rest
of line 8, all of lines 9 and 10, and line 1 on page 2, and insert in |
llen thereof the following: ‘ to be hereaffer administered under all |
laws and regulations applicable to the Eldorado National Forest:
Provided, That the addition of this land shall not affect adversely
any valid entry or vested right under the public land laws which
has been initiated prior to the passage of this act.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a-third time,
was read the third time, and passed,

- i~

$
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On motion of Mr. SixNorr, a motion to reconsider the vofes
bybwhlc.h the several bills were passed to-day was lald on the
table.

ELECTION OF PRESIDENT AND VICE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED

STATES

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to call up for present cousideration Senate Concurrent
Resolution 25, relating to the election of the President and
Yice President of the United States.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas asks unani-
mous consent to eall np for immediate consideration at this
time Benate Concurrent Resolution 25, which the COlerk will
report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Regolved by the Benate (the House of Representatives concurring),
That the two Houses of Congress shall assemble in the Hall of the
House of Representatives on Wednesday, the 11th day of February,
19026, at 1 o'clock p. m,, pursuant to the requirements of the Constitu-
tion and laws relating to the electlon of President and Viee President
of the United States, and the President pro tempore of the Senate
shall be their presiding officer; that two tellers shall be previously ap-
pointed by the President pro tempore of the Senate and two by the
Speaker on the part of the House of Representatives, to whom shall be
handed as they are opened by the President of the Benate all the
certificates and papers purporting to be certificates of the electoral
votes, which certificates and papers shall be opened, presented, and
scted upon in the alphabetical order of the States, beginning with -the
letter “A™; and said tellers, having then read the game in the presence
and hearing of the two Houses, shall make a list of the votes as they
shall appear from the said certificates; and the votes having been
ascertained and counted In manner end according to the rules by law
provided, the result of the same shall be delivered to the President of
the Senate, who shall therupon announce the state of the vote, which
announcement shall be deemed a sufficient declaration of the persons,
if any, elected President snd Viee President of the United States, and,
together with a list of the votes, be entered on the Journals of the
two Houses.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right
to object, what is the necessity for pushing this through at this
time?

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. It is a privileged resolution. There
is no special rush. It was reported to the House yesterday.

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Has the gentleman consulted
with the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GArrReTT] about the
matter?

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. T did.

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. And he had no objection?

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. He had no objection. I expected
Mr. GaurerT to be here and also the ranking minority member
of the committee.

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The reason I asked the gentle-
man the question is that I understood the gentleman from
Tennessee objected to it the other day.

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. No; the gentleman from Tennessee
did not object the other day.

The SPEAKER. Is'there objection?

There was no chjection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion.

The resolution was agreed to.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr.

Bricas, for two days, on account of illness in family,
ADJOURN MENT

Mr, SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, 1 move that the House do
now adjonrn.

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 4 o'clock
and 16 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow,
Saturday, January 17, 1825, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNIOCATIONS, ETC.

797. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a lefter from the presi.
dent of the Georgetown Barge, Dock, Elevator & Railway Co.,
fransmitting annuval report of the Georgetown Barge, Daock,
Elevator & Railway Co., was taken from-the Speaker’s table
and referred to the Commiitee on the District of Columbia,

REPORTR OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS
Under clduse 2 of Rule X111,
Mr. HILL of Washington: Committee on Indian Affairs. S,
994. An act to amend the act of March 3, 1885, entitled “An

act providing for allotment of lands in severalty to the Indiang
reslding upon the Umatilla Reservation, in the State of Oregon,
and granting patents therefor, and for other purposes " ; with-
out amendment (Rept, No. 1210). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. MORROW : Committee on Indian Affairs. S§. 1665. An
act to p:_-ovlde for the payment of ene-half the cost of the
construction of a bridge across the San Juan River, N. Mex,;
with amendments (Rept. No. 1211). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. KNUTSON : Committee on Indian Affalrs. 8. 8036. An
act to amend the law relating to timber operations on the
Menominee Reservation in Wisconsin; with amendments
(Rept. No. 1212). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. ENUTSON: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 0869,
A Dbill to authorize allotments of lands to Indians of the
Menominee Reservation in Wisconsin, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. Na, 1213). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HUDSON: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. &, 76137,
A bill conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear,
examine, adjudicate, and enter Judgment in any claims which
the Assiniboine Indians may have against the United States,
and for other purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 1214).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. SNYDER: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. TH88,
A bill to provide for expenditures of tribal funds of Indians
for construction, repair, and rental of ageney buildings, and
related purposes; without amendment (Rept. No., 1215). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. GARBER: Committee on Indian Affairs, H. R. 11359.
A bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to issue certifi-
cates of competency removing the restrictions against aliena-
tion on the inherited lands of the Kansas or Kaw Indians in
Oklahoma ; without amendment (Rept. No. 1216). Referred to
the:Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. MORROW : Committee on Indian Affairs. II R. 11360.
A bill to provide for the permanent withdrawal of a certain
40-acre tract of public land in New Mexico for the use snd
benefit of the Navajo Indians; without amendiment (Rept. No.
1217). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union, Lt

Mr. SNYDER: Committee on Indian Affairs. . R. 11302
A Dill to anthorize an appropriation for the purchase of certain
lots in the town of Cedar City, Utah, for the use and benefit
of a small band of Pinte Indians located thereon ; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1218). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. MONTAGUE : Commiitee on the Judiciary. H. R. 11474
A bill to amend and reenact section 11 of the Judicial Code
(36 Stat. L. p. 1127), as amended by the act of June 13, 1918
(40 Stat. L. p. 605), and amended by the act of April 30, 1924
(43 Stat. L. p. 114) ; without amendment (Rept. No. 1222),
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr, HOWARD of Nebraska: Committee on Indian Affairs.
H. R, 11358. A bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to cancel restricted fee patents covering lands on the Winne-
bago Indian Reservation and to issue trust patents in lieu
thereof ; without amendment (Rept. No. 1226). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

REPORTE OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XTIT,

Mr. HUDSON : Committee on Indian Affairs. 8. 1237. An
act for the relief of settlers and claimants to section 18, lands
in the L'Anse and Vieux Desert Indian Reservation, in Michi-
gan, and for other purposes; with an amendment (Rept, No,
1219). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House,

Mr. HILL of Washington: Committee on Indian Affairs

B. 1705. An act for the relief of the heirs of Ko-mo-dal-kial,
Moses agreement allottee No, 33; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1220}, Referred to the Committee of the Whole House;
- Mr. GARBER: Committee on Indian Affairs. 8. 3247. An
act providing for the payment of any unappropriated moneys
belonging to the Apache, Kiowa, and Comanche Indians to
Jacob Crew; without amendment (Rept. No. 1221), Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House. 4

Mr. WURZBACH: Committee on Military Affairs, H. R.
4932. A bill for the relief of Jacob F. Webb; without amend-
ment (Rept. No, 1223), Referred to the Commiftee of the
Whole House,
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. Mr. REECE: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 10611
A bill to correct the military record of Estle David; with
jamendments (Rept, No. 1224), Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. REECE: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 112086,
I'’A’ bill to correct the military record of John T. O'Neil; with
lamendments (Rept. No. 1225). Referred to the Committee of
‘the Whole House,

CHANGE OF REFERENCE
Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re-
|ferrecl as follows:

A bill (H. R. 11660) granting an increase of pension to
| Frances D. Grishaw ; Committee on Pensions discharged, and
|referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

A Dbill (H. R. 11606) granting an increase of pension to
Catherine Bridgeford; Committee on Pensions discharged, and
jreferred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

A bill (H. R. 11647) granting a pension to Amanda Arm-
Btrong; Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

A bill (H. R. 11648) granting a pension to Fannie BE. Myers;
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. GASQUH: A bill (H. R. 11701) to amend the act
entitled “An act to regulate steam engineering in the District
|of Columbia,” approved February 28, 1887; to the Committee
jon the District of Columbia.

By Mr. EKNUTSON: A bill (H. R. 11702) granting the con-
sent of Congress to the village of Spooner, Minn., to construct
'a bridge across the Rainy River; to the Commlittee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. REED of Arkansas: A bill (H. R. 11703) granting
the consent of Congress to G. B. Deane, of St. Charles, Ark., to
construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the White
River at or near the city of St. Charles, in the county of
Arkansas, State of Arkansas; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GARBER: A bill (H. R. 11704) to promote the flow
of foreign commerce through all ports of the United States
and to prevent the maintenance of port differentials and other
unwarranted rate handicaps; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. SCHNEIDER: A bill (H. R. 11705) to prevent the
use of stop watches or similar devices in the Postal Service
and gnaranteeing to postal employees their lawful rights; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. FRENCH : A bill (H. R. 11706) to authorize the con-
struction of a bridge across the Pend d’'Oreille River, Bonner
County, Idaho, at the Newport-Priest River Road crossing,
Idaho; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BOYLAN : Joint resolution (H, J. Res. 323) request-
ing the President to appoint a minister to represent the Gov-
ernment of the United States at the seat of Government of the
Irish Free State at Dublin, Ireland; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

PRIVATH BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
‘svere introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. GIBSON: A bill (H. R. 11707) granting an increase
of pension to Lurana Silsby; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. HAUGEN: A bill (. R. 11708) granting a pension
to Joseph D. Killerlain; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HUDSON: A bill (H, R. 11709) to provide for the
payment of the amount of war-risk insurance to a beneficiary
designated by Staff Sergt. Leslie I. Wright, deceased; to the
Committee on War Claims.

By Mr, ENUTSON: A bill (H, R. 11710) granting an increase
of pension to Edidius J, Fehr; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11711) granting an inerease of pension to
Paulinus G. Huhn; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MAGEE of New York: A bill (H. R. 11712) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Caroline M. Welch; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. REECE: A bill (H. R. 11713) granting an increase
of pension to Elimina C. Stanley; to the Committee on In-
yalid Pensions.

By Mr. SCHAFER: A bill (H. R. 11714) granting a pen-
sion to Edward H. Van Epps; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11715) for the relief of Peter Moreau;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SWOOPE: A bill (H. R. 11716) granting an increase
of pension to Elizabeth R. Carlisle; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. TABER: A bill (H, R. 11717) granting an increase
of pension to Harriet J. Webber; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11718) placing the name of James M.
Wells on the pension roll of the Post Office Department; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 11719) grant-
ing a pension to Susan MeDonald; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. WILSON of Indiana: A bill (H. R, 11720) granting
an increase of pension to Mary E. Hickman; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 11721) granting a pension |
to Texas Hall; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

TUnder clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

3472. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Metropolitan Litho-
graph & Publishing Co., Boston, Mass., protesting against any
increase of rates on souvenir post eards; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

3473. Also, petition of Brotherhood Temple, Ohabei Shalom,
Boston, Mass., recommending early and favorable consideration
of the joint resolution now pending in Congress providing for
the admission of approximately 8,000 immigrants now stranded
in various Huropean ports; to the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization.

3474. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of Charles West, Tulsa,
Okla., asking that the appropriation for the War Department
for the civilian milltary training camps be sufficient for train-
ing 40,000 men instead of 29,000; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

8475. Also, petition of Post No. 8, American Legion, Casa
Grande, Ariz,, urging that the Bursum bill (8. 33) and Line-
berger bill (H. R. 6484) be passed early and favorably; to the
Committee on Pensions,

3476. Also, petition of residents of Texas and Noble Coun-
ties, Okla., to the House of Representatives not to concur in the
passage of the compulsory Sunday observance bill (8. 3218)
nor to pass any other religious legislation which may be pend-
ing; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

3477. By Mr. KINDRED: Petition of the Merchants’ Asso-
ciation of New York, favoring the passage of House bill 11503,
authorizing the President in certain cases to modify passport
visé requirements; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

3478. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the
Merchants' Association of New York, favoring the passage of
House bill 11503, authorizing the President in certain cases to
modify visé requirements; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

3470. By Mr. SPHAKS: Papers to accompany House Dbill
11686, granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth A. Brown;
to the Commitfee on Invalid Pensions.

SENATE

SaTuroay, January 17, 1925
(Legislative day of Thursday, Janwary 15, 1925)

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

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Farrell,
one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed the
bill (8. 2975) validating certain applications for and eniries
of public lands, and for other purposes, with amendments, in
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the House had concurred
in the following Senate concurrent resolutions:

8. Con. Res. 25, Concurrent resolution relating to the election
of President and Vice President of the United States; and

8. Con. Res. 26. Concurrent resolution to correct an error in
the enrollment of the bill (8. 387) to prescribe the method of
capital punishment in the District of Columbia.
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